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SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

January 5, 1984 

12:30 - 3:00 

626 Campus Club 

AGENDA 

1. Minutes of December 15 (enclosed). 

2. Report of the Student Co-Chair. 

3. Report of the Chair. 

4. Committee Reports - Senate Finance Committee. 
Professor Rubenstein. 

5. Discussion of closed meeting procedures and principles. 

6. Discussion of Budget Principles (enclosed). 

7. Discussion of possible Senate policy on administrative 
task forces and Senate committees. (See memo of 
November 21, 1983 from Howe to SCC.) 
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UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 
614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

MINUTES 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

January 5, 1984 
626 Campus Club 

12:45- 3:10 

APPROVED 1/19/84 

Members present: Charles Farrell, Virginia Fredricks, Phyllis Freier, 
Van Hayden, John Howe (Chairperson), Susan Hunstiger. Marvin Mattson, 
Lisa McDonell, Jack Merwin, Mitch Richter, Paul Schulte, Scott Singer, 
W. D. Spring, Dean Stuthman, Colleen Traxler, John Turner. 

Guests: Alice Edwards, John Hughes (Daily), Kate Parry (Mpls. Star & Tribune), 
Maureen Smith. 

1. Minutes of December 15. No corrections were offered. 

2. Report of Student Co~~hair. Mr. Singer. 

Paul Schulte and the rest of the SSCC have organized a retreat for 
the coming week-end. Their major agenda item is the Student Senate as an 
entity. 

3. Report of the Chair. Professor Howe. 

A. (See the Rick Heydinger memorandum on the agenda of the Andersen 
Connnission on Higher Education.) The Andersen Connnission will welcome written 
comment from interested groups. sec's January 19 agenda will include discussion 
of what the connnittee might submit. Members should please inform John Howe of 
the issues on which they think sec might wish to make a statement. 

B. Head football coach: the search process and outcome. Since the 
connnittee had a discussion with the President early in· the process, we may now 
wish to follow up on the questions we raised then. 

sec members concluded they would ask President Magrath to report to 
them on the 19th regarding search and facilities questions. 

4. Senate Finance Committee: Professor Stuthman will replace Professor Sundquist 
for winter quarter as SCC's second representative on SFC. 

~ 5. Discussion of closed meeting procedures and principles. 

Professor Howe referred to the SCC meeting of December 1. President 
Magrath requested the Consultative Committee to close the last portion of that 
meeting for a matter which had legal implications and for a separate personnel 
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matter. The SCC agreed to close the meeting. 

It seems, Professor Howe told SCC, that the confidentiality of that 
meeting was not respected by all of us. When we do, on infrequent occasion, 
close a meeting, it is important that we all abide by the ground rules. He 
stated those rules: 

The views expressed in a meeting and the attributions of those views 
is privileged. If there are some who cannot abide by those rules 
they should absent themselves. Anyone who sits in on a closed 
meeting necessarily accepts the ground rules. If members get 
questions from colleagues or the press, they should direct the 
questioner to the President if he asked that the meeting be closed 
and to Professor Howe if the SCC initiated the closing. 

If we cannot operate in a confidential manner when we need to, Professor Howe 
told the committee, it inhibits our ability to carry out our responsibilities. 

Professor Merwin added a corollary to the basic rules: A person who 
absents himself or herself from the meeting and then is told of the meeting 
by another member, would be obligated not to pass the word along further. 

Professors Fredricks and Freier recommended that participants not answer 
questions even as to the agenda of the meeting, but direct all questions to 
Professor Howe or the President. 

Mr. Hayden stated that he could live with this outline of rules, but 
that he does think the more participation at the early stages of a discussion, 
the better. Professor Stuthman offered the countering opinion that when the 
question is whether the President will consult with a small number of elected 
representatives, or with none at all, consulting with at least that small number 
is better. 

Professor Spring moved the committee go on record as endorsing the 
above understandings. 

Professor Turner noted that this set of rules is in addition to the 
commitment the Faculty Consultative Committee has already made regarding keeping 
a record of any meetings it closes and reporting on them annually to the Senate. 

The motion was approved on a show of hands, 15 for, 0 against. 

SUMMARY: RULES OF CONDUCT REGARDING ANY MEETINGS OR PORTIONS OF 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETINGS WHICH ARE CLOSED: 

1. No member who attended the meeting should divulge any information 
about the meeting to any non-member. 

2. Any questions concerning the meeting put to a committee member 
should be referred to the President if the meeting was closed at 
his request, and to the SCC Chairperson if the meeting was closed 
at the sec's initiative. 

3. Any SCC member who is absent but is subsequently informed about 
the meeting by colleagues is equally bound to observe the above rules. 
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4. Any SCC member who cannot agree to observe these rules on 
confidentiality is expected to excuse himself or herself from the 
meeting or, if absent, to decline to hear a report on it. Attendance 
at a meeting, or receiving information about a missed meeting, 
presumes a pledge to observe these rules. 

Mr. Singer requested information on the mechanism agreed upon within 
sec last spring whereby the Faculty Consultative Committee would convey to 
others, particularly the Student Senate Consultative Committee, some information 
about the nature of any closed FCC meetings. The secretary will send Mr. Singer 
the minutes on those discussions. 

6. Professor Turner introduced an addition to the agenda. He noted that he 
was speaking only for himself and had not talked about it with any of his 
colleagues. 

Circumventing established procedures and the wisdom of separating 
faculty and student governance. 

We as faculty and students, said Professor Turner, have worked very hard 
to establish a planning process and see that each unit's plans get taken up 
through the channels. He was distressed to find at the December Regents meetings 

several student representatives tc!l the Board of Regents taking an end run directly to 
the Board by proposing the reestablishment of an undergraduate degree program 
in social work. 

It may be time, Professor Turner suggested, to reconsider our governance 
organization and to separate the student and faculty institutions. That would 
make faculty institutions stronger and make more efficient use of our time. 

Professor Fredricks disagreed. She told the meeting she thinks it gives 
more credibility throughout the University to have student representatives on 
college committees, for example. In addition, those student participating learn 
what the processes are. 

Professor Turner noted we could have students sit on committees, as they 
do with the Regents, but not have votes. 

Professor Howe stated that the phenomenon of circumventing the process 
and coming in at the end -- whoever does it -- is always serious and seriously 
shoots down the planning process. Several SCC members mentioned that other 
direct approaches to the Regents have been undertaken both by interests outside 
the University and by some faculty. 

Professor Mattson suggested that the question is more one of individual 
responsibility than of process. 

Mr. Singer said he had taken as a threat Professor Turner's opening 
remarks, but Professor Turner said his remarks were meant for consideration and 
not as a threat. 

Mr. Hayden suggested that Professor Turner had perhaps been waiting for 
an example to arise. He said the Student SCC defends the student representatives 
to the Board of Regents as doing a good job. 
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7. Budget Principles. 

SCC members had copies of the draft the Regents received at their December 
meeting. It is understood to be the one on which the Regents will vote in 
January. The Senate Finance Committee had discussed an earlier draft at its 
December 1 meeting. 

sec members applauded the approach of defining the principles prior to 
drafting the budget. The raised a few particular concerns to communicate to 
the Budget Executive prior to the Regents' next meeting. 

A. Faculty Salary Increases. 

Professor Spring found paragraph 4 (page 4) quite troubling in a set of 
principles the Regents are endorsing. " .•• the University Administration is 
authorized and encouraged ••• " to balance higher salaries for a bargaining unit 
faculty against a reduced work force and consequently an increased workload and 
higher class size. The results, he said, will be to increase the trend in salary 
disparities among state institutions and to dimish the quality of the institution 
making the change. It encourages those faculties to improve their salaries 
above what the Legislature has approved by cannibalizing their own faculties. 

Professor Stuthman added that this change is being achieved not merely 
by attrition but also by letting faculty go. Professor Turner noted that this 
provision permits the Legislature to let the institutions take the brunt of the 
increasing costs. If we do not object to this provision, said Professor Spring, 
the Legislature could tell the University in the future, when it requests special 
salary funds, to obtain them in the same way the organized campuses do. 

Several members pointed out that given the existence of the bargaining 
unit there can be no denying such permission to cannibalize. 

There was an sec consensus to write Vice Presidents Keller and Lilly 
(and/or the Budget Executive) conveying SCC concerns and urging them to strike 
the words "and encouraged" from the provision. 

B. Graduate Assistant Increases. 

Professor Freier told SCC that at least in some units the change in support 
to assistants is intimately connected with research productivity. Requiring 
increases takes more out of research grants. NASA, for example, fixes the amounts 
of research grants; recipients cannot just pass on the higher tuition costs, so 
less is left for other research expense. 

C. Income Estimates and Uncommitted Reserves. 

SCC members noted that reserves are clearly prudent in an era of diminishing 
resources, that it is the responsibility of our administrators to administer 
these funds, and that the existing consultative system (Senate Finance and Senate 
Consultative Committees) should be adequate. SCC fully expects that these bodies 
would be consulted on such questions as how big the reserves should be allowed 
to grow, how long they will be held, and for what purposes and by whom they can 
be drawn upon. 

D. Authority to Make Changes. 

Professor Turner requested adding the underlined words: "The President 
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is authorized, after appropriate faculty and administrative consultation, to 
make such further adjustments ••• " sec concurred. 

The SCC instructed Professor Howe to write to the Budget Executive that 
it finds the Budget Principles a commendable way to operate and encourages the 
development of this step; that there was not time for sec to get a full report 
from the Senate Finance Committee; that SCC gives qualified support for the 
existing document. The letter should then convey the specific reservations 
noted above. 

8. Senate policy on administrative task forces vis a vis Senate committees. 

sec has studied the reports submitted by the planning task forces and 
has considered how the Senate governance structure should deal with them, noted 
Professor Howe. Those discussions led to renewed consideration of how the 
Senate and its committees should relate to the work of the task forces. When 
major educational policy issues get addressed outside the Senate structure, 
questions are raised about the strength of that structure, he said. 

The Facilitative Committee suggested the need for a Senate policy on 
the issue, and Professor Howe's November 21 memo to SCC members was stimulated 
by the Facilitative Committee's suggestions. 

Professor Spring described three legitimate modes for discovery and 
recommendation. He said: 

(a) There are good and valid reasons for purely administrative task forces; 

(b) There are good reasons for the Senate and Senate committees to work 
exclusively; 

(c) There are areas in between. The special committee structure provided 
for in the Senate bylaws is the structure we should use in these 
in-between areas. 

Although the Senate went on record in opposition to the task force mode, the 
administration has continued to appoint task forces, he noted. The Task Force 
on Faculty Vitality, operating in a joint administrative-Senate mode, stands 
as an exception. 

Professor Fredricks noted that the use of an expanded or special sub
committee can provide the expertise of a task force and still be related to 
a parent committee in the Senate structure. 

Professor Turner recommended that central administration ask the SCC's 
advice on how to address a problem, whether via a task force or a Senate committee. 
Other members recalled that the SCC has not always been vigorous in urging the 
use of a special Senate committee when the administration has told SCC it wants 
to name a task force. 

Professor Stuthman recommended that when a task force is to be named 
there be an effort to identify the relevant Senate committees and name part of 
the membership from those committees. 

The Committee asked the Chairperson to draft a statement incorporating 
the above suggestions. SCC will later consider whether Senate approval should be 
sought. 
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9. Search Committee to fill new position of Assistant Vice President for 
Information Processing. 

sec student members object to the absence of a student on the committee. 
Professors Turner and Freier emphasized that the most important characteristic 
of this search committee needs to be knowing where to find the really outstanding 
candidates. 

sec noted that major user categories were not included on the committee 
(e.g., Agriculture and the Health Sciences). Professor Howe had written Vice 
President Keller in response to the proposed composition suggesting the addition 
of an Agriculture faculty member. But SCC also repeated its general preference 
for a small, well-qualified search committee rather than a large, purportedly 
representative one. SCC concluded it would send no letter as a committee 
regarding the composition since the search committee may already encompass what 
the committee agrees is most important. Student members, however, were 
encouraged to write on behalf of the student body seeking inclusion of a 
qualified student, if they so wanted. 

10. Search for Vice President for Planning and Academic Service. 

Professor Howe reported the President intended to describe the position 
to the Regents in a general way, and to send a copy of the description to the 
sec when it is set in writing. 

sec discussion focused on the perceived strength of the position, what 
that will mean for the candidate pool, and what that in turn will mean for the 
nature of the Budget Executive. 

Professor Turner argued that the position as described cannot be made 
stronger without undercutting a fundamental principle to which we are committed: 
the primacy of the Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

Professor Spring asserted that the Budget Executive has in fact become 
the planning agency of this University. Judgments are being made about every 
corner of the University. There needs to be more than one perspective on the 
Budget Executive, he said. The Planning and Academic Service vice presidency 
appears to be an appendage and the person who occupies it will be seen as an 
appendage. 

Professor Stuthman saw the Planning Vice President as being in charge 
of planning in a conceptual way while the Budget Executive must implement 
planning practically. The Academic Vice President has to lead, he added. 

Professor Merwin noted with approval that the new position will provide 
for greater attention to some units now reporting to the overburdened Academic 
Affairs Vice President. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:10p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

164 Food Science and Nutrition 
1334 Eckles Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

June 22, 1983 

Governor Andersen and Members of the Commission: 

Let me begin by thanking you for the opportunity to speak with you 

today. My name is John Howe. I'm a Professor of History at the University 

of Minnesota, and am here as the incoming chairperson of the University 

Senate Consultative Committee. That body is the executive or steering 

committee of the University Senate. I'm not here today to speak for the 

University. I would not presume to do that. But I do wish to talk to you 

a bit about some concerns of my colleagues in the Senate and of the faculty 

at large. 

First, I want to say how encouraged my colleagues and I are by the 

formation of such a commission of distinguished citizens, and by the concern 

that you are expressing for the future of higher education in Minnesota. 

We think the assumption you work from is exactly right-- that the people of 

this state have an important stake in what becomes of our colleges and 

universities. It is unquestionably true that a strong educational system 

is vital to the state's economy, to the well-being of its society, and to 

its cultural enrichment. 

Much is being said these days about the status of elementary and 

secondary education. It's obvious that much needs to be said and done about 

that. But we're glad to see that our public discussion has to do as well 

with post-secondary education. Fortunately, this discussion needn't be 

framed in terms of recovering academic standards and rebuilding quality, of 

getting back to what we should have been doing all along. Rather, we need 

to talk about ways of maintaining and expanding our support of higher education, 

of finding ways in difficult times of keeping our colleges and universities 

alive and vital. The tasks we face are now to maintain the strengths we 

presently have and to find ways of building new strengths, at a time when 

' student enrollments are beginning to decline and educational funding seems 

so uncertain. 
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All of us at the University, then, welcome this discussion. We welcome 

~ your inquiry into the relationships between higher education and the state, 

and into the nature and quality of what we do. We want to discover with you 

how we can better meet our public responsibilities. 

Having said that, I want to make just three general comments about the 

University that might be of interest to the Commission, and that I believe 

address at least some of the questions you have posed. 

My first comments have to do with the special place that the University 

occupies in the state's overall system of higher education. The University 

is certainly unique, and not only, or even primarily, because of its size! 

The University has two quite distinctive roles. I want to emphasize both, 

for they go closely together. 

The first is the University's role as a research and graduate institution. 

It is that more than anything else that distinguishes the University from the 

other systems of higher education. Central to the University's mission is 

the creation of knowledge and its dissemination through speaking, writing, 

and performing. Along with that goes the graduate training of future scholars 

~ and teachers. The University's faculty is expected to be a research as well 

as a teaching faculty. The excitement of those dual responsibilities suffuses 

the entire institution. 

Our university has a long and distinguished history as a research institution 

of national and indeed international importance. As such, it is an invaluable 

resource for the state and adds enormously to the state's well-being. It 

generates knowledge and skills and transmits them through the classroom. From 

outside the state it attracts large amounts of money via training and research 

grants, faculty who come here to teach and live, and students, both gradaute 

and undergraduate, many of whom stay to become productive citizens. 

But let me hasten on to the second distinctive role of the Univer~ity, 

and that is the offering of undergraduate education in the context of a major 

research university. This provides our students with opportunities not dupli

cated anywhere else in the state. What are these opportunities? They include 

access to a vast array of academic programs, to major library resources, to 

special laboratories and equipment, and the chance to learn from teachers who 

~ rank among the leaders in their fields. 
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We take our undergraduate teaching very seriously at the University. 

~ I teach a full range of courses from the freshman introductory level to 

graduate seminars. Many of my colleagues do so as well. We offeG then,very 

special and very important opportunities for undergraduate education. And 

we are concerned that we maintain access to this kind of undergraduate education 

for students who want it and who can benefit from it. 

Secondly, out of the University's distinctive character come distinctive 

~ontributions to the state. I have already spoken of some of these: the 

creation of scholarly knowledge, graduate training, and undergraduate instruction. 

But there are other and more specific contributions that bear mentioning, such 

as breakthroughs in medical science and treatment. We read in today' s newspaper 

of the most recent liver transplant done at the University Hospital, this time 

for a seven month old girl. Or the extensive agricultural research that is 

done, research that produces knowledge which is transmitted through agricultural 

extension. Or the rapidly developing areas of microelectronics and computer 

science, the vaunted "high technology" about which we hear so much. 

Last winter President Magrath appointed a special task force on "The 

University and the State's Economy," chaired by David Lilly. That group will 

soon issue its report, and indications are that it will go beyond such obvious 

areas as technology, agriculture, and business management to address a wide 

range of University activities and responsibilities, including the Liberal 

Arts, which continue to lie at the very center of the University's mission. 

All of which is to say that we think a great deal about our responsibi

lities as a public, land-grant university. 

Finally, let me offer just a few comments about our use of University 

resources; that is, about planning. Recent years have been painful ones in 

higher education. We have had to learn the difficult lessons of retrenchment. 

It has, I assure you, been hard. And there is no question that the University 

has suffered significant damage. 

But we are learning how to manage better, how to cope. During the 

last four years, we have developed an elaborate and increasingly effective 

planning process. Indeed, the University has been something of a national 

leader in educational planning. We have a \.,rays to go. Our procedures are 

4t; by no means perfect, nor is everyone happy with all the decisions that have 

been made. We need constantly to reassess what we have done and where it 



4 

is taking us. 

But we are fully committed to establishing educational priorities in 

the colleges and in the University as a whole. And we are determined to tie 

our budget decisions to those priorities. This provides us with a way of 

minimizing the damage from retrenchment. More importantly, it enables us to 

use our resources effectively by reallocating funds internally from less strong, 

less essential programs to programs of higher quality and greater importance. 

And so we are about the task of joining educational quality to sound and 

efficient management. We are intent upon focusing our resources on the things 

that we do distinctively and well, on our special missions and strengths. 

In the process, we are, I think, becoming better stewards of the resources 

that the state provides us. 

Thank you. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate consultative Committee 
614 Social Sciences 

Victoria Sloan 
Editor, Minnesota Daily 
10 Murphy Hall 

Dear Ms. Sloan: 

267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612} 373-3226 

January 6, 1984 

During recent months, the Daily's reporting on the 

' .. ·, I 

Senate Consultative Committee has generally been thorough and 
accurate. Such, unfortunately, was not the case last Thursday. 

our agenda was filled with items of importance to the 
University community: the Presidential review; the new Tenure 
Code; revision of student and faculty grievance procedures; 
relationships between administratively appointed task forces 
and the Senate governance structure; the Budget Principles 
soon to be approved by the Board of Regents that will guide 
the upcoming biennial request, to name but several. The 
reporter, Mr. John Hughes, apparently found none of these 
issues newsworthy for he ignored them altogether. 

Instead, he chose to focus entirely on an informal exchange 
of views that occurred quite apart from the regular agenda. 
Beyond that, he misrepresented both the situation and several 
individuals' comments--among them, my own. There was, in fact, 
no debate on the social work program. Professor Turner simply 
mentioned that program in the course of his comments. I did 
indeed lament "end runs'' that seek to short-circuit the planning 
process. I've done so on several occasions. But I also said, 
explicitly and directly to the reporter, that such things did 
not happen often, that students were not the only people who 
tried them, that the Regents have a difficult and important 
role in the planning process, and that they have been very 
supportive of that process. None of those comments appeared 
in the report. 

I also emphasized that faculty held different views 
concerning student participation in University governance and 
that the issue was not, to my knowledge, on anyone's agenda. 
The story gave quite a different impression. 
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Finally, I did not say that information from a recent 
SCC meeting "was leaked to the press by a student." Nor did 
anyone else say that. Rather, I reported that apparently not 
everyone had respected the confidentiality of the short portion 
of the December 1 meeting with the President that was closed. 
We then talked about the rules that each of us on the committee 
should follow on the rare occasions when we do go into executive 
session. 

Last Thursday was Mr. Hugues' first effort at covering 
the Consultative Committee. It was quite a beginning! 

JH:mp 

cc: Mr. John Hughes 

Sincerely yours, n 1.) ---;;/ YJCML 'ifo~ · · 
i J9'hn Howe, Cha1rperson, 
1. S'enate Consultative Committee and 
-/Professor of History 
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ate on social work program leads to bitter W 
By John Hughes 

Student leaders' actions to save the 
undergraduate social work program 
were termed "irresponsible" Thurs
day at a Senate Consultative Commit
tee (SCC) meeting. 

Marty Smith, student representative · 
to the Board of Regents, made a plea 
in December to the regents not to eli
minate the undergraduate degree 
program in social work. The request 
was made after faculty senate mem
bers, Vice President for Academic Af
fairs Ken Keller, and University 
President C. Peter Magrath advo
cated to the regents reorganizing the 
social work department without an 
undergraduate degree program. 

Students had a chance to voice their 
disagreement earlier, at sec meet
ings and Senate Finance Committee 
meetings but chose not to until it was 
almost too late, sec faculty mem
bers said. 

"I consider this the height of irre
sponsibility," said john Turner, SCC 
member and regent's professor of po
litical science. It may be time to start 
thinking about "streamlining" faculty 
and student governance, Turner said. 

But Smith disagreed. "I would hardly 
call it irresponsible to carry out my 
responsibility to students at the Uni
versity," Smith said. "Regardless of 
whether (the program's elimination) 
went through the senate, I have the 
right and the privilege to represent 
student viewpoint on any issues that 
come before the regents." 

But working through the process, and 
not making an end run to the Board 
of Regents, is essential to the health 
of the University, said John Howe, 
history professor and sec chairman. 
Going straight to the regents "poses 
real problems to the integrity of the 
planning process," he said. It is dis
couraging, Howe said, when faculty 
members, students, and administra-

tors put a lot of time and work into 
"something that may get blown out 
of the water" at the last minute. 

Students do work within the process, 
said Lisa McDonell, SCC member 
and Minnesota Student Association 
(MSA) speaker. "I have seen students 
rarely make an end run ignoring the 
process, including Smith," she said. 
"I would hesitate to say Marty didn't 
try the (proper) channels. The Board 
of Regents also must have had an in
terest in hearing Smith's appeals, or 
they wouldn't have allowed him on 
the agenda. They obviously wanted 
to consider it." 

The regents have a different role in 
program planning from the faculty 
senate, Howe said. "The regents 
need to be very careful when they 
think about setting aside very careful
ly planned decisions," he said. 

The social work program incident is 
not the only time the students have 
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ignored the process, Howe said. In
formation about contract negotia
tions in a closed sec meeting was 
leaked to the press by a student last 
month, he said. "That's not accept
able," Howe said. Students should 
either respect the rules of a closed 
meeting or excuse themselves from 
it. 

Student SCC member Scott Singer 
said he is not sure a student was re
sponsible for the leaked information. 
"We don't know who did it," Mc
Donell said. 

Turner's first statement about student 
irresponsibility was irrelevant to his 
statement about streamlining student 
and faculty government, McDonell 
said. She said streamlining the two
splitting them apart-isn't an issue. "I 
don't think the University would ben
efit as a whole from separate faculty 
and student governance," Singer 
said. 

Howe agreed that streamlirilrui'iotu;.t·!;:: 
dent and faculty governance 
issue. and is separate from the 
working within the process. 1 .... ~-
hasn't discussed it, he added. Turner · 
was airing his personal opinion,' · 
Howe said. 

"I think it's a threat," responded stu
dent SCC member Van Hayden, 
saying that Turner's remarks were like 
being taken to the woodshed for a 
spanking. "The majority of the time 
we do stick to the process," he said, 
adding that sometimes more effort is .. 
needed to accomplish goals. "At . 
times you have to make a more direct 
plea to the University. 

"Maybe the students have watched 
the faculty too closely and picked up .. ,; 
some of their tricks," Hayden said. 

':)T""l 
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During recent months, the Daily's re
porting on the Senate Consultative 
Committee has generally been thor
ough and accurate. Such, unfortu
nately, was not the case last 
Thursday. ("SCC debate on social 
work program leads to bitter words," 
Jan.6); 

Our agenda was filled with items of 
importance to the University commu
nity: the presidential review; the new 
tenure code; revision of student and 
faculty grievance procedures; rela
tionships between administratively 
appointed task forces and the senate 
governance structure; the budget 
principles soon to be approved by the 
Board of Regents that will guide the 
upcoming biennial request, to name 
but several. The reporter, john 
Hughes, apparently found none of 
these issues newsworthy, for he ig
nored them altogether. 

Instead, he chose to focus entirely on 
an informal exchange of views that 
occurred quite ap~rt from the regular 
agenda. Beyond that, he misrepre
sented both the situation and several 
individuals' comments-among them 
my own. There was, in fact, no 
debate on the social work program. 
Professor Turner simply mentioned 
that program in the course of his 
comments. I did indeed lament "end 
runs"; that seek to short-circuit the 
planning process. [ve done so on 
several occasions. But I also .}aid, ex
plicitly and directly to the reporter, . 
that such things did not happen 
often, that student!! were not the only 
people who tried them, that the re
gents have a difficult and important 
role in the planning process, and. that 
they have been vefY SIJpportivt of 
that process. Npne of thos~ com-
ments appeared in the report. ~ 
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I also emphasized that facuttv mem
bers held different views concerning 
student participation in University 
governance and thaUhe issue was 
not, to my knowledge, on anyone's 
agenda. The story gave quite a differ
ent impression. 

Finally, I did not say that information 
from a recent sec meeting "was 
leaked to the press by a student." Nor 
did anyone else say that. Rather, I re
ported that apparently not everyone· 
had respected the confidentiality of 
the short portion of the Dec. 1 meet
ing with the president that was 
closed. w~ then talked about the 

rules that each of us on-th~ commit
tee should follow on the ta~:e occa
sions when we go into executive 
session. 
John Howe 
Chairman, Senate Consultative 
Committee, and 
professor of history 

Editor's note: The Daily stands by 
all attributions in the story. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University senate Consultative committee 

President c. Peter Magrath 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear Peter: 

614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

January 16, 1984 

The Senate Consultative Committee has recently discussed 
the Budget Principles that are to serve as guides for the 
development of the University's 1984--85 budget. On balance, we 
think this a strong document-that offers clearly stated 
guidance in the major areas of budget policy. It. constitutes 
additional evidence of the progress that we ·continue to ~ake 
in developing our planning process. 

We do, however, have several specific concerns that we 
wish to express. First, we understand that the language in 
paragraph four under the heading, "Faculty Salary Increases," 
is intended to guard against draining faculty salary money from 
throughout the University to meet the negotiated contract 
requirements on the unionized campuses. We applaud that intent. 
But we are concerned about the consequences for educational 
quality of such a strategy if pursued over time. The continuing 
cannibalization of faculty positions to meet salary increases 
will mean larger classes, fewer new faculty colleagues, and 
lowered rates of faculty and general academic renewal. Moreover, 
the mechanism, once firmly in place, may encourage participants 
in collective bargaining, faculty and administration alike, 
to raise salaries on the unionized campuses upward out of 
proportion to salaries on the non-unionized campuses. 

It may also encourage the legislature to believe th~t 
salary issues can generally be accomplished in this way, that 
is, out of internally generated funds, rather than from ·legis.
lative appropriations. We have recently followed that practice 
in generating part of the $900,000 fund for special salary 
allocations. We are concerned that such strategies not become 
the practice, and urge continuing, full consultation with appro
priate faculty groups on the matter. It seems to us that the 
language in paragraph four would be improved if the words, 
"and encouraged," were deleted. 

Second, the comments on page five, under "Graduate 

~ 
\. 
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C. Peter Magrath 
January 16, 1984 
page two 

Assistant Increases," renew our uneasiness over the impact of 
recent graduate tuition increases and projected increases in 
graduate assistant rates upon graduate programs. We certainly 
must remain competitive in graduate support with comparable 
research institutions. But we are uneasy over the talk of 
sharply different rates of support across the University, and 
we urge that the consequences of graduate assistant rate 
increases be fully explored with appropriate faculty groups, 
in the Senate structure as well as in the Graduate School, 
before binding decisions are made. 

For example, some funding agencies set limits to the 
support that can be requested for graduate assistants. Higher 
rates of pay thus threaten to bring a drop in the number of 
graduate students that can be supported. The issues are many 
and complex and need a thorough airing. 

In addition, we find the first sentence in this section 
unclear. It could be taken to mean that the minimum rate of 
increase for graduate assistant salaries will be identical with 
the average rate of faculty salary increase as set by the 
legislature. We understand that this has not in fact been 
the practice, and we seek clarification of the point. 

Finally, we wonder what "additional funds" are contemplated 
and what the consequences of their acquisition are likely to be? 
Is the reference, for example, to still higher graduate tuition? 

Third, we concur with the principle of conservative budgeting 
called for in the section on "Income Estimates and Uncommitted 
Reserves." At the same time, we recognize that the size of those 
reserves and the means of their allocation affects the relative 
balance between central and collegiate/unit decision-making. 
Thus we think it important that there continue to be discussions 
concerning the targeted size of centrally held uncommitted 
reserves, and the procedures by which they will be allocated. 
The balance of decision-making in our "federal" system of 
governance requires continuing attention. 

Fourth, we applaud the cautious language used on page two 
in connection with future tuition increases. All of the consi
derations listed in the section on "Tuition" need to be taken 
carefully into account. Here again we are eager that careful 
consultation with appropriate Senate committees continue in 
timely fashion as specific tuition policies are worked out. 

Fifth, we are confident that the words, "after appropriate 
faculty and administrative consultation," are implied in the 
first sentence of the final section. 
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c. Peter Magrath 
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These comments and suggestions represent our thoughts of 
the moment. Additional issues may arise as we move into the 
budgeting process. The Budget Principles are obviously of 
direct concern to other Senate committees as well. We will 
all benefit from their broad and continuing discussion. 

Sincerely yours, 

r~ 
di:Ytt-~ 

/J n ·.li'owe, Chairperson, 
( S ate Consultative Committee 
··-.._, ..... ...-

JH:mp 

cc: Vice President Kenneth Keller 
Vice President Neal Vanselow 
Vice President David Lilly 
Professor Mario Bognanno 
Professor Irwin Rubenstein 
Professor Michael Root 
Professor Mark Brenner 
Professor Perry Blackshear 
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(Final version) 

B U 0 G E T P R I N C I P L E S 

GENERAL 

In carrying out its responsibilities, the Board of Regents is called upon 

to develop institutional policies that, among other things, serve as the 

premises for annual budgetary decisions. The final principles as approved 

will reflect Regental policies and will be the basis for developing 

the University•s 1984-85 budget. These principles address a number of 

system-wide issues. When finally approved, they will become the basis for 

the second step of the budget process, the budget plan which will in 

balanced form show the budget principles expressed in terms of resources 

and allocation of available funds. 

I 
~ 
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TUITION 

Tuition should be planned and budgeted in accordance with principles and 

policies which have been separately approved by the Board. The appropriation 

under which we are operating assumes a tuition offset for 1984-85 of 32% 

of instructional cost and the tuition plan should be constructed to yield 

an amount not exceeding that percentage. Tuition charges for all schools 

and programs should continue to move prudently toward the University-wide 

average percent of instructional costs unless there are convincing reasons 

for not doing so in certain cases. The Administration should consider 

questions of access, quality of instruction, market competition, and 

attractiveness of the University to high quality students in making recom

mendations on the movement of tuition in each unit. To the extent possible, 

experience with cost-related tuition in 1983-84 should be considered in 

making these recommendations. 

The goal of the Board is maintenance and improvement of both quality and 

access through a combination of tuition and student aid policy. The adminis

tration should consider available financial aid in its tuition recommendations. 

In accordance with separately approved policies, rates in Summer Session and 

Continuing Education should be kept as nearly equal to similar regular 

instruction rates as possible. 

ENROLLMENTS 

Best current estimates suggest an enrollment decline of about 3% next year. 

These projections should be sharpened during the budget-building period and 

the Administration should base the budget on the best possible conservative 
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reading of probable enrollments. Because of the uncertainty of this and 

other revenue components, the budget should contain reserves against enroll

ment fluctuation. While the experience of recent years requires that the 

right to raise tuition during an academic year must be reserved, such 

increases will only be approved when the Administration can demonstrate con

clusively that no other budget management or control alternative is available 

that will not seriously damage the quality of the University's programs. 

RETRENCHMENT AND REALLOCATION 

The Administration should continue its efforts to reallocate internal resources 

in accordance with programmatic planning. All retrenchment and reallocation 

recommendations should be associated with priorities which have emerged from 

the planning process with changes in workloads. Across-the-board adjustments 

in programmatic funding are to be avoided for inflationary adjustments. Key 

recommendations for reallocation and retrenchment should be highlighted in 

materials prepared for Board review and approval. 

FACULTY SALARY INCREASES 

The Board has affirmed its commitment to a long-range plan to restore faculty 

purchasing power to 1972 levels by Fall, 1991. To accomplish this, it is 

extremely important to move in a clear and responsible way to correct our 

serious salary problem, including merit and equity. Further retrenchment, if 

necessary to fund planned increases beyond legislative appropriations, should 

be considered and recommended to the extent that such actions do not result in 

a profound negative effect on the quality of instruction and research. 
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Consistent with resources available and subject to such specific guidance as 

the Board may prescribe, salary resources should be allocated to reward merit, 

to protect and enhance institutional quality and distinction, to recognize 

and respond to demonstrable market factors, to correct inequities and inappro

priate imbalances,to reward promotions, and to recognize cost-of-living factors. 

Salary levels and changes should be set consistently throughout the University 

in units not under collective bargaining in accordance with these principles 

irrespective of source of funds. 

Where salaries for faculty are established by processes not solely or primarily 

determined by Board action, such as in units covered by collective bargaining 

agreements and where resources are not adequate to cover these compensation 

agreements, the University Administration is authorized and encouraged to 

adjust the size of the work force to free up the additional resources to meet 

any externally imposed commitments. 

Consistent with previous budget practice, the budget plan will contain minimum 

rates of compensation for the ranks of Assistant Professor, Instructor, 

Research Associate, Research Fellow, Research Specialist and Teaching Specialist. 

Subject to the withholding of a portion of the available salary funds for equity~ 

allotments of salary funds for campuses covered by collective bargaining 

agreements shall be proportional to their total academic salary bases. 

No major modifications of insurance, retirement or fringe benefits should be 

recommended to the Board of Regents for the 1984-85 budget. 
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The total amount of legislative funds appropriated for salary increases 

shall be used for that purpose. The distribution of funds will be left to 

the discretion of the collegiate and administrative units, subject to the approval 

of the Board and provided that such distribution is consistent with these 

guidelines. 

GRADUATE ASSISTANT INCREASES 

As a minimum, graduate assistant rates will be increased by the amount of 

legislative appropriations. There is some evidence that these rates at the 

University of Minnesota are falling behind comparable rates in the Big Ten 

and other comparable research universities. If additional funds are available, 

all efforts should be made to improve net compensation to graduate assistants 

(stipend less tuition and fees). 

CIVIL SERVICE PAY PLAN 

The Board endorses and reaffirms its commitment to maintain salaries and 

fringe benefits to its civil service employees comparable to employees in the 

State Classified Service as required by statute. 

The Board expects salary levels for civil service employees to be set consistently 

throughout the University in accordance with the principles and such other 

guidance as the Board may approve, irrespective of source of funds. 

Where salaries for staff are established by processes not solely or primarily 

determined by Board action, as is the case for employees covered by collective 

bargaining agreements, and where resources are not adequate to cover these 
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compensation agreements, the University Administration is authorized and 

encouraged to adjust the size of the work force to free up additional resources 

to meet any externally imposed commitments. 

RETIRED STAFF 

The Board reaffirms its commitment to the principle that the retirement pay 

of former staff and their surviving spouses should be increased to compensate 

for inflation. University supplements to the retired staff are included in the 

salary base on which legislative appropriations for faculty salary increases 

are made and inflation adjustments should be limited to the amounts made 

available by these appropriations. To the extent possible, increased payments 

to retired faculty should attempt to reduce retirement inequities. 

INDIRECT COST RECOVERIES 

The Board reaffirms the policy approved in September of 1983 by which each 

collegiate unit should receive a fraction of available indirect cost recovery 

funds proportional to the fraction of total indirect costs recovered that was 

generated by the collegiate unit. The available indirect cost recovery funds 

are the amount over $11.9 million. The policy directs the Administration to 

distribute one-third of the excess indirect c~st recoveries to 

colleges (post-budget). The remaining two-thirds is to be 

retained centrally to create a contingency fund to protect against future 

shortfalls in indirect cost recovery and to be used for purposes which support 

and stimulate research at the University. The Administration should consider 



- 7 -

and recommend to the Board whether it is feasible and appropriate to increase 

the fraction of ICR distributed to the collegiate units during 1984-85. 

INCOME ESTIMATES AND UNCOMMITTED RESERVES 

In periods such as the present when the course of the State•s economy is unclear, 

when inflation while lower than it has been in recent years, remains a threat 

to projected costs and expenditures, and when enrollments are expected to 

decline, the budget should be planned conservatively. It should provide for 

uncommitted reserves as a percent of total planned outlays. Revenue estimates 

for tuition, indirect cost recoveries and yield from temporary investments 

and other fees should be developed carefully and conservatively with uncer

tainties highlighted in written materials presented to the Board. These are 

the most volatile and sensitive components in the annual budget approval 

process. 

BALANCED BUDGET 

The budget for the General Operations and Maintenance Fund should be balanced 

over the two years of a legislative biennium. If biennial legislative 

appropriations fall significantly short of need, or if other extraordinary 

and unforeseen developments result in costs that cannot be covered immediately, 

a planned deficit for the first year of the two-year biennium may be approved by 

the Board, but in all cases, the budget should be balanced by the end of the two

year cycle. Since 1984-85 is the second year of the biennium, it is expected 

that the budget presented will be balanced. 
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NON-LEGISLATIVE FUNDS (SELF-BALANCING) 

Budgets prepared from non-legislative funds, i.e., Federal Appropriations, 

Research Contracts and Grants, Hospitals, Auxiliary Services and Other Self

Balancing Funds, Student Aid, and other Trust Funds will be prepared in 

accordance with the applicable policies and principles approved by the Board 

of Regents, such as those concerning salary adjustments. 

These budgets are prepared with the understanding that should resources not 

meet budgeted amounts, expenditures for staff and other purposes will be 

reduced immediately to insure a balance between expenditures and available 

resources by the end of the stated period for which the funds were appropriated, 

granted or otherwise obtained. 

SUPPLIES, EXPENSE AND EQUIPMENT 

The Board of Regents reaffirms a budget principle that allows the Central 

Administration to allocate a portion of supply, expense and equipment funds 

appropriated by the Legislature for price level increases for certain 

institution-wide items of a supply, expense and equipment nature prior to 

allocation to colleges and administrative units. (Example - unusual postage 

increases.) This principle will also authorize the Vice Presidents to make 

further selective allocations within their line jurisdiction, based on 

urgency of need. 
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AUTHORITY TO MAKE CHANGES 

The President is authorized to make such further adjustments in the budget 

principles as are required to complete the preparation of the 1984-85 

budget plan. A report of the requisite adjustments or exceptions shall 

be provided to the Board of Regents. 

DRAFT 
ll/29/83 
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Memo concerning a possible Senate policy on Administrative 
Task Forces and the Senate Committee Structure 

At the Fall Quarter meeting of the Facilitative Committee, there was 
extended discussion of the implications for the University Senate and 
its committees of the frequent use of administratively-appointed 
task forces. That group recognized the special virtues of such task 
forces: 1) they can focus on a single task and be expected to 
report within a limited time, and 2) their membership can be tailored 
to the specific project at hand. At the same time, members of the 
Facilitative Committee emphasized that such task forces have not 
always been properly tied into the Senate committee structure and 
that their repeated use raises questions about the relationship 
between central administration and the Senate in University 
governance. 

In light of that conversation, we need to consider this question 
once again and determine whether we think it desirable to formulate 
a policy proposal for Senate consideration. Among the specific 
questions to be considered are the following: 

a) Should major task forces be jointly appointed by the 
administration and the Senate? 

b) Should task force membership overlap with appropriate 
Senate committees? 

c) Should such task forces report directly to the Senate 
as well as to the administration? 

d) Should appropriate Senate committees report to the 
Senate on the substance and implications of task force 
reports, including recommendations for Senate action? 

e) Should each task force report contain provision for 
following up on the implementation ot task force reports? 


