
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 February 2, 1989 
 
 
Present: Mark Brenner (chair), Tim Erickson, Paula Faraci, Eric Huang, Warren Ibele, Katie Jodl, 

Ronald Phillips, M. Kathleen Price, Burton Shapiro, W. Phillips Shively, Carrie 
Simenson, Michael Steffes, John Tackett, James VanAlstine 

 
Guests: Acting Vice President Shirley M. Clark, President Nils Hasselmo, June Perkins, Maureen 

Smith (Brief) 
 
 
1.  Reports of the Chairs 
 
 Student Senate Consultative Committee  Ms. Simenson distributed a draft resolution concerning 
the conflict between federal policy concerning homosexuals serving in the military (ROTC) and the 
University's non-discrimination policy.  The Committee briefly discussed some of the points in the 
resolution and then decided to refer it to the Committee on Social Concerns with a request that it hold a 
forum or otherwise initiate campus-wide discussion of the issue; Social Concerns would be requested to 
consolidate the issues and concerns and forward them to this Committee for action.  A copy of the 
resolution would also be forwarded to the Committee on University-ROTC Relationships. 
 
 Ms. Simenson reported that the SSCC would also be endorsing a candidate for the seat on the 
Board of Regents reserved for a student or recent student. 
 
 Senate Finance Committee  Professor Ibele reviewed briefly with the Committee the agenda items 
with which the Finance Committee would be dealing after the conclusion of the SCC meeting; those 
items included a discussion with Tom Nelson, Director of State Relations, on legislative strategy, 
review of "contingency financial planning," action on a proposal to enhance the Morse-Alumni 
Teaching Awards, the status of the Graduate School General Research Fund, and the 1988 financial 
report. 
 
 Faculty Consultative Committee  Professor Brenner reported that he and the members of FCC 
have found themselves deeply immersed in the political arena, much more so than he had expected.  He 
said he believes the efforts are helping, and they have sensitized the Governor on the message he has 
sent to the faculty with his budget recommendations.  Professor Brenner also reported on the meeting of 
the Governor with the Faculty Senate on February 23; he explained that they had proposed a meeting 
with the University Senate but that the Governor had explicitly requested that the meeting be with the 
Faculty Senate.  The Governor said he intended to meet with students at another time; it was pointed out 
that he apparently does not intend to meet solely with University students but rather with students from 
all of the higher education systems in the state.   
 
 Professor Brenner also reported that Senate Majority Leader Roger Moe would be on campus for 
a public visit and invited the members of the Committee to attend the luncheon.   
 
 Finally, he noted that several committee chairs have expressed concern about the transition to the 
new Senate committee structure and suggested that it was the responsibility of SCC to plan for the 
transition and to issue directives.  It was agreed that SCC would act in concert with the Committee on 
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Committees and the ad hoc committee which had developed the plan which had been implemented.   
 
 Professor Brenner also apologized to the student members of the Committee for having acted to 
set the agenda of SCC meetings without consulting them; he also urged that when they had agenda 
items, they should call the SCC office at least a week in advance of the meetings in order to have them 
put on the agenda. 
 
2.  Status of Graduate Students in the Senate Structure 
 
 Professor Brenner told the Committee he had put this item on the agenda because of a memo he 
had received from the Council of Graduate Students (COGS) to the Directors of Graduate Studies 
contesting the disciplining of graduate student senators by MSA.  He said that he did not propose any 
action but that it should serve as a warning that the issue needs to be examined.  Ms. Simenson 
explained that the misunderstanding was a result of bad communication between MSA and COGS; there 
have been recurring problems which have never been addressed or solved.  She commented that MSA 
had had a meeting with COGS representatives and that they have set up a task force to look at the 
problems.  She pointed out that there have been graduate students on committees, that one of the student 
representatives to the Board of Regents is a graduate student, and that not all graduate students belong 
to COGS whereas all students automatically belong to MSA. 
 
 Asked how the faculty felt, Committee members observed that graduate students do feel 
disenfranchised from the governance system--and that goes beyond a lack of communication--that 
graduate students have some very different concerns from undergraduates, and that the Senate should be 
a unified body representing all academic voices in the University (graduate students should not have to 
be separate).  Although graduate students have the same opportunity to participate that are available to 
all students, one question is how to ensure that they have adequate representation in the Senate 
structure. 
 
 It was agreed that SCC would take no action until representatives from MSA and COGS had had 
an opportunity to pursue discussion of the problems.  One possibility suggested was that the rules 
governing attendance at MSA and the Senate be altered.  It was also agreed that SCC itself should be 
available as a forum for addressing the differences which might exist. 
 
3.  Discussion with President Hasselmo 
 
Action agendas  Professor Brenner welcomed President Hasselmo to the meeting and opened the 
discussion by asking him about the "action agendas" he had submitted to the Board of Regents.  The 
President said that the basic element of the agendas was the implementation of those steps which had 
already been planned.  They are designed, he continued, to show that the University will take action and 
will do so in a way that is highly visible.  Most important is that they will demonstrate what the 
University is doing--that it is a marvelous place, doing a great deal--and that it is attempting to dispel 
the clouds which hang over it.  Three of the "agendas" have to do with accountability in management 
and organization; several of the other ones involve academic improvements in such areas as 
undergraduate education, research and development, public service, and technology transfer.  Acting 
Vice President Clark, he told the Committee, has set up staff groups to deal with each agenda; those 
groups will identify which steps have been taken and which ones can be taken immediately, and will 
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also develop timetables for future implementation.  Vice President Clark commented that the work of 
these staff groups will be immediate, brief, and focussed. 
 
 The intent of these agendas is to identify three or four things in each area which can be done 
immediately.  The allocation of $300,000 to improve student study space is one example, but the 
President warned that this is a one-time investment, now, but should not be viewed as a flash in the pan. 
 He wants to let the people in St. Paul know that he means business and that the University needs money 
to do these things; the University cannot carry on with these one-time expenditures.   
 
 The President also told the Committee that he continues to hope that the Governor will change his 
recommendations but that he is also working with the legislators and is unabashedly putting the full 
University request in front of them.   
 
Appointment of Gordon Donhowe  President Hasselmo said he thought that Mr. Donhowe was the best 
individual available at the present time but observed that another search would be necessary within the 
year. 
 
Legislative issues  The President noted that faculty and students have been extremely busy meeting with 
legislators and said he was encouraged by the reception that the presentations are receiving.  Critical 
issues and needs do seem to be receiving attention. 
 
 One Committee member expressed satisfaction that the University has received such a good 
response on the question of faculty retention but said he was troubled by the possibility that the issue 
may not be fully understood.  The real difficulty will be the loss of scores of faculty, over a decade, and 
the impact of those losses on quality.  The University, however, will be asked--this Spring--how many 
of the faculty left.  Numerically the changes will be small, but it is a matter of who is lost and from what 
departments they are lost.   The losses will not be solely as a result of salaries, either; they will occur 
because of such things as equipment and students in the departments.  There is a danger that some will 
simplify the problem and make it into more of a crisis than it is in the immediate future. 
 
 Vice President Clark concurred, noting that the losses must be put in the context of the impending 
shortage of faculty.  Over the next 25 years--1985-2010--about 500,000 of the 700,000 faculty in the 
United States will turn over; there are a lot of faculty about the same age who will all leave together.  It 
is the University's losses in the face of these expected shortages which will affect the quality of the 
faculty, not just the immediate numbers.  Professor Brenner called to the attention of the Committee a 
recent article in the Chronicle of Higher Education which outlined a number of steps that other 
universities are taking to forestall the shortages; such steps might include, he said, early retirements, 
stockpiling faculty, bringing in more post-docs (who might stay), and training more people.  The 
University, he said, should begin soon to consider such steps. 
 
 President Hasselmo added that the University will try to emphasize that individual retention cases 
will not solve the problems, and that there are limits to what can be done in those instances because of 
the inequities which can result within departments, which can in turn undermine the collegiality of the 
units.  We must, he observed, have reasonable salaries to start with. 
 
 One comment made was that the downside of this current attention is that if the legislature does 
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not come through now, next year will be a disaster.  The question has captured the public attention; if 
there are no results now, most will believe that there never will.  President Hasselmo concurred and said 
he has told the Governor the University needs three to four times what has been proposed in order to 
have a stable budget and that all of the increased funding would go to faculty and staff; he said it is 
inconceivable that there will be no salary increases and that internal reallocation will be used if 
necessary to provide increases.  One Committee member wondered whether or not the Legislature 
understood the University, because it is so complex, or if they understood that there has been ten years 
of retrenchment and reallocation--which have required hard decisions.  President Hasselmo said that 
internal loyalties could be tested and that a lot of lobbying is already going on; people are not sitting 
back waiting for decisions and then accepting them.  There could, he observed, be some gory battles 
ahead. 
 
 The Governor's wish to meet with the Faculty Senate elicited the comment that there is a message 
being sent that the concerns of the people being educated are secondary.  One student member of the 
Committee expressed a willingness to do whatever could be done to assist the University in making its 
request.   Vice President Clark said that she welcomed the offer and would try to draw upon students 
whenever possible; at this point, however, she said time and financial constraints make it difficult to 
make full use of the efforts.  The problem, she said, is not a lack of ideas or projects but rather a lack of 
funds.  Committee members discussed briefly the question of TA training and student participation in 
decision-making.  Also touched upon were the advantages of participation at the departmental level--
where most of the work is done--and at the central level.  The President commented that there is a 
tension between what can be done on a broad institutional basis and what can be done at the unit level; 
some issues do not invite faculty or student participation at the central level because the initiative must 
come from within the University rather than being imposed upon the departments. 
 
4.  Calendar motions 
 
 The Committee voted to forward the changes in the 1990-91 calendar to the Campus Assembly 
for action, although not without note that students would not be happy about a three-day spring break.  
One of the faculty members of the Committee pointed out to the students members that they could not 
just say "no" but had to have an alternative proposal worked out.  It was agreed that the students would 
attempt to work out a different calendar for presentation to the Senate.   
 
5.  Additional by-law revisions 
 
 Professor Brenner reported that there were some minor additional changes to the committee 
restructuring proposal which the Committee might wish to consider.  One was giving to the Consultative 
Committee the authority to review Committee on Committee nominations to committees, which 
received little support; others will include amending the language of the Tenure Code so that its internal 
references are consistent with the new structure and possible additional changes from the Assembly 
Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics.   
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:30. 
 
 
    --Gary Engstrand 


