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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA All University Senate consultative Committee 
TWIN CITIES 5-255 Millard Hall 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Telephone (612) 373- 3226 

TENTATIVE AGENDA (J) 

All University Senate Consultative Committee/ 
University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review 

Campus Club - Room 624 - 12:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. 
Thursday, January 24, 1980 

1. Fix Agenda. 

2. Minutes (January 17th minutes distributed at meeting) 

3. Report of the Chair (see below). 

4. Six-Year Capital Request: Professor Morrison and UCBRBR 

5. If there is time following our consideration of the Capital 
Request, the sec will meet separately to consider additional 
issues: 

(a) Senate Reorganization (continuation) 

(b) Other Subcommittees, if desired 

(c) Role of the Planning Council 

(d) Report from Committee on Social Concerns; no further 
action recommended, although the sec may want to reply to 
Professor Wood's (and/or Professor Erickson's) letter. 

3. Report of the Chair. 

Cover letters have been sent out on those issues on which 
sec action was taken at the January 17th meeting, to wit: 
(a) nepotism rules ( instructions sent to SCFA and Tenure, and 
sec actions reported to the President) ; (b) Handbook regulation 
on subcommittees (a statement in Senate agenda format has 
been drafted and sent with a cover letter to the Committee on 
Committees); (c) report on search committee faculty and student 
members formal authorization, and on authorization of President's 
Student Behavior Review Panel composition has been forwarded to 
the President's office; (d) the chair is contacting the three 
faculty groups about possibility of a forum on collective 
bargaining, but has nothing further to report on the efforts 
yet. At the time of this writing, no new business has appeared 
since last Thursday's meeting. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA All University Senate consultative Committee 
TWIN CITIES 5-255 Millard Hall 

MinneapoliS, Minnesota 55455 

Telephone (612) 373-3226 

Approved 3/6/80 

MINUTES OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting of January 24, 1980 

The All-University Senate Consultative Committee convened its tenth meeting 

of the 1979-80 academic year at 12:30 p.m. on January 24, 1980, in Room 624 of 

Coffman Memorial Union on the Minneapolis Campus. The major part of the meeting 

was held in conjunction with the University Committee on Biennial Request and 

Budget Review (UCBRBR). 

SCC members present were George Blake, Robert Brasted, Scott Carlson, 

Mark Davis, Marcia Eaton, Wendell Glick, Jim Gelbman, Rich Kottke, Cleon Melsa, 

Fred Morrison, Sue Pribyl, L. E. Scriven, Vera Schletzer, Don Spring and John Weis. 

The following UCBRBR members were present: Dwight Brown, Robert Evans, 

Robert Hexter, Rosalind Horowitz, Ken Keller and Jack Merwyn. (Morrison, Eaton, 

Pribyl, Carlson and Gelbman are members of both.) Also present were Paul Dienhart 

of the University News Service and Eric Lindbom of the Daily. 

Associate Chair Spring called the meeting to order and turned the conduct of 

UCBRBR business over to Professor Morrison, UCBRBR Chair. The purpose of the 

meeting was for the Consultative Committee to receive, consider and comment upon 

the UCBRBR report on the University's six-year capital request plan, preparatory 

to forwarding the report, with a cover letter, to the President. Professor Morrison 

directed the meeting through a point-by-point consideration of the UCBRBR report. 

Part One of the report addressed the capital plan itself. There was general 

appreciation of the value in having the plan available in time for public 

discussion and recommendations. 

1. Remodeling. The report reflects a change in SCC and UCBRBR views: 

they no longer recommend preserving a building just because its exists. The cost 

of remodelling (e.g., Nicholson Hall) as opposed to new construction should be 

weighed against the value of historic preservation. 

-58-
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2. Libraries planning and construction. The presence and size of the item 

had surprised UCBRBR. The Senate Library Committee had not yet been consulted. The ~ 

SCC's letter of transmittal to the President is to ask for discussion by the library 

users on the impact of the proposed change. Professor Keller noted that knowing 

what is being planned for buildings in the next six years enables the University 

community to know how to talk to the administration about fitting programs into 

the buildings. 

Professor Glick voiced his concern that the legislative appropriations 

committee may think the University has gone berserk with this rather "lavish" 

proposal. He marveled that while people battle for three years before a $55 million 

plan for a domed stadium is approved, the University slips into the middle of its 

capital request an item of nearly $50 million for a Twin Cities recreational 

sports facility. 

Professor Morrison predicted that following the 1980 legislative session the 

University will move some items, shifting certain requests to the next biennium 

and perhaps dropping some. He emphasized the improvement represented in the 

current planning process: the University community can examine the plan as a plan 

and raise questions about it before it is presented to the legislature. 

Mr. Kottke raised the question of the housing of the Humphrey Institute 

collection and whether the collection will be split. If the entire collection 

remains at Wilson Library, he believes there will have to be a capital expenditure 

to provide the increased space necessary. Professor Morrison said that the 

University must decide before July first the structure of the library request and 

design. 

professor Blake questioned the equitability of the request process within 

the University. An aggressive department head may put in a very ambitious request; 

a modest head, nothing. Professor Morrison summarized his understanding of the 

position of the administration in assessing requests: "The head of that unit came 

over and told us that was important, and we believed him." Professor Hexter 

requested that the SCC transmittal letter ask the President how department and 

unit heads justify and document their "needs." Professor Brasted cautioned that 

adequate documentation can be massive, indeed, formidable. Professor Eaton noted 

that the Humanities appear to have asked and asked in the past and now to have 

given up asking. 
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3. Institute of Technology. The report notes that the half-million dollar 

~ planning request may presage major additions to the request before the end of the 

six years. 

' 

4. Program growth. Professor Morrison expressed his wish that the Budget 

Executive address the question of what program is contemplated for new space which 

is requested. It is hard to justify building new facilities to house faculty who 

are not going to be hired. It is necessary to know the programmatic use for 

projected new buildings. 

5. System-wide items. The report records UCBRBR's support for the "system

wide items." Professor Spring asked if there is anyone with whom the community can 

raise questions on items in this category. Professor Keller stated that the OSHA 

request alone exceeded by a factor of five the money available, but that UCBRBR 

did not feel qualified to judge among the items, particularly since all are required 

for compliance. Professor Blake asked if the compliance is maximal or minimal and 

if there is any review. Professor Schletzer asked who it is that checks on the 

necessity of requested boiler replacements, and so forth, and determines if the 

requests are in line with conservation efforts. Professors Glick and Keller both 

spoke on the necessity of major maintenance appropriations and stated that 

reasonable arguments for this have failed to persuade the legislature. They 

also cited the effort to eventually recapture a large chunk of indirect cost 

recovery. Professor Merwyn pointed out that since the system-wide requests have 

no advocate, UCBRBR felt it important to lend their approval. Professor Blake 

requested the sec record its "acceptance of" rather than "support for" system-wide 

items. Professor Morrison added the inclusion of a request for item-by-item 

justification. 

6. Federal funding. No comments. 

7. Recreational sports facility. Professor Glick repeated his skepticism on 

this "need." Professor Schletzer stated that the Twin Cities students are paying 

a substantial facilities fee which is being used to finance the Bierman building. 

The Duluth representatives (Glick, Evans, Davis) said their campus also 

has substantial recreational problems, such as the playing fields being under water 

in spring. Ms. Pribyl stated that students here do not mind paying a fee if it 

is truly to be for recreational sports, but are not willing to pay to subsidize 

intercollegiate athletics. Professor Schletzer expressed the opinion that the 
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legislature will support recreational sports and thinks the University should 

make the request for the major facility. 

Professor Morrison thought it sufficient for the SCC's cover letter to state 

the deficiency of the present facilities and endorsement for the request. Professors 

Glick, Blake and Schletzer requested system-wide assessment of the facilities by 

an unprejudiced assessor. 

8. Further review. No comments. 

Professor Morrison moved, Professor Glick seconded, that Part One of the 

UCDRDR rcpvrt tc approved and forwarded to the President with the comments 

Professor Spring will make, based upon positions stated at this meeting, included 

in the cover letter. The motion passed without dissent. 

Discussion proceeded to Part Two: Budget principles. 

A motion to approve the statement of Part Two of the report was passed 

without dissent. 

Discussion of Part Three: Humphrey Institute. 

There was attention called to the question of resources for the maintenance 

of the proposed building. Professor Morrison moved to receive and pass along 

Part Three. The motion was approved without dissent. 

Part Four: Other Business. 

Professor Morrison moved that it be received and passed on. The motion 

was passed without dissent. 

Professor Morrison stated that the budget proposals will be mailed to all 

SCC and UCBRBR members on January 28. UCBRBR meets February 7 to discuss those. 

Professor Spring thanked the UCBRBR members for their attendance and their 

answers to questions. The SCC turned to the remaining agenda items. 

5. (a) Senate reorganization. Professor Spring is tentatively scheduled to 

meet with Vice President Hasselmo on January 25. 

(b) Other subcommittees. 

(i) Legislative Relations subcommittee. Professor Glick reported 

that their work is now getting underway. 
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(ii) Subcommittee on the reinstatement of dismissed student senators. 

Ms. Pribyl reported that the subcommittee had heard the appeals of all six students 

who sought reinstatement, and had voted to recommend reinstatement for all. She 

moved the SCC accept that recommendation. The motion passed without dissent. 

(c) Role of the Planning Council. Professor Morrison recommended post

poning consideration until the Planning Council has defined its role. 

(d) Report of the Committee on Social Concerns. Professor Spring 

recommended (i) acknowledging with thanks receipt of the letters of Professors 

Wood and Erickson; (ii) describing the action SCC has taken to date, i.e., 

recommending an addition to the Handbook wording which clarifies the reporting 

line of a subcommittee, and appointing a subcommittee to review search committee 

guidelines); and (iii) stating that the other questions raised on searches are 

still under advisement. The body informally consented. Professor Eaton stressed, 

regarding Professor Erickson's argument for bypassing standard procedure when an 

ethical issue is pressing, that it is precisely in ethical matters that procedures 

become particularly important. Professor Glick asked if the Spring reorganization 

subcommittee is considering recommending adding to the Senate a committee on 

~ women's concerns. Professor Spring replied that last year SCC had asserted the belief 

that women's concerns are scattered over the whole range of Senate committees. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~S.ft~ 
Meredith B. Poppele, 
Secretary 



~ 1/loj'/0 

t·:ld ~ lh- R Jl? 

l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office ot the President 
202 Morrill Hall 

Professor Richard Purple, Chairman 
Senate Consultative Coomittee 
Depart::rrent of Physiology 
320 Millard Hall 

Dear Professor Purple: 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

January 28, 1980 

I thank the Senate Consultative Conmittee and, especially, the University 
Canmi ttee on Biennial Request and Budget Review for the thoughtful report 
you have transmitted with regard to the six-year capital plan. The conm:mts 
made in the UCBRBR report are rrost useful and helpful, and, just as soon as 
possible, Al Linck and I will respond rrore canprehensively to its conm:mts. 

For the nornent, however, let rre errP1asize that the Central Administration 
will work with Professor Eldred Smith and the Library Conmi ttee to begin a 
rrore in-depth evaluation and discussion surrounding the possible Library 
changes inplicit in the 1983-85 c:orrponent of the six-year plan. Similarly, 
I agree that the Budget E:xecuti ve should analyze and docurrent program impli
cations of building camri.t:rrents -- though I believe these have been given 
at least sorre reasonable preliminary consideration, and I will consider care
fully the suggestion that the system-wide ita:ns be reviewed by a 1:xx:1y or 
consultant outside plant services. I do agree that in the i.nm:rliate future 
we should, on the subject of recreational sports facilities, evaluate the 
adequacy of such facilities at other carrpuses, and we will have consultation 
with students on the issues that concern them. 

All of the i terns discussed in the UCBRBR report are i.nportant ones, and I 
believe that they have been thoughtfully considered, and in turn rrerit the 
rrost careful consideration by those of us in Central Administration. Inci
dentally, I agree very much with the characterization on page two of its 
report "that the six-year capital plan is rrore than a 'wish list' and less 
than a finn conmi t:rrent. " 

Cordially, 

~~~ 
I 

C. Peter Magrath 
President 

CPM:kb 

cc: Professor Fred t-brrison, Chainnan, University Corrmittee on Biennial 
Request and Budget Review 

Acting Vice president Al Linck, Chainnan, Budget Executive 
University Vice Presidents 
Dr. Jarres T. Borges tad, Special Assistant to the President 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA All University Senate Consultative committee 
TWIN CITIES 5-25:? Millattd Hall 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

President C. Peter Magrath 
202 Morrill Hall 
East Bank Campus 

Dear President Magrath: 

I 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

January 24, 1980 

The Senate Consultative Conunittee accepts and a.pproves the 
enclosed January 21, 1980 report of the University Conunittee on 
Biennial Request and Budget Review and passes it 6n for your 
consideration. 

In forwarding this document we wish to emphasize several 
points which were brought out in discussion relating to the Six
Year Capital Plan. An over-riding concern is how items get 
included in the plan. Were all departments and other units given 
an opportunity to put forward their claims? Can the process be 
described for us by which these claims were given relative 
priorities? 

With respect to the various numbered points in the UCBRBR 
report the sec has the following particular comments: 

2. It is important to begin immediately consultation with 
the Library Committee and other users who would be affected by any 
proposed changes. If the Wilson collection is to be split, the 
consequences of that are to be explored with the users. If IT 
libraries are to be consolidated, similar consideration should be 
given the IT departments. The impact of the Humphrey Institute on 
library planning should be analyzed. We think resolution of these 
questions must be addressed before the biennial capital request is 
submitted to the legislature. 

4. sec recommends that the Budget Executive analyze and 
document program implications of building conunitments. 

5. sec agrees that we should support the system-wide 
request, but each of the individual items should be reviewed 
by a body or consultant outside plant services. 



C. Peter Magrath 
January 24, 1980 
page 2 

7. sec agrees with UCBRBR about the serious deficiencies 
of recreational sports facilities on the Twin Cities campuses 
and recommends consultation with students, especially relating 
to their concern over financing. We also suggest that the adequacy 
of recreational facilities at other campuses be evaluated. 

We look forward both to consultation on the points cited 
above and the opportunity to review the revised six-year plan 
and the 1981-83 capital request when they are being prepared 
this spring or summer. 

Enc.: UCBRBR report to sec on the 
Six-Year Capital Request 

cc with enclosure: 
Acting Vice President Linck 
Vice President Brown 
Vice President French 

RLP/mbp 

Sincerely yours, 

~/¥ 
Richard L. Purple, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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Senate Consultative Committee 
320 Millard Hall 
Campus 

Dear Colleagues: 

Law Scl1ool 
285 Law Building 
229 19th AvPnue South 
MinneapoliS, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2717 

January 21, 1980 

The Univ~rsity Committee on Biennial Request and 
Budget Revi~w met on Thursday, January 17 to conduct a 
review of the proposed six-year capital plan, and a review 
of other budget issues currently before us. At the concltision 
of the meeting, the committee authorized me to write a letter 
to you, covering the sense of our discussions. No formal 
resolutions were passed at our meeting, but the following 
repres~nts a consensus of the issues presented. 

The six-year capital plan is a new planning concept 
for the University. It reflects a request by the State Depart
In en t. of E' i nan c e for t lt e U n i v E: r ~~ i t y to pro vi C: e c.; n out l i n e and 
summary of proposed capital e~penditures which will be requested 
i<" t.he six-year periuc1, 19R.l--fl7. 'l'be instructions specifically 
llire,:::t th0 !_Tr;ivers5 ty to a~'!::U;'~c that ;:;.Ll i tPIT;S currently 
iDcluded in the request presently before the legislature in 
the 1980 sc,ssion b0 a:::.>3l'~TIPd to b0 fundP.ci, That is to say, 
if any of the requests currently under consideration are 
not approved by the ]_egislature, it would become a candidate 
for addition to this six-year capital plan. Copies of the 
proposed odministrative draft, and of the 1980 request are 
enclosed for your information. 

In reviewing the capit&l plan, you will notice that 
there are two columns of figures. ?he first column represents 
appro~imate prices at 1979 levels. The second incl~des in
creases due to inflation, projected to the mid-point of building 
construction, Hhich LJaY be 1903, 1985, 19S7 or b(::yond. The 
price~> are rounded Lo the rtearc:'3t qua.r\.:cr r.•illion dollars, 
since for the~:;e purposes they ure only estimates. 
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You should realize that the six-year capital plan 
is more than a·"wish list" and less than a firm commitment. 
It does represent a very real and substantial stage in the 
University's planning. It will probably be very difficult 
to add any capital construction proposals which are not 
included somewhere in this plan or its notes in the immediate 
future. On the other hand, it represents a preview or out
line of potential constructionr not a firm commitment to 
a particular structure at a particular price. For that reason 
it may provide us a significant &dvantage in offering an 
early review of capital plans. 

The following comments were raised by members of 
our committee in our discussion of the projects included 
in the list. 

1. Remodeling. Over the past few years, the 
University has had a policy of encouraging remodeling of 
existing older structures, r~ther thRn their demolition 
and replacement. This policy was originally adopted for 
economic reasons. So long as those economic reasons remain 
valid, we encourage retention of that policy. We do not, 
however, believe that remod~led buildings are necessarily 
better, nor do we generally oppose the demolition of old 
buildings. In our view, hard economic judgments should be 
made early in the process and reviewed at appropriate stages 
to determine whether demolition and reconstruction, or re
modeling is the ~ost appropriate course of action. In making 
these judg~ents, however, we believe that sp~cial consideration 
should be given hi.storical and aesthetic values. In some 
instances they may tip the balance in favor of a remodeling 
project, rather than new construction. 

2. Libraries planning and construction. The draft 
budget request conta-ins 1.25 mfllfo-n--dolla.rs in 1979 terms 
(1.75 million in 1983 terms) for planning and working drawings 
for reconstruction of Twin Cities libraries, particularly 
Walter ~nd those in the Institute of Technology. It contains, 
in the following 1983-85 bi~nnium, 29 million dollars (1979 
terms) or 46 million ~ollars (expresse~ in 1985 terms) for 
remodeling of tho~e facilities. 

We note the sori0us problems confronting Wilson 
Libraries now, especially over8rowdi~g of the book collection. 
The proposal to spend substantial sums on remodeling of 
\\'alter Library does, l:oHevc""r, raise sis::-,.ificant quc>stions. 
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Members of our committee were unaware of any broadly 
based discussion in the University community about the de
sirability of again using Walter as a major library and the 
consequent spl~tting of major library facilities. We assume 
that the Senate Library Committee has reviewed this proposal. 
We believe that it would be valuable, in obtaining public 
support for the proposal, if that review could be extended 
to the broader University community, which is generally a 
body of users of the library. We believe that the relative 
merits of splitting the collection, to provide more ready 
access on the East Bank to the many users located there, 
as against the impediments to scholarly research, which would 
be caused by that kind of division, should be publicly weighed 
and discussed. We do not wish to prejudge that issue, but 
believe that its early resolution will be necessary to the 
credibility of the project. 

The suggestion, contained in the summary, that a new 
Institute of Technology consolidated library be established 
is also not free from controversy. We suggest that that 
issues also be addressed publicly. 

Indeed, as the University enters into a planning mode, 
it might be advisable for such academic service units as 
the University Libraries to expand their planning discussions 
to include users from all collegiate divisions of the University. 
The Senate (or perhaps the Twin Cities Assembly) might serve 
as a useful forum for discussing these plans. 

3'. Institute of Tec:hnologx. Attention is particularly 
directed to footnote two on the second page of the 1981-83 
summary. A sum of $500,000 is requested for planning for 
the Institute of Technology. This planning may call for 
a substantial addition or renovation of Institute of Technology 
facilities. These plans are in t~earlyastage to provide 
any substantial further information, but the committee should 
be aware that there are possibilities of major additions 
in the second and third biennia of the six-year period as 
a result of this planning. 

4. Program growth. In past years, this committee 
has repeated-fy-- asked about the level of program support for 
buildings which are proposed for new construction. We believe 
that this is a matter which requires continuing review. 
We were given assurances that no new faculty positions nor 
any new programmatic developments are foreseen in the four 
buildings listed for remodeling or nevJ construction in the 
1981-83 biennium. To some extent these will reflect provision 
of adequate facilities for units now housed in inad0quate 
facilities. To some extent they will reflect moving functions 
on campus from off-campu~ rental locations, particularly 
in the case of the proposed music building. If any of the 
facilities involve an explicit or implicit commitment or 

(;., capacity to provide neYJ or additional programs, He believe 
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that those ought to be reviewed in light of the budgetary 
constraints which will necessarily impinge upon the operating 
budget over the next decade~ 

5. System-wide items. We wish to record our support 
for the so called "system-wide" items. They are presented 
to you in summary form and are consolidated. We have been 
informed that there are detailed lists of proposed expenditures, 
which we have not reviewed. 

The first grouping, covering handicapped, OSHA, and 
energy conservation are essential, if we are to move toward 
compliance \d tb those federal and state regulations. In 
each case, provision of services to the disabled, provision 
of safety for all faculty and students, and conservation 
of our natural resources, they are meritorius in themselves. 
Particularly in the case of energy conservation, we believe 
that careful analysis may provide us with relatively quick 
pay-backs through reduced energy consumption. That is, in 
a sense, a self-amortizing capital improvement. 

The major maintenance item includes major structural 
repairs to buildings, which are more than day-to-day maintenance 
and less than total remodeling. It includes such items as 
a new roof on a periodic basis. In this context we make 
special note of a suggestion made by Professor Ken Keller\ 
We should approach the legislature suggesting that we recover 
the "building amortization" portion of indirect cost recovery 
and dedicate it to this function. 

6. Federal funding. We encourage the administration 
to review possibilities of federal funding for some or all 
of these capital projects. In particular, we note the possi
bility of federal funding for library construction for solar 
energy, and for similar projects. We assume that such sugges
tions are going forward on a timely basis. 

7. Recreational snorts facility. A recreational 
---"~--·------

sports facility is proposed for 30 million dollars {in present 
terms) or 47.5 million (in 1985 dollars) in the second 
biennium. We recognize the seriously deficient state 
current recreational sports facilities on the Twin Cities 
Campus. Students on the committee expressed a serious concern 
that, if legislative funding for the project were inadequate, 
the facility would be placed on the student fee budget. 
Particuljrly in light of the unhappy experience which students 
have had with respect to the Bierman Building, this would 
appear to be an unacceptable alternative. There is a strong 
student sentiment that they have already been charged, through 
fee charges for a recreational sports facility that is only 
partially available to them, due to its commitment to intercolle-
giate athletics. · 
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8. Futher review. We note that there will be two 
further opportunities for review of capital proposals. 
These are when ,the six-year capital plan is submitted in 
revised form this summer and when the individual two-year 
capital requests are submitted in each biennum. We should 
request consultation with the administration at each of 
those stages, as well as a consideration of the points which 
we have made in this memorandum. 

Part two: Budqet Principles: 

The committee also reviewed the document entitled 
"Proposed Budget Principles, 1980-81." Together with the 
Guidelines and Criteria, which our two committees reviewed in 
October, these Budget Principles provide guidance to the Budget 
Executive and President for their submission of a budget plan to 
us next month. We reviewed the principles set forth, which 
are of varying degrees of specificity. We see no substantial 
problems with the principles, but make the following technical 
notes: 

1. Principle #1 discusses how workloarl increases will 
be funded. There is no discussion of how workload shortfalls 
will be dealt with. We do not understand the last sentence 
in the first paragraph on page 2. 

2. - In Principle #7, a question was raised as to which 
institutions are considered comparable for the purposes of 
establishing the minimum and fixed rat~s of compensation. 

3. In point #9, the committee wished to remind the 
administration that departments currently collecting laboratory 
fees should be given a recurring allocation of the tuition 
funds which will be collected in substitution for those fees. 

Part three: Humphrey Institute 

The committe was informed, on the ~ay on which the 
administration submitted the capital request for 11 million 
dollars for a new Humphrey Institute Building, at Oak and 
Washington, to the Board of Regents, that the administration 
proposed to take this action. Since we were not consulted 
in advance on this subject, we take no position as to the 
desirability of the building or its location. 

We have asked the academic administration to provide 
us with details as to the impact of the Humphrey Institution 
on our operating budget. We seek assurances that the activities 
of the institute will not become a charge upon reallocation 
funds, but will be funded from the endowment, the Historical 
Society, and other sources. 
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. Part four: Other business 

We were informed that the distribution of tuition 
reserves had faken place in the form originally contemplated 
by the administration, but that a proposed revised formula 
was under preparation, and would be ~Bujnitted to us for review. 

/nmv 

cc: U~BRBR members 

Enclosures 

Respectfully submitted, 

UNIVERSI'J,Y COMMITTEE ON BIENNIAL 
REQUEST AND BUDGET REVIEW 

Fred L. Morrison, Chairman 
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Revised 1/15/80 -
UNIVERSITY OF :·UNtlESOTA 

Six-Year Capital P.equest Recomnendation (1) 

SYST£t.1-~HDE 

Handicapped, OSHA, Energy 
Conservation 

Major ~aintenance 

Utilities 

THIN CITIES 

Planning 
1. IT/Planninq(2) 

Planning & \\forking 
Drawings 
1. IT/~ppleby Hall 
2. T/C Librar~es-

Walter & IT 
3. Recreational Sports 

Facility 
4. Colleg0 of Agricul

ture/Agricultural 
Engineering 

Remodeling 
1. I'l'/Smi th Hall 
2. CLA/Frascr Hall 

New Construction 
1. CIA/Music Building(3) 
2. College of Agriccl

ture/Ani~al Science 
3. Forestry/Gree:1 Hall 
4. College of Biological 

Scicnces/Z:::>ology 
Addition 

Other 
1. Minncapolis/Eeating 

Plant/Grid :::c:::s 
2. St. Paul/2oiJ.er Re

placc:;=er-,t: 

Health Science::; 
l. Equipu•ent/20:.~ 

DULtJTH Cl\'·:PPS 

Planning & v:ort:ir:g Drawings 
1. Boiler Addition 

DRAFT. 

1981-83. 

SUBTOTAL 

SUI;3T0Tl.J:, 

1979 $'s 1983 $'s 

7.50 

3.50 

3.75 

0.25 

1.25 

0.25 

7.00 
4.25 

12.00 

19.25 
5.00 

11.75 

3.00 

6.00 

1.50 

0.25 

(in millions) 

10.25 

4.75 

5.00 

20.00 

0.50 

0.25 

1. 75 

1. 75 

0.25 

9.50 
5.75 

12.00 

26.25 
6.75 

16~00 

4.00 

8.25 

2.00 

95.00 

0.25 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Capital Request Rcco~mendation-DRAFT, 1981-83 
Page Two 

DULUTH CA:·1PUS (con' t) 

Remodeling 
1. Modification to gasifier 
2. Business_ & Econ, illiD ?Pace V?Cated 

SUBTOTAL 

MORRIS CAHPUS 

Renovation 
1. Psychology Labs 

• CROOKSTON CAHPUS 

Construction 
1. Rehabilitation of Owens 

Hall 
2. Coal Storage Facility 

and Rehabilitation of 
water main and sanitary 
sewer 

WASECA C!,..~l?US 

Planning and Working Drawings 
1. Food Service Building· 

AGRICUL'l'URllli EXPERH!.ENT 
STATIOi~ ( 4) 

1981-83 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTO'l'AL 

TOTAL 

0.50 
o.so 
1.0 

0.25 

1.00 

0.25 

0.50 

0.75 

0.50 
0.75 
1.25 

0.25 

0.25 

1.25 

0.50 

1. 75 

0.75 

0.75 

1.00 

1.00 

119.50 

(l)Requests are in priority order 'tlithin categories. Dollar amounts are 
presented both in 1979 dollars and in dollars escalated by eight percent to 
the midpoint of construction in accordance with the Corrmissioner of Finance's 
instruc~ion. All requests are estimated to the nearest quarter of a million 
dollars pending further refinement. Those requests which were finally judged 
to be of a loHer priority than those recommended are show~ separately. 

(2)For ''IT/Planning" the specific requirements for new construction and/or 
renovation of IT facilities and the estimated costs will not be kno·,.;n unt.:i.l the 
planning phase is co:r.pleted. It is anticipated that working drawir.gs, construc
tion and renovation fw1ds will be requested for IT facilities in the six-year 
period as soon as the plans are completed. 

In addition in the six-year period it is anticipated that funds will be 
requested for some of the b'.Jildings no•,; under study in the Twin Ci tics East Bank 
plan for which planning fu.'lds were received in 1979. 

(3)Legislative intent (1978) was that th2 cost of this_building not to exceed 
$12,400,000, $400,000 of which has already been appropriated. 

(4) Rosemou:1t, Crookston, Grand Rapids, Ho:cris, Haseca and Lamberton. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation 

SYSTEM-WIDE 

Handicapped, OS~~, Energy 
Conservation 

Deferred Maintenance 

Utilities 

TWIN CITIES 

Remodeling 
1. Libraries/Halter & IT 
2. IT/Appleby Hall 

DRAFT 

1983-85 

SUBTOTAL 

3. College of Agriculture/ 
Agricultural Engineering 

New Construction 
1. Recreational Sports Facility 

Health Sciences 

Other 
1. Minneapolis/Replace Boiler 

#12 
2. r.tinneapoU s/Heating Plant 

Improvement (Aquifer Project) 

3. University Area Short-range 
Transporation System-Phase II 

Planning and ~·iorking Drawings 
1. Medicine/JG:-1L 
2. Vacated Space in University 

Hospital 

SUBTOTAL 

DULUTH CN·lPUS 

New Construction 
1. Addition to Bohannon Hall 
2. Cpllege of Letters and Science 

Office Space Expansion 

Other 
1. Heating Plant & Boiler 

Addition 

MORRIS Cl\}1PUS 

Heating Planl/Coal 
Conversior, 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTOTAL 

1979 ~,., s 

6.25 

2.00 

4.50 

29.00 
8.00 

4.50 

30.00 

8.75 

6.00 

1. 75 

0.50 

0.50 

0.50 

1.00 

5.25 

4.00 

1985 $'s 
(in millions) 

10.00 

3.25 

7.25 

20.50 

46.00 
12.75 

7.25 

47.50 

14.00 

9.50 

2.75 

0.75 

0.75 

141.25 

0. 75 

1.50 

8.00 

10.25 

6.50 

6.50 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Capital Request Recommendation-DRAFT, 1983-85 
Page Two 

CROOKSTON CA>lPUS . 
Campus Improvenents/Phase II 

(Streetlighting, road repair, 
and storm drain improvements) 

SUBTOTAL 

WASECA ClJ•lPUS 

New Construction 
1. Food Service Building 

SUBTOTAL 

0.25 

1.50 

AGRICULTURAL EXPERI:·:Et-IT 
STATIONS 0.75 

1983-85 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL 

I 

' 

0.50 
0.50 

2.50 

2.50 

1.25 

1.25 

182.75 
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UNIVEfGITY OF HH:!:ESOTA 

Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation 

SYSTEI-l-~·HDE 

Handicapped., OSHA, Energy 
Conservation 

Utilities 

Major maintenance 

TWIN CITIES 

Health Sciences 

Remodeling 
1. Hedicine/JO~·lL 

DULUTH CAHPUS 

Other 
1. Utility tunnel 

·construction 

MORRIS CA'-l?US 

• 

DRAFT 
1985-87 

• 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTOTAL 

Planning and Horking Drawings 
1. Field House 

CROOKSTON C:\HPUS 

New Construction 
1. Link between Robertson 

and Kiehle Halls with 
auditorium 

HASECA CA~·lPUS 

SUBTOTAL 

SUBTOTAL 

Planning ar1d \·.'orking Drawings 
1. Learning Resources Center

Phase II 

SUBTOTAL 

AGRICULTUPAL EXPERI~~NT 
STATION 

SUBTOTAL 

1985·-87 TOTAL 

Six-Year Resuest Total 

1979 $'s 1987 $'s 

4.50 

6.00 

2.00 

12.50 

1. 25 

0.75 

0.25 

(in millions) 

8.25 

11.00 

'3.75 

23.00 

23.25 

23.25 

2.25 

2.25 

0.25 

0.25 

1.50 

1.50 

0.25 

0.25 

0.50 

0.50 

51.00 

353.25 



.. 

' 

' 

' 

Six-Year Capital Request R~commendation 
DRAFT 

F.equests Judged As Lov.·er Priorities and Not Recommended 

1981-83 

Minneapolis Fleet Services-
Transporta~ion Building/CONSTRUCTION 1.25 

Nedical Technology and Health 
Services Research (B/C)/HEALTH SCIENCE 0.50 

. College of Business Administration 
Business To,,·er/REHODELHlG 

College of Agriculture/Peters 
Hall/REI·10DELING 

Physical Education Facilities 
Dul uth/N£1'1 CONSTRUCTION 

Horticulture Technology-Phase !!

Waseca/NEW CONSTRUCTION 

1983-85 

1985-87 

College of Agriculture/Horticultural 
Products Narketing/PL.i\I~lHNG leND 
WORKING DRl\J'liNGS 

College of Veterinary Nedicine
Rosemount Research AniQal Resource 
Facility /PLl-\NNH~G Atm WORKING 
DRAWINGS 

College of Agriculture-Stakman Hall/ 
REHODELING 

College of Agriculture-Peters Hall/ 
NEYl CO~-lSTRUCTION 

College of Veterinary Medicine
Veterinary Diagnostic Lab/ 
NEW CONSTRUCTiml 

Vacated Space in University Hospital/ 
HEALTH SCIENCES-PE:·1CDELING 

Music I~arni~g and L~ Center, Duluth/ 
NEW CONSTRUCTIO:J 

Chemistry Building Addition, Duluth/ 
NEH CONSTRUCTION 

Physical Plant nr.d Service Support, 
Duluth/OTHEP. 

0.75 

0.75 

6.25 

0.75 

0.50 

0.50 

0.25 

1.25 

10.00 

15.00 

1.00 

1.00 

0.50 

1. 75 

0.75 

1.25 

1.25 

10.00 

1.25 

1.00 

1.00 

0.50 

2.25 

18.50 

27.75 

1. 75 

1. 75 

1.00 
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Six-Year Capital Request Recommendation-DRAFT 
Requests Judged As Lower Priorities and Not Hecommended 
Page Tv.·o 

Physical Education, Waseca/PLANNING 
AND WORKH:G DRr'\WINGS 

Related Education, Waseca/PLANNING 
AND r:ORKING DRAI-HNGS 

"C & S" l'lings of.r1ain Building, Waseca/ 
RE~·lODELI!:G 

Campus Storage, rlaseca/CONSTRUCTION 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

0.50 

0.50 



" 
??.ses Locations and P~quests 

SUMMARY OF 1980 REQUESTS~ CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
~....:::.:~- - --~----

;>r.,ount 
. ·Requested 

Governor's 
Reco;;:n'lendation 

1-t. HinneoDolis C<J..'Tlcus 

Constru-:::tion: , 
J. • i\.::::::~.i.'" .. "CS 

2. 3'-lc.i::css Ad."ninistration Tower Add 'n 
3. Sho~er/Locker Facilities 

Rer::occl iDg, '\·:orking Drawings: 
1. ?r<ls~r llilll 
2. Zoology 

Remodeling, Construction: 
1 • S::-:i ::;. E:11l 
2. Fo~~.;cll Eall 
3. .Er~c1y !-t:>ll 
to. Pedestrian Bridge, East Bank 
5. Field ~ouse Floor 

.Hiscella"cous: 
1. Land Acquisition, Music Buildin~ 
2. T:::-a:1sportation Prograr:1 

Utilities ilnd Services: 
l. Hcnting Plant Conversion 
2. ?ri:;o.ry Electric Rehab 
3. \-.'atcr Distribution, East Bank 
4. Sewer Scparntion 

Health Sciences: 
1. Pt:blic Health Remodeling 
2. Anesthesiology R~dcling 
3. !1icrobiology Re.-nodeling 

Subtotal 

plus 

plus 

1,995,840 $ -o-
3,81.0,000 3,840,000 

108,500 -o-

176,000 176,000 
350,484 -o-

2,000,000 1,000,000 
2,000,000 1,000,000 
1,870,000 -o-

354,607 -o-
564,480 -o-

/ 
I > ~\'v 'tt-· n a -o-· 

1,070,755 1,070,000 

4,069,190 4,069,000 
794,516 -o-
373,248 -o-. 
108,054 -o-

3,300,000 1,000,000 
66,825 67,000 

21085,216 -
$ 25,127,715 $12,222,000 

11,000,000 (HHH Institute) 

3,670,000 (Nicholson HaLl) 

~ 

Page·in 
·Request Bock 

38 
40 
43 

44 
46 

~9 

50 
52 
55 
56 

57 
59 

142 
144 
148 
152 

62 
63 
G4 



r Sl'KV.J~RY 0:' 19 80 REQUESTS aR CAPITAL !MPRO\TEME:-iTS 

P2.gcs Locations and Requests 

5-7 St. Paul Camous 

Working D~awings: 
1. Anin~l Science, Phase II 
la. Rosemount Dairy/Nutrit. Res. Bldg. 
2. Green Hall Remodeling/Addition 

Construction: 
1. Agron & PlGen, Plant Path, Soil Sci 

Remodeling: 
1. Nor~h Hall 

Special: 
1. Animal Was~e Recovery Unit 

Utilities and Services: 

~.mount 

"Requested 

676,576 
82,148 

170,597 

13,778,466 

2,118,600 

290,059 

l. !!e2. ting Plant Boiler Replace .. .'nent (Plan) 200,000 
829,123 
290,650 
234,040 
200,000 

2. Primary Electric Rehab 
3. H2ter Dist::ibution 
4. Stca>n Tunnel 
5. Low Pressure Steam Line 

Subtotal $18,870,259 

Governor's 
Rccom:nen<U:.tion 

$ 677,000 
-o-
-o-

7,000,000 

85,000 

-0-

200,000 
-0-
-o-
-o-
-o-

$ 7,692,000 

' 

f' 

Page-in 
Requezt Bock 

25 
28 . 
30 

35 

53 

134 

143 
146 
150 
154 
155 
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r S~~Y~RY OF lg80 PZQUF.STS~R CAPITAL I~~RO\~MF.NTS 

Locations ru1d ~equests 

Duluth 

1. Greenhouse 

Utilities and Services: 
l. c~~pus U~ilitieS 

2. Water Distribution, Phase III 

Subtotal 

~o!"ris 

Camcus 
:. Bc~~ler Hall R~~odeling 
2. Crecnhous0 

West Central ExoerL~ent Station 
1. Ro~d Surface ?nd Drainage" 

Utilities and Services: 
1. ~ire Protection System 

St:btotal 

Crookston 

CC'~"1D'JS 

l. Land Acquisition 
2. Cwen ·P.J.ll Rehab. ~-r.'<ing Drawings 

Utilities and Services: 
1. Heating Plant Improvements 
2. Primary Electric Rehab 

Northwest Exocrimcnt Station 
1. Ag Research Center Auditor. Remod 
2. Forage and Feed Handling Facility 

Special Item 
l. Chemical Storage Facility 

Subtotal 

l>.mount 
"Requested 

287,426 

497,946 
260,280 

$ 1,045,652 

327,360 
224,180 

601738 

~79,.590 

$ 791,868 

64,600 
44,000 

2,114,200 
178 ,·~40 

311,797 
69,427 

___ 1~8'-''· 4 8 0 

$ 2,800:944 

Governor's 
R.ecommendat.ion 

$ -a-. 

-0-
-o-

$ -o-

$ 327,000 
-o-

61,000 

-o-

$ 388,000 

$ -0-
-o-

2,114,000 
178,000 

-o-
-o-

-o-

$2,292,000 

f\ 

Page-in 
Request. Bock 

69 

156 
158" 

72 
74 

104 

166 

81 

160 
162 

96 
98 

136 

• 
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~4 
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r f\ 
sn:;..v..P.RY OF J.'? 80 REQUE~TS FOK CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Locations and. P.es_uests 

ioJaseca 

CG!:'I!')"..:S 
, .... 
2. 
3. 

Livestock Lab/Holding Facility 
~echanized Ag Facility 
Plant Services Renov./Add'n 

Utilities and Services: 
l. Prina~J Electric Rehab 

• 
Scuthern Exoeriment Station 

~. La~d Ac~~isition 

2. Dairy Heifer Facility 
3. Xachincry Storage Building 

Utilities end Services: 
l. Fire Protection System 
2. Waseca City Sewer Relief 

Subtotal 

l'.rnount 
"Requested 

735,078 
770,000 
196,182 

241,000 

n/a 
158,641 

82,495 

71,892 
97,505 

$ 2,352,793 

Grand Raoids - Norl::t Central ExoerL'":lent Station 

1. Land Acquisition 
2. 1-:2eting Room 

Utilities and Se=vices: 
1. Fire Protection System 

Subtotal 

La~berton - Southwest Exoeriment Station 

1. Field Laboratory and Addition 

Subtotal 

n/a 
110,000 

224,208 -
$ 334,208 

139,202 

$ 139,202 

Governor's 
Rcco:nr~endation 

,/ 
$ ;r ; ~100 ~ ·-o-

-o- v 

241,000 

-o-
159,000 

-0-

-o-
-o-

$ 430,000 

-o-
-0-

-a-

-o-

-o-

-0-

f'\ 

Page. in 
·Request Bock 

as 
8J 
89 

164 

107 
108 
110 

168 
169 

101 
102 

165 

113 
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UNIVERS~T':' OF :V!INNESOTA 
Proposed Suclac:t Princioles 19 8 0-81 

January 11, 1980 

In order to facilitate the preparation of the plans for the 1980-81 budget 

and to ensure that the preparation of the subsequent operating budget for 1980-81 

can proceed on schedule, the follmlling set of general principles is recor.1mended 

to the Board of Regents. The President will submit the precise dollar implications 

of these principles to the Board of Regents as a budget plan at the F el;:Jruary 1 1980 

meeting. Final action on the budget "vvill be recommended to the Board of Regents 

at its June meeting. 

Consultation with th·3 appropriate faculty committees will take place prior 

to Regents' action on the final budget plan. 

1. Enrollment and Tuition Projections 

Actual enrollments for fall quarters of 1978-79 1 1979-80 1 and the estimates 

upon which the 1980-81 legislative request was prepared are as follows: 

Fall 
1978-79 

Twin Cities 441829 

Duluth 61809 

Morris 1,433 

Crookston 11083 

Waseca 1,050 

Total 55,204 

Registration 
1979-80 

451765 

6,855 

11450 

1 t 109 

1, 111 

56,29 0 

I.egislative 
Estimate 
1980-81 

45,084 

6,868 

1,545 

1,075 

1,155 

551727* 

The enrollment estimates prese::ted here assume no change in admissions 

requirements or enrollment limitations ~xcept as dictated by normal admi.ssion 

*Estimate will be made current at a l<.1~er date. 
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standards 1 available teaching stations I and available housing. It is assumed that 

workload increases will be funded from marginal tuition resources available from 

increased enrollment estimates for 1980-81 and from reallocation of existing 

resources. From resources available 1 tuition reserves will be established to 

provide funding for 1 anticipated teaching loads. 

The Board 1 at its December 14 1 1979 meeting 1 approved the conversion of 

the tuition schedules to a credit-hour basis. There is a presumption that present 

rates will be converted to yield the same number of dollars as would be received 

under the current tuition str::..1cture. The tuition rates and the tuition estimates 

will 1 however 1 include a seven percent rate increase as intended by the Legis

lature in setting the level of appropriations for 1980-81. 

2. Financial Aid 

The Board of Regents, in establishing budget principies for the 1980-81 

budget, reaffirms its position that tuition increases have the effect of closing 

educational opportunities for large groups of students or potential students. For 

this reason, the Regents reaffirm their commitment to seek the maximum amount 

of funds 1 both public and private to meet these ever-increasing needs. 

3. Student Services Fees 

The Student Ser1ices Fee Committees are cun·ently meeting and revi8wing 

the structure of the Student Services Fee for the academic year 1980 on all 

campuses. Recommendation by the committees :hrough the appropriate campus 

governing structures to the central administration dnd subsequent] y to the Board 

of Hegents will be made prior to the appro•1al of the 1980-81 budget. 

4. Academic Salc:r:: IncreAses ::md Promotions 

The total amount appropriated 'Nill be allotted to colleges and administr:=tive 
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units. The policy statement for making salary adjustments will be determined aftE:r 

' 
the usual consultation by the President with the appropriate faculty and administrative . 
groups and '.Nill be reported to !he Regents in the budget plan. 

The method of distributing whatever unit funds are allocated will be left 

to individual college ciscretion subject to specified guiC:elines. The President 

may set asice an amount to correct cases of manifest inequity in keeping with the 

recently developed procedures for handling unit merit and equity adjustments. 

5. University Cbil Service ?ay Pian 

The 1979 Legislature approved a pay plan for University and State employees 

which provides for the following salary adjustments in 1980-81: 

a) A cost-of-living inc:-ease on July 1 1 1980; 

b) A pay--for-performance on January 1 1 19 81; and 

' 
c) A cost-of-11 ving increc::se on January 1 1 19 81. 

Traditionally I the University· pays salaries and frinc;-;e benefits to its civil 

service employees on a comparable basis to employees in the State Classified 

Service. The cost of these increases will be charged to open appropriations held 

by the Stc:te Department· of nnance. 

6 • Reallo;:;ation 

The University of ~;!in::-:es ota is currently engaged in an effort to prcduce 

a long--r5.r.gc; pla.:1 from vvhich annual budget rr.c::king can occur. Until such a plc.n 

has been SJf<?pared I the ~ucget oaking process will consist of a hvo-yec;r 1 rather 

than ctnnuall syst2m c.)f reallocation beginnir;.g 'Nith the budget for the fiscal yecr 

1980-81. A recmm:::ndcd bu:'lget. plan for 1980-81 and a tentative 19 81-8 2 budget plan 

' 
are being su~m itted to the President by the Budget Executive following conferences 

with the hc2ds of primary budget divisions. 
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These recommendations 1 after appropric.te const:ltation 1 will be the basis for the 

President's budget pld.n for 1980-81 :1nd a tentative 1981-82 budget plan. The detail 

of the reallocation will be submitted to the Board of Regents as a part of these Budget ?la::-. .:: 

7.~ Minimum and Fixed Rates of Compensation 

Minimum rates of compensation for instn.1ctors and assistant professors will 

be included in instructions to collegiate units. Consideration will be given to 

compensation levels at comparable institutions and to the effect of inflation. 

8. Retired Staff 

The Board of Regents is asked to reaffirm o. budget principle that the 

retirement pay of those staff who retired and their surviving spouses should be 

increased to compensate for rising levels of inflation. University supplements to 

retired staff are included in the salary base on which faculty salary appropriations 

' are made. Increased pay!Tlents to retired faculty reduce the existing retirement 

inequities. These increases are not chc.rged to the funds ava.i.lable for faculty 

merit and promotions increases. 

' 

9. Laboratory fees 

The Board of Regents in 1977 agreed to the principle of eUminating a specific 

category of fees called "laboratory fees." The t'...!ition schedule for 1980-81 •.vill include 

provision for eliminating the laboratory fee charge for the 1980-81 school year. 

10. Indirect C est Recovery 

A portion of this incor:1e •.vill be included in the regular recurring budget 

as a general income I and o. portion \'lill be all."Jcatcd fer non-recurring items. 

Efforts will continue to be made to return as much u.s possible of this indirect cost 

recovery income to the units that have generated Jt so as to stimulate additional 

research activity. 
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11. Funding of Permanent Staff fo_! Instructional Reolacement 

. 
Research and training activities performed under contracts and grants ha•;e 

become an integral function of the University. Many years ago, when the scope 

of thess activities was quite small, the University experienced no problems in 

hiring part-time te:::ching replacements. Funds to hire these replacements were 

provided by charging contracts and grants for thc:t portion of the regular staff 

member's time spent in the performance of research and other duties. As the 

level of this activity rises, full-time replacements are needed if we are to assure 

the quality of teaching. 

As a budget principle, full-time regular positions may be added to the 

printed budget up to 40 percent of the funds available through charges of regularly 

budgeted staff to contracts and grants. No requests for increases in budgeted 

' staff from this source of funds will be honored without proof of clear expectation 

that the volume of contracts and grants will be recurring. 

12. Supplies, Expense and Equipment 

Except as provided through reallocc:tion I no funds v.ill be available in the 

budget plan for the 1980-81 fiscal year for increases in supply, expense and 

equipment budgets. 

13. Non-Legislative Budgets 

In order to assure salary equity among all areas of the University 1 units 

which are funded from non-legislative funds must provide salary incn::ases (\'vithin 

the guidelines as established above) comparable to those provided from the 

General Operations and Maintenar.ce Fund. Programs must be reduced, if necessary, 

(., to accomplish this pri!1ciple. 
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' 14. Adjustme~ts 

The Presiden: is authorized to make such further adjustments in the 

interpretations of t~1ese principles as are required to complete the budget plan 

with a report of such adju8tment to the Board of Regents. 

' 



January 18, 1980 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA student Association 
DULUTH 150 Kirby Student Center 

Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Professor Richard Purple 
5-255 Millard Hall 
435 Delaware Street, S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Dear Professor Purple: 

Shortly after our Consultative Committee Meeting.on 17 January, 
an iss~e carne to mind that I would very much like to talk to 
President Magrath about. Therefore, would you please make it 
an agenda item in our meeting with him on 24 January. 

The issue I would like to speak to him about is the six-year 
capital request plan heard at the January Regents Meeting. 
This is of the utmost importance to mer and ~Tould very much 
appreciate your putting it on the agenda. 

Thank you very much for your time and trouble. 

Sincerely, 

~/ 12 ;0~ 
Mark R. Davis 
Senate Consultative Committee 

MRD/ks 


