
' 
l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

210G Burton Hall 
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178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSIONS WITH ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICERS 

November 1, 1984 
Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

12:45 - 3:00 

AGENDA 

1. Minutes of October 18 (enclosed). 

2. Reports: 

A. Student Chair. 

B. sec chair. 

C. Other? 

3. Senate and Assembly dockets for November 15 -
for information. 

4. Presidential Search: Joint discussion with the 
Search Advisory Committee. 

(Enclosures to SCC members: 

- John Howe letter of October 1; 

- "Criteria for the Selection of the 
President of the University.") 

(Note: sec members may want to refer again to 
the Chronicle articles sent for the October 18 
meeting.) 

5. Physical Plant and Space Allocation issues. 

Guests: Vice President Keller, Vice President Lilly, 
Associate Vice President Hewitt, representative from 
the Senate committee. 

(Note: sec members please bring the Senate PPSA 
Committees' policy proposals distributed for the 
October 4 meeting.) 

6. Other business. 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

210G Burton Hall 
178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

MINUTES APPROVED 11/15/84 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING INCLUDING 

A JOINT MEETING WITH THE PRESIDENTIAL SEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

November 1, 1984 
12:45-3:05 

Regents Room, Morrill Hall 

Members present: Cathy Birk, Shirley Clark, Beth Emanuelson, Charle: Farrell, 
Phyllis Freier, Sue Gruenes, Joseph Latterell, Doug Melby, Jack Merw1n (Chr.), 
Irwin Rubenstein, Paul Schulte, David Shope, Frank Sorauf, Deon Stuthman, 
Burt Sundquist, Bruce Williams. 

Guests: Vice President Lilly, Associate Vice President Hewitt, Maureen Smith, 
and the members of the Presidential Search Advisory Committee. 

1. Minutes of October 18. It was suggested that the reporting of the faculty
student governance relationship discussion be given in chronological order. 
The secretary will make this change. 

2. Report of the student chair. Mr. Melby. 

Mr. Melby summarized the agenda of SSCC 's meeting earlier in that day. 

At the meetings of the Assembly and Senate Facilitative Committees, Mr. Melby 
requested chairpersons to assist the students to get the background to be contributing 
members. He reported to sec that he has had some good reports back on faculty 
responsiveness. 

A motion to the Senate on restructuring the Student Senate will not come 
until winter quarter. 

SSCC has scheduled a retreat with Vice President Kegler and others on 
lobbying. 

3. Report of the chair. Professor Merwin. 

A. The SCC chairman attended a meeting with Vice President Keller and 
representatives of the University Education Association at which UEA requested 
receiving the agenda and minutes of certain Senate committees, and asked that 
the Senate pay for travel for UEA members to attend some committee meetings. 
In addition, Julie Bates has asked for Senate committee minutes to inform the 
MSA committee on Research and Planning. The constitution gives sec discretion 
over who may inspect Senate committee minutes; SCC should keep in mind they 
are minutes of open meetings. sec will address these requests at its 
November 15 meeting. 
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B. Facilitative Committee meetings. Ann Pflaum demonstrated to the 
Senate Facilitative Committee her evolving computer program on task force 

4r~ t }recommendations. The program will be-flexible enough so that it would be possible to 
~~n~~e and committee minutes. Associate Vice President Robinett and Professor Rubenstein 

discussed with the Assembly Facilitative Committee the upcoming self-study 
for the Twin Cities campus which will preceed the NCA's 1986 site visit in 
reaccreditation. In both meetings committee chairs described their year's 
agendas and some concerns emerged as overlapping several committees. 

C. Semester system study. The Daily's reporting that the administrative 
task force woud make a recommendation to the Regents next spring provoked some 
alarm that meaningful consultation with the University community on this 
important question would not occur. However, Dr. Robinett has assured Professor 
Merwin that input will be sought from appropriate Senate committees. Professor 
Merwin suggested SCC might request a meeting with that task force. SCC possibly 
ought also to recommend that if new kinds of issues arise regarding a conversion 
they should go to the Senate. 

Mr. Melby reported that students in the MSA Forum are also expressing a 
lot of concern that action is being decided without student and faculty input. 

Professor Rubenstein recommended sec determine which committees should be 
involved in the discussions and see if they would either be permitted to send 
observers to the task force's meetings, or could participate through some other 
appropriate means of communication. 

4. Agenda for the November 15 Assembly and Senate meetings. Lists of the 
agenda items received by the Senate office were distributed. 

5. DISCUSSION WITH THE PRESIDENTIAL SEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE. (1:00-2:00) 

Following introductions of the members of both committees, Professor 
Howe reported to sec that the advisory committee is presently meeting once a 
week. Its first task has been and continues to be what it can do to 
attract nominees and applicants. Seventy or eighty names are now in the file 
or ready to go into the file!hecommittee has looked at files and talked about 
their size and the profiles. He said he was quite pleased with the quality. 
We are setting our sights quite high, he added. Regent Lebeda££ is chairperson 
of the Regents Search Committee (a committee of the whole). Regent emeritus 
Neil Sherburne is immensely helpful as an advisor. 

Professor Howe said the committee thinks the Regents' statement of 
criteria is very fine and is structured in a careful way which gives the 
advisory committee a"running start." He then asked for the Consultative Com
mittee's suggestions and comments on how the advisory committee should go about 
its job. He noted that the committee is trying to put the criteria in priority 
order and to give each criterion an operational definition insofar as 
possible. 

Professor Rubenstein stated that a candidate's values should be the 
primary cr~te:ion, talents the secondary criterion, and experience the tertiary. 
Because th1s 1s the reverse of what the files reveal, interviews will be crucial. 
The committee may want to try to identify what particular subset of each of 
these criteria they are looking for. 
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Professor Howe noted the committee is talking about the means they will 
use to narrow down the files. Shortly after November 15 they will make a pro
visional list of the top 25 or 30. They will follow up on people by contacting 
others who have had associations with them. He noted the importance of asking 
the right questions. 

Professor Stuthman asked that the committee not put too much emphasis on 
the record of distinction in scholarship. To do so, he said, might be to over
look the kind of person we really want as our chief administrator. Professor 
Howe noted that the committee had discussed this question. They are in agree
ment that to have as our president someone who has had no career in the class
room or in scholarship would be an odd thing. Professor Stuthman agreed, saying 
the question is one of degree. 

Professor Howe noted that the committee is looking for records of accom
plishment, not verbal protestations. Professor Clark voiced her approval of 
the inclusion of the scholarship criterion because it signals that we are not 
looking simply for a manager. Professor Howe said he believes it is the 

committee's judgment that management and organizational skills should be there 
in the service of the education. 

Professor Howe reported that the two concerns coming to the committee 
most frequently and from all directions are (1) that the next president must 
give internal leadership, being effectively engaged with faculty, students, 
and staff, and (2) that the next president must effectively represent the 
University externally. Professor Merwin added that a president should also 
provide leadership to the Board of Regents. 

Mr. Melby commented that as eras change there is a tendency to swing to 
an opposite style. We have had a president who consulted very widely. He 
thinks it would not be wise to shift the pendulum all the way over to a leader 
who would consult little and narrowly and perhaps prove to be dictatorial. 
Professor Howe responded that the search is not at all an abstract e~ercise. 
We need to hire a president to meet the needs of the University in this time, 
he said, and this University includes its modes of governance. 

Professor Freier voiced her preference for an enabler as opposed to 
someone who wants the faculty to carry out his dream of the University. But, 
asked Professor Howe, surely there would be agreement we need something more 
than laissez faire leadership? Professor Freier indicated that the element 
of morale is crucial. All over campus, she said, there needs to be the sense 
of caring enough. Each of us has to think the University is worth our working 
hard. 

Professor Stuthman said there has also to be an institutional vision 
some entity to encapsulate all the views. 

Professor Rubenstein then inquired what roles the advisory committee 
envisioned the sec playing other than suggesting names. Professor Howe said 
today's discussion is helpful. The committee wants advice on how to take and 
weigh the various statements in the criteria. 

Professor Berscheid commented that SCC members see much more of the day
to-day governance of the University than do most faculty and students. She 
asked rhe sec to say from that perspective what problems they see that a new 
president would have to face immediately. 
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Professor Howe took the question a step further. How much, he asked, 
should the advisory committee take into account the specific results of the 
planning process? Need a candidate agree 100% with what those results show 
and take us that way? Or do we want someone who will question those conclu
sions and suggest that we should be doing some things differently? 

Professor Clark said we don't want someone who will treat us as a blank 
slate to write upon. We have just begun a lot of self-study and the charting 
of directions. She thinks we want to follow through on what we have determined 
to be our problems. Therefore we want someone to come in who will help lead 
us to those destinations we've identified. We are not looking for someone 
with his or her own agenda if it differs significantly from ours. Professor 
Freier remarked that it would be good if candidates came prepared to 
discuss their reactions to the task force reports. 

Professor Sorauf commented that the answer that had emerged to Professor 
Berscheid's question revealed itself to be that we want a leader but also someone 
who will accommodate to our particular traditions of governance and our recent 
direction-settings. Professor Rubenstein then remarked that getting us from 
where we are to where we want to be will not in any case be a painless process. 

Professor Stuthman noted that one leadership task will be to meld and 
reconcile the task force report recommendations and then make decisions based 
on resources. 

Professor Sorauf offered this position: while we don't want to be dictated 
to, if we want a person of vision, we have to tell that person we'll open our 
minds to him or her because his or her vision may be better. 

Professor Merwin stressed the need to look at what a person has done to 
see how values are reflected in experience. 

Professor Merwin told the advisory committee the sec has every confidence 
in what they are doing. sec continues to want to be helpful. 

6. Physical plant issues. Guests: Vice President Lilly, Associate Vice President 
Hewitt. 

The SCC had discussed last spring with PPSAC chair-elect Robert Sloan and 
again this fall with Professor Sloan and Vice President Keller the set of policy 
proposals the Committee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation has asked the 
Consultative Committee to take to the Senate. Today's meeting provided the 
opportunity for sec to discuss with the unit's fiscal and physical plant admin
istrators the concerns that gave rise to the set of proposals. 

Together, the vice presidents and the SCC members discussed the fact that 
there have been long-standing concerns about practices in Physical Plant Planning 
and Operations. There have been complaints of excessive charges, unsatisfactory 
work, and threats. Some of the examples being cited occurred several years ago, 
Mr. Hewitt noted. 

Both Mr. Lilly and Mr. Hewitt told SCC they emphasize to their staffs that 
their units exist to serve and support the University's academic mission. 
Vice President Lilly said he has been working to develop accountabilities and 
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responsibilities. We are in transition, he said. 

Mr. Hewitt told sec he sincerely wants to get at the real problems and 
to get workable solutions. They want a sense of partnership between Physical 
Plant and the University's faculty, students, and staff. TI1ey encourage 
everyone to call in a report when they notice something needs correcting. 
He showed the committee an organizational chart and described the size of 
the operation -- 1100 full time employees, 276 separate remodeling jobs in 
1983-84, 24,000 scheduled maintenance calls, and 46,000 calls to theshop dispatcher. 
With so many people and jobs, he acknowledged there may have been some instances 
where their staff didn't perform as well as he would like. He noted that 
maintenance had been made tougher because the unit lost 300 custodial positions 
during the fiscal cutback. 

He was perplexed by the allegations of threats. His staff are required 
to enforce building codes; perhaps sometimes that enforcement came across as 
a threat. 

Physical Plant, he indicated, encourages rather than discourages getting 
outside bids. In fact, he told sec, the unit would love not to have to be 
involved in remodelling. They ask a unit at two times in the planning and design 
wants to go outside for bids. He pointed out that it is required that only 
the Finance vice president can sign the contract on behalf of the University, 
and that the University must follow regulations on bidding. 

Phy$ical Plant has assigned Charles Self to assist project clients an~ 
to respond to client complaints about unsatisfactqry service where the project 
manager has not been responsive. (Installing an ombudsman 
was one of the PPSA Committee's proposals.) However, faculty pointed out that 
the community is completely unaware of the new service--apparently because the 
communications went out to the units at the very beginning and near the end 
of the summer break. Mr. Hewitt said his office would certainly do whatever 
they needed to do to get Chuck Self's name and telephone number out. 

The PPSA Committee also wanted units protected from paying for work that 
was unsatisfactory or incomplete. Mr. Hewitt's office now uses job satisfaction 
forms for people in the unit to complete when the work they have ordered is 
finished. He mentioned that he had received 25 unsolicited letters from 
people who were pleased with the jobs done for them. 

Professor Merwin thanked Vice Presidents Lilly and Hewitt £or the 
helpful information they had provided. The SCC must make a decision soon on 
handling the PPSA proposals or recommending other measures. 

Vice President Lilly indicated he would probably respond in writing 
to the proposals in the PPSA report. He noted he had several points he would 
like to set forth. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:05 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 
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Criteria for Selection of the President of the University 

The University of Minnesota seeks a President who can provide it 

with vision and leadership to achieve nationally re6ognized academic 

excellence at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. He or she 

must be able to articulate the missions, the goals, the responsibili

ties, and the needs of the University and to represent them convinc

ingly within the University and within the state. 

The President of the University of Minnesota must enjoy the 

respect of the academic community. He or she must also be dedicated 

to the search for knowledge and to the freedom a community of scholars 

must have for that search. The President must be sensitive to the 

needs and interests of students and to the maintenance of quality in 

all of the University's instructional programs. To these ends, he or 

she should provide a climate in which scholars and administrators of 

distinction can be brought to and kept at the University. Above all, 

the President must symbolize in his or her own values and accomplish

ments those high standards to which the University is committed. 

Because of the complexity and diversity of the University of 

Minnesota, it must have a president with the skills to manage its 

affairs efficiently and effectively. He or she must be able to work 

productively with the Board of Regents, with administrative col-' 

leagues, and with a strong and vital system of faculty-student govern

ance. As the University's chief executive at a time of change and 

challenge, the President must especially be able to manage resources 

creative 1 y and to chart effective p 1 an s f o r the future of the 

University. 



More specifically, candidates for the Presidency must be 

able to demonstrate: 

- Significant administrative experience (preferably in an aca

demic setting), especially in managing budgetary, planning and per

sonnel systems and in recruiting and supervising able administrative 

colleagues. 

- Commitment to the values of a large research university that is 

also a state university, and to the related values of educational 

opportunity and services to the state. 

- Commitment to programs of affirmative action and equal oppor

tunity in all parts and operations of the University. 

- A record of distinction in scholarship and commitment to the 

values of free inquiry. 

- A demonstrated ability to provide leadership for the Board of 

Regents and to establish and maintain the confidence of the Board as 

the University's chief executive. 

- The skills necessary to articulate the goals and aspirations of 

the University and to marshall support for them, both within the 

University community and in all of its external constituencies. 

- A capacity for working harmoniously with all of the constituent 

groups within the University - faculty, students, staff and alumni -

both informally and within the formal avenues of participation and 

consultation. 

- The ability to mobilize support for the University, both finan

cial and other, in the executive and legislative branches of the 

state, and with all other appropriate public and private sources. 

- The health, stamina, temperament, and resilience for this de

manding position. 



THE PRESIDENTIAL SEARCH ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Invites Faculty, Staff, and Students to submit nominations forlhe President of the 
University of Minnesota. 
Nominations should be sent to: 

The Honorable Lauris Krenik, Chairman 
Board of Regents 
220 Morrill Hall 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 

THE DEADLINE FOR NOMINATIONS AND APPLICATIONS IS NOVEMBER 15,1984 
The Advisory Committee also seeks advice from members of the University Community on the major leadership 
challenges that will confront the new President in the years immediately ahead, and the qualities, experience, and 
accomplishments most necessary to meet those challenges. Such advice should be d.irected to the Chairperson 
or any member of the Advisory Committee. The Board of Regents approved a statement of "Criteria for Selection 
.of the President of the University." A copy of that Statement is given below. 

Committee members: Professor John Howe, Chairperson 
Professor Sabra Anderson 

• Professor Ellen Berscheid 
Professor Mario Bognanno 
Christine Brown Mahoney 
V. Rama Murthy 
Michael Olmstead 
Denise Pederson 

· Professor Anne D. Pick 
Professor Richard Poppele 
Shirley Raynes 
Myrna Smith 
Professor Wesley B. Sundquist 
Colleen Traxler 
Patricia Mullen, Ex Officio 

Criteria for Selection of the President of the University 
The University of Minnesota seeks a President who can provide it with vision and leadership to achieve nationally recognized 
academic excellence at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. He or she must be able to articulate the missions, the goals, the 
responsibilities, and the needs of the University and to represent them convincingiy within the University and within the state. 
The President of the University of Minnesota must enjoy the respect of the academic community. He or she must also be dedicated to 
the search for knowledge and to the freedom a community of scholars must have for that search. The President must be sensitive to 
the needs and interests of students and to the maintenance of quality in all of the University's instructional programs. To these ends, 
_he or she should provide a climate in which scholars and administrators of distinction can be brought to and kept at the University. 
Above all, the President must symbolize in his or her own values and accomplishments those high standards to which the University 
·is committed. 
Because of the complexity and diversity of the University of Minnesota, it must have a president with the skills to manage its affairs 
efficiently and effectively. He or she must be able to work productively with the Board of Regents, with administrative colleagues, and 
with a strpng and vital system of faculty-student governance. As the University's chief executive at a time of change and challenge, 
the President must especially be able to manage resources creatively and to chart effective plans for the future of the University. 
More specifically, candidates for the Presidency must be able to demonstrate: 

-Significant administrative experience (preferably in an academic· setting), especially in managing budgetary, planning and 
personnel systems and in recruiting and supervising able administrative colleagues. 

-Commitment to the values of a large research university that is afso a state university, and to the related values of 
educational opportunity and services to the state. 

-Commitment to programs of affirrJilative action and equal opportunity in all parts and operations of the of the University. 
~A record of distinction in scholarship and commitment to the values of free inquiry. 
-A demonstrated ability to provide leadership for the Board of Regents and to establish and maintain the confidence of the 
Board as the University's chief executive. 

-The skills necessary to articulate the goals and aspirations of the University and to marshall su~ (Qt~~~Ji\i'tl;l!lfl-~1., 
University community and in all of its external constituencies. " ·} ·' 

-A capacity for working harmoniously with all of the constituent groups within the University-faculty, students, staff and 
alumni-both informally and within the formal avenues of participation end consultatiQn. 
-The ability to mobilize support for the University, both financial and other, in the executive and legislative branchleS·'of.~b&'~~;:;"'• 

'W~·~~Iti and with all other appropriate public and private sources. . . . .. ·' ; 
!m~lf!ramAint and resilience for this demanding posm6n. , ,.~-"' 
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PROPOSED UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
POLICIES ON PHYSICAL PLANT AND SPACE ALLOCATION * 

PROPOSED BY THE 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON PHYSICAL PLANT AND SPACE ALLOCATION 

<A Standing Committee of the University Senate) 

I. POLICIES ON PHYSICAL SPACE 

1. An overall Master Plan of significant physical facilities 
should be maintained for all University campuses to promote an 
orderly anticipation of capital needs and to provide for considered 
assessment of the relationship of physical plant and the various 
academic missions of the University. 

2. The Administration is responsible for taking effective steps 
to provide suitable physical facilities for all units and programs 
which have an approved role in University missions. 

3. The Office of ~he Vice President for Finance and Operations, 
in cooperation with the various colleges and departments, shall 
conduct an audit of space and suitability of space on a five-year 
rotating cycle, to be used for updating the Master Plan, for 
remodeling or planning new buildings, and for planning space 
reallocation. When space appears to be under--utilized, the acadetnic 
reasons for that apparent under-utilization shall be included in the 
audit. <Approved unanimously by the Committee, 4/3/84) 

4. The Office of the Vice President for Finance and Operations 
shall present to the Senate Standing Committee on Physical Plant and 
Space Allocation an updated annual summary report on the adequacy of 
existing and planned facilities for University programs. The 
planning period ~onsidered should be the next 10 to 15 years. The 
report should include criteria and procedures used in this assessment 
(particularly the involvement of relevant users>, and plans for 
changes as a consequence of the assessment. 

5. The Administration is responsible for supporting an orderly 
P':Ocess to review the Master Plan and provide f.eedback which is 
seriously considered regarding proposed changes, policies and changes 
in policy related to the Master Plan, as well as proposed activities 
related to its accomplishment. The review shall take place on a 
regular annual schedule and shall involve at least the Senate 
Standing Committe~on Physical Plant and Space Allocation and other 
potential users. -

* Items which have been approved by the Committee are annotated with 
the date of action. Other items have been discussed but specific 
Committee action has not been taken. 
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6. The Office of the Vice President for Finance and Operations ' 
shall present to the Senate Standing Committee on Physical Plant and ., 
Space Allocation an updated annual summary report on the University 
Physical Plant Master Plan. The report shall cover'all University 
facilities and include a summary of at least the following items: 

a. Existing planning policies for physical plant development. 
b. Changes and proposed changes in these policies. 
c. All changes in the Master Plan. 
d. Report on the current stage of accomplishment of the Plan.· 
e. Report on work underway and proposed development. 
f. Evaluation of impact of plans on University missions and a 

report of faculty recommendations and involvement in plans. 
g. Report of planned ca~ital requests and the procedures and 

policies used in establishing their priority. 
A written summary report shall be provided to Committee members at 
least two weeks before its presentation to the Committee. 

7. Capital request implications of the Master Plan shall be 
considered by the Senate Finance Committee on which the Senate 
Physical Plant and Space Allocation Committee is represented. The 
Physical Plant and Space Allocation Committee shall report on the way 
in which the Master Plan is served by a proposed capital request. 

8. All proposed changes in the Master Plan which affect academic 
programs shall be presented.in advance to the Senate Physi;c::al.Plant· 
and Space Allocation Committee for review and approval. 

11. POLICIES ON SPACE ALLOCATION 

1. All University properties <land, building and equipment) are 
owned by the Corporation, Regents of the University of Minnesota, · 
commonly known as the University of Minnesota. The management and 
control of University facilities are vested in the corporate entity 
on the behalf of the State of Minnesota and governed by its Board, 
its President and other appropriate Administrative Officers. The 
Central Administrative Officers assign these facilities for academic, 
research and support functions with the charge to the responsible 
unit officials for the effective and efficient utilization of these 
facilities. <Approved by the Committee, 11/29/83) 

2. University Space Management. The Associate Vice President 
for Physical Planning and Physical Plant is charged with the 
coordination of facility allocation and utilization at all levels of 
the University. Within the Office of Physical Planning and Physical 
Plant: 

-The Division of Space Progra.mming monitors space allocation 
and utilization and makes recommendations concerning same to 
the Vice President. 

-The Planning Office coordinates physical alterations and ~ 
improvements to University space. 

-The Building Official's Office monitors and implements all 
applicable building codes and regulations. 
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Consultation and review with the appropriate Physical Planning and 
Physical Plant units is required prior to an~ change in use or 
interdepartmental space assignment. 

Administration of Academic Space: 
Departments: The basic management responsibility for program 

space is at the departmental level. Decisions regarding allocation 
or use of assigned departmental space are made by the chairperson or 
department head in consultation with the Division of Space 
Programming and Management. 

Colleges~ Schools and Major Support Units: The Dean of each 
collegiate unit or Head of each major support unit shall be 
responsible for both departmental and interdepartmental space 
allocation and utilization of collegiate or major support unit space. 
Deans and major support unit heads are responsible for adjudicating 
departmental or interdepartmental space allocation or utilization 
issues in consultation with the Division of Space Programming and 
Management. 

Office of Associate Vice President for Physical Planning and 
Physical Plant: The Office of Physical Planning is responsible for 
overall coordination of space management and utilization at all 
levels of the University. Space matters that cannot be resolved at 
the Deans or Major Support Unit Heads level should be brought to the 
attention of this office. Units within the office shall investigate 
such space matters and submit a report. of lts findings and evaluation 
based on appropriate standards to the appropriate Vice President. 

Vice Presidents: The Vice Presidents shall resolve major space 
allocation or utilization problems subsequent to a review and 
recommendation by the Office of Physical Planning and Physical Plant. 
The Vice Presidents establish University policies by which the use of 
space is managed <space utilization, remodeling, maintenance, 
construction,· rental, funding, etc.>. 

President: The President makes the final decision regarding 
space management issues if solutions cannot be resolved at the Vice 
Presidential level. <Approved by the Committee 11/29/83> 

3. The Office of the Vice President for Finance and Operations 
shall provide the Senate Standing Committee on Physical Plant and 
Space Allocation with a timely report on assumptions and criteria 
used in determining space needs (including the "Minnesota Model .. -for 
space audits> and a summary of experience in their use. 

4. The concepts of "space rental" and "space retrenchment'" shall 
not be implemented as a means by which space is managed or 
reallocated. 

I 
i 
i 
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III. PROPOSED POLICIES ON THE MAINTENANCE 
AND REMODELLING PROCEDURES * 

1. An OFFICE OF INSPECTION should be established, reporting directly 
to the Vice President and completely independent of maintenance and 
remodeling services. The Office should be housed completely 
separately from Physical Plant. This inspection office would serve 
both outside contractors and Physical Plant. 

2. An OMBUDSMAN OFFICE should be established to provide assistance on 
behalf of the unit in accomplishing needed acquisition, remodeling 
and maintenance of facilities. The Office might be composed of a 
committee consisting of the Chair of the Senate Physical Plant and 
Space Allocation Committee ~nd faculty members chosen from such 
Departments as Mechanical, Electrical and Civil Eng~neering. This 
office could serve to put a check rein on the excesses of plant 
services. 

3. As a matter of University policy, costs of incompetent engineering 
should be borne by Physical Plant and not passed on to academic 
departments. 

4. Co~et~tive bids on all maintenance and remodeling should be 
required rom oofh- inside and outside the Universi tv-

5. In principle, the user department should be asked to pay only 
after work is satisfactorily completed. Satisfaction reports should 
be routinely solicited and sent directly to the Senate Physical Plant 
and Space Allocation Committee. 

'0 

6. Construction payment schedules should be available for units for 
periods of over one year. It should be possible for a unit to 
sequester funds for improvement of projects over a period of years 
with no risk that the funds will be retrenched. Funds should be 
routinely provided specifically for the maintenance and tailoring of 
unit-assigned space to best fit changing program needs as that unit 
defines them. 

* Revisions in Physical Planning and Physical Plant operations have 
been and are addressing many of these issues. 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Mr. David Lilly 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

210G Burton Hall 
178 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

November 12, 1984 

Vice President of Finance and Operations 
301 Morrill Hall 

Dear David: 

I was happy to have your kind offer that your 
ofDice would provide us with a written response to 
the recommendations contained in the report of the 
Senate Committee on Physical Plant and Space Alloc
ation. The Consultative Committee would be glad to 
receive a statem .. ent of the points which, as you 
mentioned in our November l meeting together, such 
a letter would give you the opportunity to set forth. 

Cordially, 

Jack Merwin, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committee 

JM:rnp 

c: Professor Robert Sloan 



' 

' 

' 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

November 26, 1984 

Dr. Jack Merwin, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 
2106 Burton Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Jack: 

Office of the Associate Vice President 

Physical Planning and Physical Plant 
340 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

I am pleased to submit the attached review of the Senate Committee on 
Physical Plant and Space Allocation•s proposed Policies on Maintenance and 
Remodeling Procedures. 

Let me stress again that we are working toward improving the efficiency and 
productivity of the Physical Plant and we do appreciate the insights and 
suggestions of the faculty, staff and students. It is clear that we must 
do a better job of communicating with the campus community and provide 
information that will help the community understand the Physical Plant 
Operation. 

Please let me know if I can provide additional information or if you need 
clarification of this report. 

Sincerely, 

Clinton N. Hewitt 
Associate Vice President 
Physical Planning and Physical Plant 

CNH/hm 

Attachment 

cc: Vice President David M. Lilly 
Professor Robert Sloan 
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November 26, 1984 

Or. Jack Merwin, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 
210G Burton Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Jack: 

Office of the Associate Vice President 

Physical Planning and Physical Plant 
340 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

I 'i/ 

NOV 2 7 1984 

I am pleased to submit the attached review of the Senate Committee on 
Physical Plant and Space Allocation's proposed Policies on Maintenance and 
Remodeling Procedures. 

Let me stress again that we are working toward improving the efficiency and 
productivity of the Physical Plant and we do appreciate the insights and 
suggestions of the faculty, staff and students. It is clear that we must 
do a better job of communicatinq with the campus community and provide 
information that will help the community understand the Physical Plant 
Operation. 

Please let me know if I can provide additional information or if you need 
clarification of this report. 

Sincerely, 

Clinton N. Hewitt 
Associate Vice President 
Physical Planning and Physical Plant 

CNH/hm 

Attachment 

cc: Vice President David M. Lilly_./ 
Professor Robert Sloan 
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November 29, 1984 

Or. Jack Merwin, Chair 
Senate Consultative Committee 
2106 Burton Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Jack: 

Office of the Associate Vice President 

Physical Planning and Physical Plant 
340 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Unfortunately, the last sentence of page 9 of the report on the 
Proposed Policies on Maintenance and Remodeling Procedures that 
I sent you last week was deleted. This sentence should read: 
(2) applies monies to the "performance of work performed in-house." 
Enclosed is a new page 9. 

Sincerely, 

C~Hewitt 
Associate Vice President 
Physical Planning and Physical Plant 

CNH/hm 

cc: Professor Robert Sloan 

Enclosure 



REVIEW OF POLICIES ON 
MAINTENANCE AND REMODELING PROCEDURES 

PROPOSED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
PHYSICAL PLANT AND SPACE ALLOCATION 

Office of Physical Planning and 
Physical Plant 
November 1984 



I. GENERAL 

REVIEW OF POLICIES ON 
MAINTENANCE AND REMODELING PROCEDURES 

PROPOSED BY THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
PHYSICAL PLANT AND SPACE ALLOCATION 

This report presents information and comments on proposed policies 
regarding Maintenance and Remodeling Procedures at the University that 
the Senate Committee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation (SCPPSA) 
approved on May 2, 1984 to recommend for adoption by the Senate 
Consultative Committee (SCC). 

Table 1 identifies the six policies proposed for adoption. The poli
cies reflect the conclusions of the SCPPSA pursuant to their delibera
tions and considerations during the 1983-84 academic year. 
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TABLE 1 

PROPOSED POLICIES ON THE MAINTENANCE 
AND REMODELING PROCEDURES* 

1. An OFFICE OF INSPECTION should be established, reporting directly 
to the Vice President and completely independent of maintenance 
and remodeling services. The Office should be housed completely 
separately from Physical Plant. This inspection office would 
serve both outside contractors and Physical Plant. 

2. An OMBUDSMAN OFFICE should be established to provide assistance on 
behalf of the unit in accomplishing needed acquisition, remodeling 
and maintenance of facilities. The Office might be composed of a 
committee consisting of the Chair of the Senate Physical Plant and 
Space Allocation Committee and faculty members chosen from such 
Departments as Mechanical, Electrical and Civil Engineering. This 
office could serve to put a check rein on the excesses of Plant 
Services. 

3. As a matter of University policy, costs of incompetent engineering 
should be borne by Physical Plant and not passed on to academic 
departments. 

4. Competitive bids on all maintenance and remodeling should be 
required from both inside and outside the University. 

5. In principle, the user department should be asked to pay only 
after work is satisfactorily completed. Satisfaction reports 
should be routinely solicited and sent directly to the Senate 
Physical Plant and Space Allocation Committee. 

6. Construction payment schedules should be available for units for 
periods of over one year. It should be possible for a unit to 
sequester funds for improvement of projects over a period of years 
with no risk that the funds will be retrenched. Funds should be 
routinely provided specifically for the maintenance and tailoring 
of unit-assigned space to best fit changing program needs as that 
unit defines them. 

*Revisions in Physical Planning and Physical Plant Operations have 
been and are addressing many of these issues. 
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II. BASIS FOR PROPOSED POLICIES 

The SCPPSA looked into the areas of current and historic dissatisfac
tions by University units, regarding remodeling and maintenance work, 
such as: 

a. over-bidding and over-charging by Physical Plant; 
b. quality of work performed for University units; 
c. competence in engineering or over-engineering of projects by 

Physical Plant; 
d. Physical Plant relationships with University units; 
e. efforts for improving Physical Plant responsiveness and support. 

To this end, the SCPPSA reviewed problem situations of the far and 
near past that Committee members could recollect. The proposed poli
cies reflect the SCPPSA•s concerns of excesses and needed improvements. 

The SCPPSA review and deliberation effort did not include any input 
from Physical Plant Operations personnel. Clinton N. Hewitt, 
Associate Vice President for Physical Planning and Physical Plant, an 
ex-officio member of the Committee, discussed the proposed policies 
and the events that led to their consideration by the Committee. He 
identified apparent discrepancies between recollections and accounts 
of events given by persons involved in incidents (on which the SCPPSA 
based some of its proposed policies} and information contained in 
Physical Plant Operations project records. As a result, the Committee 
passed a motion to add a footnote to the list of proposed policies in 
recognition of such developments. The members of the SCPPSA were pro
vided information on developments, revisions and/or improvements in 
Physical Planning and Physical Plant Operations during the 1983-84 
fiscal year. 

III. SUMMARY STATEMENT 

Of the six SCPPSA proposed policies on Maintenance and Remodeling 
Procedures, Physical Plant Operations had already initiated all or 
parts of three of them in FY 1983-84. These related to the proposed 
policies regarding an Ombudsman Office (Policy 2}, Costs of 
Incompetent Engineering (Policy 3}, and Satisfaction Reports (Policy 5}. 
To be sure, the Physical Plant Operations versions of these three 
currently in use are not identical to the proposed policies in all 
respects. However, their implementation is likely to satisfy the 
same desired purposes. 

Proposed Policies 1, 4 and 5 deserve more in-depth analyses and 
reviews prior to any further consideration. For example, the creation 
of a completely independent Office of Inspection reporting directly 
to th~ Vice President (Policy 1}, in light of the magnitude of the 
work 1nvolved and the current inspection procedures, raises questions 
as to whether it would result in any notable advantages. Regarding 
the matter of obtaining competitive bids from both outside and inside 
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the University on all maintenance and remodeling work (Policy 4), 
there are issues of changing understandings with outside contractors 
and of the practicality and/or desirability of trying to do this on 
all projects. Regarding the proposed policy of departments paying for 
work only after its satisfactory completion (Policy 5), there are 
long-standing construction industry contractual practices, case law 
and financial factors to consider. 

Proposed Policy 6, allowing academic units construction payment sched
ules available for periods of over one year, is a subject which the 
University•s Central Administration is best suited to find a solution. 

IV. PROPOSED POLICY ISSUES 

Brief descriptions on how the SCPPSA proposed policies listed in 
Table 1 differ from current University practices and how such policies 
would affect procedures follows. The purpose of this discussion is to 
provide a synopsis of pro and con factors to consider for each pro
posed policy. 
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I. PROPOSED POLICY 1 

AN OFFICE OF INSPECTION SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED, REPORTING DIRECTLY TO 
THE VICE PRESIDENT AND COMPLETELY INDEPENDENT OF MAINTENANCE AND REMOD
ELING SERVICES. THE OFFICE SHOULD BE HOUSED COMPLETELY SEPARATELY 
FROM PHYSICAL PLANT. THIS INSPECTION OFFICE WOULD SERVE BOTH OUTSIDE 
CONTRACTORS AND PHYSICAL PLANT. 

CURRENT PRACTICE 

With supervision personnel and Building Code enforcement officials, 
the University already has a minimum of two levels of inspection for 
checking the work of outside contractors and of Physical Plant. By 
virtue of policy, practice and reason, these units operate with total 
independence in monitoring remodeling projects regardless of the par
ties performing the work. Currently, the supervision group reports to 
a Physical Plant Operations Assistant Director responsible for 
construction management and the Building Code enforcement officials 
report directly to the Associate Vice President, Physical Planning and 
Physical Plant, Finance and Operations. 

COMMENTARY 

The question here is determining the advantages that a "completely 
independent" Office of Inspection reporting directly to "the Vice 
President" would provide the University community. 

The data for the last five fiscal years suggests that having an Office 
of Inspection reporting directly to ''the Vice President" would involve 
about $3,000,000 worth of projects and would be difficult to justify 
functionally. This is due to the fact that small projects involving 
construction costs of $7,000 or less account for about three out of 
four of the approximately 250 to 300 remodeling projects that the 
University undertakes each year. These relatively small projects do 
not require extensive inspection and supervision. In comparison, the 
construction value of the projects that outside contractors perform 
averages $35,000 each (FY 1982-83). 

The larger projects that "outside contractors" generally perform 
require more supervision and inspection services because of their 
greater scopes and complexities. The University's experience in the 
recent past suggests that approximately one-fourth of all remodeling 
projects fall into this category. However, these projects account for 
over 60 percent of the total project dollar volumes. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

The foregoing data suggests that while remodeling projects are visible 
and important to the University community, the magnitude of the work 
involved and the associated inspection services may not be of a magni
tude to warrant establishing an ''Inspection Unit" reporting directly 
to "the Vice President." The premise for this statement is that an 
unnecessary additional layer of supervision without any appreciable 
change in current supervision practices and independence would be of 
questionable merit. 
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II. PROPOSED POLICY 2 

AN OMBUDSMAN OFFICE SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED TO PROVIDE ASSISTANCE ON 
BEHALF OF THE UNIT IN ACCOMPLISHING NEEDED ACQUISITION, REMODELING AND 
MAINTENANCE OF FACILITIES. THE OFFICE MIGHT BE COMPOSED OF A COMMIT
TEE CONSISTING OF THE CHAIR OF THE SENATE PHYSICAL PLANT AND SPACE 
ALLOCATION COMMITTEE AND FACULTY MEMBERS CHOSEN FROM SUCH DEPARTMENTS 
AS MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL AND CIVIL ENGINEERING. THIS OFFICE COULD 
SERVE TO PUT A CHECK REIN ON THE EXCESSES OF PLANT SERVICES. 

CURRENT PRACTICE 

On May 1, 1984 Physical Plant Operations designated Assistant Director 
Charles H. Self as ppo•s University relations person. His function is 
to assist ppo•s University clients in any and all matters that may 
involve Ombudsman-like attention. 

The purpose of this action was to provide the University community 
with a person to contact in the event that other PPO staff persons 
directly associated with projects fail to satisfy University clients. 
A copy of the announcement to this effect is attached. 

COMMENTARY 

In this case, the question relates to whether another tier of review 
is justified and in the best interests of the University. First. from 
an operational standpoint, an Ombudsman Office would necessarily have 
to rely on data from Physical Plant for its decision making. Second, 
the general procedures Physical Plant currently uses for selecting 
which activities the Department should pursue are available for review 
and recommendations at any time by any responsible party. Third, the 
function of maintaining the integrity of structural, mechanical and 
electrical systems in University facilities is not an Ombudsman
associated issue. Fourth, while there undoubtedly are occasions where 
Physical Plant personnel have erred, a statement relating to 11 the 
excesses of Plant Services .. deserves clarification. 

In part, the problem is that a lack of definitive information 
regarding Physical Plant services has contributed to perceptions that 
do not always reflect current realities. It is also clear that a 
large and visible department such as Physical Plant Operations serves 
as a convenient target for frustrations and criticisms. If one adds 
that the fiscal retrenchments in the last two fiscal years have 
resulted in cutbacks in services which the University community is 
progressively becoming more unwilling to accept, the problems, per
ceived or real, magnify. 

In the case of checking the excesses of Plant Services, logic and 
fairness dictate that one should clearly determine whether widespread 
excesses exist in the first place. For example, the fact that the 
Senate Committee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation based parts of 
its recommendations on incidents that occurred 10 or more years ago 
suggests that reviews of the current situations in Physical Plant are 
more in order than relying on past incidents exclusively. 
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Finally, it may be worthwhile to note that in the 1983-84 fiscal year, 
PPO personnel received many more letters of praise and appreciation 
than letters of complaints. Of the complaints, there was only one 
case where the client dropped the matter but stuck to the complaint. 
In all of the other cases, there were reasonable and equitable 
solutions. 

To accept the notion that professional people employed by the 
University in Physical Plant Operations are incapable and incompetent 
individuals across the board is hardly comprehensible. Similar to 
other organizations of its size, it has outstanding performers as 
well as marginally satisfactory personnel. In this connection, it is 
necessary to note that PPO management efforts in the past few years 
have concentrated on and emphasized responsiveness, accountability and 
service. Although this is not to suggest that client satisfaction 
problems have gone away, it is to indicate that attention has and con
tinues to focus on this most important concern. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

Under the circumstances, it appears fair and reasonable to allow the 
in-place Ombudsman-type arrangement in PPO to function at this time to 
determine its effectiveness. If it is unsuccessful and fails to 
satisfy the needs of the University community, this proposal should be 
re-evaluated. 

III. PROPOSED POLICY 3 

I . 

AS A MATTER OF UNIVERSITY POLICY, COSTS OF INCOMPETENT ENGINEERING 
SHOULD BE BORNE BY PHYSICAL PLANT AND NOT PASSED ON TO ACADEMIC 
DEPARTMENTS. 

CURRENT PRACTICE 

The Department of Physical Plant Operations currently observes this 
policy. It does not charge client departments for costs related to 
"design incompetence." 

COMMENTARY 

The key element in the application of this policy, however, is the 
matter of determining what represents "incompetent engineering." In 
the past, academic entities have often contended that designers per
formed incompetent work. While such parties were sincere in their 
views, they were not always correct in their contentions because they 
had no knowledge of the then-applicable code requirements or of the 
work•s compatibility with overall University systems. 

Moreover, in remodeling work, it is common to the point of being a 
given fact that unknown and unexpected items inevitably surface and 
cause changes in design and/or project scopes. This occurs because 
the available documents seldom show all elements in the facilities and 
many actual conditions show up only after remodeling work starts. The 
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design professions prefer to not find such unexpected conditions but 
recognize that they are a part of remodeling work in general. 
Regardless, this type of occurrence and its resultant effects do not 
constitute incompetence of any sort. 

In addition, there have been occasions where client departments 
insisted on proceeding with project work with 11 Scaled down" versions 
because of departmental budgetary constraints. This has happened 
despite Physical Plant designers 1 advice that the scaled-down versions 
would not provide satisfactory service and recommendations that depart
ments not proceed with the projects. Unfortunately, some departments 
have not accepted such advice and have later criticized Physical 
Plant designers, who forewarned the academic departments in the first 
place, when the work performed did not fulfill their "original" 
expectations. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

In the 1983-84 fiscal year, "incompetent engineering" has not been a 
factor in the concerns of academic departments. The records show that 
there have been only two occasions where the subject even entered the 
proceedings. 

The basis for Physical Plant Operations practices is to treat clients 
fairly and with respect not only because it is good policy, but 
because it is in the department 1 s own best interests. To be sure, 
this is not to claim perfection, but to suggest that professionals are 
aware that to cover up incompetence for temporary short-term gains is 
totally self-defeating. If the Senate Consultative Committee desires x to formalize what is already an ongoing practice, PPO will fully sup

/' port such an action provided that the methods for determining 
"incompetence" are clear and workable. 

IV. PROPOSED POLICY 4 

COMPETITIVE BIDS ON ALL MAINTENANCE AND REMODELING SHOULD BE REQUIRED 
FROM BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE THE UNIVERSITY. 

CURRENT PRACTICE 

To the greatest reasonable extent, Physical Plant Operations encour
ages University departments to have remodeling projects performed by 
outside contractors so that they avail themselves of the most advan
tageous competitive bids. In such instances, the University has not 

)\ competed with outside contractors for many years by mutual agreement. 

Regardless. the University retains the right to reject the bids of 
outside contractors and to do the work in-house if it is markedly 
cheaper or otherwise advantageous for scheduling and other 
considerations. 

- 8 -
• 

t 
I 
i • 
f 
f 

i 
• t 

I 
! 



COMMENTARY 

Presumably, the premise for this practice is to ensure that depart
ments receive the maximum benefits of competition. With some excep
tions, this is 11 doable 11 under certain conditions. 

First, it is necessary to note that this proposed policy should exempt 
maintenance work. This is important because an overwhelming majority 
of the 11 maintenance 11 projects are low dollar-volume elements 
requiring near-immediate attention and do not lend themselves to com
petitive bidding. Also, such projects are highly labor-intensive 
where the wages paid by both outside parties and the University are 
identical. As a result, there are no significant advantages to 
asking for competitive bids, even on an annual contract award basis. 
Similarly, there are significant operational advantages to have 
University personnel attend immediately to such problems. 

Second, contractors who bid on University projects indicate that 
Physical Plant would have an unfair advantage if it bids against them 
because it is not profit oriented. On small projects, PPO experience 
indicates that this is probably true. For example, recently on small 
projects (less than $10,000), the number of bidders has seldom 
exceeded two. In such cases, the bids received have exceeded the 
designers• cost estimates by substantial margins and the bids have 
been rejected. Where the client departments have asked Physical Plant 
to perform the work following the bid rejections, the costs have been 
much more in line with designers• estimates. We believe this to be 
true because Physical Plant•s forte is doing small projects and main
tenance work. On larger projects, the cost advantages tend to shift 
to the outside·contractors because of their volume buying tendencies 
of materials and the lesser impact of overhead costs. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

To maintain fairness, the University has, by design, refrained from 
bidding against outside contractors. However, the Administration 
may direct the Physical Plant to compete with the outside contractors. 
The primary potential drawback would be that contractors may refuse to 
bid on University projects. 

V. PROPOSED POLICY 5 

IN PRINCIPLE, THE USER DEPARTMENT SHOULD BE ASKED TO PAY ONLY AFTER 
WORK IS SATISFACTORILY COMPLETED. SATISFACTION REPORTS SHOULD BE 
ROUTINELY SOLICITED AND SENT DIRECTLY TO THE SENATE PHYSICAL PLANT AND 
SPACE ALLOCATION COMMITTEE. 

CURRENT PRACTICE 

Payments System. The current system requires client departments to 
transfer funds covering the full amount of project costs to Physical 
Plant Operations for construction management purposes prior to the 
start of construction work. From these funds, PPO either (1) disburses 
payments to outside contractors monthly for the value of the work 
performed during the preceding month, or (2) applies monies to the 
performance of work performed in-house. 
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Satisfaction Reports. In the 1983-84 fiscal year, PPO initiated the 
practice of following up in-house project work with satisfaction 
report~ from client departments. 

COMMENTARY 

It is understandable that user departments would consider the concept 
of paying for work only after it is satisfactorily completed 
appealing. However, it runs contrary to accepted industry practices, 
and with good reason. The fact is that it is difficult to justify 
holding on to, say $50,000 of a contractor•s money when there may be 
no more than $1,000 worth of unsatisfactory work requiring correction. 
The courts have upheld this point. 

To be sure, it is possible to incorporate clauses into contracts that 
satisfy this proposed policy. However, all that this would accomplish 
is to increase bid prices to reflect the extent of interim financing 
the contractors would consider necessary to carry. In this kind of 
trade-off, the University is likely to be the loser by paying more for 
its services than it needs to do. 

With Physical Plant services, the situation is similar. If Physical 
Plant is to serve as the construction financier on projects, there is 
no choice other than to charge for such services in a manner to cover 
related costs. Otherwise, there needs to be a source of funds allo
cated for this purpose. 

Satisfaction reports are a part of a general follow-up procedure to 
evaluate how client departments considered Physical Plant personnel 
performances. If there are indications of dissatisfaction, efforts to 
remedy the situation follow. These reports are available for general 
review at any time. In addition, it is fair to state that the level 
of satisfaction with the quality of work performed has been con
sistently high. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

Two major elements merit consideration regarding this proposed policy. 
The first one is to reconcile, if possible, the accepted norm in the 
construction industry that contractors are due payment via progress 
payments for work performed with the notion that a department should 
not make any payments until all work is satisfactorily completed. 

The second is that the definition of ••satisfactory" completion is crit
ical to any effective administration of such a proposed policy, 
should it be enacted. In effect, any individual •s perception of what 
constitutes "satisfactory" work cannot serve as the decisive judgment 

,; on the matter. Rather, accepted industry quality standards and norms /\ 
' must prevail should they differ from personal judgments. 

Finally, since the number of "unsatisfactory work" complaints have 
declined recently, this proposed policy appears to related to a sub
ject that is not a significant problem. 
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VI. PROPOSED POLICY 6 

CONSTRUCTION PAYMENT SCHEDULES SHOULD BE AVAILABLE FOR UNITS FOR 
PERIODS OF OVER ONE YEAR. IT SHOULD BE POSSIBLE FOR A UNIT TO 
SEQUESTER FUNDS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF PROJECTS OVER A PERIOD OF YEARS 
WITH NO RISK THAT THE FUNDS WILL BE RETRENCHED. FUNDS SHOULD BE 
ROUTINELY PROVIDED SPECIFICALLY FOR THE MAINTENANCE AND TAILORING OF 
UNIT-ASSIGNED SPACE TO BEST FIT CHANGING PROGRAM NEEDS AS THAT UNIT 
DEFINES THEM. 

CURRENT PRACTICE 

Physical Plant Operations has no current practice relative to this 
proposed policy. 

COMMENTARY 

The question of committing funds for departmental planning and proj
ects over extended periods of time is one in which Physical Plant 
Operations has no role. Rather, it is a matter that Central 
Administration could take under consideration. 

Similarly, the matter of space improvements for changing program needs 
as the academic units define them involves departmental coordination 
and Space Management functions. Physical Plant Operations would pro
vide information on maintenance elements, as requested. Otherwise, it 
is a matter requiring only peripheral involvement from Physical Plant. 

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

The decision regarding this proposed policy rests with the 
University•s Central Administration. 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

November 21, 1984 

Dr. Jack Merwin, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 
College of Education 
210E Burton Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Jack: 

(! { 

Office of the Associate Vice President 

Physical Planning and Physical Plant 
340 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

During my discussion of Physical Plant Operations with your committee on 
November 1, a member of the committee, Ms. Beth Emanuelson, expressed con
cern about the high cost of Physical Plant services. She specifically 
questioned the charge of $500 for the delivery and pickup of twenty-four 
barrels for Homecoming activities. Other members of the committee 
expressed alarm at the reported 11 excessive 11 charge for these Homecoming 
services. 

I have reviewed this matter with the Physical Plant Operations staff and 
the facts are: 

1. A $500 authorization (M57050) was set up to cover Physical Plant 
Operations charges for miscellaneous Homecoming activities. This was 
for the purpose of establishing a general budget in the absence of 
information regarding all miscellaneous costs ahead of time. 

2. Twenty-four barrels were delivered to the bonfire site. At pickup 
time eighteen were found; six barrels were missing. The cost of 
these missing barrels was charged to the authorization. 

3. The charges applied, to date, to authorization M57050 total $37.83. 
This consists of $24 in materials for six missing barrels and $13.83 
for labor. Therefore, $462.17 remains in the authorization. 

In my judgment, the sum of $37.83 is not excessive for the service provided 
by any standard of measurement. Frankly, this sum reflects a very low 
charge, because Physical Plant Operations minimized the cost by using stu
dents for multiple functions on Homecoming Saturday, October 20. It appears 
that Ms. Emanuelson thought that the $500 budget established in the 
authorization was to be the final charge. This is not the case, as it was 
simply an initial budget set-up amount. The indications are that the 
$37.83 charge may be the primary charge applied to the authorization. 



Dr. Jack Merwin, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 
November 21, 1984 
Page Two 

In this particular case, I think it is fair to say that the criticism of 
excessive cost resulted from a misunderstanding about how funding was 
established to provide the requested services. I recognize the need to 
inform and clarify procedures in the Physical Plant. 

The thrust of my presentation to your committee was to emphasize my interest in 
making changes that will improve services and hopefully reduce costs. I view 
this effort as a partnership between the faculty, staff and the students and my 
staff. 

If you have any further questions, please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

C~ Hewitt 
Associate Vice President 
Physical Planning and Physical Plant 

C CNH:jr 
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cc: President Kenneth H. Keller 
Vice President David M. Lilly 
Senate Consultative Committee 


