
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 October 1, 1992 
 
 
Present: Mario Bognanno (chair), John Adams, David Dahlgren, Judith Garrard, Jamie Hodgson, 

Sonja Hoheisel, Paul Holm, Tom Lopez, Karen Seashore Louis, Irwin Rubenstein, Anne 
Sales, Denise Tolbert, James Tracy, James VanAlstine, Shirley Zimmerman 

 
Guests: Thomas Burk (chair, Senate Committee on Computing and Information Systems), Geoffrey 

Maruyama (chair, Senate Committee on Committees), George Wilcox (chair, Advisory 
Users Committee and member, Senate Committee on Computing and Information Systems) 

 
 
1.  Introductions and Reports of Committee Chairs 
 
 Professor Bognanno convened the meeting at 12:40 and welcomed everyone to the first meeting of 
the Senate Consultative Committee for 1992-93.  He then called on the chairs of the committees 
represented at the meeting for reports. 
 
 Professor Tracy reported for the Educational Policy Committee.  It has not met yet this year, but 
has several items to take up.  One is a carry-over from last year, revision of eligibility for Bush 
Sabbaticals.  There are several other items as well which the Committee will take up. 
 
 Professor Rubenstein reported that the Committee on Finance and Planning had, at its last meeting, 
taken up space and facilities charges, the Biennial Request, and CUFS.  Part of two meetings in October 
will be devoted to the planning process. 
 
 Ms. Tolbert reported for the Student Senate Consultative Committee; it has discussed the grievance 
policy changes, the parental leave proposal, the faculty seat for Duluth, and lobbying.  Ms. Hoheisel has 
been elected vice chair. 
 
 Professor Bognanno reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee has been working on the 
parental leave policy and the Duluth faculty seat; two other major issues which have consumed its 
activities have been faculty workload principles and revisions in the grievance procedures.   
 
 In the case of the grievance procedures, the biggest changes proposed are:  1) a move from an 
adjudicative/"trial" system to a non-technical model that seeks to achieve solutions on the merits; 2) to 
direct "academic" complaints to college-level procedures; and 3) to restrict the all-University grievance 
procedure to "employment" complaints.  It was pointed out by one Committee member that for graduate 
student employees, the line between academic and employment problems can be very fine; Professor 
Bognanno explained that where there is a question, the revised policy may either call upon the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs or a Phase III peer panel to determine to which a dispute should be 
referred.  He also said, in response to queries, that actions under the Student Conduct Code and the Sexual 
Harassment Policy have separate mechanisms for adjudication, although an employee may file a 
grievance in response to a sanction levied as a result of a finding related to sexual harassment.  Finally, 
the University Grievance Officer will continue to serve as the individual who will refer complaints to the 
appropriate mechanism or office. 
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2.  Bylaw Amendment, Duluth Faculty on FCC/SCC 
 
 Professor Bognanno referred Committee members to the proposed bylaw amendment, which would 
create an ex officio, non-voting seat on the Committee for a representative from those faculty on the 
Duluth campus who are not part of the bargaining unit and which would also treat those faculty, for the 
purpose of nominating and electing FCC members, as part of the Twin Cities campus.  The VOTING seat 
on the Committee would be transferred to the Twin Cities. 
 
 Professor VanAlstine reviewed the history of the question and explained that he and Professor 
Bognanno had met with representatives of the non-unionized Duluth faculty and the Duluth faculty union, 
and this solution appeared to be acceptable to all.  The ex officio representative would permit the regular 
communication of issues and views without threatening the rights of the union or possibly getting the 
University entangled in problems with public employee labor relations statutes. 
 
 ON VOTE TAKEN, THE COMMITTEE VOTED 11 - 0 WITH ONE ABSTENTION TO PLACE 
THE BYLAW ON THE DOCKET OF THE NOVEMBER 17 SENATE MEETING.  ALSO ON VOTE 
TAKEN, THE COMMITTEE VOTED 8 - 0 WITH THREE ABSTENTIONS TO ENDORSE THE 
PROPOSAL. 
 
3.  Parental Leave Proposal 
 
 For the benefit of the student members of the Committee, Professor Bognanno explained the 
proposal that has been made to provide probationary faculty the opportunity to "stop the clock" on the 
tenure decision if a child enters the home, either by biological birth or by adoption.  Nothing has been 
approved yet, he noted, and final language proposing appropriate revisions in the tenure regulations will 
be presented to the Faculty Senate in the near future. 
 
 There appeared to be general agreement that some similar provisions for caring for a critically ill 
child should also be developed. 
 
4.  Vision Statement on Computing 
 
 Professor Bognanno next welcomed Professors Burk and Wilcox to the meeting to discuss the 
"vision statement" on computing and information technology drafted by the Advisory Users Committee 
(AUC) and endorsed by the Senate Committee on Computing and Information Systems (SCCIS). 
 
 Professor Burk began by explaining that this is a VISION statement, not specification of a planning 
process, intended by AUC to set out the direction in which the University should move in computing and 
information technology.  The central notion in the statement is that of the "information commons," where 
a variety of information would be available to users through diverse means.  The statement does not 
address how the "commons" would be achieved or which people would be involved or the source of 
funding to accomplish it--those issues will be taken up in the information technology planning process. 
 
 SCCIS has met on two occasions to discuss the statement, and adopted a resolution endorsing it at 
a meeting the day before this one.  Much must be done to implement the vision statement, and SCCIS 
called for starting the planning process as soon as possible.  Several members of SCCIS noted that it will 
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be critical to the success of the planning process to educate users on the information and tools that will be 
available and how to use them for teaching, research, and service.   
 
 Professor Burk asked that SCC endorse the vision statement and place it on the docket of the 
November 17 Senate meeting for information. 
 
 Professor Wilcox then explained that AUC was not charged to include supercomputing in the 
vision statement.  The audit of the Minnesota Supercomputer Center (MSC) (released the day of this 
meeting) suggests that it is not clear the University at large is receiving what it wants or needs from MSC. 
 There is, in the vision statement, an oblique reference to supercomputing, calling for a consideration of 
where the University should put its resources and raising the question of whether the investment in 
supercomputing is appropriate.  It is clear, he said, that supercomputing could be useful to many more 
people than are now using it. 
 
 Asked who would be responsible, or accountable, for moving toward the goals outlined in the 
vision statement, Dr. Wilcox said it would basically be the President and the two senior vice presidents.  
They have endorsed the statement, and the information technology planning process will report to them.  
Each of the senior vice presidents has an individual reporting to them who will carry the responsibility for 
the planning process (Acting Associate Provost Donald Riley in Academic Affairs and Acting Assistant 
Vice President Michael O'Connor in Finance and Operations), and it is they who will be chiefly 
accountable.  He has been asked to sit in on the process, Dr. Wilcox explained, to help with it. 
 
 Asked how the interests of faculty and students would be represented, Dr. Wilcox said that the 
planning process will include a number of faculty and student groups and that the administration is trying 
to ensure that the process will be accountable to those groups.  SCCIS will also serve as the governance 
system oversight body. 
 
 This is an issue bigger than many can understand, it was noted by one Committee member, but the 
University lives in the age of information technology and must have the pieces in place if it is to remain a 
great university.  The philosophy and objectives of the vision statement look benign; "what was left out?" 
Dr. Wilcox was asked.  In order to finish, he responded, AUC decided not to thinking about 
organizational models, and it was not charged to consider either supercomputing or telecommunications. 
 
 One Committee member expressed skepticism about the vision statement; is there a hidden agenda, 
he inquired, given the recent history of events surrounding computing?  Dr. Wilcox responded that the 
Advisory Users Committee WAS BORN out of the disarray that resulted from the proposal to privatize 
computing.  AUC's task has been to try to help decide what the University wants and what issues need 
attention.  After much work, AUC drafted the vision statement to propose the directions in which the 
University should move; now the University community must become involved in the process.  The 
fundamental road-block is that the community must "buy into" the proposal; to the extent that occurs, he 
observed, there is far less likely to be any hidden agenda. 
 
 Right now, said another Committee member, there are fiefdoms around the University; if the vision 
statement goals were implemented, would any computer be able to talk to any other computer and obtain 
access to any needed data base?  Within reason they would, Dr. Wilcox responded; not ALL computers 
would be able to gain access to the "commons," but 95% of those currently in use would have access.  It 
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is hoped that such access would be available within two years. 
 
 In response to a query about the role of the coordinate campuses, Dr. Wilcox noted that AUC was a 
Twin Cities initiative but that the coordinate campuses will be involved in the planning process.  SCCIS, 
reported Dr. Burk, has invited representatives of the coordinate campuses to participate in its 
deliberations. 
 
 Asked about the cost of implementing the statement, Dr. Wilcox said he hoped it would be very 
little.  AUC discussed the possible advantages of seeking partners in private industry; they have been 
approached by vendors about the possibility of putting money into the project.  If the University can 
implement the idea of an "information commons"--develop a process to integrate many constituencies and 
create the necessary technological backbone--vendors would be interested in receiving that knowledge, in 
return for financial contributions to the process.  The University would provide, through consultants, 
access to the process it used.  The planning process will have to identify the needs and the cost and then 
decide if it will be worth the investment. 
 
 Discussion turned briefly to the audit of the Minnesota Supercomputer Center.  Professor Burk 
reported that the next meeting of SCCIS would be devoted to consideration of the audit.  There appeared 
to be widespread agreement among Committee members that before the vision statement is presented to 
the Senate, it should be redrafted to specifically incorporate supercomputing.  It was agreed that action on 
the vision statement would be delayed until it could be appropriately redrafted. 
 
 Professor Bognanno thanked Professors Burk and Wilcox for joining the meeting. 
 
5.  Representation of P&A Staff in the Senate 
 
 Professor Bognanno introduced Professor Maruyama, chair of the Committee on Committees, who 
re-introduced a bylaw amendment which would permit slightly expanded representation of P&A 
employees in the University Senate.  SCC earlier voted against the proposal; it was being brought back 
for reconsideration. 
 
 Professor Maruyama explained the background of the proposal:  In 1983, the Senate voted to admit 
a small number of P&A staff to the Senate--those who had probationary/continuous appointments or 
those who had fixed term appointments of 2 or more years.  This excluded a group of employees who 
have fixed terms of less than two years or those who have annually-renewable appointments but who 
spend many years at the University.  The proposal at hand would provide for representation for that group 
of people; to qualify, one must have been on the staff of the University for 5 years or more. 
 
 The reason the motion failed the first time, Professor Maruyama explained (with assistance from 
the student members of the Committee), is that by increasing the number of P&A staff eligible to vote and 
to be elected to the Senate, the balance between students and faculty/P&A members in the Senate is 
affected--the students constitute a smaller proportion of the members.  What is unclear--unknown--is 
exactly how many additional positions would be added to the voting membership of the Senate (the "best 
guess" floated at the meeting was in the range of 6 to 10 additional Senators).  Inasmuch as representation 
is determined by unit, with one Senator for every 20 eligible individuals in the unit (or nearest fraction 
thereto), the number of new Senator positions is almost impossible to predict.  There would be, at most, 
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about 300 additional individuals eligible; in some instances (such as in a unit that currently has 18 eligible 
faculty and P&A staff, with perhaps two or several more eligible under the proposal), there would be NO 
new Senators.  In other cases, the addition of a few eligible individuals in a unit could push it into 
qualifying for another position in the Senate.  Other factors which will reduce the number of new 
Senators include the fact that 1) one must be at the University (in a P&A appointment) for five years to 
qualify for representation, and 2) some of the 300+ individuals are already represented in the Senate.   
 
 The Committee spent a long time discussing the merits of the argument.  The students generally 
continued to express reluctance to add more faculty/P&A members to the Senate, thus proportionally 
diminishing their voice; the faculty generally felt that the principle of granting representation to long-term 
professional staff who do faculty-like work was more important than the slight change in the numbers in 
the Senate.  Questions were raised about the possibility of admitting others into the Senate (e.g., civil 
service staff) as well as about the overall ratio between students and faculty.  Professor Maruyama said 
that the Committee on Committees was not asked to deal with the much larger question of representation 
of other groups in the Senate and the relationship between students and faculty/P&A representatives was 
a different question--and he reported that that relationship itself has varied over the years since students 
were admitted to the Senate.  (For example, in 1980-81, there were 2.21 faculty for every student in the 
Senate; the following year, after the Duluth and Waseca faculty opted for collective bargaining, the ratio 
was 1.85:1.  Since that time, the ratio has ranged from 1.80:1 to 2.12:1.  It is a relationship based on 
custom and the outcome of seat allocation based on eligible representatives; there is no Senate rule or 
provision requiring a 2:1 ratio between faculty and students.) 
 
 Following an hour-long discussion, ON VOTE TAKEN, THE COMMITTEE VOTED 7 - 1 TO 
PLACE THE PROPOSED BYLAW AMENDMENT ON THE SENATE DOCKET.  ALSO ON VOTE 
TAKEN, THE COMMITTEE VOTED 6 - 1 WITH 3 ABSTENTIONS TO ENDORSE THE 
PROPOSAL. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 


