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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

All University 
Senate Consultative Committee 
154 Klaeber Court 
320 - 16th Avenue Southeast 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

AGENDA (0) 

Senate Consultative Committee 

12:30 p.m.* 

Thursday, April 27, 1978 

608 Campus Club 

1. Nominating Committee for SCC Chair for '78 - '79 

2. SCC Report to the Senate 

3. Review Procedures for Administrative Offices 

4. Agenda Items Remaining for '77 - '78 

5. SCC Administrative Fellow Position 

6. Identifying Outstanding Faculty & Alumni 

1:15 p.m. 

7. New Registration System Proposals 
(Dr. James Preus will join the meeting for this discussion.) 

2:00 p.m. 

8. "J" Classification 
(Professor Fred Lukermann will join the meeting 
for this discussion.) 

* Note: The meeting room will not be available until 12:30 p.m. 
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All University 
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154 Klaeber Court 
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Telephone (612) 373-3226 

MINUTES OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting of April 27, 1978 

The All University Senate Consultative Committee convened its eighteenth 
meeting of the 1977-78 academic year on Thursday, April 27, in Room 608 of the 
Campus Club. 

Members present included Laird Barber, George Blake, Mark Bufkin, Ann DeGroot, 
Wendell Glick, Harriet Lewis, Terry Marchiniak, Fred Morrison, Betty Robinett (chair
man), Barbara Stuhler, and Douglas Watson. 

Professor Robinett called the meeting to order at 12:30 p.m. 

1. SCC Nominating Committee 

Professor Robinett announced that it is tradition that the out-going faculty 
members of sec constitute the nominating committee for the next year's chairman. 
This year Professors Barber, Keller, and Stuhler will form the nominating committee. 
Professor Keller was asked to chair the committee. Election of the new chairman 
will take place at the June 1 meeting of sec. 

2. Annual Report to the Senate 

Committee members will be sent draft copies of the annual report to the 
* Senate in the next few days. Members were asked to review it and be prepared to 

consider the report for approval at the May 11 meeting of SCC. 

3. Review Procedures for Administrative Offices 

Professor Robinett asked members to be prepared to discuss this at a future 
date. She distributed copies for information of the guidelines used in the review 
of the UMM Provost. (Other material on this subject had been distributed previously. 
Refer to minutes of April 13 meeting of SCC.) Professor Glick asked members to 
formulate comments on the draft document he and Professor Keller had prepared some 
time ago (copies had been distributed at a previous meeting) for discussion when 
this topic is placed on the sec agenda in the near future. 

4. SCC Administrative Fellow 

Professor Robinett asked the committee to consider making this position a 
twelve-month "A" appointment at half-time, with the possibility of also having 
secretarial support at the rate of one quarter time during the school year in 
addition to the administrative fellow position. Ms. Lewis requested that if a 
secretary is hired, that person should also be a student (the administrative fellow 
position must be filled by a graduate student). Ms. Lewis also cautioned the 
committee that in a time of retrenchment it should not be expanding its support 
staff. There was some response to this to the effect that the committee's workload 



MOTION 
PASSED 

' 

* 

Senate Consultative Committee Minutes 
Meeting of April 27, 1978 
Page Two 

this year has increased considerably over last year, and that the coming academic 
year would likely be a time of at least as much work as 1977-78 because of the 
Biennial Request. Professor Barber made a motion which was seconded and passed 
by voice vote that the administrative fellow position be a. twelve-month appointment 
with the provision that clerical assistance, as needed, be added during the nine
month academic year. 

5. Identification of Outstanding Faculty & Alumni 

(This topic was also discussed at the April 13 meeting of SCC. Refer to 
those minutes for more discussion.) 

There was a continuation of an earlier discussion on this topic of how this 
might be accomplished. Professor Stuhler again made the suggestion that outstanding 
faculty could be identified by department chairmen at the time the faculty activities 
reports are made out. Ms. Lewis asked if there might be a way to identify outstand
ing students. Professor Robinett said that this could possibly be done for those 
close to graduation or for alumni. Professor Blake asked what the purpose would be 
of such identification. Professor Robinett told him that at the April 13 
meeting of sec where this had been discussed (Professor Blake had been out of the 
country at the time of that meeting), it haa. been the committee's unanimous op~n~on 
that not enough is being done to publicize to citizens of the state and the legisla
ture the outstanding contributions being made by members of the University community. 
It is felt such publicity might make clearer to the general public and the legisla
ture the ways in which the University benefits the state. Professor Glick felt 
that the Regents' Professors would be another group that should receive more exposure 
in the media. 

Professor Barber asked where a central "clearing house" might be located at the 
University. Professor Robinett thought that perhaps the Graduate School or possibly 
someone in Vice President Koffler's (Academic Affairs) office could provide this 
coordination. 

There was some discussion of what types of outstanding activities or contribu
tions should be identified. Ms. Lewis said that outstanding teaching should be 
recognized, as well as outstanding research. Professor Robinett mentioned the 
possibility of highlighting research that did not involve expensive equipment, such 
as that done in some units of the College of Liberal Arts. She also hoped that 
contributions in the form of service activities could be identified and given 
recognition. 

Professor Robinett said that the draft letter being prepared by Professor 
Stuhler on the identification of outstanding faculty would be presented to 
President Magrath at some future meeting for his consideration. 

6. Task Force on Intercollegiate Athletics 

Professor Robinett confirmed with members that they had all received the 
material from the Task Force on Intercollegiate Athletics. This matter will be 
taken up at a future meeting. 
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7. Student Representation on Senate Committees 

Professor Robinett read the committee a letter she had received from Ms. Harriet 
Lewis on the possibility of including student representation from Crookston and 
Waseca on the Consultative Committee specifically, and on other Senate committees 
in general. Professor Morrison remarked that SCC is bound by the bylaws of the 
Senate and canna~ alter the committee's membership without action by the Senate. 
Ms. Lewis was asked to direct the inquiry from Crookston and Waseca concerning 
student representation on other Senate committees to the University Committee on 
Business & Rules, chaired by Professor Mario Bognanno, or to the Senate Committee 
on Committees, chaired by Professor Ted Underwood. Ms. Lewis was also advised that 
the students could take the issue directly to the floor of the Senate if they so 
wished, but that contact'~efore such action with one or both of these committees would 
be advisable. There was a brief exchange on the problems encountered when committees 

* grow too large to function efficiently. Ms. Lewis will write a letter to the students 
who made the inquiry inwhichshe will communicate these informal recommendations of 
the Consultative Committee. 

8. New Registration System Proposals 

Dr. James Preus, Coordinator of Student Support Services, Admissions & Records, 
joined the meeting at this point to discuss in detail the proposed new registration 
system. He emphasized that his task force needs to know the reactions of various 
constituencies to these proposals (which are preliminary in nature) before final 
recommendations can be written. He was asked to begin the discussion by pointing 
out the advantages of the proposed system over the present one. There was some 
detail provided on ways in which the system would improve delivery of services to 
the users of the system and what the impact would be on the different colleges and 
units in terms of scheduling courses. 

Professor Robinett read a letter to the committee that she had received recently 
from the Council of Graduate Students (COGS) endorsing the registration system 
proposals. Dr. Preus said that the letter reflected a common observation that if 
the system is to be redesigned and a choice must be made between having the design 
favor the improvement of services provided students or development of a better data 
base, the design will lean in favor of better service for students. 

The issue of confidentiality was raised, to which Dr. Preus responded that 
there do not presently seem to be any problems with this and, the way the new system 
is proposed, there will be operators at each of the terminals who will act as a check 
on the possible misuse of the equipment (e.g., unauthorized retrieval of confidential 
information). 

Dr. Preus spoke briefly about the possibility that the new system will eventually 
be able to screen students who are registering for classes in terms of the prerequi
sites required for a course. He said this will allow the departments to enroll the 
type of student they want in a particular class. The group talked about the advan
tages of this feature of the proposed system, with Ms. Lewis saying that, in particu
lar, this will aid graduate students who, because they register later than under
graduates, often find 5000 level courses made up principally of undergraduate students 

Professor Robinett asked Dr. Preus about the need to educate faculty on the 
features of the proposed registration system. Dr. Preus agreed that there would 
have to be much effort in this direction and said he had taken this question to SCEP. 



Senate Consultative Committee Minutes 
Meeting of April 27, 1978 
Page Four 

That group had felt that it would be possible to find ways to inform the faculty 
about the new system if it is adopted. He said that each year the computer will 
"profit" from the mistakes made in the procedures during the previous year, so the 
system in this sense would be self-renewing and self-correcting. He said that 
the Extension Division is the first unit that will try the new system if it is 
put into place. 

Dr. Preus described in some detail the make-up of the computer system the 
University now has and how the new system would differ. He also talked about the 
various procedures used for compiling and retrieving student files and how the 
class lists are processed each quarter. He said that the individual colleges will 
play a central role in deciding how much interaction students will have with the 
proposed system, and he provided the committee with a scenario of such interaction 
between a student and the computer hardware. Students w±ll be able to notify the 
appropriate parties concerning any changes in their records that need to be made. 

Dr. Preus said that the number of staff people in :registration centers would 
stay approximately the same but that there would be a shift from thQse handling 
manual record-keeping to persons who will be able to interact with the computer to 
handle corrections and other record-processing matters. 

Professor Robinett thanked Dr. Preus for providing the committee with additional 
information on the new registration system proposals. Dr. Preus said that he hoped 
the committee would be receptive at some date in the future to a request for specific 
recommendations and comments on how the final system should be designed. 

9. SCC Agenda Items Remaining for This Year 

Professor Robinett reviewed with the committee the agenda items rema~n~ng for 
this year, including: 1) new legislation on retirement age, including a discussion 
of the impact of this legislation on insurance premiums and pension contributions; 
2) use of textbooks in University classes by their own authors; 3) research (invite 
William Kell to speak to the committee): 4) Task Force on Intercollegiate Athletics' 
material distributed by TFIA this quarter. The agenda for the May 4 meeting with 
President Magrath was also reviewed. 

10. "J" Classification 

Professor Fred Lukermann of the Department of Geography had been asked to join 
today's meeting to describe to the committee the history of his department's 
experiment with this type of classification. He gave the members an historical 
perspective on his department's efforts to institute this classification before 
beginning his observations on how it is working out. This system requires that 
faculty members commit themselves to teaching for a two year period, during which 
time they will teach for six of the eight quarters, without any specification in the 
general description of the classification as to when these quarters will fall during 
the two-year period. For instance, a faculty member may elect nat to teach the first 
two quarters of the two-year period, then be expected to teach the next six consecu
tive quarters. While teaching for those six quarters the faculty member is "earning" 
the salary received for the first two quarters of the two-year period when no teach
ing was done. Professo:c Lukermann said that during the first year of the experiment 
with the "J" classification, some faculty experienced difficulties with the Internal 
Revenue Service because of the additional income earned (or received) during that 
first year because of the new system of salary payment. He was asked how a full 
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teaching load is calculated for a faculty member. 
or six courses (average 5.9) are considered a full 
two-year period. 

He said that right now five 
load for each year in the 

There was some more discussion of the various ramifications of having this 
method of work assignment and pay scheduling. There seems to be an issue surrounding 
those faculty who use their two "off" quarters to work elsewhere while collecting 
their pay from the University. Professor Lukermann said that there are those who 
feel this is not appropriate because these quarters off were originally supposed 
to be for the purpose of doing research or engaging in other scholarly activities. 
However, he said, the pay received during these "off" quarters from the University 
is earned nonetheless by the faculty member, so what he or she elects to do with 
the "off" time would seem to be up to the individual. 

Professor Lukermann pointed out that this type of classification would not 
work across the board in the University. The Department of Geography faculty wanted 
to experiment with it particularly because of the demands of their field which makes 
it impossible to confine research activities to the summer months. Professor Glick 
asked how long it had taken for the department to get the plan approved. Professor 
Lukermann replied that it had been at least eight years in the planning stages. 

The committee thanked Professor Lukermann for his valuable insight into the 
problems and advantages of using the "J" classification system for faculty. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 p.m. The next meeting of the Senate 
Consultative Committee will be on Thursday, May 11, at 12:30 p.m. in Room 606 
of the Campus Club. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Linda L. Compton 
Administrative Fellow 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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Procedures for Managing Faculty Appointments 
in the Department of Geography's Curricular Experiment 

The Department of Geography, College of Liberal Arts, has begun an 

experiment in which almost all of the department's courses offered in CLA, 

CEE and Summer Session have been integrated into a single two-year curricu-

lum plan. The general reasons for· the -integrated curriculum are a) to 

extend the range of both courses and faculty members available to students, 

and b) to provide increased flexibility to faculty in scheduling their 

teaching, research, service and other responsiblities and activities. 

Since this educational experiment involves the entire faculty of the 

Department, and since most faculty members have been serving on B term 

academic year appointments, appropriate alternative personnel/payroll 

arrangements must be proposed. These arrangements should acknowledge 

equitably that faculty will fulfill the responsiblities of B term appointees 

(the equivalent of daytime faculty duties during three academic quarters) 

over the period of a year (three academic quarters plus the Summer Sessions 
i 

I and II functioning as a fourth quarter) in an integrated curriculum (CLA, 

CEE and Summer Sessions). Of necessity to the conditions of the experiment, 

faculty members' assignments and schedules ("on" and "off" periods) will 

be individualized, within the Department's master plan which is divided 

into two year periods. 

During this past year, various options for managing faculty appoint-

ments have been proposed and examined within the Department, the College 

and by central administrative officers. The advantages, disadvantages and 

~ complicati9ns of each have been weighed and evaluated. Informal agreement 
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has been reached through these deliberations on the following alternative: 

All Geography faculty, excepting those-who hold administrative A term 

appOintments in the College, will be appOinted on the regular B term basis 

each year~ Therefore, the official University budget will carry these 

individuals as B term appointees. Immediately pOSt-budget, all B term 

faculty will be transferred via change in status documents to a new J term 

appointment. The J term appointment will be used exclusively for the 

Geography experiment. It will be defined as a flexible three academic 

quarters iri.tegrated curriculum ·arrangement,· with B term salary to be paid 

over the 12 month fiscal year, twenty-four payroll period basis, and with 

B-term ec.onornic fringe benefits (insurance, retiremen·t, etc.} to be deduc~

ed on the regular B term schedule. Some optional deductions may be 

spread over the twenty-four payroll periods. 

The fiscal year, over which the payroll periods will be spread extends 

from July 1 through June 30, and the 1977-78 salary rates will apply. 

A copy of the master schedule of assignments of all faculty members 

will be placed in each faculty member's central personnel file as a record 

for reference. 

When faculty members engage in CEE instruction and/or Summer Session 

teaching which is beyond their three of four quarters regular commitment, 

they will receive additional compensation for such "overload" on the same 

basis, subject to the same salary maxima, as other Univer~ity B term faculty. 

Payment for such additional activities shall be processed via the Miscel-

laneous payroll. (It is understood that while most of the Summer Session 

and CEE instruction has been absorbed into the integrated curriculum, some 

small number of courses remain to be taught under the traditional overload 

i 
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arrangements. ) 

According to these terms, it will not be necessary to process leaves 

of absence for faculty members' planned "off" quarters. During planned 

"off" quarters, faculty members may receive salaries from intra-and extra

University sources for work performed, on the same basis as B term faculty 

do during the summer period. These payments shall be processed via the 

miscellaneous payroll. 

Sabbatical furloughs and leaves of absence without pay should be 

handled as they normally are for B term faculty in the University; however, 

the transfer to J term appointment status shall be foilowed and pay will 

be prorated as appropriate. 

Finally, if a faculty member declines or is unable to fulfill his or 

her expected obligations for voluntary reasons, it is understood that reim

bursement will be made by the faculty member to the University for any 

overpayment already ~eceived. In order to meet University auditing require

ments, each faculty member must ·sign his or her agreement on a statement to 

this effect, to be attached to the change in status document which comes 

forward and which will be retained ·in the individual's central file. / 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
~ORRIS 

?ebruary 3, 1976 

Division of the Human1t1es 
112 Human1t1es Build1ng 
Moms, Minnesota 56267 

!1E::ORANDuM TO: umm Faculty, Students, Staff, and Alumni; Morris Campus and All
University Administrators; and Selected Members of the Outside 
Coxmnunity 

?RCM: James Gremmels, Chairperson, UMM Provost Review Coxmnittee 

SL~JECT: Review of UMM Provost John Q. Imholte 

In accord with Article I, Section 2 of the UMM Constitution, President C. Peter 
~agrath, in consultation with the UMM Consultative Committee, has established a 
Provost Review Committee to assess the first seven-year term of Provost John Q. 
Imholte. The committee asks your contribution to this review process. 

In response to its charge from the President to "consult widely on the Morris Campus 
with students, faculty and staff," and members of the outside community, the Provost 
Review Committee wishes to solicit information and opinion about Provost Imholte's 
performance from all those who can provide assistance. The committee intends to use 
the constitutional duties described for the Provost (Article I, Sections 2, 3, 4) as 
the criteria for its review. These include the Provost's leadership in educational 
programs, budget decisions, administration of campus affairs, and communication with 
the outside community. After obtaining the fullest possible amount of data from all 
sources, the.Review Committee will submit to President Magrath its written evaluation 
of Provost Imholte's performance. The Committee's report will be available to the 
Provost for his reaction. 

A Minnesota statute, the "open file law," which became effective in 1975 provides that 
any data collected on a particular individual be shown to him on demand. Your res
ponse to our request for information and opinion will become part of a confidential 
special review file which will be disposed of following completion of the review and 
action on the matter. Your candid appraisal, either signed or unsigned, is solicited 
and may be made in writing or orally to the committee. 

In preparation of your statement, we ask you to write your evaluation in terms of 
the stated criteria insofar as possible, but the committee also requests any other 
comments and reflections which you think would be appropriate and which would assist 
the committee in its summary report. 

Since the committee must complete its work by March 1, would you submit your evaluation 
to James Gremmels, Associate Professor of English, Division of the Humanities, 
University of Minnesota, Morris, Morris, MN 56267, no later than February 20, 1976. 

If you have any questions about this review process please contact James Gremmels or 
any member of the committee listed below: 

Dr. A. J. Linck, Associate Vice President, Academic Affairs (Central Administration) 
Professor Loretta Blahna, Assistant Professor of Speech 
Professor Sen Fan, Associate Professor of Mathematics 
Professor Dean Hinmon, Professor of Education 
Mr. Roland Guyette, Instructor of History 
Mr. William B. Stewart, Director, Minority Student Program 
Ms. Anita Finch, Director, Older Americana Program 
Mr. Melvin D. Sunquist, Supervisor of Repairs and Maintenance, Plant Services 
Ms. Clare Dingley, Student 
Mr. Jay Fier, Student 



PROVOST REVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following questionnaire is designed to assist you in recording opinions 
and information about Provost John Q. Imholte's performance during his 
first seven-year term. The pages that follow are arranged according to 
criteria developed by the Provost Review Committee from the UMM Constitution. 
It is understood that respondents will weigh the relative importance of the 
criteria differently and that not everyone may wish to speak to all criteria. 
An additional page for "other comments" has been provided. Please respond 
as best you can with concreteness, candor, and courage. 

Please indicate the following information about yourself. 

( ) faculty years of service at UMM ---
( ) student 

( ) administrator ( ) UMM ( ) All-University 

( ) staff ( ) supervisor 

alumnus 

"outside community" 

NOTE. A Minnesota statute, the "open file law," which became effective in 
1975 provides that any data collected on a particular individual be shown 

• to him on demand. Your response to our questionnaire will become part of 
a confidential special review file which will be disposed of following 
completion of the review and action on the matter. Your candid appraisal, 
signed or unsigned, is solicited by the Provost Review Committee. 

·--~- ----- --~--~-

1. Please give your opinion of the Provost's leadership in educational 
programs (academic and related programs). In particular consider his 
responsibility for the 

a) introduction and testing of educational programs; 
b) stimulation of discussions leading to improvement of programs; and 
c) review of policies, procedures, and programs of individual units. 

(Signed) __________________________ __ 

2. Please give your opinion of the Provost's budget decisions. In particular 
consider his responsibility for the 

a) consultation with appropriate persons concerning budgetary planning; 
b) communication of UMM's budgetary recommendations to the central 

administration; and 
c) expenditure of funds. (Signed) __________________________ __ 

3. Please give your opinion of the Provost's administration or ~~S~1~ 
In particular consider his responsibility for the 

a) establishment and maintenance of communication.with campus units, all
university central officials, and other individuals; 

b) implementation and review of policies and procedures for personnel 
decisions; 

c) operation of all campus services; and 
d) development of trust and credibility with campus units and individuals. 

(Signed) 
-----------------------------
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4. Please give your opinion of the Provost's communication with the outside 
community. In particular consider his responsibility for the 

a) establishment and maintenance of communication with outside community 
groups, alumni, and other individuals; and 

b) development of trust and credibility with outside community groups 
and individuals. 

(Signed) ____________________________ _ 

5. Other comments: 

(Signed) ____________ _ 

Breakdo~~ of Responses 

Ye~r~ Lf ~~rv!ce 

Number of Number of Signed ~umber of Un- at n~M 
nue s t i.~u~n::n!!a!.:i~r~..:e:.:s:;....:S:::.e:::.n:.:.=.t_.:.:R:::e:::s.r;.p..::o..::n:.::s;..;e:.::s~----s-· i_g .... n_e d _ Res ..1::2. tl__?~- 0- =, _ h- ~ ~ _l_l.7 __ . --- ------ _ _..._.___ I 

89 2J * 7 5 12 l3 

100 17 6 

+ 50 anonymous 

s t .1 ( f 241 21 ** 2· 

t.l 20 1 

Administration 13 12 * 
.. ., 

Former Faculty) 36 6 

Outside Community 54 9 

f>24 108 16 TOTAL RESPmiSES: 124 

"' 

* l. teachin~ faculty are also administrators, counted in "administration" category also 

** 3 staff members are also administrators, counted in "administration" category also 



' 

~~~report~ng a summary of the opinions and evidence which was collected, 

the committee would like to point out some of the difficulties of its 

task and to caution the reader about the report's limitations. 

The timetable was quite demanding and the preced~nts were few. The 

committee members had little opportunity to research and to study various 

methods of collecting data for the review of a head campus administrator. 

Consequently, the committee modified the procedures used during the past 

two years to review two of UMM's Division Chairmen and the Assistant Provost. 

A covering memo (see Item A) was sent to all students with an attached 

note which informed them where they could pick up a detailed questionnaire 

(see Item B). Both items A and B were sent to all current faculty and 

those who have left UMM in the past five years, staff, students in the 

Campus Assembly and on committees, and designated people off-campus whose 

position would give them some first-hand knowledge of Dr. Imholte's actions 

as Provost (alumni board members, government officials, and others). 

Needless to say, no procedure will do the complete job and none will 

provide beyond-a-shadow-of-a-doubt information. Our questionnaire approach 

has its weaknesses. First of all, two of the committee's good features, 

representativeness and small size, sometimes made it difficult to put 

certain pieces of information received into a proper context. Second, 

a number of returned statements came to no definite conclusions, or the 

respondents drew conclusions for which documented evidence was missing. 

(In this regard, the severest critics were often the most energetic in 

presenting supportive evidence.) Third, a few statements simply criti

cized the limitations and the restrictions of the office and not the man, 
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~ .1.J~ lfv<.:rds 
and a small number quarreled with ft±s interpretation of the Provost's 

constitutional charge. FourtQ, the questionnaire itself, which itemizes 

equally the constitutional duties of the Provost, might have distorted 

what Dr. Imholte thinks are the important tasks of his office. Even 

though the Provost is ultimately responsible, some of the criticism was 

placed upon other heads. Finally, the rather small number of responses 

(see Item C) disappoints the committee and makes it difficult to know 

if this summary report is a representative cross-section of campus opinion. 

'I 

; I 
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Dear Friend, 

l~hile attending the University of Minnesota, you may have wondered 
who decides when quarters beain and end and when breaks will take olace. 
These dates, the 'icampus calendar, 11 are set by a committee of University 
faculty and staff. For the first time, the Campus Calendar Committee has 
decided to do a thorough study of student and faculty opinion about 
calendar options. The committee would like to know how the current 
calendar affects you, how satisfied you are with the current calendar, 
your preferences for starting and ending dates of terms and breaks, and 
your feelings about semester system as an alternative to the present 
guarter system. The results of the survey 11ill be strongly considered 
'n future decisions about the calendar. 

A few days ago we wrote to you asking for your participation in 
our survey on the campus calendar. We are now sending you the survey 
questionnaire, and we would greatly appreciate your taking a few minutes 
to fill it out and return it to us. I wish to assure you that we will 
keep your opinions completely confidential. To keep track of returns 
we use numbers on the questionnaire rather than names. At no time will 
we identify your responses with your name. If we receive prompt 
returns, the results of the survey will be ready near the end of Spring 
quarter. You can get a copy of the results by calling the number below. 

We hope that you will find the questionnaire interesting and that 
you will complete it and return it while you have it at hand. For your 
convenience in replying, we have enclosed a oostage-paid self-addressed 
return envelope. Please call me at 373-4862 if you have any questions 
or comments about the survey. 

Sincerely, , 

~~ 
Ronald P. Matross 
Director, University Poll 

Encl. 

RPM(cr 
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Part I SUMMER ACTIVITIES 
We would like to know about your employment last summer and how possible 

changes in the campus calendar might affect your work. 

1. Were you employed during the following periods in the summer of 1977? 
( P le.a.6 e. c.he.c.k. one. noll e.a.c.h Ue.m, 

a.6 bu:t you can Jte.me.mbe.Jt. ) Yes, 40 hrs. No, I was 
unavailable or more per 

week (1) 

Yes, less 
than 40 hrs. 
per week (2) 

No, but I 
wanted to 
be (3) for work (4) 

2. 

a. Hay 1-15?. . 
b. May 16-31? 

c. June 1-15? . . . . . . 
d. June 16-30?. . 
e. July 1-15? . . 
f. July 16-31?. . 
g. August 1-15? 

h. August 16-31?. . 
i. September 1-15?. 

j . September 16-30? 

Last summer did you experience any of the following? (Che.c.k. one. llehpon6e. 
6oJt e.a.c.h .6.ta.:te.me.n:t. An6we.Jt "No:t App.Uc.ab.te." :to Uem6 e.-.i .i6 you did no:t 
a.:t:te.nd :the. U o 6 M dt.llli.ng :the. 16- 77 Splt.in.g q uaJr.:te.Jt. ) 

a. Work for the University of Minnesota?. 

b. Work in a canning or packing industry? 

c. Work on a farm or ranch? ••• 

d. Work in the Twin Cities area? •. 

e. Get turned down for a job because it 
began before Spring quarter ended? 

f. Not apply for a job because it began 
before Spring quarter ended? 

g. Not attend summer school at another 
school because of calendar conflicts? 

h. Miss a vacation or travel opportunity in • 
May or June because you were attending 
Spring quarter classes? 

i. Leave school before Spring quarter 
classes ended due to work 
requirements? 

Yes (1) No (2) 
Not 

Applicable 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

(3) 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

,. 

, 

• 
l 

.~ 
_·;, 

' 
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Was the late September start of Fall quarter 
an advantage or a disadvantage to you in 
terms of the following? 
( Che.c.k. one. .tz.e6pon6 e. 6o.tz. e.ac.h .6ta;te.me.nt. 
An6We..tz. Not AppUc.ab.te. J..6 tjou cU..d not 
a:tte.nd the. U o 6 M Fall. .i9 77. J 

a. Emp.Loymenr:?. . . . . . . . . . . 
b. Scheduling a vacation or travel? . . . . . 
c. Enrolling in summer school or another . . . . 

educational program? 

Last summer did you participate in any of the following 
educational programs? ( Che.c.k. one. 6o.tz. e.ac.h. J 

a. Summer term I at U of M, Twin Cities? •• 

b. Summer term II at U of M, Twin Cities? . 

c. A summer term at another U of M campus?. 

d. A summer term at another college or university?. 

e. Other summer education programs (e.g., wilderness 
school, foreign study)? 

IZJ 
00~ 

-I.Jttl 
t::: .fJ 

::.ttl§ 
IZJ 'b A 

ttl 'b "t 
ttl : ~ t::: ro CJ 

~ ttl '"' .fJ '"' "" 'b t::: "t 
.fJ IZJ ttl A ttl ~ § '8;.., 'b ttl 

~ 
.,..., 0 0' -I.J 

~ 
~ t::: ;s ~ 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Yes (1) No (2) 

5. The U of M currently offers two 5-veek terms in the summer. Each summer 
term is equivalent to a full 10-week quarter. Which of the following 
summer session arrangements would you most prefer? (Che.c.k. one..} 

a. Two 5-week terms where each term is the equivalent of . . . . . (1) --one quarter (the current system). 

b. One 10-week session that is equivalent to one quarter . (2) --
c. No preference . . . . . . . . . (3) --

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 
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Part II THE OVERALL CALENDAR 

Below are five possible calendars for quarter and semester systems. 
P lea6 e Jtank. .them i..n :tVlln6 o 6 yo uJt piLe 6 eJten c.u : 

A 

B 

c 

Pu;t 7 bui..de .the c.a.lenda.IL wh.i.c.h you. would mo.6:t ptLe6eJt, 2 by youJt .6ec.ond 
c.hoi..c.e, 3 by youJt th.i..JLd c.hoi..c.e, 4 by youJt 6ouJt.th c.hoi..c.e, and 5 by youJt 
M6.th c.hoi..c.e. 

Rank 

Current U of M calendar. Three 10-week quarters where the school A 
year begins in late September and ends in mid-June. 

FALL Quarter T..JINTER quarter 

Aug. 

(Shaded areas denote in-class time.) 

Early start-early finish quarter system. Three 10-week 
quarters where the school year begins in early September 
and ends in late May. 

FALL quarter WINTER quarter 

Aug. 

(Shaded areas denote in-class time.) 

Tradi_tional semester system. Two 15-week semesters ••here the 
school year begins in mid September and ends in late May. 

SPRING quarter 

B 

SPRING quarter 

c 

FALL semester SPRING semester 

(Shaded areas denote in-class time.) 

34 

35 

36 
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Early semester system. Two 15-week semesters where the school 
year begins in late August and ends in mid-May. 

FALL semester SPRING semester 

(Shaded areas denote in-class time.) 

4-l-4 semester system. Two 15-week semesters and one 4~eek 
interim where students do a special project or study one 
subject intensively. The school year begins in late August 
and ends in late May. 

Rank 

D 

E 

FALL semester INTERIM SPRING semester 

Oct. Nov. Dec. 

(Shaded areas denote in-class time,) 

In you have attended a Qoltege with 
c..a.i.encia.Jv.> B, C, V, oh. E, pleM e 
c.heQk. :the .6paQe(.6 J a;t .the !Ligh:t. B c D E 

60 ON TO N~3ET QA6~• 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 



Part III BREAKS 
The U of M currently schedules two breaks during the regular school year. 

Winter break is scheduled for two weeks in December, and Spring break for one 
week in March. We would like to know whether you would prefer the current 
break arrangement or a different one. 

1. Which break arrangement would you most prefer? (Check one.) 

2. 

a. Shorter Winter and Spring breaks and a longer Summer break. 

b. Shorter Summer break and longer Winter and Spring breaks. 

c. Shorter Summer, Winter and Spring breaks, and more short 
breaks during the school year. 

d. Current system .• 

e. No preference. 

We would like to know whether you have 
worked during quarterly breaks. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Not 
(Check one a.6nweJt 6oft ea.c.h bJteak.. J Yes No Aeelicable 

{2) 

a. Did you work during Winter break this year 
(1977-78)? 
( Chec.k No:t Applic.a.bi.e -<-6 no:t enMUed Fa.U 79 77 J 

b. Did you work this year during Spring break 
(1977-78)? 
(Check No:t Applic.a.bi.e -<-6 no:t enJtoUed W.<.n:teJt 79 7 8 J 

(1) 

Part IV COLLEGE VALUES 
These questions will help us understand some of the reasons for your 

opinions about the calendar. 

1. Which statement below best describes your purposes for attending college? 
(Check one. J 

(3) 

a. Although I may be ultimately concerned about a career, I am a (1) 
presently interested in enriching my experience in the intrin-
sically rewarding world of knowledge and ideas. 

b. Besides preparation for a career and scholarly interests, an b (2) 
important part of college life exists outside the classroom. 

c. Of top importance to me is getting a degree in my :hosen field. c (3) 
Consequently, other intellectual and social activities are 
necessarily secondary in importance. 

d. Although I find the college/university environment stimulating, d 
I am basically at odds with what the institution stands for and 
the formal programs it offers. I find myself, therefore, more 
involved with ideas and programs concerning human conditions and 
the welfare of others, whether it be at the student-university, 
community, state, national, international or individual level. 

(4) 

43 

44 

"' 45 
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While in college, how important 
is it for you to do the following? 
( CiJLcie 0 ne an6WeJt noll. eac.h Lte.m • ) 

a. Take courses in a broad variety of subjects. 1 

b. Take courses in fewer subjects ~nd greater 
depth. 

1 

c. Complete your degree as quickly as possible. 1 

d. Participate in non-traditional, out-of- 1 
classroom learning experiences. 

e. Prepare for a specific career or vocation. • 1 

f. Participate in campus life--athletics, . . 1 
clubs, college boards, and communities. 

g. Feel as if you belong to a University 1 
community. 

h. Read and reflect on important ideas beyond . 1 
your coursework assignments. 

i. Spend time working closely with a 
professor on a project. 

1 

j. Work and learn at a leisurely pace • . • 1 

k. Organize your work so you do not have to • . 1 
rush to complete assignments. 

1. Occasionally get completely away from 1 
schoolwork. 

m. Take enjoyable courses not required for 1 
your major. 

n. Participate in recreational activities on 
campus, besides attending classes. 

o. Meet people and make friends on campus. 

p. Decide what values will be important in 
your life. 

q. Participate in Twin Cities cultural 
activities. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

4 5 47 

4 5 48 

4 5 49 

4 5 50 

4 5 51 

4 5 52 

4 5 53 

4 5 54 

4 5 55 

4 5 56 

4 5 57 

4 5 58 

4 5 59 

4 5 60 

4 5 61 

4 "62 

4 5 63 
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Part V STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

In which college are you currently enrolled? 

What is your class in college? 
( Che.c..k. on.e.. J 

a. Undergraduate freshman (0-38 credits) . 

b. undergraduate sophomore (30-90 credits) • 

c. undergraduate junior (90-134 credits) . 

d. Undergraduate senior (135-180 credits) 

e. adult special 

f. graduate or professional school 

As best you can remember, 
for how many credits were 
you enrolled at the U of M 
during the past· five quarters? 
( Che.c..k. on.e. 6oJt ea..c..h qua.Jl.-te.Jt. J 

a. Winter 1978 • 

62 

63 
--------------------------

.!:( 
.1., 

cS!lJ 

(1) 

(1) 64 

(2) 

__ (3) 

(4) 

__ (5) 

65 

• 

b. Fall 1977 • 66 • 

c. Spring 1977 • 

d. Winter 1977 

4. Where do you live while attending classes? 
(Che.c..k. on.e..) 

67 

68 

a. At home with parents or other relatives (1) 69 

b. In an apartment, room or house where I live year round (2) 

c. In an apartment, room or house where I live only during (3) 
the school year 

d. On campus, in a dormitory, sorority or fraternity • . • • • . • • (4) 

5. What is your marital status? lChec..k. on.e..) 

a. married (or separated) . . . . . . . . . . . . (1) 70 

b. Not married (including single, divorced) (2) 

6. Number of dependents . . . . . . . . . . . . 71 

72 

We would appreciate any comments you have about the Campus Calendar. 

TWANk IOU 
•• 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Industrial Relations Center 
TWIN CITIES 537 Business Administration 

271 19th AvenueS. 

April 23, 1978 

President C. Peter Hagrath 
President's Office 
202 Morrill Hall 
University of Minnesota 
East Bank 

Dear President Magrath, 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 ~ 

At its meeting on April 21, 1978, the University Committee on 
Biennial Request and Budget Review prepared its comments on Phase I 
of the 1979-81 Biennial Request and instructed me to transmit them on 
to you for your perusual and action. I have also been asked to point 
out that, given the limited time we had to go over the relevant mat
erial, our comments be treated as preliminary and not exhaustive (e.g., 
we have not looked at the total faculty compensation). 

UCBRBR presented a draft dated April 21, 1978, of this document 
to the Senate Consultative Committee on April 22, 1978, and their com
munication concerning our comments will reach you separately. 

After you have had an opportunity to study our comments, the 
Committee will appreciate receiving your reactions on all the points 
made in the enclosed document. We are, of course, ready to discuss, 
elaborate or clarify any points that might be ambiguous or incomplete 
and would be delighted to meet with yourself or any member of the 
Central Administration for this purpose. 

-
Co\rdially you s, 

~ 
~ . 

~ 
i\. \1\.1'--

ahm.ood A. Zaidi 
hairperson, University 

nclosure 

Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review 

cc: Vice Presidents Brown, French, Kegler, Koffler, Stein, Wilderson 

Members, UCBRBR 
Professor Betty Robinett 

P. S. A Table of Contents for the enclosed document ~•ill be found on 
pp. 3-4. 
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April 23, 1978 

TO: President C. Peter Magrath 

THROUGH: Senate Consultative Committee l\ ~.
Request \~v~ FROM: University Committee on Biennial 

and Budget Review 

SUBJECT: Comments on Phase I of the 1978-81 Biennial Request 

We would like to begin these comments by expressing our appreciation 

for your recent efforts to strengthen the consultative process. We have 

attempted to respond to your initiatives with as much effort as possible 

in the time available. We believe that this Report represents a new aspect 

of consultation that could be institutionalized in the future. Certain sug-

gested process changes are presented in Issues 19-23 below. 

Our response has been guided by your December 22, 1977 characterization 

of Ph.:se I as, "issue and program oriented priority setting, limit setting ••. 

fairly accurate indication of total cost ... identification of criteria on 

which choices are being made ... " We have responded in detail (see Part V 

below) to Vice President Brown's April 6, 1978, memorandum identifying 11 

sample issues involving major strategic and policy questions as well as to 

Vice President Koffler's letter of April 6, 1978, listing several additional 

questions (Part IV below). In addition, we have expressed our views on 

various budgetary issues (Parts I, II, III belm-1). 

The committee has provided the following three types of comments: 

1) Those of a general nature that address questions of philosophy, 

value judgment, or general procedural issues. 

2) Specific questions and comments about the already identified 
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aggregate line items that serve as concrete examples of concerns 

about priorities, limits, and criteria. 

3) Comments on the adequacy of the process as it has unfolded to date. 

After our own specific comments we felt that it would be helpful, even 

if repetitious, to answer the questions posed to us by Vice Presidents 

Koffler and Brown. 

Based on our past experience with biennial request formulation pro

cesses, we perceive the following dilemmas: 

1) While we are particularly aware of process shortcomings, a litany 

of such deficiencies now is not particularly helpful. We wish to 

provide constructive comments on this issue at a more appropriate 

time. 

2) Although we are better equipped to make general comments than 

specific detailed ones, the nature of the budgetary process makes it 

difficult to effect change with generalities since they can easily be 

misinterpreted and/or misapplied. On the other hand, given the short 

period of time available for analysis, we do not want to "shoot 

from the hip." We have attempted to provide comments that will be 

meaningful to you and your Vice Presid~nts. Thus, when we address 

specific items, our primary interest is usually in identifying a 

more general issue. 

Our comments are presented under the following five headings: 

I. GENERAL ISSUES (SUBSTANTIVE AND PROCEDURAL) 

II. SPECIFIC ISSUES 

III. PROCESS ISSUES 

IV. ANSWERS TO VICE PRESIDENT KOFFLER'S QUESTIONS 

V. ANSWERS TO VICE PRESIDENT BROWN'S QUESTIONS 
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I. GENERAL ISSUES 

Issue 1 - Biennial Request as an Authorization to Spend 

The proposed preliminary biennial appropriations request contains no 

explicit estimates of the amounts of revenue that are expected from major 

sources -- tuition, overhead from research grants and contracts and the 

appropriation from the Minnesota legislature. It thus appears to Qe a 

request for an authorization to spend a certain amount of money during the 

biennium rather than a request that the legislature grant a specified sum 

to the University. This appearance is consistent with the administration's 

contention that the legislature considers revenue from all sources as equi

valent, i.e., that in determining how much of tax revenues should be granted 

to the University the legislature treats tuition receipts and income from 

the overhead on research contracts as "its money." 

This concept of the biennial request as an authorization to spend 

rather than as a request for state funds has a number of disadvantages 

that are apparent to the administration as well as to UCBRBR. However, some 

of the implications of this concept merit reiteration at this time in the 

hope that the legislature may be induced to modify its view that fund sources 

are perfect substitutes. 

(1) The expenditure request is built on an enrollment estimate. How

ever, enrollment is a function of (a) tuition charges and (b) student aids. 

Unless the actual values for these variables are nearly the same as those 

employed in the enrollment estimates, the amount of the authorization and 

the amount required to do the job the University promises to perform in 

seeking the appropriation will not be identical. 



' 

r 
r ~ 

-6-

We have no reason to believe that the conditional enrollment estimates 

are in error, but the conditions upon which they were founded may not be ful

filled. 

(2) Overhead from research contracts carries with it a commitment by 

the University to provide certain services normally associated with con

ducting research. Otherwise such overhead would not be justified. If re

ceipts from overhead are larger than a given estimate because more research 

is being undertaken this higher level of research activity should absorb 

some (perhaps all) of the additional overhead, and it would be erroneous to 

treat such additional funds as if they were available to be used in the same 

way as additional tuition receipts or a higher state appropriation. Similarly, 

a smaller income from research overhead than was anticipated should permit 

a reduction in administrative expenditure, secretaries and other services 

normally financed from such overhead and should not be treated the same as a 

reduction in tuition revenue or legislative appropriations. 

It would be useful for the request to show how much the legislature 

should provide from state sources as related to tuition and research con

tracts and grants - if enrollment is significantly related to the feasible 

variation in tuition charges and the amounts of resources truly devoted to 

research are dependent upon the overhead receipts. 

It should be noted that the attitude that all sources of funds are 

equivalent provides no inducement for the University to seek more non-tax 

revenues. In one important area, however, the biennial request does not 

treat revenues as substitutable. The assumption seems to be that appropri

ations for legislative specials are not substitutes for other regular appro

priations in the minds of the legislators. We believe that this assumption 
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is questionable and that the University's acceptance of it could lead to a 

meeting of lesser priority needs at the expense of higher ones. On the other 

hand, there are currently programs in the proposed regular appropriation, that 

by their nature (temporary, project research, or service), seem to more 

appropriately belong in the legislative specials. 

Issue 2 - Substitutability of Inputs 

Our present apparent assumptions regarding the substitutability of 

various inputs is perhaps even more troubling. Between TA's and regular 

faculty, we seem to assume perfect substitutability, while between academic 

positions and civil service positions and supplies, we suppose no substitu

tability. Apparently, paper clips (or University cars) cannot be traded for 

teaching assistants, for example. The administration, therefore, cannot take 

advantage of any "savings" that might be accomplished by substituting less ex

pensive methods for more expensive ones. Management must act non-optimally 

or inefficiently with respect to obtaining receipts and making expenditures. 

Also, in some areas (civil service and skilled trades), we seem to have no 

control over wage rates. Where these rate increases exceed the rate of in

crease in the overall University support, we might consider reducing the 

number of positions to keep the particular type of input cost in line with 

all others. A reversal of the current attitudes toward substitution in both 

receipts and expenditures - to require less substitution on the revenue side 

and more on the expense side -would permit the University to be more efficient. 

Issue 3 - Tuition 

Our committee has received input from the Council of Graduate Students, 

The Student Representatives to the Board of Regents, the Graduate School, the 

Office of Academic Affairs, the Task Force on Student Access (including the 
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President's related comments to the Regents), and the Office of Student 

Affairs. As best we can discern, there are three issues: 

1) The level of overall tuition in both absolute terms or in terms re

lative to University expenditures. 

2) The structure of tuitions as they relate to students with differing 

majors. 

3) The presumption, if any, which is made about how tuition income short

falls and overages affect tuition rates in the second year of the 

biennium. 

We believe that there is no right or wrong answer regarding the question 

of tuition levels. This is primarily a value judgment decision arrived at 

by negotiation between the University and the legislature. It is, of course, 

to the University's advantage to seek a lower tuition level and thus improve 

access to the University. The legislature must decide the extent to which it 

wants to subsidize education for those who attend the University. This issue 

is further confounded by significant efforts to increase financial aid both 

inside and outside the University. An initial position for the University of 

holding the tuition increase to a general inflationary increase (freeze it 

in terms of constant dollars) seems as reasonable as any other position. 

Thus, to the extent the University budget grows beyond the inflationary amount, 

such growth should not be financed by tuition. 

The structure of tuition rates within a given overall level, is an impor

tant issue of equityand of potential impact on enrollment. This issue should 

remain a subject for further study and consultation. 

Pending a thorough study of the relationship of average and marginal costs 

of instruction, the the third tuition issue cannot be resolved at this time. 
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Issue 4 - Internal Reallocation and Planning 

The biennial request guidelines developed by the Planning Council sug

gest that ..• "few, if any, (ne,., programs) are likely to be funded in 1979." 

In making requests for new positions, the requesting unit must show that it 

has ... "exhausted the reasonable possibilities for handling the new position 

through internal retrenchment and reallocation." We can find no evidence of a 

significant attempt to retrench and reallocate in any segment of the proposed 

biennial request. In current parlance, we are not using zero base budgeting 

to any extent. While this is true within Vice Presidential areas, it is 

perhaps even more true when we look across Vice Presidential responsibilities. 

Based on our brief knowledge of the items currently in the V.P. proposals, we 

cannot accept that some of the items proposed in the Administration and Plant 

area, although worthy, are of the same urgency or impact as needs not being 

met in the academic program area. Since we suspect that, in general, most 

current activities are worthy and not wasteful, the issue is primarily one of 

prioities and criteria to measure priority status. This implies the need for 

planning both in the institutional and in each Vice Presidential area at levels 

not evident from our examination of Phase I results. Dr. Koffler raises the 

issue of the need for the reallocation process in his April 6, 1978 memo to 

Professor Zaidi, but one might expect that the administration might make some 

concrete proposals along those lines. 

Issue 5 - Level of New Position Request 

We have already noted some serious difficulties with the way in which 

we count academic positions and the implied assumptions about the substitu

tability of other resources for faculty. Still, we need to separate long

term issues and solutions from short-term ones. In the long-term, we suggest 

an all out effort to make fundamental changes in the way positions are "con

trolled" by the legislature. In the short-run, however, bringing the legis-
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lature an unrealistic request in terms of the number of positions is an in

vitation to them to pick and choose areas to support and thus make allocation 

decisions that the University should be making. In particular, we are con

cerned that the legislature would naturally favor areas having popular appeal, 

while the greatest need might be in some basic studies. Similarly, research 

oriented toward immediate payoff might be favored over basic research. 

We believe that in the short-run, the number of new positions (assuming 

stable enrollment) could be related to numbers using the kind of analysis pro

vided by the MPIS March 24, 1978 document. Since the total number of new 

positions requested may be regarded by the legislature as excessive, it it 

essential to split this aggregate into fairly large blocks according to pri

orities. (In these blocks, Specials as well as regular requests will occupy 

appropriate priority places, some in high priority blocks, some in low.) 

Furthermore, the total aggregate may have to be reduced, i.e., it may be wiser 

to omit certain low priority blocks altogether. Even with this reduced 

number, we must immediately begin to educate the legislature to the substi

tution issues raised earlier, e.g., a T.A. is not a perfect substitute for a 

faculty member, and there should be some substitutability across the whole 

University among civil service, supplies money, and academic positions. In 

response to Vice President Brown's question on substitutability, we would 

say that, in general, under circumstances of stringency, to the extent that 

substitution of academic for civil service positions and supplies is feasible, 

we would favor it. 

Issue 6 - Overall Quality 

~~ile it is only an unsubstantiated perception, the committee is concerned 

that there is a widespread perception among students and faculty that the 
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overall quality of the University has been diminishing in recent years. This 

is identified in part with the loss of internationally renowned scholars in a 

number of fields without any replacement of near co~parable caliber. While 

this perception may be difficult to confirm or deny, it is essential that some 

attempts be made to objectively assess the trend in overall University quality 

and that proposals be made specifically for the purpose of maintenance or im

provement of quality. 

Issue 7 - Procedural 

In a later section we provide some constructive comments regarding the 

biennial request formulation process. These comments indicate how one might 

improve the process in the future. However, we do have some suggestions re

garding procedural issues that affect our back-up documentation and presenta

tions th~t should be addressed immediately. First, we are concerned with the 

general lack of consistent back-up documentation on the items proposed in 

Phase I. Some standardized set of data should be available that provides a 

description of requests from the departments, and the rationale justifying 

these requests. Such documentation should be standardized for all segments of 

the operation, e.g., Academic Affairs, Health Sciences, Administration and 

Plant. Furthermore, in our presentations to the legislature, we must display 

separately the number of academic positions that are regular faculty versus 

those that are T.A. positions. 
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II. SPECIFIC ISSUES 

As noted above, o.ur comments in this section are intended to illus

trate general types of questions and concerns that the committee has about 

the Phase I proposals. At the risk of repeating ourselves, we would like 

to note that although we are better equipped to make general comments than 

specific detailed ones, the nature of the budgetary process makes it hard 

to effect change with generalities since they can easily be misinterpreted 

and/or misapplied. On the other hand, given the short period of time avail

able for a~alysis, we do not want to "shoot from the hip. •• We have attempted. 

to provide comments that will be meaningful to you and your Vice Presidents. 

Thus, when we address specific items, our primary interest is usually in 

identifying a more general issue. 

Issue 8 - Add-on 

We are concerned that the recent reorganization of the University 

College activity into the Center for Educational Development requires an 

added expense not already covered by the Center's budget. Has this added 

expense for a desirable activity already been covered by reallocation? 

University Without walls is another example of this issue. 

Issue 9 - Zero base budgeting 

It is not obvious that the merit of a program in its entirety rather 

than just its additional cost has been the basic criterion applied in 

constructing the request. For example, if the additional positions requested 

for the Home Economics Program were granted the outcome would be to reduce 

further a teacher student ratio that already is below the average. Such an 

outcome may be desirable, but its appeal should be based on a judgment that 

the University should take advantage of an unusual opportunity to raise a 

program's quality rather than a pressure of additional enrollm~nt. There 
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is need to reconsider internal allocation of supply budget which is largely 

based on historical precedent rather than comparative analysis. 

Issue 10 - Soft to hard 

Some requests demonstrate a desire to convert soft positions to hard 

positions. Two examples-of this approach are seen in the desire for hard 

positions in Public Health and a hard position for a University Re~ations 

editor. Why are "hardened" positions in some areas justifiable, but not 

justifiable in other areas? Hardening in some areas, if not precommitted, 

may have lower priority than strengthening other areas. It should be 

remembered that when soft money positions are established at times they are 

not subjected to the same rigorous prioritizing process because the money 

comes from outside sources. When hardening of these positions is recommended, 

instead of justifying the request on the grounds that it is a "hardening 

of soft money positions", some evidence should be provided that the usual 

rigorous prioritizing processes have been applied to the positions. 

Issue 11- Expansion 

Several requests call for program expansion or development. Examples 

are in the Law and Health Sciences. Do these expansions fit the overall 

priorities of the University as previously articulated by the various Senate 

and Administrative bodies? 

Issue 12 - Substitutability 

On the assumption that the Legislature would refuse requests for funding 

of additional faculty positions, the biennial proposal in its present form 

resorts to what might be called a "second best" policy. This approach attempts 

to provide additional strength to areas in need (Graduate School, CLA, other 

collegiate units) through infusions of equipment rather than faculty, or (for 

Student Services) by requesting additional civii service positions for 
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undergraduate tutors which would more naturally be classified as undergraduate 

T.A.-ships. 

We recognize the need and applaud the attempt to provide for the equip

ment necessary in many areas to carry out the educational mission and to 

use faculty time most effectively. However, is it advisable to give up 

completely on the educators' responsibility to make the Legislature aware 

of the urgent priorities in staffing, and of situations where significant 

economies could be effected if a less rigid approach on positions were 

adopted? In particular, this is a matter of stressing the value of the 

human as well as the mechanical - component of the educational and research 

process, and the obvious lack of equivalence between senior faculty, graduate 

T.A.'s, and undergraduate T.A. 's. 

Issue 13 - Saleability 

The magnitude of some requests seems to be related more to their sale

ability than to the University's priorities. Isn't it part of our respon

sibility to raise the basic arts and sciences in the minds of the legislators 

to something approaching the statues of medicine and agriculture? Saleable 

items have large requests, and these requests might result in cuts in other pri

ority programs. 'Saleability' of types of expenditures snould be dis-

tinguished from that of areas of endeavor. For instance, arts are sometimes 

regarded as difficult to 'sell', but a music building was recently approved. 

Issue 14 - Retrenchment 

It is our understanding that the add-on figures in the current biennial 

proposal refer to post-retrenchment levels. Thus, if a collegiate unit is 

scheduled in the proposal for zero increase, it will remain at the lower 

level resulting from retrenchment. (This is based on informal conversations; 

the figures in available documents provide no guidance in this respect.) 
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On this interpretation, we are concerned that the proposal provides no 

evidence of reconsideration of the manner in which the total amount re

trenched was allocated among the various units, although no doubt the issue 

was given attention in the process of preparing the proposal. It would 

seem that there is more flexibility in a biennial perspective than there 

was at time of retrenchment, and this might provide an opportunity for un

doing some of the harm that could not be avoided given the time pressures 

and budgetary rigidities of the current biennium. 

Since the budget requests on which the decisions were made were pre

pared in the academic departments before retrenchment was visited upon them, 

opportunity should be given for them to submit reallocation of such funds 

in the biennial proposal. 

Furthermore, we have seen no examples of programs which should be cut 

at this time. For example, should Mortuary Science be continued as a pro

gram at the University? (In absence of prior consideration. by bodies respon

sible for formulating educational policy, we, of course, are not suggesting 

the abolition of this or any other unit in the context of the budgetary 

process.) 

Issue 15 - Outreach 

A case has been made for an effort to reach new audiences. However, 

the request for increased outreach expenditures comes at a time when only a 

preliminary report on this matter has been submitted. The Senate Committ~e 

on Educational Policy, among others, has not yet taken a position on it. 

This raises the question whether the time is right for submission of this 

proposaL If it is found to be a prioritized item in the budget, it may 

be appropriate to treat the proposed expansion as experimental and to classify 
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it as a special. 

Issue 16 - Rationale behind Specials 

A rationale behind classifications for requests for Specials should be 

determined. There are a number of items in the proposed Phase I request 

that might well be proposed as legislative specials rather than part of 

the general budget, either because of their temporary nature or because 

they address specific research or service proposals. Particular examples 

may be the development of the admissions and records registrations system 

and the access programs aimed at minority and financial need problems. 

Another example is handicapped activity; should it be treated as a Special 

because it produces newly mandated workload? While the committee recognizes 

the importance of these proposals, the issues could be separated from the other 

proposals which address general instructional needs. Other examples are the 

research and service proposals in the Twin Cities non-health sciences area. 

Issue 17 - Varying criteria among VP areas 

Differences in the structure of requests from the various vice

presidential divisions raises the question to what extent the same criteria 

are being applied in their respective areas. For example, Health Science 

items appear to have detailed documentation while some items under Adminis

trative Operations lack comparable justification. Also, in Academic Admin

istration most, if not all requests, for deans' offices, etc., have been 

refused. We cannot tell whether analogous cuts have been applied in areas 

under the jurisdiction of other vice-presidents. 

If cuts in the requests are to be made within the University in a 

reasonable and convincing manner, and if we are to make comparative judg

ments upon Biennial Request proposals, in the future consistent documenta

tion and comparability of classifications schemes employed are essential. 
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Issue 18 - Enrollment fluctuations 

One problem which has plagued our University is that of enrollment 

fluctuations and their unpredictability. We see no evidence in this request 

of attempts to cope with the disparity between rigid budgeting and the 

fluctuations. We would recommend some sort of contingency funding analo

gous to the special in the Health Sciences to offset possible capitation 

funding losses. (The arrangement for capitation seems to show that contin

gent budgeting is not out of the question. A more radical reform would be 

the system used in Wisconsin to buffer the flucutations.) 

The idea of requesting a contingency fund from the Legislature had been 

discussed in the context of the recent retrenchment, but we do not find 

any such item in the Request. 

In this connection, the emphasis of the Foster Committee on Instructional 

Costs report on the need for marginal cost calculations becomes relevant. 

Such data would throw some light on the relative dangers of over- versus 

under-estimating future enrollments. Our present information is inadequate 

to form this judgment. 

It should be stressed that the issue arises not only with respect to 

the total amount requested from the Legislature, but also its internal al

location. For instance, the allocation proposed for CLA is based on rather 

pessimistic assumptions as to future enrollments. Should these projections 

turn out to be too low, is there an adequate mechanism for internal fund 

shifting to provide for additional faculty needed to cope with higher than 

expected enrollments? 
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III. PROCESS ISSUES 

This section of comments deals with the process by which the biennial 

request is generated. 

Issue 19.- Input problems 

We feel that the data on which decisions and judgments are based 

would have been more helpful if the initial inputs from lower level units 

had been better structured. Allowing units to request increased funding 

without at the same time asking them to analyze the implications of possible 

cuts, or even to suggest ways of economizing, seems ironic in our current 

legislative and enrollment climate. Furthermore, self-discipline by depart

ments in following the instructions was less than impressive. Such problems 

should be corrected in the next biennium. 

Issue 20 - Decisions at VP level 

Although standardized documentation was attempted at the de~artmental 

level, there appears to be less uniformity in documentation as between 

vice-presidential areas. More consistency in form and documentation between 

vice-presidential areas would be extremely helpful. 

Our committee was faced with the task of generating our own brief 

explanations for each request. These descriptions of the requests still 

being considered ought to be part of the decision-making process within 

Morrill Hall. 

Finally, we see no clear way to track an initial request from the various 

departments through the various cuts at the administrative level. It would 

be useful to know what was cut and why it was cut; what was kept and why it 

was kept; how the product before us in the interim working budget arrived 

from the request stage to the recommendation stage. Our desire is not to go 

into details of various departmental requests, but rather to be able to analyze 
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the logic of decisions and comparability of treatment. 

Issue 21 - Functional Classification 

~{hile educational judgments should be based on functional classifica

tion of expenditures, data in this form are not available, the underlying 

organizational principle being that of administrative units (vice-presidential 

and collegiate). 

Similar activities are treated in separate parts of the budget often 

in different ways. For example, counseling is part of the Institute of 

Technology's instructional budget but is also an activity staffed by pro

fessional counselors in the Student Affairs Budget. Another example is the 

placement of requests for financial aid for graduate sutdents in both the 

Graduate School requests and the Student Affairs requests. If the University 

is to keep track of its various programs in a cost effective manner, it 

seems to us the expenditures for similar items should be examined in the 

same package. 

One important advantage of developing a functional approach to the 

formulation and analysis of the biennial request is that it would avoid 

the appreance of hostility to all of the collegiate unit's programs when 

its overall figures are being questioned. For instance, it may well be that 

specific basic science departments within a collegiate unit deserve addition

al positions because of recent losses (through retirements or otherwise) 

even though the aggregate request of that unit is regarded as out of line. 

The reverse may also occur. 

Issue 22 - Consultation 

We are extremely pleased with the present consultation efforts, but we 

feel that process changes in the future would lessen the likelihood of 

development of an adversary climate. 
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i~hile we recognize that need for decisions in a complex organization 

unavoidably generates time pressures, we also note that we spent much val

uable time only hours from the deadline looking for data that could, and 

should, have been in our hands and available for study several months ago. 

However, we believe that consultation has taken a turn for the better, and 

hope that the improvement will continue. 

Issue 23 - Planning 

Our final issue is one regarding the relationship between planning and 

the biennial request. The request ought to reflect the priorities of this 

institution, particularly the academic programmatic priorities. We have 

been impressed with the plans generated in the area of physical plant. It 

appears that money and effort are poured into the University's physical 

plans. The academic plan should be ~f at'least equal importance. Is there 

an academic plan?_ If so, how does it fit into the request process? 
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IV. AI'~S\-TERS TO VICE-PRESIDENT KOFFLER'S QUESTIONS 

We would like to take this opportunity to comment briefly on the specific 

questions which have been forwarded to us from Vice President Koffler. 

In his letter of April 6, 1978 addressed to Professor Zaidi, Vice Pres-

ident Koffler asked two related questions: (1) What are the criteria, 

procedures, and processes which we can use to establish priorities 

and make resource allocations, and (2) what are academically sound methods 

for dealing with tight budgets? He suggested that criteria should be arti-

culated on which such decisions would be based and listed suggested criteria 

such as the University's mission and the quality of programs. In a period 

of tight budgets, effective use of existing resources rather than additional 

resources must be used in the strengthening and developing of programs. We 

agree with the princ~ple behind this response and agree that these are very 

appropriate questions. We urge the continuance of work in this direction. 

·uCBP~R would like to work with the Academic Affairs Office in its consulta-

tive capacity as work goes forward in this area. 

V. ANSWERS TO VICE-PRESIDENT BROWN'S QUESTIONS 

Vice President Brown in his letter of April 6, 1978 requested this 

committee to answer the following. questions: 

1. How large can the reqeest be to produce the greatest credibility and 
likelihood of success? 

While UCBRBR is not in the position of being able to generate actual numbers, 

we believe that the request should be so formulated that it will be viewed 

by the legislature as realistic. 

2. What are the relative priorities of faculty salary increase and program 
involvement? 

There is no conclusive evidence that salaries and programs are competing items. 

UCBRBR' s priority lies ~vith items relating to academic quality. He favor 
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the continued funding of high quality faculty members. Because the faculty 

of a program is the major factor in determining the quality of a program, 

quality faculty members must be paid for their talents. The reverse is not 

true higher salaries by themselves do not guarantee improved quality. 

Some weaker programs should perhaps be phased out (see question 3). In 

most cases, salaries are more logical increments to request from the legis

lature, while program improvements should be funded by internal reallocation. 

Program expansion, how·ever, may be made a part of the request since, in 

a sense, the University is requesting a "new mission" with each additional 

program. 

3. What are the relative priorities in the program improvement area? 

We agree with the philosophy of Vice President Koffler's letter of April 6 

which states the various criteria which should be used in the establishment 

of priorities. We recommend that the University maintain the high quality 

of existing programs which exhibit unique strength for the University. Areas 

of comparative advantage and unique responsibility should receive top 

priority. During a time of retrenchment, therefore, across-the-board cuts 

are not advisable. We have been impressed with the effort spent in the 

arena of physical planning -- we recommend that at least as much effort be 

expended on the academic plans of this University. While UCBRBR can make, 
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and agree with, general statements, applying these philosophies requires 

academic planning and evaluation at a level far and above the current effort 

being put into this activity. 

4. Are additional faculty positions more or less important than additional 
positions in support of faculty? 

We recognize that individual units may show cases of too many faculty mem-

hers and too few secretaries or technicians, or vice versa, but, in general, 

we believe that the life blood of this institution is its faculty. The 

faculty are the generators of this University's teaching, research, and 

service. However, to the extent that retrenchments are to cut departments 

so deeply that the only alternative is to cut a member of the support staff 

or a faculty member, we would opt for the cut of the supplies and support 

staff. While professors could type their own handouts (or cut down on the 

number of such materials), a secretary could not very well teach or advise 

students, or generate research. An intensive attempt is needed in educating 

the legislature about this issue of substitutability. In this regard though, 

we feel compelled to point out that not all civil service positions serve as 

support faculty; a more appropriate priorities might well compare the relative 

importance of those civil service positions directly supporting the faculty 

and the academic mission with those that are more peripheral to academic mis-

sian. 

Cost ~ffectiveness also suggests that, if a T.A. can help a professor 

to be more efficient by leading discussion groups or grading papers, T.A.'s 

should be hired as a form of academic support to the senior faculty. The 

University, however, should not be penalized for operating in this cost-

effective manner as it currently is when T.A. 's are counted as equal to 

professors. This reasoning is another example where education of 
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the legislature is essential. 

5. lihat importance attaches to minority recruitment and retention relative 
to all of the foregoing? 

Hinority recruitment and retention are especially important at public institu- ---; 

tions such as the University. Recruitment could perhaps be done in conjunction 

with other institutions so as to not only share the cost, but also more effi-

ciently cover the same pool of potential applicants. Many colleges titilize 

students in their recruitment efforts - this could prove to be not only a 

cheaper, but also a more effective, means of generating interest in the 

University. 

Once minority students have been admitted to the University, the Uni-

versity should commit itself to a desire to see most of the admitted students 

(minorities and others) graduate. Certain private institutions have much 

better retention rates than public institutions because they are committed 

to high retention rates. There is a perception that public institutions 

admit students ''because they have to" and then plan to later "weed out" 

the poorer students. 

Special remedial help for students is best if based in the academic 

units. Tutoring services are often desirable. Other institutions have 

found undergraduate tutors to be extremely effective, as well as a relatively 

inexpensive source of talent. There is some question as to whether the 

money to pay for this sort of program ought to be given to departments or to 

a central office to pay for these services, or whether the money should be 

given directly to the students desiring the services in the form of vouchers. 

Philosophically, the issues of recruitment and retention are different 

from the support of an academic program -- perhaps this item should be re-

quested as a Special. We have one final question to add on this subject: 
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Should our efforts in this new area be initiated at the level of the request-

ed dollar amount? It is difficult to make judgments in this area at the 

basis of the lump sum figure without having more detailed information. 

6. l~at policy should be adopted relative to tuition rates? 

Other parts of this memo (Issue 3) discuss this problem in detail. As we 

have pointed out under general issue number 3, an initial position for 

the University of holding the tuition increase to a general inflationary 

increase (freeze it in terms of constant dollars) seems as reasonable as 

any other position. We urge that the elasticity of demand be considered in 

any decisions relating to tuition. We also hope that the residency require-

ment at the University will be examined. 

We also recommend that a study be made as to whether the University 

should continue to estimate its tuition when presenting the Biennial Request, 

or tvhether tuition rates should be set at a later time (as they are in the 

State College System). 

7. How can the University concretely demonstrate increases in its Produc
tivity? 

The use of the term "productivity" in the context of human growth and 

development could be misconstrued; therefore, it is undesirable to use this 

terminology with respect to accomplishments, many of which have non-measureable 

qualitative components. The problem of making the outside community aware 

of the impact and value of the University's contributions will be considered 

in greater detail when time is less constrained. Included in on future 

response will be the discussion of such issues as the University's contribu-

tions to 1) ouality of life, 2) economy of State and Nation, 3) quality of 

educational opportunity, and 4) contribution to knowledge. In particular, we 

should emphasize the nationally and internationally noted professors in both 
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teaching and research. Good teachers could be identified by noting the 

numbers of famous students they have trained. Researchers are already being 

identified and such work as that being done by the Graduate School Research 

Development Center should continue. ~fhile the amount of grant money re-

ceived is an index of accomplishment, it is only one among many. Prizes, 

such as the Pulitzer Prize in the creative fields, also identify our out-

standing professors. 

8. Are there academically sound, politically supported, initiatives that 
have been overlooked? 

Our basic concern at this time is for the addition of academically sound 

items which may not be politically attractive but which represent priori-

ties at this institution. Examples could include the basic sciences and 

humanities and the creative arts. This is consistent with President Magrath's 

statement at the March meeting of the Board of Regents. 

An item intended to establish a fund to allow travel and other activities 

in support of the development of new federal research funding was included 

in the last biennial request and appears to have been deleted. Although it 

was lost in conference, it was and is a program strongly supported by the 

Senate Committee on Research and quite defensible on the basis of the likely 

favorable return on that investment. Therefore, we believe it should be 

considered for resubmition. 

The other sections of this memo indicate other areas of concern. 

9. Given the concern about position control, what are the most needed and 
most saleable requests that do not involve additional positions? 

The obvious answer is requests for equipment. However, the fact of the 

matter is that people, not machines, run this place. A new look at position 

substitutability must be taken. Attempts must be made to educate the legisla-

ture on this matter. An example of this problem is the current budgeting 
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procedure presupposing complete substitutability of T.A.'s and professors. 

A T.A. is not the same as a full professor, neither in terms of salary nor 

in terms of output. T.A. 's ought to be employed where they can help a 

senior professor be more efficient, as ~vell as in cases ~vhere they can handle 

1000-level sections. When the University tries to cut costs by such sub-

stitutions, it should not be penalized by the legislature through having 

T.A.'s counted as equal to professors. The bottom line in dollars, not in 

numbers, is an answer to this problem. The University should request tvhat 

it NEEDS, not what it can get. 

10. Are there major sources of possible internal resource direction that 
might permit funding of additional initiatives without incremental 
state requests? 

This question is difficult to answer because our available data primarily 

deals with the incremental requests and not with the budget base. Our 

attempts at.analyzing even the increments has been frustrating on this 

account. However, we strongly believe that such reallocation should not be 

done superficially and without study. Reallocation is definitely a necessary 

component of a solution to our fiscal problems, and such data as the exten-

sive programmatic reviews ought to be used in making these decisions. Other 

data should also be generated which would enable comparisons to be made 

across vice-presidency boundaries. Can we compare libraries to buses in the 

present system? We have difficulty in determining the total level of counseling 

when it shows up in various parts of the budget as teaching, as support, etc. 

Furthermore there is a problem of relative priorities of student support 

activities such as counseling as against expenditures on teaching itself. 

Given these problems, planning is essential if reallocations are to be 

carried out. There is a special need for this planning in the academic area. 

Planning in the various areas must, of course, be considered in the light of 
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academic objectives. 

11. \fhat arguments can be used for additional faculty positions in the 
presence of flat enrollments and a state policy that any additional 
enrollments should be funded solely from increased tuition? 

UCBRBR can provide additional ideas later, but we would like to suggest 

several initial arguments. First of all, the expansion of knowledge is 

mirrored in the expansion of programs and courses. Additional faculty 

members are needed to staff new areas of knowledge if the University is to 

continue to meet its teaching and research obligations -- a new invention 

does not always displace the former devises -- a new type of algebra will 

not relieve students from learning basic algebra. However, while any 

additional faculty members may be argued for by programmatic needs, the 

number of positions must be realistic in the aggregate. The bottom line 

in monetary requests as well as in position needs should be examined. The 

need for prioritization in new position requests is discussed in Issue 5. 

Another argument for new positions is in the area of new missions which 

are externally imposed. For example, academic positions in women's inter-

collegiate athletics should be thought of as an addition over the base, since 

this is a newly mandated need which the University must meet. Another new 

mission, minority retention, would furthermore generate a workload far and 

above the traditional academic program -- as conceived in the budget it would 

appear to result in an increased faculty/student ratio. 

A final argument ought to be taken account of in this period of declining 

enrollments -- the distinction between average costs and marginal costs. 

When enrollments decline, certain items of overhead, such as the physical 

plant, may have to be funded at the same rate as before the declines. Further-

more, the University is made up of separate academic units which cannot always 

absorb declining enrollments. For example, if the enrollment declines by 30 
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students (the size of one section), it is impossible to cut out one instructor 

if the 30 students are majoring in 30 different fields so that 30 different 

sections each lose only 1 student. 

Such arguments as these should be helpful in this period of declining 

or stabilizing enrollments. 


