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May 1, 1986 
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1:00 - 2:00 

AGENDA 

Approx. time 

1:00 

' 
1:35 

1:40 

1:50 
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1. Minutes of April 17. (To be sent later) 

2. Recommendations from the CtF Special Committee on 
Coordinating Lower Division Education on the Twin 
Cities Campus (Assembly Steering Committee business). 

(NOTE: Final report expected for distribution at the 
meeting.) 

3. Ratification of nominations to Senate and Assembly 
committees and other boards. 

4. Civil Service representation: approval of motions 
for the Senate and Assembly dockets. 

(NOTE: Docket wording will be sent later.) 

5. Child Care Committee report: Approval of a motion to 
the Assembly. 

(NOTE: Docket wording will be sent later.) 

6. Governance Committee: preliminary report. 
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MINUTES 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

May 1, 1986 
608 Coffman·Memorial Union 

1:05 - 1:55 p.m. 

Members present: Ellen Berscheid, Patrick Durbin, Patricia Gearrick, 
Richard Goldstein, David Hamilton, Linda Hanson, Ronald Knbik, Joseph Latterell, 
Cleon Melsa, Jack Merwin, Paul Murphy, Timothy Pratt, Wanda Reinke, 
Irwin Rubenstein, Roy St. Laurent, Frank Soraufj Deon Stuthman (Chair). 

Guests: Members- elect Charles Campbell and W. Phillips Shively. 

L Minutes of April 17. No corrections were received. 

2. Report of the Chair. 

A. Change in agenda. The report of the Special Committee on 
Coordinating Lower D1v1S10n Education is not ready yet, so discussion of 
the recommendations will be postponed to the next SCC meeting. 

B. Members were remindecl of the luncheon meeting \'Ti th Congressman 
Martin Sabo on May 2. 

C. Members were .reminded that SCC and the Finance Committee would 
me.et jointly on May 7 with President Keller and Vice President Murthy. One 
agenaa Hem has been added--the criteria. for academic unit retrenchment due 
to unallotment. 

D. Search for Academic Vi.ce Presi.dent and Provost is proceding 
ac.cording to sd1edule, The search committee will subirii.t its short list to 
President Keller about May 15; it is anticipated that the FCC and SSCC 
interviews will take place during the last week in May and first week in 
June. 

E. Some action on the ChiJd Care Report is planned for the June 5 
Assemhly meeting ra.ther' than for May 15 as earlier considered. 

F. Senate and Twin Cities Campus Assembly agenda for May 15. Copjes 
of the agenaa were d1 strib.uted together wltn cop1es of the grading policy 
motion. 

G~ Revised University Grievance Procedures, Copies of the most up-to
date revis10n were d1stnhuted to the membeTs. SSCC and FCC this spring 
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will separately discuss the sections relevant to their respective constituencies. 
The chair voiced his hope for Senate action next fall. 

H. The nominating subcommittees of SSCC and FCC will meet jointly to 
discuss recommendations for chairs for those committees sec appoints or 
nominates. 

3. Child Care Report and Recommendations. 

Copies were distributed of President Keller's letter to Professor 
Margery Durham raising questions and seeking clarifications based on the 
report of her committee. Professor Stuthman reported that Professor Durham 
had prepared a response to each question except that on what to retrench to 
fund child care, Professor Stuthman reported that he had suggested to the 
president that it would be helpful if people familiar with the budget could 
designate potential budgets to be touched, following which certain committees 
could suggest choices from among these. The SCC supported this suggestion. 

Professor Sorauf voiced his concern that an important issue such as 
child care -might get sidetracked because the basis for estimating need is 
ynlnerahle. Since the special committee's estimates were based on waiting 
li's.ts it i's easy for critics to charge that the figures are inflated. 
Professor Stuthman recommended that rather than reJ y on any certain number, 
sec agree that the need is greater than the supply. 

Professor Sorauf cautioned the committee to keep :in mind that demand 
will vary in part according to the amount of service offered and the price 
charged. Professot' Stuthman noted that the specia1 committee had at least 
in part addressed this question since the coordinator i:s to deal with outside 
suppliers as well as inside, 

ProfessoT Stuthman remarked that if child care is subsidized for employees, 
it becomes part of their fringe henefi ts; users would probably have to trade 
this henefit off against something else they currently receive. Professor 
So:rauf noted that having two disparate sets- of ·users, employees and students, 
compli'cates the -rationale and the economic arrangements for chi.ld care provision. 

4. Special Committee on Governance. 

Ms. Hanson told sec that the special committee had reversed itself on 
the question of an open fo-rum on May 15, having concluded that the Senate 
would p:r-ob.ably not discuss the report substantively. The Governance Committee 
might prefer to submit an infonnatonal report for the June 5 Senate docket 
and allow time wi:thin the meeting for questicms and answers. 

5 .. Open agenda time. 

A 

to 
Physical Plant 
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Operations), and Professor Harry Hogenkamp (Chair of the Senate Committee 
on Physical Plant and Space Allocation) to join that discussion< 

B. I~ response to Mr. St. Laurent's inquiry, Professor Stuthman said 
the special extended SCEP subcommittee on computers and other information 
systems would be discussed with members of that group on .Tune 5. The rresent. 
group is serving in an interim capacity as advisory to Assistant Vice President 
Barbara Wolfe; as soon as appropriate a standing committee of the Senate 
should be created. 

The meeting adjourned at 1:55 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department of Philosophy 
TWIN CITIES 355 Ford Hall 

224 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
April 30, 1986 

The Educational Policy Committee, in support of a recommendation made 
by the Student Academic Support Services Committee (SASS), recommends that 
the Twin Cities Assembly adopt the following motion: 

That the grade of "F", fail, be used in an A-F grading system for the 
Twin Cities Campus replacing the "N" in the current A-N system as soon 
as practical. The "F" represents performance that fails to meet basic 
course requirements and is unworthy of credit. The "F" would be included 
in calculating grade point averages as zero (0) grade points in the current 
four point system. 

Comment: 

In its discussion of this issue the Educational Policy Committee considered 
a number of arguments both for and against the proposed change. In support 
of retaining the present grading system it was argued that a transcript should 
stress a student's achievement and that grading policies, so far as possible, 
should encourage students to broaden their selection of courses and worry 
less about failure. It was also argued that the University has already changed 
its grading policies too often and that each change introduces a measure of 
administrative cost and community-wide confusion that often offsets any advan
tages that the change may bring. 

In favor of the proposed change it was argued that the N is ambiguous, 
since it may represent either academic failure or noncompletion of a course. 
Although it was recognized that the F may also be somewhat ambiguous, since 
it too can be assigned in either of these cases, it was argued that the clear 
connotation of academic failure associated with the F provides students with 
a strong incentive to avoid it or to seek having it changed to a more appro
priate symbol (e.g., W) in those cases when it might represent mere noncom
pletion. Along these same lines, it was argued that under the present system 
the GPA is misleading. Some institutions and agencies recompute GPAs, counting 
Ns as 0, much to the surprise and dismay of students. It was also argued 
that the present system invites grade manipulation. Students who are willing 
and financially able to sacrifice credits can avoid the risk of an unacceptable 
grade and the damage it would do to their GPA by not taking the final examina
tion or completing the course. This discriminates against students with 
limited financial resources. 

After considering all these arguments and noting the force of those on 
each side, the Educational Policy Committee voted seven to three to endorse 

the change described in the motion ~~~~~ 

WHH/ra 

William H. Hanson 
Chair, Educational Policy 

Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Professor Wendell De Boer 

Qff,ce of the Dean 

College of Liberal Arts 
215 Johnston Hall 
101 Pleasant Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 17, 1986 

Chair, Student Academic Support Services Committee 
Office of the Associate Dean 
College of Veterinary Medicine 
460 Veterinary Teaching Hospitals 

Dear Wendell: 

On March 13 I wrote to the eight collegiate units which, in replying to 
the Student Academic Support Services Committee survey sent out during 
the winter, either favored S/N over S/U as a grading option, or were 
uncertain. To date I have received five replies. Of the four written 
replies, copies of which I attach, three units now favor the S/U grading 
option (Dentistry, Pharmacy, and Universty College), while Nursing states 
a reasoned preference for continuing with S/N. Phone calls to the other 
units have not brought any additional responses, except from the Graduate 
School, which, like Nursing, continues to favor the S/N. 

Adding this new information to your February 26 report of the Student 
Academic Support Services Committee survey results, I find there are now 
ten units now on record as favoring the change from S/N to S/U: 
Pharmacy, Veterinary Medicine, Education, Institute of Technology, 
College of Liberal Arts, Home Economics, Continuing Education, Dentistry, 
University College, and Forestry. On the other side, Nursing and the 
Graduate School have reaffirmed their support for the S/N, and three 
other units are still on record (from the survey) as favoring the S/N, 
Agriculture, General College, and School of Management. But since 
General College has its own grading system, and will not be affected if 
the Twin Cities Assembly takes action on this question, I would read the 
score, in terms of unit votes, as ten to four in favor of changing the 
S/N to a S/U grading option. 

To recapitulate some of the previous discussion, one of the main reasons 
for restoring the F, and dropping the N, is that "N" in the meaning we 
have given it is fundamentally ambiguous: it can mean that a student did 
no work, or did work that was not worth a "D." My view is that if we are 
to discontinue the principal use of this ambiguou·s grading symbol, we 
should also discontinue its secondary use, that is, by changing the 
present S/N grading option to S/U. 

In light of the fact that three additional units now endorse the S/U, may 
I ask if your Committee would be willing to add to its motion for the 
Twin Cities Campus Assembly (as indicated in your March 18 letter to Deon 
Stuthman) a paragraph chaning S/N to S/U? The added paragraph might read 
as follows, based on wording adopted last spring by the CLA Assembly: 
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That a grade base of S/U {replacing the present S/N), meaning 
"satisfactory" or "unsatisfactory" performance, sha 11 be 
offered as an option to the grade base ABCDF. Neither the 
symbol S nor the symbol U shall be figured in to the student's 
Grade Point Average. 

Thank you for your attention, and for the patient good work you and your 
Committee have done on this whole issue. 

JDT:mjl 

cc: Deon Stuthman ~ 
Willi am Hanson 
Eleanor J. Sullivan 
Kenneth Zimmerman 

Enclosure 

Sincerely Yours, 

, /""' 
{IVV- I~ 
es D. Tr({cy 
ir, Council for Curriculum, 

Instruction and Advising 
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Lrn UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Office of the Dean 

School of Dentistry 
Malcolm Moos Health Sciences Tower 
515 Delaware Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Morch 25, 1986 

TO: Jomes Trocy 
Choir, Council for Curriculum 

FROM: 

RE: SIN or S/U 

I see no reoson if the F grode is reinstoted thot we should not use 5/U 
insteod of 5/N. I personolly hove never been in fovor of theN grode. 

JRJ:ols 
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March 18, 1986 

TO: 

Office of the Dean 

College of Pharmacy 
i Health Sciences Unit F 

308 Harvard Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

James Tracy, Chair 
Council for CUrriculum 
College of Liberal Arts liiJj ------:J 

FROM: Mahmoud M. Abdel-Monemtfn; 
Associate Dean / 1 

SUBJECT: S/N or S/U 

Members of the faculty of the College of Pharmacy were equally 
divided on the issue of S/N versus s;u. I suspect that the in
clusion of the statement "and including the grade of "O" ••. 
etc." may have caused some confusion. I personally support the 
change of the S/N to s;u. A grade of U would clearly indicate 
that the student's performance was unsatisfactory. 

MMAM 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
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l5'il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA School of Dentistry 
TWIN CITIES Malcolm Moos Health Sciences Tower 

515 Delaware Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Morch 25, 1986 

TO: Jomes Trecy 
Choir, Council for Curriculum 

FROM: 

RE: 5/N or 5/U 

I see no reoson 1f the F grode 1s re1nstoted thet we should not use S/U 
1nsteod of S/N. I personelly hove never been in fevor of theN grede. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

I r-n UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
~ II TWIN CITIES 

March 18, 1986 

TO: 

I I Offrce of the Dean 

I 
I 
I • 
I 
• College of Pharmacy 
i Health Sciences Unit F 

308 Harvard Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

James Tracy, Chair 
Council for curriculum 
College of Liberal Arts !111/~-------; 

FROM: Mahmoud M. ADdel-Monem tj/11' 
Associate Dean /J 

SUBJECT: S/N or S/U I 
Members of the faculty of the College of Pharmacy were equally 
divided on the issue of S/N versus s;u. I suspect that the in
clusion of the statement "and including the grade of "O" ••• 
etc." may have caused some confusion. I personally support the 
change of the S/N to s;u. A grade of U would clearly indicate 
that the student's performance was unsatisfactory. 

MMAM 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

School of Nursing 
6-101 Unit F 
308 Harvard Street 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-3462 

March 31, 1986 

James Tracy, Chair, Council for Curriculum, 
Liberal Arts 

Eleanor J. Sullivan, Associate Dean, School 

S/N or S/U 

College of 

of Nursing<[;,~ 
s~ 

This memo is in response to your request for the School of 
Nursing's position on use of S/N or S/U options. Faculty in the 
School of Nursing voted to retain the current system with "N" 
meaning "no credit" rather than "non-satisfactory". The 
difference between "no credit" and "unsatisfactory" is simply 
that no credit means that the student has simply not earned the 
credit for whatever reason and "unsatisfactory" means that the 
student has attempted to earn the credit and has not done the 
work in a satisfactory fashion. So, in contrast to your 
suggestion that "N" means non-satisfactory, the "no credit" 
definition of "N" more clearly distinguishes between absence of 
performance and poor performance. It is upon this definition 
that the School of Nursing faculty made their decision. 

I hope this will clarify our vote. 

EJS/ em 

Dean Fahy 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Office of the Dean 

College of Liberal Arts 
215 Johnston Hall 
101 Pleasant Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

March 13, 1986 

Wesley K. Wharton, Associate Dean, College of Agriculture 
James Jensen, Associate Dean, College of Dentistry 
Kenneth Zimmerman, Associate Dean, Graduate School 
Evelyn Hansen, Associate Dean, General College 
Frederick Beier, Associate Dean, School of Management 
Eleanor Sullivan, Associate Dean, School of Nursing 
Mahmoud Abdel-Monem, Associate Dean, School of Pharmacy 
Donald Ross, Director, University College ~ 

James Tracy, Chair, Council for Curriculu1 
College of liberal Arts 

S/N or S/U 

According to the recent report by the Twin Cities Assembly Student 
Support Services Committee {extra copy of summary sheet attached), your 
unit favors retaining an S/N grading option, rather than an S/U option, 
if and when the Twin Cities Campus reinstates the grade of F. 

If "N" under the new system would mean "Non-Satisfactory," it would take 
a mind more subtle than mine to discern the difference between "Non
Satisfactory" and "Unsatisfactory" {U), especially since neither the N 
nor the U would be figured in for the student's GPA. But, presuming we 
do reinstate the F, students might be inclined to assume that "N" means 
the same thing it does now, that is, "no credit." In other words, the 
"N" in the current A/N system may appropriately be given when the student 
has never attended class, nor done any work. 

My question is, s i nee continued use 
least a slight confusion, are there 
statement of the F) we should not use 

Thank you for your attention. 

JT:mjl 

Enclosure 

of the symbol "N" would entail at 
any reasons that (presuming rein-
5/U ;nstead? ~ I~ 

~~/ 
t'" ~ 

cc: Wendell DeBoer, Deon Stuthman, William Hanson \)~lsi. 
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FROM: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA College ot veterinary Medicine 
TWIN CITIES Academic AHairs and Research 

460 Veterinary Teaching Hospitals 
1365 Gortner Avenue 
St. Paul. M.nnesota 55108 

(612) 376-3886 

February 26, 1986 

Student Academic Support Services Coumi ttee Members 

Wendell DeBoer, Olair 

SUMMARY OF TWIN CITY CAMPUS GRADING POLICY SURVEY 

Unit 
Favor Reinstituting 
Grade of "F" 

Favor Retention 
of a pass-no 
credit alt. system 

Retain 
Current 
S/N Option 

Agriculture 

Pharmacy 

Medical School 

Veterinary Medicine 

Nursing 

Education 

Graduate School 

I.T. 

Public Health 

C.L.A. 

General College 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No change per Dr. McCollister 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

No change per phone call 

X 

X 

X 

X Adm..i.n. * 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Ola.nge to 
an s-u 
Option 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Home Economics 

Continuing Education 

Dentistry X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

'--£x _J 
Biological Sciences 

University College 

Forestry 

Law 

School of Management 

Maintains separate grading system 

X X 

* Student Board in Cont. Ed. votes no. 

WJD:sk 

Not considered 

J 

X 
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TO: 

FROM: 

. . 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Department of English 
Lind Hall 
207 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2595 

May 1, 19 86 

Kenneth H. 

Margery S. 
Child Care 

Keller 

Durh~m, Chair /', cJt1 n 
Comm1ttee I Vtl\ t/ 

SUBJECT: Your comments and questions on the Committee Report 

Late yesterday I received your April 24 memo, describing your 
reaction to our report. At this date it seems unlikely that 
further committee meetings will be useful, though I will hold them 
if either you or the committee members, to whom I have forwarded 
copies of both your memo and this reply, request that I do so. 
Right now I can answer most of your questions and can make sug
gestions concerning the others. 

~ . .· ........ -.. 

The estimate of 1,200 child care openings needed on or 
close to campus, as well as the 4,500 over-all estimate, 
comes f rom t he C U RA r e p o r t , "C h i 1 d C a r e at t he 
University of Minnesota-Twin Cities: A Preliminary Needs 
Assessment (Jan., 1986). Sources for the figures were: 
current waiting lists at the three existing carrpus child 
care centers; requests for applications at these cen
ters; and requests by University students, faculty and 
staff at the two main Twin Cities referral agencies. 
Attached are some relevant pages Cpp. 4-6, 12) from the 
CURA report. 

The issue of separate funding for space, maintenance and 
utilities for various student activities was on the 
agenda for the Regents• meeting for January 9-10, 1986, 
as stated in our report, Item F, page 7. Enclosed is a 
copy of the notice that I received, as well as a page of 
the November 7, 1985 report of the Office of Student 
Affairs to the Board of Regents' Staff and Student 
Affairs Committee. I do not know how this item was 
disposed of, but have recently discussed our support of 
this idea with Don Zander in the Office of Student 
Affairs. 

Concerning legislation: Appendfx E describes the De
pendent Care Assistance Plan, passed in 1981, pertaining 
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President Keller 
May 1, 19 86 
Page Two 

to employee benefits. Organizations subject to taxation 
actually make rroney·on this arrangement; tax-free insti
tutions can save their employees tax money with an 
optional, before-taxes deduction from employee salaries. 
This would cost the University nothing but some book
keeping, and would have the effect of reducing over-all 
expenses for the employees who chose to take advantcge 
of such a plan. 

This could be part of a larger cafeteria benefits 
plan, described in the enclosed article from the 
Chronicle of Higher Education (Vol. 32, No. 2, March 12, 
1986}, "Colleges Permitting Emplo·yees to Tailor Fringe 
Benefits to Their Own Needs." Legal and procedural 
details are given fully in Appendix D. Under this 
arrangement no new money would be committed by the 
University, but employees wanting child care would fore
go other optional benefits. 

Appendix E also points out that federal legislation 
has passed the House. HR 3700, passed in December, 
1985, includes "Special Child Care Services for 
Disadvantaged College Students" and a "Child Care 
Personnel Work-Experience Program." This is the House 
version of the Kennedy bill, S 809. I have no way of 
knowing whether the Kennedy bill will pass or what the 
House will do with the building rehabilitation money 
that Kennedy includes and the House does not. I will 
forward copies of these bills to you if _you want the.m. 

I think that I can get some information about state 
money not being made use of by the University at pre
sent. These funds are available only to students in 
vocational training~ however, and for this reason have 
never been used by the University. 

The funding referred to on page 8 under V concerns 
primarily start-up money from the Capital Campaign, 
mainly for the acquisition and rehabilitation of 
space. Space is needed in order to: 1} facilitate 
research. Observation space, separate from the play 
areas, is unavailable at the present centers; 2) start 

., 
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President Keller 
May 1, 1986 
Page Three 

new child care centers on campus, relocate the existing 
cooperative centers should their rent become an im
possible burden, and provide new, expanded quarters for 
the West Bank Center. The committee had in mind the 
McKnight contribution, which seems suited to a 
University-wide concern such as child care. 

The University is eligible, I believe, for the new 
Emma B. Howe Memorial Foundation grants, whose announce
ment I have attached, and grants are an alternative 
source of at least initial funding. We list the de
velopment of grant proposals as one of the responsibili
ties of the Child Care Coordinator, whose duties are 
described in Appendix A of the committee report. 

Some recurrent expenses, however, will have to be 
initiated by the University, in the hope of getting 
future legislative appropriations. Child care is be
coming a concern in the State Legislature, as is shown 
by the Spear-Clark bill described in Appendix E. Al
though that particular bill might not greatly benefit 
the University, it is an example of the growing interest 
in child care that was also visible (or audible} in the 
local precinct caucuses this past winter. Relying 
partly, then, on growing legislative concern, the re
curring item to which we give first priority is the 
salary of the Coordinator, largely because it has to do 
with generating more funds. 

Lacking full knowledge of the University structure and the 
University budget, I believe the committee would find it im
possible to make responsible recommendations for retrenchment to 
cover child care costs. We might be willing to rank a list of, 
say, 15 activities in order of priority, if we receive such a set 
of proposals from you, but even that seems beyond the scope of our 
authority. Probably the best we could offer would be a plan for 
voluntary self-taxation by individual units within the University. 
I dislike that course of action because, first, the decisions 
would often be made by those who least need the service, and 
second, considerable education would be needed before enough units 
come to see that their investment will reward them with lower 
employee absenteeism and with either larger student enrollment or 

. , ... -..• .;. .. ,;. ~.:.,. .. . ~.. .. 
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President Keller 
May 1, 1986 
Page Four 

a larger pool of applications from which to select the best stu
dents. Our report makes these points; I can see that you under
stand them; but getting them generally accepted so as to elicit 
widespread self-taxation would takei longer than I believe you want 
to wait -- certainly longer than we do. 

Our committee has found ways -- through DCAP and other 
employee benefits plans, through grant money, through slight 
changes in the criteria for student financial aid, and through the 
acquisition and allocation of space -- by which the University can 
provide more child care largely through the non-controversial use 
of its present resources. This seems like an efficient way of 
both fulfilling the University's intellectual and· social responsi
bilities, and putting the University in a good position to compete 
for high quality students, faculty, and staff. 

We appreciate having the opportunity to report more fully to 
you, and hope that the information provided here will prove help
ful. Of course we will be glad to answer any further questions. 

/cb 

Enclosures - CURA Needs Assessment, pp. 4-6, 12 
Regents• Agenda, January 9-10, 1986, 1 page 
OSA Report to Regents, November 7, 1985, p. 5 
Chronicle, Mar. 12, 1986, pp. 1, 31 
Emma B. Howe Memorial Foundation Grants Anno~ncement, 

pp. 1-3 

cc: Professor Deon. Stuthman, Chair, Senate Consult'ative Committee 
Professor Jack Merwin, Chair, Senate Finance Committee 
Child Care Committee 

- ., . 
·'"'~ .. ~ ... ~ .. .~:'-·"·~·· ~ ....... ,. . -

• •r. .-... ~,- "·' ---
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 24, 1986 

'10: Margery Durham, Chair, Child Care Camri.ttee 

StJBJEx:::T: Ccmrents on Child Care Report 

Thank you for your rrerrorandum of April 14, 1986, forwarding 
to rre the latest version of the report of the Child Care Ccmnittee. I 
am not quite certain whether this represents the final version of the 
report, but, on the assunption that you might be making further changes 
and have further corrmi ttee rreetings, I thought it might be useful for 
rre to share sorre ccmrents and questions with you. 

• 

• 

• 

On page four, you estimate that there is a need for approxi
mately 4500 additional child care slots by current rrembers of 
the University carmunity, of which 1200 are needed at or 
close to the campus. I would appreciate a clearer staterrent 
of l1cM these estimates were obtained and any infonnation you 
may have to support their validity. Since the provision of 
that :rrany slots would give us a program rrore than seven tines 
larger than that of any other public university contacted in 
the CURA survey, it seems to rre important that we address the 
question of numbers with rrore than casual attention. 

On page seven, item II-F speaks to the issue of funding 
space, maintenance and utilities for various student activi
ties in a separate budget item on the legislative request. I 
am not aware of any such proposal and would appreciate 
clarification of the meaning of that staterrent. 

On page five, the suggestion is made that " .•• the University 
should provide funding by taking advantage of federal, state 
and county subsidies . • . " en page six, i tern II -E, further 
reference is made to pending federal legislation and Appendix 
E lists some pending legislation at the state and federal 
level. 'lb my knc:Mledge, no funding for new titles or expanded 
funding for existing titles within the Higher Education Act 
is currently considered at all probable. Does the committee 
have any infonnation of which I am not aware that rroney has 
been or will shortly be allocated for these purposes? Are 
there currently existing programs of which the University is 
not presently taking advantage? 
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Professor Margery Durham 
April 24, 1986 
Page 'JW) 

• On page eight, under V, the corrmi ttee suggests 11 
• • • the 

assigrurent of as yet undesignated, discretionary funds 
directly by the University President ... 11 to these puqx:>ses. 
\·lere there particular funds that the catmittee had in mind? 
'Ille President has no undesignated, recurring funds except for 
those that are obtained through ne-1 appropriations by the 
Legislature or retrenchment of existing unit appropriations. 
Does the catmittee consider all (or sare) of the funding 
needs it reports to be of sufficiently high priority to 
warrant retrenchment? I realize that the committee cannot be 
totally familiar with the University's budget, but it would 
be useful to have an assessment of where it judges the 
priority for these child care needs to be relative to faculty 
salaries, graduate student support, acadEmic unit instructional 
funding, depart:rrental supplies and equiprent funding, or 
other general categories. 

Let rre be clear that I agree with the cammi ttee on the need 
for child care. Ho.Never, a lack of specificity on issues of this sort 
seriously canpromises the value of the report in helping us to gauge 
these needs in comparison to all others. If we are to act quickly, 
judgrrents related to the above issues will have to be made and the 
oorrmittee's willingness to share responsibility for those judgrrents in 
an explicit way would increase the irrpact and credibility of its 
report. Indeed, even its suggestions of areas which should not be 
retrenched in order to provide funding for these puqx:>ses would help us 
to gauge the relative priority it attaches to these needs. 

KHK:kb 

c: Professor Deon Stuthman, Chair, Senate Consultative Ccmnittee 
Professor Jack f./erwin, Chair, Senate Finance Ccmnittee 
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RE: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office ot the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

1\pril 23, 1986 

President Kenneth H. Keller 
Vice President V. Rama Murthy 

Phyllis Freier and Carol Pazandak 
Senate Consultative Conmittee Subcarm.ittee 

on University Grievance Procedures 

Proposed University Grievance Procedures - Revision 

The attached Proposed University Grievance Procedures were origi
nally suhnitted to the Senate Consultative Conmittee and subsequently 
distributed to camtittees within the University. This revision of the 
prop::>sal reflects suggestions made by the University Academic Freedan 
and Resp:msibility Carrnittee and the Senate Judicial Camri.ttee. The 
revision also takes account of recent developnents within the Univer
sity, including adoption of the new Tenure Code and the recent decision 
to app::>int an Academic Staff Assistance Officer. 

Review by others' including the deans and central administration 
needed now. The intention of the Senate Consultative Carrnittee is 1;9 
bring a final proposal to the Senate in the fall, and in preparation 
for that to distribute a revised proposal to the Senate rrembers at the 
start of the Fall Quarter. 

Please note that these University Grievance Procedures do not 
address all corrplaints fran all constituents within the University, but 
are limited to the constituencies and the issues which are defined in 
the dOCUil'ent. They will be incorporated into the University Grievance 
Procedures Guidel::xx>k replacing the sections that address academic 
freedan and resp::>nsibility matters. The changes to the extant 1974 
Senate docurrent on Academic Freedan and Responsibility grievance 
procedures are smrmarized in the attachrrent to the proposed procedures 
which are included here. 

cc: Senate Consultative Cornnittee 
v Deon Stut:l'mlan, Chair 
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SUMMARY OF NEW GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES 

for info:rmation only 

These grievance procedures have three canponents. One provides 
for academic freedan and responsibility carplaints, updating the 
existing University Senate legislation and adding a section dealing 
with research fraud. This first section applies to all :rrembers of the 
academic ccmnunity, faculty, academic and professional staff, students, 
and civil service staff. A second section defines a rrechanism for 
addressing faculty salary corrplaints. The third section outlines 
suggested procedures for handling carplaints about administrative 
actions of depa.rt::ment heads, directors, and deans, and applies to 
faculty :rrembers. 

The procedures all enphasize the irrportance of info:rmal discussion 
as a first step as well as early efforts to resolve problems. .Ma.jor 
responsibility for resolving carplaints is lodged with the collegiate 
units and with the dean. 

Appeals beyond collegiate level are regularly provided for aca
demic freedan and responsibility issues, and in specified cases the 
all-University Corrmi ttee on Academic Freedan and Responsibility acts as 
the original hearing body. For salary carplaints, the expectation is 
that a college ccmnittee will address the matter, and that only in 
instances when the dean does not follow ccmnittee reccmrendations will 
there by any reviev.r by Central Administrative officers. For carplaints 
about administrative actions, the dean has final responsiblity and 
authority. 

Collegiate units detennine their own specific grievance procedures 
within general guidelines of process and tirre schedule. Adrronition is 
given that failure to file canplaints in tirrely fashion may be cause 
for refusing to address them and failure to respond within tirre lllnits 
may be cause for noving the grievance to the next step of the process 
or, in sare instances, of automatically finding for the plaintiff. 

These procedures do not address all corrplaints within the Univer
sity. Other processes are established to resolve corrplaints that fall 
outside of the scope of these by nature of the complaint or of the 
complainant. (See Exhibit c.) 'Ihese procedures will be incorporated 
into a revised edition of the University m:mual, Guide to Grievance 
Procedures, which outlines all grievance procedures within the 
University, and includes a chart showing which avenues of redress apply 
to what kinds of problems. 
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Draft - l-1ay 15, 1985 

Revised - April 22, 1986 

UNIVERSITY GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES 

INTRODUCTION 

These University Grievance Procedures are the primary rrechanism for 

addressing a broad range of faculty, academic staff, civil service staff, and 

student corrplaints about other University staff members or administrative 

actions. In conjunction with other existing grievance processes, they are 

intended to afford members of the University ccmmmity ready access to the 

rreans for resolving corrplaints in a si.nple, ti.Irely, and fair manner. The 

first section, Section A. Academic Freedan and Responsibility Issues, is a 

reaffinnation, with m::xlification, of the existing 1974 University Senate 

statement and grievance procedures relating to academic freedan and responsi

bility. The second section, Section B. Salary Corrplaint Procedures, is a 

procedure for handling faculty salary grievances. The third section, Section 

c. Administrative Actions, is a suggested procedure for dealing with can

plaints by faculty about actions or decisions of department heads, directors, 

or deans. 

Section A. provides all members of the University community: students, 

faculty, academic and civil service staff, with the rrechanism to resolve 

grievances related to academic freedan and responsibility, fraudulent 

behavior, including research fraud, and other grievances for which no 

appropriate hearing body is available. 
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" Section B. Salary Conplaints and Section c. Administrative Actions, 

apply only to faculty. Other University employees are provided separate, 

though similar, procedures. Faculty who are members of bargaining units also 

have alternative procedures. 

General principles underlying these procedures are that infonnal media-

tion efforts precede fonnal hearings and that resolution is sought in the 

setting in which the cc::Itq?laint arises and arrong the parties involved. A 

genuine, good-faith effort nust be made in a timely and unbiased manner to 

resolve the carplaint within the unit before the matter may be brought to a 

fonnal hearing process. Further, the cc::Itq?laint nust involve an action or 

situation that clearly and detrimentally affects the ability of the Univer

sity merrber to function as a scholar or that threatens the integrity of the 

' University carmunity. A grievance comnittee may decline to hear a carplaint 

that in its view is frivolous or not substantial enough to warrant a fonnal 

hearing process. 

Full and fair fonnal hearings are held by a ccmni ttee or selected panel 

thereof that includes representation fran the University groups of which the 

parties to the complaint are members. Hearings are nonnally held at a level 

beyond or above that giving rise to the grievance in order to assure that an 

unbiased and inpartial review occurs. Appeals, when warranted, are provided 

at a next higher level and are based on the record of the formal hearing. 

The cc::Itq?laint may not be expanded or altered at point of appeal. A new full 

hearing is not provided, although the appeals review may include testim:my 

fran both parties as well as a report fran the hearing panel. 
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~ For canplaints lodged by faculty and staff, only infonna.l discussion 

' 

should occur at the depa.rt:mmtal level, and fonna.l hearings should not be 

held until a fonna.l grievance is filed with the college grievance oammittee, 

or canparable oammittee on coordinate carrpuses, and in non-collegiate units. 

There is no proscription against depa.rt:mmtal grievance oammi ttees; in 

fact, in addressing student canplaints they may well be the rrost appropriate 

rrechanism. Hc:Mever, the following cautions that apply to faculty are also 

concerns for students. If conplaints by students about instructors are heard 

at the depa.rt:mmtal level, care should be taken that students are not 

discouraged fran seeing a hearing because of fear of reprisal fran 

instructors. Possibilities of partiality and personal involvement in can

plaints between faculty or staff are risks in depa.rt:mmtal level hearings. 

Those units that wish to use departrrental grievance comnittees for fonna.l 

hearings nust be d~ly cautious to assure fairness. In any event, no can

plaint involving the head of the depa.rt:mmt should be heard by the depart

mental carmittee, but rather it should be referred to the college grievance 

carmittee. 

Infonna.l efforts to resolve complaints are generally personal and pri-

vate in nature. Fonna.l grievance hearings are generally open, with provision 

made for closing panel hearings when requested by both parties to the can

plaint or the chair of the hearing panel. In instances when hearings are 

closed, the findings and recommendations of the hearing will be considered 

public. 
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' Time limits that are specified in these grievance procedures are calen-

' 

' 

dar days. In all cases, the time intended is the regular academic year. The 

sunmer period will not count in the total time allowed. If all parties agree, 

a grievance hearing may be canpleted over the surmer, but corrmittees should 

be judicious in initiating hearing procedures unless they can be canpleted 

before an extended break in the process. 

Time limits are set for initiating canplaints and for responding. 

Failure by the canplainant to follow these time limits may be sufficient 

reason for refusing to address the canplaint. Failure by the respondent, 

gives the grievant the right to rcove to the fonnal grievance process and may 

be justification for the hearing corrmittee to find for the plaintiff. 

The grievance procedures presented here do not override the jurisdiction 

of the Senate Judicial Cornni ttee established under ·the Tenure Code, which 

addresses grievances related to appoint:Irent or non-reappoint:Irent, prorrotion, 

tenure, unrequested leave of absence and dismissal for cause, and which 

reserves the right to review, on final appeal, other faculty claims that fall 

under the tenure regulations. 

Other grievance procedures exist to address the canplaints of University 

members, and these grievance procedures canplement or canplete them, and are 

not intended to be in conflict. Sone overlap may exist, but nonnally there 

is one nost appropriate nechanism for each individual and each canplaint. 

When jurisdiction is in doubt because of the canplex nature of the carplaint, 

the following order of priority shall prevail in detennining the original 

hearing body: 1) sexual harassnent, 2) judicial cannittee matters, 3) 
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academic freedan and responsibility issues, 4) salary carplaints. When 

questions arise, the college grievance officers or the University grievance 

m:mitor should be consulted. If the jurisdictional question concerns the 

Judicial Carmittee and the University Grievance Carmittee on Academic Freedan 

and Responsibility, the chairs of those cc.mnittees will nonrally detennine 

which should accept jurisdiction based upon the issues in the case. In the 

event of jurisdictional dispute, the University grievance rronitor will make 

the final determination. No single grievance will be addressed in rrore than 

one forum at a ti.rre and only one process may be followed to its final conclu

sion within the University. Once a cc.mnittee accepts jurisdiction for a 

grievance hearing, only the processes provided by that hearing procedure, 

including appeals, will be followed. 

Note that the tenure code provides for faculty right of appeal fran 

other grievance l::x::xiy decisions if the claim is that a faculty nernber' s 

"rights or status under these (Tenure) regulations have been adversely 

affected without his or her consent." (Regulations Concerning Faculty 

Tenure: Sec. 15.1 July 1, 1985). If such review is granted, it will be an 

appeal on the record. 

other University-level grievance procedures include Civil Service 

grievance procedures, Academic Staff grievance procedures, the Canpus Com

mittee on Student Behavior and President' s Student Behavior Review Panel, 

Bargaining Unit Enployees procedures, and the Sexual Harassrrent Policies and 

Procedures. 
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GRIEVANCE SUPPORI' STRUCIURES 

1. College Grievance Ccmni.ttee 

Each college or equivalent unit of the University must have an elected 

grievance carmittee, chosen according to procedures developed by the unit, 

and providing for peer representation on hearing panels. This body shall be 

a standing carmi ttee including, wherever possible, representation from 

faculty, academic staff, student, and civil service rrembers, each selected by 

their respective constituent groups. Heads of administrative units shall be 

ineligible for membership. 

Cartni.ttee rrembers who are involved in a grievance must disqualify 

themselves, and a process for replacing them, on a terrporary basis, provided 

' in the college procedures. Panels should include peer representation and may 

include only rrembers drawn fran the saire constituent group (s) as the parties 

to the conplaint. 

' 

The carmittee chairperson, who shall be empowered to receive staterrents 

of grievances, shall be selected fran carmittee membership as provided in the 

college grievance procedures. 

This comni ttee will address grievances under grievance procedures, 

Section A. Academic Freedan and Responsibility Issues. The faculty canponent 

of this grievance corrmittee will participate in hearing grievances filed 

under Section B. Salary Conplaints, according to the procedures defined in 

that section. 
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2. College or Unit grievance procedures 

Every college or equivalent administrative unit must have, and depart

rrents may have, fonnal grievance procedures. These procedures must reflect 

the principles of fairness, sinplicity and accessilility, insuring that: 

1. The right to due process of conplainants and respondents is 

guaranteed, including the right to present information, to bring 

witnesses, to have the support of an advisor selected by the party 

to the conplaint, to hear and refute the presentation of the con

tending party. 

2. The grievance camri.ttee includes peer representation with member

ship reflecting the composition of the unit it serves. 

3. Grievances are dealt with as expeditiously as possible, but in any 

event in accordance with the t.iire guidelines specified in the 

grievance procedures for resolving carplaints concerning academic 

freedcm and responsiliili ty issues, salary conplaints, and adminis

trative actions. 

4. The grievance ccmnittee is given adequate clerical support. 'l11e 

University grievance nonitor is responsible for reviewing and 

approving college grievance procedures to assure that they are in 

compliance with Senate policy. 

Copies of college and unit procedures are to be filed with the Univer

sity grievance nonitor. 

3. College Grievance Officers 

There shall be a grievance officer of each college, institute, or canpus 

to provide assistance for complainants in resolving ccm;laints informally and 
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in gaining access to fonna.l grievance procedures. The grievance officer is 

selected by the head of the unit or by other procedures which the unit has 

detennined. These officers shall file annual written reports concerning the 

nature of the grievances they have handled together with their dispositions 

with the University grievance nonitor at the end of each academic year. 

The College grievance officer shall not be a rrember of any grievance 

cx:mnittee and, with the exception of the officers of the Graduate School, 

Continuing Education and Extension and other units that are primarily admin

istrative, shall not hold positions that are administrative. The principal 

responsibility of the officer shall be to nonitor all grievance procedures 

within the jurisdiction of the unit to insure that the rights of carplainant 

and respondent are respected. 

In order to advice ccnplainants effectively, college grievance officers 

are responsible for being infonred about all University-level grievance 

procedures and campus referral services. Faculty and academic and 

professional staff may be assisted by the Academic Staff Assistance Officer. 

Students may also be referred to the Student Qrbudsrran and Advocate Services. 

When the issue is sexual harasSirent, referral should be made to the Sexual 

HarasSirent Entry Level Office. 

The grievance officer serves as a neutral ombudsperson; an adviser, 

rrediator, source of information, and noni tor, but not partisan advocate. Any 

unit grievance officer may request transfer a grievance proceeding from the 

jurisdiction of an academic unit to that of the next higher unit, if in his 

or her discretion it is necessary to achieve a fair and impartial 
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' disposition. The higher level hearing body will determine whether it will 

accept jurisdiction. In disputed cases the University grievance rronitor will 

make the final detennination. 

In the event that the grievance officer in any of his or her capacities 

in the academic camu.mity is involved in a grievance, the University griev

ance officer shall act in his or her place. 

4. University Grievance funitor 

The President shall appoint a University grievance rronitor charged with 

seeing that grievance procedures are provided within colleges, according to 

Senate policy. The rronitor shall provide infonna.tion and assistance to unit 

grievance officers or grievance ccmni.ttees about available grievance proces-

' ses and assist them in referral of grievances to appropriate bodies. All 

carplaints by faculty rrembers asserting that their rights under the Tenure 

Code have been violated, shall be referred to the Judicial Conmittee which 

' 

shall detennine whether the issue is within its jurisdiction. In cases of 

jurisdictional dispute, when the Chairs of the grievance bodies cannot agree 

on jurisdiction, the rronitor shall deter.mine the hearing body. 

The University grievance officer assists in handling appeals fran 

college grievance committees to the University appeals bodies. 

The University Grievance Monitor shall prepare a document outlining all 

University grievance procedures for distribution to those charged with 

responsibilities related to grievance processes, and accessible to all 

interested University menbers. The Monitor is responsible for seeing that 
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the University ccmrun.i ty is made aware of grievance procedures and for 

providing infonnational Ireetings for College grievance officers and grievance 

camri.ttee chairpersons. The l<bnitor shall maintain a record of college and 

unit grievance procedures and a current roster of college grievance 

conmittees and grievance officers. 

5. llcademic Staff Assistance Officer 

The llcadernic Staff Assistance Officer (Officer) shall provide infonna

tion and assistance to all academic enployees regarding internal University 

grievance procedures (whether or not arising out of a Rajendar claim) with 

the nnderstanding that this includes assistance with both discovery and 

assessing the rreri ts of the grievance. Beyond that, the Officer shall help 

the academic enployee in securing either nediation or a faculty advocate to 

' advise her/him through the grievance process. The Officer shall also recruit 

and train volnnteer faculty advisers to represent parties in the discovery 

process, during nediation and at hearings. 

' 

The Academic Staff Assistance Officer is selected by a camri.ttee can

prised of two rrenibers chosen by the Senate Cornnittee on Faculty Affairs and 

one rreniber chosen by the Academic Staff Advisory Carmittee and subject to the 

approval of the Academic Vice President. ('!his is a new position, appointed 

for 18 rronths beginning in mid-1986. Continuation of the position beyond the 

initial appoint:ment will be detennined by the University. For the selection 

of the first Officer, the petitioners nnder the Consent Decree shall also 

approve the selection. 
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' The Officer reports to and works under the direction of the Senate 

Ccmnittee on Faculty Affairs. (Settlement Agreement and General Release -

University Attorney's Office - March 27, 1986) 

6. University Grievance Conmi ttee on Academic Freedan and Responsibility 

This ccmnittee functions as an appeals body fran actions based on the 

decisions of an inferior grievance ccmni ttee, and in special cases as the 

original hearing body. Experience has shown that nost carplaints are re

solved within the college and that the University corrmittee is infrequently 

called upon to review or to hear grievances. It is, nevertheless, i.nportant 

to have an appeals process in order to address those exceptional cases. Th= 

level of demand and the nature of the work involved argue for a camrl.ttee 

carprised of Irembers kno.vledgeable and experienced in handling cx:n;>laints. 

' 'Ihe recamendations for selecting members for this carmittee reflect concern 

for these issues. 
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6a. Carpc?sition and constitution of the University Grievance Camri.ttee. 

The nembership of the conmittee shall be cc:xrposed of six nembers of 

the faculty, four students, two civil service staff nembers, and one 

member of the academic staff. Faculty and student nembers shall be 

appointed by the Ccmnittee on Camri.ttees, with approval of the Univer

sity Senate. Civil service nembers shall be appointed by the president 

on rea:mrendation of the Civil Service carmi.ttee, and the academic staff 

member shall be appointed by the president on recarmendation of the 

Academic Staff advisory carmittee. Consideration shall be given to 

appointing persons who have served as chairs or nembers of college 

grievance carmittees or as college grievance officers. 

Carposition of the University grievance ccmnittee may be changed 

over tirre to reflect the cc:xrposition of the University carm.mity served 

by these procedures. Such changes will be based on reccmrendation of 

the Ccmnittee to the University Senate Carmittee on Camri.ttees. 

This University grievance carmi.ttee shall be an ~rations com

mittee of the University Senate. 

6b. Purview of Corrmi ttee 

1) The ccmnittee review appeals beyond the collegiate or carrpus 

level on issues of academic freedom and responsibility according to the 

criteria provided in these procedures. The Camri. ttee will detennine for 

itself the review to be granted, based on the record from the original 

hearing. The Corrmittee may decline to consider an appeal if, in its 
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view, the matter is outside its jurisdiction, or the issues raised in 

the appeal are beyond those considered in the original hearing. 

2) The Corrmittee will serve as the original hearing body in certain 

academic freedan and responsibility cases in which an ilrpartial hearing 

cannot be provided at college or unit level, or in cases involving 

faculty and staff fran rrore than one college. There can be no further 

appeal within the University grievance structure fran a decision of the 

Ccmnittee, except in the case of a faculty rrember who calims that the 

decision violates hir or her rights under the Tenure Code, and who may 

therefore appeal to the Judicial Corrmittee. 

3) Student carplaints will not be heard originally by this 

camrl.ttee, but rather will be addressed within the college or unit in 

which the alleged infraction occurred. 

6c. The Conmittee as an Appeals Body 

1) The University grievance carmi ttee shall develop its own rules 

of procedure, subject to review by the University Senate. Following the 

adoption of these University grievance procedures by the Senate, the 

Ccmnittee shall prepare or review rules of procedure and submit them to 

the Chair of the Senate Consultative Conmittee for Senate approval. The 

rules may be arrended at any tirre by the Ccmnittee. In any particular 

case the parties may consent to any variance from the rules with the 

approval of the panel hearing the case. The Ccmnittee shall make its 

procedures known to appellants and other parties to the appeal at the 

point when the appeal is received. 
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2) The hearing panel appointed should, if possilile, include 

peer (s) fran groups of which the parties to the grievance are rrenbers. 

Committee procedures must include a provision for temporarily adding a 

member to serve on a hearing panel, if needed, to acccmroda.te this 

requirement. A hearing panel will include a minimum of three members. 

6d. Scope of Review on ApJ?eal 

1) When the carmi ttee reviews a grievance hearing fran a l~r 

body, it will not grant a hearing de~' nor rehear evidence, nor will 

it decide the rrerits of the case. Rather, it will address the adequacy 

of the procedures follCMed and whether the Appellant received a fair due 

process hearing. 

2) The ccmnittee may affinn the original disposition of the case, 

rem:md the case for further proceedings, or it may reverse or m::xlify the 

disposition if the substantial rights of the appellant have been 

prejudiced because the disposition was: 

• made without a reasonable basis in the record taken as a whole; 

• made upon procedures that denied a party's right to a fair 

hearing, or 

• was in excess of the authority of those making the disposition 

appealed from. 
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6e. 'Ihe Ccmnittee as an Original Hearing Bcx1y 

1) In certain cases, when in the view of the college grievance 

officer or the University grievance rronitor, a fair hearing cannot be 

provided at college level, the Conmi ttee may function as an original 

hearing l:xxiy in cases involving academic freedan and responsibility 

issues. 

2) 'Ihe ccmnittee will develop appropriate rules to conduct such 

hearings. 'Ihe rules of procedure will be sub:nitted to the Chair of the 

Senate Consultative Conmittee for Senate approval. 

3) In these cases in which the ccmnittee serves as original hearing 

body, no appeal nechanism is provided. 

Sf. 'Ihe ccmnittee may arrend its rules with concurrence of the Uni ver

si ty Senate. In any particular case, the parties may consent to vari

ance fran these rules with the approval of the panel hearing the case. 

7. Directory of grievance procedures 

In order to provide complainants with adequate information and assis

tance, the University must publish and disseminate a description of all 

University grievance mechanisms, of which these University grievance proce

dures are a part. 'Ihe University grievance rroni tor will be responsible for 

preparing and distributing this publication. 

8. Repeal of Contradictory Policies 
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' These procedures supersede the Senate actions on academic freedan and 

responsibility of December 17, 1970, and of April 18, 1974, and amended March 

3, 1977, and March 2, 1978, and any other earlier contradictory policies or 

administrative directives, specifically including the Faculty EmpLoyment 

Grievance procedures merrorandum of A.J. Linck, November 18, 1974. 

9. Review and Re:port to the Senate 

A record of the nUI'I'ber and kinds of canplaints brought to and heard by 

oollegiate and University grievance carmittees under the provisions of these 

procedures shall be kept by these corrmittees and reported annually to the 

University grievance rronitor. An ad hoc ccmni.ttee, appointed by the Senate 

Consultative Ccmnittee, shall review the record at the end of five years fran 

date of inplerrentation of these procedures and report to the Senate. The 

~ University grievance rronitor will be responsible for assisting in preparation 

of this report. The purposes of the review are to detenn:ine the effective-

' 

ness and need for rrodification of these procedures, to ascertain the nature 

of the carplaints addressed, to decide whether grievable rratters should be 

rrore fully defined or delimited, and to rrake appropriate reccmrendations for 

change. 

DEFINITIONS 

Definitions used in these procedures are outlined in this section. 

earplainant 
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' The party or parties (students, professional/academic staff, civil 

service staff members and faculty) alleging a violation of academic freedom 

or charging the respondent with failure to rreet academic responsibility. 

Disposition 

The outcare of any proceeding, fonnal or infonnal, including the report 

made by the Grievance Carmittee at the ends of fonnal grievance proceedings. 

Such report shall include rrembers present, Sl.lnll\3.ly of discussion, the 

ccmnittee' s decision as to whether the grievance is valid, the reasons for 

the decision, and recatmendations to the appropriate administrator on the 

actions to be taken. The outcane existing after all appeals are exhausted, 

or after both parties forgo further appeals, is the final disposition. 

' Pecord 

' 

The file of all doctnrents and evidence resulting fran a particular 

grievance. For college level hearings, this record shall be maintained in a 

central college file. Peoords for University level Grievance Corrmittee 

hearings shall be kept in a central University file. Peoords shall be 

maintained for a period of five years, or longer if University or civil 

litigation related to the grievance is still unresolved. 

Grievance 

A fonnal allegation that there has been a violation of an individual's 

rights, legal, oonstitutional, or defined by University policy or rules. 

These rights IrnlSt be related to the person' s standing as a rrernber of the 

University carmunity in order for the University grievance rrechanisrns to be 

applicable. Members of the University comro.m.ity are those holding 
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~ appointments as University staff members, students and scholars with formal 

University affiliation. 

' 

~rs of the University camunity may file grievances based on their 

perceptions that their rights have been violated. Conversely, the University 

or its members may file a carplaint about an individual for perceived failure 

to abide by policies, behavior codes, and conditions of enployment. 

Faculty Member 

Included in this class are those holding appointments nurrbered 9401 

through 9410 as instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, pro-

fessor, regents' professor, research associate, and research fellow. 

Note that faculty who belong to recognized bargaining units have alter-

native rrechanisms for addressing COIIplaints against administrative actions or 

salary decisions, as outlined in the contract agreem:mts. 

Academic Professional Staff Merrber 

Academic Professor staff members include those with appoint:Irents num

bered 9701-9799. These are such academic specialists as librarian, psycho

logist, continuing education specialist, attorney, curator. Individuals in 

most but not all of these eateries may hold continuous appoint:Irents in their 

positions. Sorre Agricultural Extension staff, those with titles of educator 

or fellow are also included in this group. 

Civil Service Staff Member 

lmy person holding a civil service appointment with the University at 

the tirre of the alleged infraction. 
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Academic Administrators and Administrative Staff r-anbers 

~rs of this personnel group include all holding administrative 

assignrrents such as dean, director, vice president, president, assistant and 

associate deans and vice presidents, and assistant and associate to the above 

posts. These and other similar positions do not carry oontinuous apfX)int

Irel'lts, and individuals serve at the pleasure of the employer. This group 

also includes sarre Agricultural Extension posts, as director, leader, or 

head. 

Student 

A person who is or was fonnally registered in the University at the tirre 

of the alleged infraction or who has been admitted and is in the process of 

registering. Infonnal oourse auditors may not file complaints about the 

' course. 

' 

Student Academic Enployees and Fellows in Professional Training Programs 

These are academic classifications (appointrrents numbered 9511 through 

9563) and are primarily graduate assistantships or related appointments. 
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SECTION A: ACADEMIC FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY ISSUES 

INVOLVING FACULTY, STAFF, AND STUDENTS 

RATIONALE 

Academic freedan is fundanental to the life of the mind. If a Univer

sity is to fulfill its missions of intellectual inquiry and advancenent of 

knowledge its members must be guaranteed an environm:mt that suptXJrts freedan 

of inquiry. By the same token, these missions can thrive only when the 

members of the University comrunity rreet and uphold the highest standards of 

academic responsibility and honesty. The University of Minnesota has long 

been acutely sensitive to the preeminence of academic freedan in the pursuit 

of knowledge. The University Board of Regents recognized this fundarrental 

inportance of academic freed in a resolution of January 28, 1938, in which it 

' reaffirrred ccmni:trnent to the principles of academic freedan and responsibil

ity which are corollary to "the advancerrent of learning and the search for 

truth. "
1 

In 1963
2 

and again in 1971, 3 Regents of the University expanded 

upon this resolution, coupling academic freedan and academic responsibility 

and extending the scope of the resolution to the "entire learning ccmrunity." 

A further clarification of the University as a learning camrnunity was 

added in the University Senate Staterrent on Academic Freedom and Responsi

bility of April 18, 1974. "The civil service enployee in service to and 

support of scholarly activities"
4 

was specifically included anong those 

having "responsibility for the maintenance of academic freedom." There is 

now need to include specifically the academic professional and administrative 

staff rrembers who share equally in the responsibility to protect academic 

freedan and to uphold academic responsibility. The faculty, the professional 
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' academic staff, and the civil service staff rrercbers, IIU.lst maintain high 

ethical and professional standards. Intellectual honesty and integrity in 

teaching, in professional activities, and in conducting and reporting re

search IIU.lst be upheld throughout the University. By the sarre token the 

student body IiU.lSt maintain standards conducive to a climate fostering aca

demic pursuits. 

ACADEMIC F'REEIX)M AND RF.SPONSIDILITY COMPIAJNTS 

1. What are academic freedan and responsiblity issues? 

Without intending to develop a cortpmdium of exarrples or a dictionary of 

grievable issues, it is worth defining :rrore fully what is rreant here by 

' academic freedom and by academic responsibility and what is not included in 

that definition. 

' 

Academic freedan speaks to the intellectual freedom of the University 

rrember to teach, pursue research, and to present results of scholarly inquil:y 

in his or her disciplinary areas of expertise without sanctions, fear of 

reprisal, or interference by others within or outside of the University. 

Academic responsibility requires of the faculty or staff merrber the 

honest fulfillrrent of obligations for teaching and scholarship both in terms 

of the quality of effort and the manner in which the ccmnit::Irents are rret. 

In scholarly work, academic responsibility mandates integrity in reporting 

and acknowledgerrent of the contributions of others. 
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Academic freedcm also ensures that the :t;>ersonal beliefs, values, or 

politics that an individual espouses will not be used as a basis for 

excludding any individual fran the academic cxmmmity or as a basis for 

<llininishing the rights of any member of the academic camu.mity. Academic 

responsibility requires that instructors or other members of the academic 

a:mnunity not abuse their power to :t;>ersuade or prorrulgate :t;>ersonal views, 

unrelated to course or academic objectives. Academic respoinsibility also 

requires that members of the academic camuni ty uphold and abide by 

University policies and standards related to equal opportunity and sexual 

harassnent. 

2. What are not considered academic freedan and responsibility matters? 

Two classes of carplaints can be identified that are not addressed by 

' the Ccmnittee. On the one hand, there are matters that have serious ircplica

tions or consequences for the individual as a member of the University 

camn.mity and that are addressed under other grievance channels, for exanple, 

salary carplaints, issues that concern prarotions and tenure, sexual harass

ment, and discrimination based on race, religion, age, or handicap. 

' 

Secondly there are carplaints not grave enough to constitute a violation 

of academic freedcm, but that are a source of annoyance and distress. Such 

issues may result fran administrative decisions, for example, course teaching 

responsibilities, allocation of office space, permission for leave, or they 

ma.y arise fran :t;>ersonal disagreements arrong colleagues. 

It is the responsibility of the unit head and finally of the dean to 

address such complaints and to seek appropriate resolution. Clearly 
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' or when notification should have been given, stating the grounds upon which 

the appeal is based. (See Introduction, 6d.) 

' 

' 

Upon receiving the notice of apJ?eal, the chair of the Ccmnittee shall 

notify each party to the case and the University grievance officer of the 

appeal. Upon request by the chair of the carmittee, the University grievance 

officer shall assist in obtaining, for the use of the parties and the ccmnit

tees, the record of the hearing held at the lower level. 

If the University grievance carrrnittee decides that the grounds for 

appeal are sufficient for review, it shall review the record of the hearing 

following its own rules of procedure as developed within the general guide-

lines for appeals outlined in the Introduction. 

The University conmnittee should CCilplete its review within 45 days and 

send its findings to the appropriate vice president who will be responsible 

for implementation if accepted and explanation of reasons if rejected. 

Research Fraud 

In cases of alleged research fraud, the grievance procedure requires an 

additional step between Step 1, informal discussion at the depart:rrental 

level, and Step 2, fomal grievance. If Step 1 does not resolve the matter, 

then any party to the case (the person reporting the alleged fraud, the 

potential defendant, or the departrrent chair) may refer it to the dean's 

office for a preliminary investigation, to determine whether a formal charge 

of fraud should be brought to the college grievance ccmnittee. The dean will 

appoint an ad hoc "fact finding ccmnittee" of peers, which will gather 
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' infonna.tion in order to detennine whether further action is required. If the 

facts clearly warrant no further action, the matter is dropped. If the facts 

warrant further inquiry, then the matter will go to the college grievance 

' 

ccmnittee as in all other cases of academic freedan and responsibility, as 

just described. The ccmnittee may bring in outside experts, including the ad 

hoc conmittee that conducted the preliminary investigation, as it deems 

necessary for a full understanding of the alleged fraud. If there is no 

university c::arplainant who believes that his or her rights have been abridged 

by the alleged fraud, then the Academic Vice President's office may act as a 

carplainant on behalf of the entire University camumity. The University may 

initiate disnissal proceedings for cause against those found guilty of 

research fraut, when this is deerred to be in the best interests of the 

University. 

Definition of Research Fraud 
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' 
PROPOSED GUIDELINES FOR AD HOC "FACI' FIND:rn3" AND FOR GRIE.VANCE COMMI'ITEES IN 

CASES OF ALI..EX:;ED FRAUD 

1. If the ad hoc ccmnittee determines there is probable cause for a full 

hearing by the grievance comnittee, then sponsoring agencies should be 

notified that there is an investigation underway. 

2. During the course of the investigation, all individuals involved should 

be advised of the progress of the investigation and be afforded the opportu-

nity to respond and provide additional information. 

3. If the alleged fraud is substantiated, consideration should be given to 

the review of all research with which the individual is involved. 
j,· 

4. If the alleged fraud is substantiated, sponsoring agencies should; be 

notified of the findings of the investigation and appropriate restitution 

' should be negotiated. 

' 

5. If fraud is substantiated, all abstracts and papers based on the frauP,u-

lent research should be withdrawn and the editors of journals that have 

published abstracts or papers should be notified. 

6. If the alleged fraud is not substantiated, formal efforts must be taken 

by the University to restore fully the reputation of the individual(s) 

accused. The University may take action against parties whose allegations 

were derronstrated to have been malicious or intentionally dishonest. 

7. All appropriate action must be taken to protect and encourage those 

people who have honestly brought forward allegations of fraud, in order to 

foster an environment that encourages honest, open research and discoura~s 

all elements of academic fraud and dishonesty. 



- 30 -

' N.B. Portions of these guidelines were taken fran the list suggested by the 

Executive Council of the Association of American M:rlical Colleges in "The 

Maintenance of High Ethical Standards in the Conduct of Research," June 24, 

1982. 

FOOINal'ES 

1
ocademic Freedan Resolution, Board of Regents, University of Minnesota, 

January 28, 1938 

2
Freedan and the University, Statenent, Board of Regents, University of 

' Minnesota, December 14, 1963 

' 

3Academic Freedan and Responsibility, Statenent, Board of Regents, University 

of Minnesota, January 8, 1971 

4University Senate Staterrent on Academic Freedom and Responsibility, 

April 18, 1974 
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SECTION B. SALARY COMPLAINTS 

RATIONALE 

Salary issues are a concern to alnost eve:ryone in the University can

mmity. It is difficult, if not irrpossible, to c:arpensate each faculty 

rrember in a manner ccmnensurate with contributions to the University. 

Realizing that this ideal situation does not exist, the University needs a 

systematic rrethod to lodge carplaints for faculty rrerrbers who believe that 

their salary has been unfairly determined. The anount of salary paid to a 

faculty rrerrber, at least in the nonunionized parts of the University, is an 

individual contract between that faculty rrerrber and the Board of Regents; the 

anount of salary is not guaranteed by tenure codes or staterrents on academic 

freedan. However, as in any organization, a prevailing distrust of proee-

' dures or disgruntlerrent with salary detenninations is undesirable. 

This salary grievance procedure requires an examination of whether 

salary detenninations have been based on appropriate criteria. There may be 

instances when salaries have been unfairly detennined, and there may also be 

misunderstandings that have arisen because salary detenninations have not 

been explained to the faculty. However, there are realistic constraints 

which rrust infonn the review process: the salary pot is finite, and rrore 

than half of the people will be below the rredian. Ccnplaints rrust be non

trivial involving either significant amounts of rroney or failure to comply 

with University-mandated directives. 



' 

' 

' 

- 33 -

• 
The procedure outlined is based on two premises; the faculty ne.mber has 

a right to know on what grounds the salary assignrrent is made, and the 

depa.rtnent head or body making the salary decision has an obligation to use a 

ccrrrcon set of standards and criteria in all depa.rtnental salary decisions. 

The procedure is a three-step process, with provision for appeal only 

under limited conditions. The errphasis is on informal resolution with any 

necessary formal hearing within the faculty rrernber' s college. Tirre limits 

have been specified to expedite resolution of carplaints. The formal hearing 

process initiated by Step 3 is envisioned as requiring no rrore than 90 days. 

{See Table B.) 

PROCESS 

Step 1: Informal discussion at depa.rtnental level 

A faculty rrernber woo wishes to question a salary decision should talk 

first with the depa.rtnent head. The college grievance officer, or a faculty 

adviser of the faculty rrernber' s choosing, may be brought in to help . in 

discussions with the depa.rtrrent chair. The depa.rtrrent chair will not convene 

a carmittee, but will review the bases for the salary decision with the 

faculty rrernber. The depa.rtrrent chair has an obligation to respond within 15 

days. If the salary is assigned directly by the dean, then go imrediately to 

Step 2. 

Step 2: Informal discussion at college level 

If satisfactory resolution is not achieved at Step 1, the faculty rrernber 

soould corrplain within 15 days to the dean. The dean or designee will review 

the carplaint with the faculty rreniber and the departmmt head, and will, 
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' after studying the matter, arrive at an independent detennination. 'Ihe dean 

should respond to the faculty nenber within 15 days. 

Step 3: Fonna.l hearing by college salary advisory carmi ttee 

If the dean cannot resolve the carplaint to the satisfaction of the 

faculty rrember, the faculty member may within 30 days request by letter to 

the dean that the carrplaint be referred to the college salary advisory 

carmittee. 

The salary advisory ccmni.ttee of a college shall be a standing carmittee 

of five or nore members, three or nore faculty members fran the elected 

college grievance ccmni.ttee designated by that ccmni.ttee and two others 

appointed by the dean who need not be rrembers of the college grievance 

' carmittee. The latter two members may hold administrative assigrnrents in the 

college, other than in the dean's office. Staff support for this carmittee 

will be provided by the college. 

The salary advisory ccmni. ttee shall write out its own rules of procedure 

which must require a written staterrent from the con:plainant stating the 

rationale for the corrplaint. It may refuse to hear trivial canplaints. If 

the carmittee accepts the carplaint, it requests a written staterrent fran the 

depart:rrent chair or others who assigned the salary, docurrenting the procedure 

followed and the reasons for the salary determination. The basic elerrents of 

due process must be followed in the hearing process. The cornnittee should 

keep a written record and a taped recording of any oral testirronies. Both 

parties should be present if oral arguments are presented to the panel. 
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• 
The ccnplainant and the dean are obliged to share relevant and necessary 

infonnation requested by the panel. The salary advisory ccmnittee will be 

given college salary data so that it can make infonned decisions. 

When a faculty rrerrber requests a hearing by the salary advisory camti.t

tee, a panel of three rrembers will be constituted prarptly in the following 

marmer. Fran the ccmni ttee of five, the dean and the carplainant will each 

strike a narre with the dean striking first. The remaining rrenbers will 

conduct the hearing. The panel will review available data and make a recan

rrendation to the dean about what adjust:rren.t, if any, shall be made. The dean 

will be expected to follow the panel's reccmrendation. Only if the dean 

regards the level of adjustrrent as financially unacceptable may the dean 

m:xlify the reccmrendation of the panel. In case of m:xlification, the dean 

' rrust explain to the panel and the ccnplainant what will be done and the 

reasons for the action. 

' 

If the dean m:xlifies the reccmrendation, and the conplainant is dis

satisfied, then the ccnplainant may appeal in writing to the appropriate vice 

president. The vice president will review the matter and related data, and 

will uphold or m:xlify the decision of the dean. Any adjust:rren.t the vice 

president nakes rrust be in favor of the faculty rrember and within the recc:rn

nendation of the salary panel. 
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SECTION C. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS 

RATIONALE 

Administrators charged with responsibility for directing a unit, deans, 

directors and departrrent heads, are required to make many decisions as well 

as to irrplement many University and collegiate policies and procedures. Not 

all administrative actions will be popular; scree may be perceived as unfair. 

Faculty nernbers who believe that they have been unfairly and adversely 

affected by an administrative action of their unit heads, rust be accorded an 

opportunity to seek redress of their carplaints. While this process nust be 

hospitable to the faculty carplainant, it rust also, at the sarre tine, 

recognize the responsibility and authority of the administrators. 

The dean of a college or school, {or the director of a ~able major 

unit) has the final authority and accountability for administrative decisions 

for his or her unit. Carplaints about administrative actions should be 

addressed prarptly in a manner detennined by the dean. The following three 

step process serves as a nodel. Regardless of the process adopted, faculty 

rnent>ers should be inforrred about how to address such carplaints. 

PRCX:ESS 

Step 1: Info:rmal discussion at initiating level. 

'Ihe faculty member who disputes a decision made by the departrrent head 

should rreet with the depa.rt:nent head to discuss the cooplaint and to seek 

resolution. The departrrent head has an obligation to cooperate with the 

faculty member in efforts to resolve the carplaint, for exarrple rreeting in 

tilrely fashion and providing necessary background infonnation. Similarly, 
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• 
' the faculty member IIUlSt make CC>IIplaints within a reasonable t.irre period, 

nonnally within 30 days of the disputed action. The faculty member may call 

on the unit's grievance officer or a faculty adviser for advice and assis-

tance. 

Step 2: Infonnal discussion at college level 

If reasonable efforts to resolve the problem at depa.rt:Irental level fail, 

then the faculty member or the depa.rt:Irent chair brings the matter to the 

dean. The dean will review the matter and make an independent judgnent based 

on available facts. In the review the dean will neet with the faculty member 

and with the depart:rrent head and may call for whatever additional infonnation 

is needed. The dean should infonn the faculty member and the departrrent head 

of his decision in writing as quickly as possible, but within 30 days of 

' meeting with them. 

Step 3: Referral for resolution 

Either as part of Step 2 or follo.ving it, in the event that such discus-

sion does not satisfactorily resolve the problem, the dean may call on others 

to assist. If a college oammittee exists that nonnally hears such 

canplaints, the dean may call upon that body. Alternatively, the dean may 

appoint an ad hoc comni ttee to investigate the ccnplaint and to advise on 

resolution. Another alternative for the dean is to narre an arbitrator from 

the University corrmunity, but not necesarily from within the college, to 

collect information and to adjudicate the matter, recommending a course of 

action to the dean. The dean may also consult with Academic Affairs or with 

the vice president to whom he or she reports concerning precedents for 

similar situations, but the final decision resides with the dean. 
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In the event that the dean does not refer the matter to a ccmnittee or 

arbitrator, the faculty member must still be accorded fundamental fainless. 

This includes the right to be aware of the contents of all docurrents bearing 

on the decision, to hear opposing stateirents, to present evidence on one's 

own behalf, and to be represented by an adviser of the faculty narber's 

choice. When a ccmnittee or an outside arbitrator acts, a report shalld be 

sul:mitted to the dean in writing, smmarizing the evidence and the reasons 

for the rec:cmrendations. A copy of the report should be sent to the faculty 

Irell1ber. 

If the faculty member deems the administrative action to be so serious 

as to violate academic freedan and responsiblity, he or she may request that 

the college grievance ccmnittee hear the grievance. The decision to accept 

' the grievance rests with the ccmnittee. Appeals fran the college grievance 

Ccmnittee on Academic Freedan and Responsibility issues go to the University 

grievance ccmnittee. 

' 
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' administrative matters are within the purview of the dean. 'Ihe collegiate 

grievance officer may be of assistance in resolving these ccnplaints infonn

ally. (See Section C for suggested procedures for resolving administrative 

matters.) 

Scrretirres it is difficult to differentiate be~en Academic Freedan and 

Responsibility issues and administratively engendered or private disagree

mants. When there is reasonable doubt, the carplainant may enter Step 2. of 

the Academic Freedan and Responsibility grievance procedures. 'Ihat carmittee 

will then dete:rmine whether to accept the carplaint. 

3. Complaints concerning grades 

Grade carplaints nust be resolved within the unit according to depart

mantal and collegiate procedures. No appeal to the University Grievance 

' Ccmni.ttee is provided. Grade corrplaints will not be addressed by this 

procedure except in specific cases where the charge is failure of academic 

responsibility or prejudicial behavior. 

' 

PROCESS 

'Ihe ccnplaints addressed by these procedures are nonnally to be resolved 

within the collegiate units, except in instances where two or nore units are 

involved. In the exceptional cases, the jurisdiction goes directly to the 

University Grievance Cannittee on Academic Freedan and Responsibility. 
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This procedure includes effort at infonnal resolution, a fonnal hearing 

at the college level and, if required, an appeal on the record to the Univer

sity grievance conmittee. (See Table A.) 

Step 1: Infonnal discussion at depart::rrent level 

The carplainant should discuss the problems with the person with whom he or 

she is in disagreement. If this discussion does not resolve the problem, 

then the carplaint should be taken directly to the depart::rrent head. Can

plaints nn.1st be brought within 90 days of the alleged infraction or of 

awareness of the alleged infraction. The depart::rrent head has 30 days to 

attenpt infonnal resolution, through whatever neans the depart::rrent has 

established. At any point in this process the carplainant may seek assis

tance from the college grievance officer. 

Step 2: Fonnal grievance 

If satisfactory resolution is not achieved within 30 days of the initial 

carplaint to the depart::rrent chair, the carplainant may request a hearing by 

the college grievance corrrnittee. This request nn.1st be in writing, nn.1st 

specify the rerredy requested, and nn.1st identify the right that has been 

abridged or the alleged infraction. The canplaint is filed with the chair of 

the college grievance ccmnittee within 15 days of failure to achieve infonnal 

resolution, i.e., within 45 days of referral to the departnent head. 

On the basis of the written corrplaint, the carmittee may detenuine that 

no legitimate grievance is involved or that the matter is within the juris

diction of another grievance procedure. If the carplaint is not deerred to be 

a grievance, the carplainant will be so advised. If the corrplaint is 
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' referred to another University grievance bcxiy, the grievance camri.ttee chair 

will transmit the grievance in writing to the rrore appropriate body, giving 

reasons for the referral. The college and University grievance officer may 

be called on for advice in making this referral. 

If the canplaint is accepted, the chair will within 15 days of accepting 

the canplaints, constitute a panel of three rrernbers fran the college griev-

ance oomnittee, with one rrernber designated to serve as the chair of the 

panel. The panel selected should include a representative of the sane class 

as the parties involved, faculty, staff, or student. The constitution of the 

college grievance ccmnittee and the selection of a panel will follow college 

procedures. The panel will conduct a hearing of the issues set forth in 

writing by the conplainants and agreed upon in preliminary discussion. The 

' carmittee will maintain a written and taped record of the proceedings. The 

records should be stored in a designated college file and retained for a 

' 

period of five years or longer if necessary to assure that they will be 

available for any later appeal process, including related civil suits. 

Witnesses may be called. Unless the hearing is closed at the request of the 

parties to the conplaint or the chair of the panel, the hearing will be ~· 

Even though the hearing is closed, the findings will be made accessilile at 

the conclusion of the hearing process. Both parties to the dispute may call 

on faculty or staff advocates to assist them in presenting their cases. 

While the participation of attorneys in grievance matters is not encouraged, 

such participation cannot be forbidden. If the claimant does not use an 

attorney, then, when the University is the respondent, it will not do so. 
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' 'n1e panel will, after hearing the case, withdraw to executive session to 

conduct its deliberations and make its detenninations. The report of the 

panel will be submitted prarptly to the full grievance ccmnittee for its 

review and endorsenent, prior to making a report to the dean. The cx:mnittee 

should conplete its work as prarptly as possible, but should issue its 

findings and recarmendations to the dean and the parties involved within 90 

days of accepting the for.rnal grievance. Recommendations for action by the 

dean should be pertinent to the carplaint. No damages or other carpmsatory 

oonsiderations unrelated to the carplaint will be awarded. 

The findings and recarmendations of the grievance corrmittee are advisory 

to the dean. If the dean accepts the findings and recommendations, then the 

dean is responsible for seeing that the reccmrendations are in'plenented. In 

' the event that the dean rejects or rrodifies the findings and recamendations, 

then it is the responsibility of the dean to explain the grounds for this 

' 

action to the grievance comnittee and to the parties involved, and to specify 

the alternative action proposed. The dean should respond in writing to the 

parties to the conplaint and to the grievance ccmnittee notifying them of his 

or her action within 15 days of receiving the report. 

Appeals Process 

The decision of the college grievance ccmnittee is transmitted to the dean, 

who has 15 days to respond by accepting and in'plerrenting the recammendations 

or by rejecting and explaining the reasons for rejecting. At the end of that 

15 day J?ericxl, either party to the grievance may aPJ?eal the dean's action (or 

inaction). 'n1e ap:J?eal must be filed in writing with the chair of the 

University grievance ccmnittee within 15 days of notification of action taken 
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Sally Jorgensen, Wendell Johnson, Jack Merwin, Chair (also SCC), and Patricia 
Swan (for W. Donald Spring). 
Consultative Committee members present: Ellen Berscheid, Mark Brenner (member
elect), Patrick Durbin, Richard Goldstein, David Hamilton, Cleon Melsa, 
Tim Pratt, Irwin Rubenstein, Roy St. Laurent, Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman, Chair, 
W. Phillips Shively (member-elect). 

Guests: President Kenneth Keller, Acting Vice President V. Rama Murthy, David Berg, 
James Borgestad, Sue Klemond, Marsha Riebe, Maureen Smith, Margery Durham. 

1. Minutes of the April 3 Finance Committee meeting: no corrections were 
offered. 

2. Rescheduling the June meeting. Because a Senate and Assembly meeting have 
now been scheduled for June 5, SFC's meeting will be re-set for later in the 
month. 

3. Child Cat>e. 

Professor Merwin invited Professor Margery Durham, chair of the Special 
Committee on Child Care, to speak about that committee's report. 

Professor Durham said the committee recommended making a start by hiring 
someone to coordinate all child care activity. Later in the meeting she raised 
the question of whether the position of someone currently working in the 
University's child care system could be upgraded to that of Coordinator. The 
plan, she said, would not add a great many new slots all at one time. She told 
the group that there are considerably smaller universities that provide on
campus care for much larger numbers of children. 

Professor Sorauf inquired what portion of total costs user charges cover. 
Professor Durham said some users pay nearly $100 per week on the sliding scale, 
while some pay far less; altogether, fees to not cover costs. 
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Mr. Bauer asked who the committee believed should have top priority in ~,. 
getting child care. Professor Durham said committee sentiment gave priority ~ 
to low income students and employees. The coordinator, she said, in consul-
tation of others, would have the assignment of prioritizing. 

President Keller said he had read the report and prepared written comments 
to the Child Care Committee. He said that when he and the Consultative 
Committee had jointly appointed the special Child Care Committee (Autumn 1985) 
he felt that child care was important and was presently inadequate here. It is 
necessary to know how great the need is and how much the University should 
spend t·o help meet that need. He questioned the credibility of the report's needs 

estimate from CURA figures based on waiting lists and telephoned inquiries. He 
cautioned against moving into a big undertaking without knowing what private 
facilities exist. Financing questions include whether the University expects 
to be repaid through fees, whether child care would be an option in a cafeteria 
of benefits for faculty or other staff, whether the University would pay for 
child care for indigent students, and whether to any extent for students 
generally. 

He told the meeting he was left with a series of questions as to the likely 
magnitude of a budget request and its priority relative to all the other major 
budget items. The plan needs to be rational within the context of the University's 
other needs. Putting more money into the existing structure so it can provide 
more care might be more cost-effective than alternatives. , He noted his concern 
over renovation costs. He said we should address the question of whether the 
University should get started by doing some small things at once. 

Professor Durham noted that her written reply to the President's inqu1r1es ~ 
suggested small ways to make a beginning such as, for example, enabling a 
Mills II-type deduction for faculty child care fees. It was noted that the 
Faculty Affairs Committee has been unenthusiastic at least in the recent past 
about "cafeteria-style benefits" options, and that the civil service staff 
would probably like the question of such an option for them to be investigated. 

Professor Stuthman, noting that insurance costs are becoming a burden, 
asked whether there is any advantage in a child care center being insured 
through the University. President Keller remarked that the University's rates 
have risen so high that it has reduced its liability from $40-million to $10 million 
whild undertaking to be self-insured. Some private providers, he added, volunteer 
to provide the University with needed spaces, for a fee. 

Professor Hogenkamp inquired how the University's fees compare with those 
at private centers. President Keller said the University's are about 10% 
higher for employees paying at the top of the scale because of the University's 
higher adult-to-child ratio. 

Professor Merwin asked how the Finance and Consultative Committees could 
help increased child care to proceed. Pres1dent Keller recommended that they 
first encourage those changes that can be made without cost. Next they should 
consider the questions of renovating or adding space; the administration would 
need capital expense figures very soon to feed into the next legislative request. 
He said he was not asking the committees to come up with a plan, but for some 
guidance on the size of spending and the degree of space subsidy. 

Professor Dunham said it has been the Child Care Committee's premise that 
any step which would make a start would be good. They left further action to 
those who know more about the University's budget. 
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Professor Hogenkamp inquired about the centers' present cost and subsidy. 
President Keller reported that student services fees contribute $20,000 and 
central administration providesva,$100,000 subsidy. 

CLp~~ox. mo .• :t:~l'( 

Mr. St. Laurent asked whether child care can legally be included as a 
criterion for financial aid. Professor Durham knew of no legislation on that. 

Mr. Bauer asked whether the legislature would be likely to help fund a 
subsidy for child care. President Keller said the University must rank its 
~equests ana be prepared to answer the legislature as to which items are more 
important to us. 

4. INDIRECT COST RECOVERY. 

Copies were distributed of the motion agreed to by both the Educational 
Policy and Research Committees, as well as copies of an amendment proposed by 
the Consultative Committee. (Current Regents' policy provides for at least 
one-third of available ICR's to be distributed to the generating collegiate 
units.) Professor Stuthman described his amendment as attempting to define 
some middle position between Regents' policy and what the committees seek. 

Dr. Murthy noted that requesting distribution of SO% of the ICR's had not 
even been a point of discussion in SCR and SCEP since the committees were in 
complete agreement on that point. He said that since the University is 
purchasing more and more expensive equipment, he would prefer retaining one
third as the minimum and giving out more whenever possible, as he has been 
doing. 

President Keller reminded the meeting that the Regents make University 
policy and he asked rhetorically if the Senate can veto Regents' policy. He 
regards a SO% distribution from central administration as running counter to 
the principles of ICR. ICR is an issue on every campus: faculty want more 
money for their research, central administrations want to be able to support 
research, and legislatures do not want to pay the full cost of research. It 
is true that the faculty member is the instrument for grant money coming to 
the University; but the federal government is supposed to pay all the real 
cost of research on its grants and if what it pays exceeds the real cost, 
auditors will discover the discrepancy. 

The investigator, he continued, has no innate right to the money back) 
but of course the administration wants to help the investigator do more and 
better research. These funds actually belong to the state, and it is up to 
the state to give up what fraction it is willing to. The funds are being 
returned to the state for having covered the indirect costs in the first place. 
The University has persuaded the legislature to help it do a better job by 
not taking full reimbursement. 

The University has further persuaded the legislature to let it keep more 
of the ICR on the premise that the University would not request appropriations 
for major research equipment. Consequently, the University cannot now reverse 
itself and seek those equipment appropriations. The major equipment involved 
in set-ups is costly. This year, he said, there have been half a dozen in the 
$100,000 to $1SO,OOO range. These needs are not captured by an arbitrary 
distribution formula, he insisted. 
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has 
The administration,..agreed to disperse at least one-third. Recently 

$2 million per year (which is more than one-third) has been distributed to ~ 
the faculty. However, next year's situation may be tougher. The University 
has just suffered a base cut of $4 million. Central administration has decided 
to use part of the ICR's for library ac~isitions. 

President Keller told the committees he believed there should be guidelines 
for distribution and that central administration should explain to the Finance 
Committee when it believes it is necessary to deviate from the guidelines. 

Vice President Murthy reported that central administration has now for 
the first time separated the ICR money so one can see just how it is going to 
be used. He said he thought it would be appropriate for the Finance Committee 
to insist on an accounting each year as to how the ICR's have been used. 

Professor Swan referred to the Finance Committee's charge and asked if 
ICRF stands apart from budgetary criteria generally. She asked if there is 
a set of criteria by which SFC can judge the budget. 

Dr. Murthy said the same criteria used in the University's planning process 
were used in drafting the budget. The Budget Principles essentially constitute 
the criteria. Professor Swan pointed out that the Finance Committee needs to 
know what are the criteria so it can perform its responsibility of seeing if 
the budget is consistent with the criteria. 

The group then discussed the consultative process. The Finance Committee 
has not been having the opportunity to discuss the budget principles or the 
budget plan before they go to the Regents. SFC needs to receive the necessary ~ 
information promptly so it will have a basis for offering responsible advice 
to the administration. 

ARRIVING AT A COMPROMISE POSITION REGARDING ICR's. 

President Keller objected to a proposal for a Senate policy which would 
change Regents' policy and require the approval of a Senate committee to vary 
from that policy. That would require the Regents to forgo their own authority. 

Further brief discussion resulted in an oral agreement among the committee 
members and the President and Acting Vice President that the motion. to the 
Senate should be phrased as a recommendation to the Board of Regents, and that 
deviations from the guidelines should require consultation with the Finance 
Committee rather than the approval of the Finance Committee. 

VOTE: GIVEN THESE MODIFICATIONS, THE FINANCE COMMITTEE AND THE CONSULTATIVE 
COMMITTEE EACH VOTED SEPARATELY, WITHOUT DISSENT, TO TAKE THE MOTION TO THE 
SENATE. 

(The motion, as modified, recommended that Regents' policy be changed 
to state that at least one-half of available ICR's would be distributed 
from central administration to the collegiate units generating them, 
and prescribed a formula for further distribution within the units 
which the units could elect to modify if they so chose.) 

5. CRITERIA FOR ACADEMIC UNITS' RETRENCHMENT RESULTING FROM UNALLOTMENT. 

Handout: "Final Unallotment Plan." The document showed retrenchment 
for academic programs as $808,910 per year for five years. 
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The Finance Committee expressed surprise at the size of some unit cuts. 
Professor Merwin reminded the group that the only information the Finance 
Committee had previously received had been an oral report in an earlier meeting 
that the maximum cut would be to CLA, and would be $65,000. 

(Twin Cities' academic unit cuts were to be as follows: 

Education 
CLA 
CEE 
Law 
AFHE 

$150,000 
100,000 
50,000 
30,000 
35,410.) 

The Finance Committee had thought it had understood the President to 
say at the March 6 meeting that the maximum cut to any academic unit would be 
about one-third of one percent. President Keller said what he had intended to 
tell SFC was that the average cut to academic units would be one-third of one 
percent. The $809,000 cut is about one-third of one percent of the total 
academic budget. The College of Education has the largest proportional cut 
among academic units, about 1.5%. 

Professor Stuthman suggested that to the greatest extent possible written 
information should be distributed to the appropriate consulting committees so 
as to reduce the risk of an error in committee records. Moreover, committee 
comprehension is better when an oral presentation follows distribution of docu
ments. President Keller said he agreed with that as a general practice. In 
the case of unallotment and retrenchment, matters were in transition. 

Professor Merwin inquired what determined which units would be protected 
from any retrenchment whatever. Vice President MUrthy said that, as reported 
in the April 3 SFC minutes, units were not retrenched if they had been identified 
in Cycle II Planning as of high priority or if they had some deficit. In 
addition, he said, he approached more aggressively those units with a relatively 
better rank funding compared to peer institutions. The College of Education is 
better funded in the aggregate than is CLA; hence the larger percentage retrench
ment in Education. He said he had reviewed each college's proposals as to how 
it would absorb a retrenchment. 

Professor Berscheid asked if any unit is allowed to operate at a deficit, 
President Keller said only the School of Management has requested and been 
granted that permission. It is appropriate in that case because of commitments_ 
central administration has made but not yet kept to match funds SOM raised 
privately. He said there have been a small number of other instances where 
a unit has run a debt and central administration has worked out a short-term 
repayment plan. Central administration has not as a matter of course rewarded 
either poor management or "rich" management. 

Professor Stuthman asked where the University would not cut .i.f .the total 
unallotment is reduced. President Keller said he thought ,the administration 
would welcome the committees' advice. He thought the understanding at present 
was that the dollars would be returned in approximate proportion to units' cuts. 

Professor Sorauf suggested the Office of Student Affairs might well be 
able to absorb a cut larger than $60,000 per year. President Keller replied 
that the cut to OSA is 0.6% of its base budget, more than many of the cuts. 
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Professor Johnson noted that the final Duluth Campus plan was very 
different from what had been reported earlier. Dr. Murthy explained that 
was because the legislature imposed a lid on the amount of cut that could 
be taken from state specials; without being able to draw down on one unspent 
special, UMD decided to take its cut over the five years. 

• 

Professor Sorauf said that while he understood the reasons for differen
tiation in assigning cuts, the symbolic aspect of managing retrenchment should 
not be ignored. The approach of sharing the burden is not being applied as 
regards the Twin Cities academic programs. President Keller responded that 
three Twin Cities units account for approximately SO% of the University's 
academic budget: CLA ($30 million), IT ($25 million) and Medicine ($25 million). 
Professor Sorauf said he was not arguing for across-the-board or proportionate 
cutting, but for the desirability of widespread sharing of the cut. 

Vice President Murthy told the group he took responsibility for the cut 
distribution. He reported that he had declined IT's offer of $50,000 because 
he could not justify to the legislature taking away to cover the debt some 
extra funds the University had sought and gained from the legislature because 
IT is one of our highest priorities. He pointed out that the legislation 
regarding reducing budgets to meet this state revenue shortfall requires that 
the legislature approve the budget plans, including the University's. 

Professor Campbell said he frankly thought the University's collegiality 
is threatened when IT is repeatedly seen as receiving special consideration. 
He said he supported a budget cut for IT in this instance. Professor Goldstein 
noted that two of the state specials being trimmed are in IT, but he added that 
he too believed that IT, as a part of the University, should contribute to the 
academic program cut. 

President Keller said central administration has told the affected units 
that although the budgetary judgments have been made, there are flexible 
dollars available to help them out of difficulties, In fact, he said, next 
year every unit will receive more money this year: more salary dollars and 
in some cases new positions. He said there is no unit among those taking 
program retrenchment that does not have an exchange of funds within a year that 
exceeds these retrenchment figures. (Vice President Murthy noted that total 
post-budget adjustments are $7 million to $8 million per year.) The adminis
tration finds non-budgetary sources to meet particular needs such as TA's 
for CLA. 

President Keller told the committees that it is very hard to make what 
is on paper reflect what really happens to a unit's budget in the course of 
a year. What is important, he said, is that we have kept those aggregate 
reductions to under $1 million per year. In the aggregate, he said, this 
list conveys to him a symbol of selectivity. He raised the question of 
whether the committees wanted to change that for a symbol of the aggregate. 

6. 1986-87 BUDGET PLAN AND BUDGET. 

Hand-Out: "Proposed State Special Budgets for 1986-87" and "Proposed 
Operations and Maintenance Fund Budget Plan." 

Professor Merwin noted that the budget and the budget plan were being 
discussed in the Senate Finance Committee for the first time. 
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President Keller said the budget plan is based on and expands upon the 
budget principles. The administration has incorporated into the budget all 
the items officers have talked with the Finance Committee about over the 
course of this year. 

The budget will continue to be tight, he said, because lower enrollments 
in 1984-85 will result in a base reduction of about $ 4 million and because 
fuel and utilities deficits will have to be covered. There is a serious 
question of how to balance the budget given these costs together with a 5% 
faculty salary increase and 3% civil service salary increase. It helps that 
the University did not incur a deficit, as had been expected, in its '85-'86 
budget. But the budget allows us to do very little that is new. 

A decision was made, he said, that the only way we could meet all of the 
goals was to draw upon the one part of the budget which is increasing: the 
Indirect Cost Recovery Fund (ICRF) . Library acquisitions is one i tern that 
can legitimately be shifted from the basic O&M budget to ICRF. He invited 
questions about the budget plan. 

Professor Swan inquired about the relationship of the budget plans to 
the University's programmatic plans. Looking at the 1986-87 budget in the 
context of Commitment to Focus, she said, there is recognition of priorities 
in some of the items but it is not as clear as it might be on some points, 
such as how the University is moving to reduce the ratio of undergraduate 
students to graduate students. President Keller responded that because we 
are in a retrenchment budget we couldn't do a lot of new things. He said 
what additions there are are consistent with Commitment to Focus. 

Pro~essor Stuthman inquired about the $431,000 anticipated from making 
CEE rely increasingly on income. President Keller said he would still like 
to pursue moving CEE on budget; one requirement is to work out course credit 
equivalencies. 

Professor Campbell inquired about the size of an SEE increase. President 
Keller said this budget, in contrast to previous annual budgets, does not 
distribute any SEE money across the board; the administration will instead 
apply those funds selectively. The appropriation for an SEE increase has 
been absorbed into one of the Resources. He said if the adminis-
tration had budget the SEE increase across the board, it would have had to 
adjust items downward in the Resource Application list. 

Vice President Murthy noted that every unit is being allowed to retain 
any 1985-86 budget funds still unspent at the end of the fiscal year. 

Dr. Murthy also reported that the administration had pooled funds from 
other parts of the budget to bring the faculty salary pool to a 5% increase. 

Advancing a year on the ICR budget. The officers reported that the 
University has shifted its ICR budget forward by a year. Professor Rubenstein 
asked if there is any risk in spending the ICR in the year it is received. 
The President said that except for loss of some temporary income, he thought 
not. If the University should overspend one year it would have to make up 
for that the next year. 

Commitment to Focus. President Keller told the committees he thought 
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the budget plan moves the University toward CtF, although not on every item. ·~ 
He said he felt worst about being unable to protect Instructional Computing. ~ 
Professor Swan said if restoration is possible, it looked as though Instructional 
Computing might be a programmatically important item to restore. The President 
said he would approve of going that way; however, since it is not a retrenched 
item in the unallotment, doing so would mean a shift from other programs or 
other unallotment items to instructional computing and he would want the Finance 
Committee to advise on that. He recommended that the Finance Committee discuss 
reallocation since his discussions with SFC on retrenchments were necessitated 
by the state's unallocation without knowledge of what other budgetary retrench-
ments we were going to have. 

7. STATUS OF DEVELOPMENT OF THE BIENNIAL REQUEST. 

President Keller recommended a special meeting with the Finance Committee 
within approximately the next week. He said the administration would take the 
request to the Regents in July for their information; the Regents would act on 
it at their September meeting. 

Professor Campbell said he was concerned that the committees representing 
the faculty have relatively little opportunity for input. President Keller 
said that what the administration has so far to draft the request are the 
lists of wishes from the units. 

Professor Campbell noted that the Faculty Affairs Committee was quite 
eager to submit items for inclusion in the request and had been requesting 
this opportunity for input for a long time. President Keller said the adminis
tration would need the proposals from SCFA immediately. 

Professor Swan asked whether there would be the opportunity to develop 
budgetary rationale and criteria. President Keller said there would be and 
that the Finance Committee should start on that soon. 

Faculty Salaries. Professor Swan asked what would be requested from the 
state for faculty salaries and on what it would be based. President Keller 
said the request would be for 5.5% to stay 2% B;head of the imp:rovement schedule. 
Professor Swan asked if the University was looking at comparisons with the 
rest of the Big Ten, and Mr. Berg said it was. 

Professor Swan asked if committees were interested in building a bridge 
from the existing salary improvement plan to a successor plap. President Keller 
said it was unwise to introduce a new plan at this stage (the current plan is 
designed to run to FY 1992) but said rank funding adjustment is a good place 
to work on faculty salary improvement. 

Professor Rubenstein commented that if we are to be in the top five public 
universities, our salaries have to be up there too. The President remarked that, 
however, you don't improve a poor faculty member just by paying that person 
more; hence you have to be selective in applying the increases. He said the 
state asks the University how it can demonstrate that just because it is. funded 
at a certain level it is actually that good. We must be very careful about how 
we adjusta goal for faculty salaries which has been accepted, he repeated. 
The goal of rank funding adjustment has also been accepted at the legislature ~ 
and the President believes that is the avenue the University should use at 
this time for further salary improvement. 

The meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m. Respectfully submitted, 
Meredith Poppele, SCC Exec. Ass't. 
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For May 15, 1986 Senate meeting 

AMEND~fENT -

(INDIRECT COST RECOVERY FUND) 

~fOTIO:i: 

To a~en~the motior. submitted by the Educational Policy Committe~ 

and the Research Cormni ttee by adding the following contextual wording 

before the first sentence: 

"The UniveYsity Senate reconmends that the Board of Regents 

adopt the following p0licy regaYdir.g Indirect Cost Recovery 

Funds:" 

and by inserting the following passage between the first and second 

sentences of the motion as submitted: 

"Should budgetary circumstances warrant consideration of 

less than SO% distibution to the colleges, consultation 

with the Senate Finance Committee is required. In no 

case, however, will the distribution to the colleges be 

less than 1/3.'' 

Jack C. Merwin, Chair, 

Finance Committee 

Deon D. Stuthman, ChaiY, 

Consultative Committe~ 
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MOTION: 

INDIRECT COST RECOVERY FUND DISTRIBUTION 

EDUCATIONAL POLICY C0~~1ITTEE 

COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH 

(Action) 

• 

That Indirect Cost Recovery Funds retained by the University 

should be distributed as follows: SO% should be retained by 

central administration to support research activities, to be 

allocated by the graduate school and by central administration, 

and the remaining SO% should be distributed on a proportionate 

basis to the colleges that generated these funds. Colleges 

should then allocate their share of these funds as follows: 

1/3 retained by the college for centralized allocation to 

support research activities, 1/3 allocated on a proportionate 

basis to the departments that generated the funds, and 1/3 to 

the faculty who generated the funds, unless the proportionate 

share amounts to less than $100, in which case it should revert 

to the department. In colleges where the faculty so votes, 

however, the collegiate distribution may differ from that 

prescribed by this formula. 

William H. Hanson, Chair, 

Educational Policy Committee 

Paul G. Gassman, Chair 

Committee on Research 



' Considerable support exists among the faculty for the implementation of a 

more well-defined process for the distribution of those indirect cost recovery 

funds which exist. In permitting the University to retain a portion of the 

funds resulting from indirect cost, the legislature recognized the need for the 

use of these funds to support ongoing research and to stimulate new research. 

Those faculty who have been heavily involved in bringing these funds to the 

University see this as: (a) a method of helping Central Administration bear a 

portion of the cost necessary to convert the University of Minnesota into a 

research university of the first rank; (b) a method of helping support the 

financing of research at both the collegiate and departmental levels; and (c) a 

method of both supporting and encouraging those faculty who were responsible 

for bringing these funds to Minnesota. 

Lengthy discussion, over a two-year period, resulted in a consensus that 

an equitable distribution would be: (a) no more than SO% to be retained by 

Central Administration; (b) of the remaining funds 33 1/3% should be distribu-

ted to each of the following: 1. the generating colleges, 2. the generating 

departments, and 3. the generating principal investigators (each in proportion 

to their contribution). 

Paul G. Gassman 
Chair, Senate Research Committee 
April 30, 1986 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office ot the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

April 8, 1986 

'ID: The Honorable \vendell R. Anderson 
The Honorable Charles H. casey 
The Honorable Willis K. Drake 
The Honorable Erwin L. G::>ldfine 
The Honorable Wally Hilke 
The Honorable David M. Iebedoff, Vice Chair 
'lbe Honorable Verne Long 
The Honorable Charles F. lolk:Guiggan, Chair 
The Honorable Wenda W. M:Jore 
The Honorable David K. Roe 
The Honorable Stanley D. Sahlstrom 
The Honorable Mary T. Schertler 

Dear Ladies and Gentlerren: 

Forwarded with this letter is the proposed Budget Plan for fiscal 
year 1986-87. This plan focuses on the General Operations and Mainte
nance Fund which represents the major area of :p::>licy choice in our 
budgets. There are many fewer choices to be made in the State Specials 
although there will be sc.mc irrpact of the retrenchirent imposed by the 
legislature. The budget for the Specials will be presented at the 
April rreeting. The rest of the University's comprehensive budget 
involves self-sup:p::>rting operations such as hospitals, dormitories, 
food services and the like. It will be available for Regents' review 
and approval when the final budget is submitted in July. 

The attached draft budget plan reviews the major constraints and 
:p::>licy choices that face us as we budget for 1986-87. We expect to 
present additional detail at the April rreeting. 

KHK:kb 

Enclosure 

c: University Vice Presidents 
University Chancellors 

Sincerely yours, 

Kenneth H. Keller 

Student Representatives to the Board of Regents 
~ofessor Deon StuthrPan, Chair, Senate Consultative Carmi ttee 

Professor Jack Merwin, Chair, Senate Finance Catmittee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOI'A 

'!HE OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE BUJ:)(;ID' PIAN FOR 1986-87 
A Proposal for Info:rmation and Discussion 

Introduction and OVerview 

Although it represents only about 40 percent of the University of 
Minnesota's total operational expenditures, the Operations and Hainten
ance Fund is at the heart of the institution's educational mission and 
the physical and human resources that directly support that mission. 
r.t>reover, nost of the policy choices in protecting and i.nproving the 
University's missions find fiscal expression through the budgeting of 
the General Operations and Maintenance Fund. 

'Ihe plan presented here is a fiscal reflection of goals and 
priorities originating in the University's planning process. It 
incorporates the Budget Principles and the budget constraints for 
1986-87. We continue to believe that positive change requires con
tinual review and redeployment of available resources and that this is 
particularly true when resources are very constrained, as is the case 
in 1986-87. 'Ib protect the progress we have made and continue to nove 
toward our goals requires that the 1986-87 budget be highly selective 
in where increases are provided. 

'Ihe comrents that follow should be read in conjunction with the 
attached schedule. 

'Ihe State Budget and the University Budget 

As this is written, the anount by which the University's appro
priation will be decreased in the current biennium continues to be 
uncertain. 'Ihroughout this budget plan we assurre that number to be 
$17,623,000. Should it ultimately prove to be more or less, it will be 
necessary to make further adjustrrents in the plan. \\Te assurre further 
that the ultimate resolution of the "unallotment" issue will permit use 
of the borrowing plan we have put forward in an effort to minimize 
dis:ruption of program planning. 

The Current Year Budgeted Deficit 

Our 1985-86 budget contained an estimated deficit of $2,633,020. 
Had our estimates been perfectly accurate, p:rudence would require that 
we budget for a compensating surplus in the 1986-87 budget. In fact, 
current revenue and expense estimates suggest that we will not have a 
deficit at year end. Thus, the 1986-87 budget need only be balanced; a 
surplus is not required. 
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Effect of Average Cost Funding 

Because of enrollment declines in 1984-85, legislative funding for 
1986-87 decreased by $3,875,600. We have not proposed to translate 
that decrease into reductions in direct academic support, but to derive 
it, as far as possible, fran tighter budgeting in other areas. 

Indirect Cost Recovery (ICR) Incare 

The legislature has reduced the offset against our appropriation 
from ICR income from $14 million in 1985-86 to $8 million in 1986-87. 
kny funds we collect above that latter anount are available for discre
tionary use. Unfortunately, because of the drop in instructional 
funding and the fact that our fuel and utili ties increases were not 
funded, the actual additional discretion provided by the ICR funds is 
considerably less than what it appears to be. 

'Ib make clear how these funds are being handled, \..e are proposing 
(with the concurrence of the Depart::rrent of Finance) that the available 
ICR funds be budgeted separately rather then being carmingled with O&M 
funds. That accounts for the separate column shown for indirect cost 
recoveries. The incame represents the arrount \..e expect to collect 
(over and above the $8 million offset) in 1986-87 plus carry foi:Ward 
funds from 1985-86. Certain expenditure items that are properly 
charged to indirect cost recoveries are transferred fran the O&M fund 
in order to relieve the pressure on that budget. The transferred i terns 
have been limited so that alnost $5 million will remain for central 
research support and for distribution to the colleges, departments, and 
investigators wrD originally generated the funds. 

Faculty Pay Plan 

Arrong our highest priorities is continued progress toward the 
restoration of faculty purchasing pcwer. The proposed plan allocates 5 
percent cash plus associated fringe benefits for this purpose. The 
1985 Legislature appropriated about 5.6 percent for that purpose. This 
has been reduced by slightly less than .5 percent to help defray the 
borrowing program and by slight! y over .1 percent to pay for rrental 
health insurance coverage continued through the present year (no 
coverage beyond that included in insurance will be provided in 
1986-87). v~ estimate that the 5 percent increase will keep us ahead 
of the Board's tirretable in restoration of purchasing pcwer. 

Civil Service Pay Plan 

The 1985 legislature provided 4 percent for Civil Service in
creases in 1986-87. In the 1985-86 budget \ve deliberately provided 
raises beyond available funding, in effect borrowing fran available 
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1986-87 funds to the extent of about .5 percent. Financing the borrow
ing program would have reduced available funds by another . 5 percent 
and continuation of rrental health insurance by .1 percent. Steep 
increases in fringe benefit costs further eroded the available funding 
by about • 8 percent, leaving enough funds for a 2.1 percent cash 
increase. It is our judgrrent that we should provide a 3 percent cash 
increase to at least remain even with inflationary trends and so we 
have reallocated funds to augrrent the appropriation. 

Graduate and Professional Tuition Relief 

Begining fall tenn, 1986, subject to Regents' approval, tuition 
benefits will be provided for all University errployees who quality. In 
particular, graduate assistants will receive relief in the arrount of 
twice their percentage of appoint:rrent so that a 50 percent or nore 
graduate assistant will, in effect, pay no tuition. In the light of 
these actions, we propose no increase in graduate student pay rates. 

Supplies, Expense, and F.quip:rent (SEE) Funds 

No fonnula increase in SEE funding is proposed for 1986-87. This 
will create hardship situations but we have thought it preferable to 
preserve the ability to alter program directions while dealing with 
those hardships on a case-by-case basis. The proposed budget plan does 
preserve substantial central resources to deal with equipm:mt needs 
although, as noted below, there are some cuts in this area as \'Jell. 

Library Acquisitions 

The proposed budget provides over $532,000 of additional acqulsl
tions noney, sufficient to ensure that acquisitions bases throughout 
the system will have increased by at least 8. 2 percent in each year of 
the biennium. 

other Programmatic Initiatives 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

UMD Engineering Programs - $594,000 
Presidential Scholarship Program- $260,000 
Sabbatical Program - an additional $200,000 

to bring the annual budget to $300,000 
Sexual Violence Program - $70 , 000 
~bve Music, Debate and Forensics programs into 

instructional funding and off ti1e Student 
Service Fee - $58,000 
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Plant Operations 

The 1985 Legislature provided $2 million in 1986-87 for operations 
of new buildings being opened. We are controlling costs to live within 
that appropriation. However, fuel, utility and solid and hazardous 
waste disposal costs present a problem. When the books are closed for 
1985-86, we expect to be carrying al:x:mt $3.2 million in deficits on 
these accounts for which legislative funding has not been received. On 
the basis of present estimates, 1986-87 would produce approximately 
$2.4 million of additional fuel, utility, and waste disposal account 
deficits. Talks continue at the state level about the inadequacy of 
the Average Cost Funding system in dealing with these relatively 
nan-controllable costs; we continue to hope for legislative relief in 
this area. If, eventually, no such relief appears, substantial reallo
cation into plant operation accounts will be required. Meanwhile, our 
proposed policy is to use every reasonable cost-saving technique to 
reduce this budget demand, atterrpting to achieve a long-tenn balance 
without program disruption. 

Reserves 

We believe the tuition revenue shown in this plan to be based on a 
verJ conservative enrollrrent projection, a decline of 2. 4 percent. 
Thus, we believe that it is safe to eliminate the $1 million recurring 
reserve for enrol~t shortfall that we have been carrying. We also 
propose to eliminate the $400,000 reserve for administrative building 
expansion and several smaller reserves that appear unneeded currently. 
In this way $1.621 million is released for specific budget funding. 
Although technically a budget retrenchment, the $750,000 reduction in 
the Sumrer Session budget is also, in ef feet, a recurring reserve 
reduction since it is agreed that it represents an overstaterrent of 
true budget needs. 

Other Budget Balancing M:Jves 

• It is reluctantly proposed to reduce central budgets for 
equiprrent by slightly over $1 million and the central instruc
tional computing budget by about $1.1 million. These funds were 
derived from part of the Rank Funding Adjustrrent appropriations of 
the 1985 Legislature. The equipment replacement base with which 
we entered the 1985 Legislature, $2,450,000 annually, has been 
protected. If circumstances penni t, these retrenched i terns will 
be a high priority for funding from non-recurring sources. 

• Insurance cost increases in the arrount of about $835,000 have 
been deferred pending decisions about hav to cope with the current 
crisis in insurance rates. If the decision is to continue these 
coverages, we will seek non-recurring funding and subsequent 
legislative relief. 
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• The schedule also sho.vs the proposed unit retrenchrrents 
to.vard rreeting the first year of debt service on the five-year 
borro.ving plan. 

Concluding Corments 

While the possibilities of dramatic progress are limited in a 
budget plan with shrinking real resources and a fiscal climate that 
continues to be doubtful, the administration proposes through this 
budget plan to continue to force sare progress toward achieverrent of 
the University's high priority objectives. Toward that end, the budget 
plan presented here takes sare reasonable risks while forcing ena1gh 
hard choices to ensure a prudent fiscal plan. It will preserve same 
degree of rrorrentum while coping with the realities of the present 
revenue situation. 

The administration believes the plan follo.vs the Regents' budget 
principles, is closely related to existing planning, and is prudent and 
realistic. 

KHK:kb 
4-8-86 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Preliminary Operations and Maintenance Fund Budget Plan 

for 1986-87 

RESOURCES 

Net Appropriation 
Tuition 
Preparatory Instruction 
Temporary Investment Income 
Indirect Cost Recoveries 
Other Income 

RESOURCE APPLICATIONS 

FY 1986 Base 
Less Nonrecurring Items 
FY 1986 Recurring Base 

($millions) 

Faculty Salary Plan at 5% Cash plus Fringe 
Civil Service Salary Plan at 3% Cash plus Fringe 
Library Acquisitions Increase at 8.2% 
Operation Costs of New Space 
Graduate Student Fellowships 
UMD Engineering Programs 
Health Science Scholarship and Fellowship Adjustment 
Physical Plant Operations Cost Increases 
Presidential Scholarship Program 
Sabbatical Program 
Sexual Violence Program 
Music, Debate, Forensics 
Library Automation Debt Service 
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program 
Support Program Increases 
Reduction in Budgeted Reserves 
Reduce Margin in Summer Session Budgeting 
Debt Service on Borrowing Plan ($12.639, 7%, 5 years) 
Borrowing Plan Retrenchments (First of Five Years) 
Reduce Budgeted Equipment Replacement 
Reduce Instructional Computing Budget 
Fund Patent Office From Patent Income 
Move Research Supporting Costs to ICR Funding: 

Library Acquisitions (37%) 
Solid and Hazardous Wastes Disposal 
Radiation and Environmental Health 
Technical Services Shops 
Research Grant and Contingency Funds 
High Tech Research Computing 

Balance Available 

Balance for Central Research Support and Distribution 
to Colleges, Departments, Investigators 

MPIS 
4/8/86 

0 and M 
Fund 

$288.058 
108.773 

.194 
3.450 
8.000 
1.652 

$410.127 

$411.883 
(19.068) 

$392.815 
11.098 
4. 719 

.532 
2.000 
2.500 

.594 

.602 
1.019 

.260 

.200 

.070 

.058 

.011 
(1.621) 
(.750) 
3.127 
(. 902) 

( 1. 042) 
(1.134) 
(.217) 

(2.100) 
(.920) 
(.078) 
{.141) 
(.394) 
(. 305) 

$410.001 
$ .126 

Indirect Cost 
Recoveries 

$ 

9.200 

$9.200 

.325 

.200 

2.100 
.920 
.078 
.141 
.394 
.305 

$4.463 

$4.737 
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Total Unallotment 

From State Specials 

Harmel • "-

• County Papers -- _ 
Agricultural Research 
MRRC 
Geological Survey 
Industrial Relations Education 
NRRI 

l 
~ e 'tfiL, 5 Fe/~ ~c._ s-/7 /!~ 

Final 
Unallotment Plan 

.... . .. 

$ 400,000 
1,200,000 

353,000 
23,400 
23,400 
12,000 
90,000 

$17,692,063 

Special Hospitals, Service, Educational 
Student loans Matching 

221,000 
98,000 

Other 1985-87 Upfront Reductions 

President and Regents 
V.P. - Finance and Operations 
V.P. - Institutional Relations 
V. P. - AFHE 
V.P. - legal 
CEE 
Health Sciences 

$ 30,000 
1,538,000 

36,000 
20,000 

200,000 
750,000 
656,032 

$2,420,800 

3,230,032 5,650,832 

Amount to be Borrowed $12,041,231 

Debt Service on Above Amount at 7%, 5 yrs. $ 2,936,744 

MPIS 
4/30/86 



' Debt Service Plan 

Additional Tuition Charge (.75%) 

Faculty Salary Reduction (.5%) 

Civil Service Salary Reduction (.5%) 

Program Retrenchment (5 years) 

legal Counsel 
Education 
ClA 
CEE 
law 
V.P.Academic Affairs 
Student Affairs 
AFHE 
Crookston 
Waseca 
UMD-ClA 
UMD-SBE 
UMD-Education & Human Services Professions 
UMD-Science & Engineering 
UMD-Fine Arts 
UMD-Academic Administration 
UMD-Administration, Business, Student Life 
UMD-Physical Plant 
UMD-Chancellor 

MPIS 
4/30/86 

$200,000 
150,000 
100,000 
50,000 
30,000 
20,000 
60,000 

"'35,4TO 
13,000 
11 '000 
17,617 
9,668 

13 '671 
29,764 
7,663 

14,050 
11 '083 
28,917 
7,067 

I 

$ 670,980 

946,919 

580,343 

$2,198,242 

808,910 

$3,007,152 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA s-17/~ to 

Proposed Operations and Maintenance Fund Budget Plan 
for 1986-87 

RESOURCES 

Net Appropriation 
Tuition 
Preparatory Instruction 
Temporary Investment Income 
Indirect Cost Recoveries 
Other Income 

RESOURCE APPLICATIONS 

FY 1986 Base 
Less Nonrecurring Items 
FY 1986 Recurring Base 

($millions} 

Faculty Salary Plan at 5% Cash plus Fringe 
Civil Service Salary Plan at 3% Cash plus Fringe 
Library Acquisitions Increase at 8.2% 
Operation Costs of New Space 
Graduate Student Fellowships 
UMD Engineering Programs 
Health Science Scholarship and Fellowship Adjustment 
Physical Plant Operations Cost Increases 
Presidential Scholarship Program 
Sabbatical Program 
Sexual Violence Program 
Music, Debate, Forensics 
Library Automation Debt Service 
Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program 
Support Program Increases 
Reduction in Budgeted Reserves 
Reduce Margin in Summer Session Budgeting 
Debt Service on Borrowing Plan ($12.041, 7%, 5 years) 
Borrowing Plan Retrenchments (First of Five Years) 
Reduce Budgeted Equipment Replacement 
Reduce Instructional Computing Budget 
CEE Increased Reliance on Income 
Move Research Supporting Costs to ICR Funding: 

Library Acquisitions (37%) 
Solid and Hazardous Wastes Disposal 
Radiation and Environmental Health 
Technical Services Shops 
Research Grant and Contingency Funds 
High Tech Research Compu\ing 

Balance for Central Research Support and Distribution 
to Colleges, Departments, Investigators 

0 and M 
Fund 

$288.058 
108.773 

.194 
3.450 
8.000 
1.652 

$410.127 

$411.883 
(19.068) 

$392.815 
10.964 
4.919* 

.532 
2.000 
2.500 

.594 

.602 
1.019 

.260 

.200 

.070 

.058 

.011 
(1.406) 
(.750) 
2.937 
(. 809) 
( .886) 

(1.134) 
~.43~) 

(2.100) 
(.920) 
C078) 
(.141) 
(. 394) 
(.305) 

$410.127 

Indirect Cost 
Recoveries 

$ 

9.200 

$9.200 

.325 

.200 

2.100 
.920 
.078 
.141 
.394 
.305 

$4.463 

$4.737 

~ * Includes $400,000 pay equity 

MPIS 
5/8/86 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Proposed State Special Budgets for. 1986-87 

Title 

Agricultural Extension 
Non-Recurring 

Agricultural Research 
Non-Recurring 

Fire Center 
Disadvantaged Students 
Industrial Relations Education 
Mineral Resources Research Center 

. lake Superior Basin Studies 
Sea Grant Institute 
Rural Physicians Associates Program 
Institute of Human Genetics 
Harmel Institute 
Medical and Cancer Research 
Intercollegiate Athletics 
Coleman leukemia Research Center 
Geological Survey 
General Research 
Plant Biomass Energy Research 
Veterinary Diagnostic laboratory 
Microelectronics & Information Science Center 
Productivity Center 
Natural Resources Research Institute 
Biotechnology Center 
Supercomputer Institute 
Underground Space Center 
Talented Youth Mathematics 
China Center 
County Reimbursements 
Special Hospitals, Service & Educational 
Student loan Matching 

TOTAl 

1985-86 

$11,656,300 

11 ,834, 900 

100,000 
51,500 

638,600 
719,000 
137,800 
275,200 
528,500 
300,000(2) 
367,300 

2,155,800 
2,824,000 

226,300 
895,300 

1,959,500 
136,100 

1,222,800 
617,500 
309,000 

2,315,300 
532,600 

6,000,000 
206,000 
157,800 
77,200 

1,700,000(3) 
13,326,900(4) 

95,600 

$61,366,800 

(1) Transfer to Vocational Technical Institute • 
(2) Reduced by $200,000 in 1985-86 for State Unallotment. 
(3) Reduced by $600,000 in 1985-86 for State Unallotment. 
(4) Reduced by $48,000 in 1985-86 for State Unallotment . 

MPIS 4/24/86 

1986-87 

$12 , 114 , 500 
1,797,500 

12,798,300 
290,000 

(1) 
53,600 

664,100 
738,700 
143,300 
305,200 
549,600 
485,000 
374,000 

2,242,200 
2,896,900 

235,300 
923,100 

2,037,900 
141,500 

1,271,700 
642,200 
321., 400 

2,408,000 
599,900 

6,000,000 
214,200 
247,800 
80,300 

1,700,000 
13,859,900 

99,400 

$66,235,500 

, 

~~r-d Sec/~ Fe ,..)-h/cf'~· 

Deduct 
Unallotments 

(353,000) 

. ( 12, 000) 
(23,400) 

(200,000) 

(23,400) 

(90,000) 

(600,000) 
(221,000) 
(50,000) 

$(1,572,800) 

Adjusted 
1986-87 

$12 , 114 , 500 
1,797,500 

12,445,300 
290,000 

53,600 
652,100 
715,300 
143,300 
305,200 
549,600 
485,000 
174,000 

2,242,200 
2,896,900 

235,300 
899,700 

2,037,900 
141,500 

1,271,700 
642,200 
321,400 

2,318,000 
599,900 

6,000,000 
214,200 
247,800 
80,300 

1,100,000 
13,638,900 

49,400 

$64,662,700 


