
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 January 14, 1988 
 
 
Present: Tim Allison, Joan Bannister, Ellen Berscheid, Charles Betz, Mark Brenner, Charles 

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

 
Guests: J. Fraser Hart, John Howe, Kenneth H. Keller 
 
 
1.   University Libraries  
 
 Interim University Librarian John Howe gave the Committee a progress report on the status of 
University libraries.  He told the Committee that during his tenure as Interim Librarian he was trying to 
reposition the libraries; they have a strong staff in their planners and library heads but problems need to 
be addressed. 
 
 First, he wants to prepare the libraries for strengthening over the next 5 - 10 years; the University 
needs to hire a strong librarian. 
 
 Second, the library is less adequate to its job than it was 25 years ago; it has not been attended to 
by the central administration, by SCC, by the faculty, or by the students.   
 
 Third, he wants to reposition the Library on the agenda of the University; SCC has been helpful 
and the President and Provost have been encouraging.   
 
 Professor Howe said that the Senate Library Committee works effective during the year but that it 
would be useful to have the University Librarian annually meet with SCC; perhaps, in addition, SCC 
should ask the Librarian to also report annually to the Senate. 
      
 Issues being addressed now, in conjunction with the Provost and the Senate Library Committee, 
are these: 
 
 --Automation.  The electronic storage and retrieval of data and information is the wave of the 
future and will shape the nature of the collections. 
 
 --Internal governance.  The constitution is being revised; promotion and tenure and decision-
making are being reviewed.  These issues have taken up too much of the Library's time in the past. 
  
 Three less tractable issues which the Library is confronting are these: 
 
 --Budgeting.  Like the University generally, the Library is underfunded; it is understaffed by 
about 100 FTEs in comparison with similar libraries.  In addition, the Library is unable to keep up with 
the 17% annual inflation rate in the cost of acquisitions.  The acquisitions budget has grown 
considerably, and has been given soft money, but it remains about 15% below Minnesota's peer 
institutions, such as Michigan, Wisconsin, and Berkeley.  The problem is worldwide; the question is 
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how to limit the damage in imposing the necessary cancellations. 
 
 --Preservation.  Materials in the collections are subject to acidification; 30% are or will be so 
brittle they cannot be used.  Not all libraries need to preserve everything, but as the major research 
library of the state, the University Library must play a major role in preservation.  The CIC (Big Ten) 
libraries are cooperating in this matter.  Microfilming is very expensive ($30 - $40 per book); there is a 
promising alternative in deacidification, which costs about $4 per volume. 
 
 --Space.  Howe`s letter to Assistant Vice President Robert Kvavik outlines the three major space 
needs of the libraries: 
 
   1.  Science and Engineering 
   2.  Next 30-50 years of collection growth 
   3.  Archives/manuscripts/special collections. 
 
Wilson Library is an immediate crisis; St. Paul is almost at that point.    
 
 Mr. Vandal inquired whether or not study space would be lost in Wilson Library to accommodate 
the need for additional space for collections; Professor Howe indicated that some would be lost.  But the 
problem of study/gathering space on the campus cannot be exclusively that of the Library; the 
University must address it.   
 
 There was discussion of the size and source of the acquisitions budget.  Comprising roughly 25% 
of the total budget, about half of the funding comes from ICR.  Committee members raised questions 
about how this arrangement was established.  Also addressed were the possibility that some publishers 
were gouging libraries, the location of the humanities collections, and duplication among the various 
libraries.  On the last point, Professor Howe said they have scrutinized duplication closely; eliminating 
all duplications would save about $160,000.  They are squeezing the duplications down, but it does not 
make good sense to completely eliminate them. 
 
 Professor Howe was asked if he had any ideas on how to keep up with the 17% inflation rate in 
acquisitions, such as tying the budget to the inflation rate.  Amid the amusement, he acknowledged that 
he did not. 
 
 Professor Hart reported, on behalf of the Library Committee, that the Committee has to deal with 
an awkward group of constituents in that there are four libraries in the Twin Cities and there are the 
coordinate campus libraries; problems for one library are of no interest to the others.  Professor Hart told 
SCC that it wished to establish User Advisory Committees for each library. 
 
2.   Report of the Committee Chairs 
 
 Mr. Vandal reported that the Student Consultative Committee had examined CIA recruiting and 
space management on the campus; in the case of the latter, specifically how space is allocated in the 
unions.  Mr. Vandal expressed uncertainty about where in the Senate structure questions about space 
allocation policy should be addressed; Professor Shively referred him to Professor Scott, who chairs the 
Committee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation. 
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 Professor Clark reported on the agenda of the upcoming meeting of the Senate Finance 
Committee (which follows SCC).   
 
 Professor Shively reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee had discussed elimination of 
the mandatory retirement age for faculty, had endorsed recommendations from SCFA about 
improvements in the sabbatical provisions, and had talked at some length about working conditions for 
women faculty. 
 
3.   Approval of the Minutes 
 
 The minutes from the November 5, 1987 and December 3, 1987 meetings of the Committee were 
approved. 
 
4.   Report of the Senate Planning Committee 
 
 Professor Brenner distributed a list of support service units which had provided planning 
documents and a suggested charge for a Task Force on Support Service Units.  The Planning Committee 
is proposing that there be a task force to review support service units; the membership would be drawn 
from Senate committees which have responsibility for the units, from MSA, from the 
professional/administrative ranks, and (in response to an inquiry) from the Council of Graduate 
Students.  The task force would require support from central administration in order that it could hire 2 - 
4 graduate fellows to do research.  It would be asked not only to look at data, but also to recommend 
bases for future research and analysis. 
 
 Several questions were asked: 
 
 -- How would the task force be appointed?  (Per Professor Shively, a subset of SCC would 

work with the Planning Committee to make the appointments.) 
 
 -- Will the task force examine the entire system or only the Twin Cities campus?  (The 

matter was not clarified.) 
 
 -- The list of units to be reviewed is long, and the workload would enormous; the Planning 

Committee would have to categorize the list by priority of need. 
 
 -- Where are the health science support service units?  (Per Professor Brenner, the list 

included only those units which had submitted planning documents, and the health 
science units were omitted.) 

 
 -- To what extent did the Planning Committee anticipate that the task force might 

recommend recovery or reallocation of funds?  (Professor Brenner said they had a high 
expectation that such recoveries and reallocations might be recommended; if so, 
Professor Shively observed, the charge should be limited to the Twin Cities campus, 
because decentralization among the campuses make cutting and moving money difficult.) 
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 Professor Brenner said the schedule of the task force, if approved, was envisaged to run from 
February of 1988 to mid-fall of 1988 (with the summer months being the time when the bulk of the 
work would be done). 
 
 Thought no vote was taken, there was general agreement on the part of the Senate Consultative 
Committee to proceed with the task force. 
 
5.   Academic Professional Representation in the Senate 
 
 Professor Phillips reviewed briefly with the Committee the recommendations of the 
subcommittee appointed to review Academic Professional and Administrative staff representation in the 
Senate and Assembly.  He noted that several concerns had been expressed: 
 
 -- That the Credentials Committee would be too burdensome, especially given the diversity 

of classes and appointments it would have to confront; 
 
 -- That there would be further dilution of faculty voice in the governance structure; and 
 
 -- That membership might be extended to committees where individuals holding such 

appointments are now barred. 
 
 Professor Clark observed that it would be extremely difficult to examine the job performed by 
each individual in the class to determine whether or not it conformed more or less to what faculty 
members do.  Professor Campbell opined that the academic leaders of the University should not be 
barred from serving because there is a long tradition of such individuals contributing to the activities of 
the governance structure; besides, he pointed out, the recommendations as now written would eliminate 
the Chair of the Senate (the President).  
 
 Professor Shively suggested that Professor Phillips subcommittee need not reconsider its 
recommendations but that it would be useful to obtain the views of the Professional/Administrative 
consultative group. 
 
6.   Discussion with President Keller 
 
 Professor Brenner asked the President about the possibility of using some of the Bookstore profits 
to establish a coop.  His inquiries on that subject with Jim Duffy had not been very productive.  
President Keller said he saw no particular reason why there could not be a coop on the campus, in 
University facilities.   
 
 The President went on to note that the Bookstore profits (primarily from T-shirts and related 
items and computers) were inadvertent rather than planned.  The Bookstores are not in operation to 
make a profit; those that accrue are because the margin established each year is intended to avoid losses. 
He also said he opposed sequestering the funds for a particular purpose.  The 1% levy on support 
service units was intended to provide flexible money to be allocated according to University needs.  The 
President agreed that using Bookstore money for computer centers or library acquisitions was a good 
idea, but that it could not serve as a precedent:  The source of the dollars should not determine the place 
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where they are spent (e.g., parking income can go to the libraries).  It should be a principle of planning 
that the dollars go where they are needed.   
 
 The President also told the Committee that the requests for the money, and the budgeting of it, are 
presented each year to the Senate Finance Committee.  This year, moreover, the flexible dollars were 
given out at the beginning of the year to each campus, in larger amounts than usual, in order to avoid 
different and additional requests from each campus during the year. 
 
 Mr. Vandal inquired when the President would do performance reviews of administrators.  He 
responded by saying that he does them in the spring, when salaries are set.  In addition, he intended to 
solicit comments from the University community.  Finally, there are the routine and continuing reviews 
that take place; both Vice Presidents Vanselow and Wilderson are now going through the process. 
   
 Ms. Bannister told the President that student lobbying with the legislature would begin soon and 
inquired if he had any concerns they might incorporate in their efforts.  The President 
suggested they coordinate their efforts with Vice President Heydinger, but did point out that the tuition 
banding issue was one issue which should be of concern to students. 
 
 Mr. Vandal asked the President about the state of the planning process.  President Keller told the 
Committee that he and the Provost were working hard on the document and were aiming for a single 
document with appendices to be complete by the end of the month.  The Regents would hold open fora 
on it; he would meet with MSA, the coordinate campuses, and probably take to meetings outstate after 
the February Regents meeting.  He also said that they would meet an adequate schedule rather than 
produce a bad document. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:50. 
 
       --Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


