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AGENDA (J) 

March 2, 1978 

Senate Consultative Committee 
Regents' Room - 11:00 a.m. 

1. Letter from Vice President Wilderson 

2. Letter from Professor Lofquist 

3. Agendas for March 9 SCC Meeting and Heeting with the Regents 

4. Future Role of University College 
(document from Vice President Koffler) 

5. Schedule for SCC Spring Quarter Meetings 

6. Questions for the President -- Senate Meeting This Afternoon 

7. Retrenchment 
(Professor Hurwicz, UCBRBR member, will join us at 12:15 p.m.) 



* 
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MINUTES OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting of March 2, 1978 

The All University Senate Consultative Committee convened its thirteenth 
meeting of the 1977-78 academic year on Thursday, March 2, in the Regents' Room, 
Morrill Hall, Minneapolis. 

Members present included Laird Barber, George Blake, Mark Bufkin, Ann DeGroot, 
Wendell Glick, Robert Holt (ex-officio), Kenneth Keller, Harriet Lewis, Fred 
Morrison, Richard Purple, Betty Robinett (chairman), Philip Ryan, Barbara Stuhler, 
Douglas Watson, and Mahmood Zaidi. Visitors to the meeting were William Huntzicker 
of University Relations and Alison Oresman of the Minnesota Daily. 

Professor Robinett called the meeting to order at 11:00 a.m. 

1. Letter from Vice President Wilderson - SCC's Comments on Student Access Report 

Professor Robinett read the committee a letter which she had received from 
Vice President Wilderson (Student Affairs) wherein he responded to SCC's comments 
of January 24, 1978 on the Student Access Report. (Vice President Wilderson headed 
the task force that prepared the report.) 

In response to the suggestion that the University community be encouraged to 
read the report, Vice President Wilderson said this idea "is an excellent one." He 
listed the campus and University governance groups that have received copies of the 
report. In regard to SCC's request for more information on the cost of implementing 
the recommendations contained in the report, he said that the task force is working 
on some estimates which will soon be forwarded to the President. 

Also, Vice President Wilderson thanked the Senate Consultative Committee members 
for recognizing the contribution to the University of the task force members and 
staff "since I (Vice President Wilderson) know the great amount of time and effort 
that went into the preparation ... and the great cooperation and dedication I received 
from the members and staff (of the Task Force on Student Access)." 

2. Letter from Professor Lloyd Lofquist - Review of Administrative Offices 

Professor Robinett read the committee a letter she had received from Professor 
Lloyd Lofquist that outlined the committee procedures used during the review of the 
Office of Vice President for Health Sciences. (Professor Lofquist provided this 
information in response to an earlier request from SCC: The committee plans to use 
the information in conjunction with a future discussion on procedures for reviewing 
administrative offices.) 

Professor Glick said that he would supply the committee with written materials 
on what is being done on the Duluth Campus to review the Office of Vice Provost. 
Professor Barber said that he would do the same for procedures that are being 
developed for use on the Morris Campus. 
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3. Faculty Meeting with the Regents on March 9 

~. 

Professor Robinett reminded the faculty of the March 9 dinner meeting with the 
Regents. The dinner will be held at 6:00 p.m. with an informal gathering at 5:30 p.m. 

* in the Campus Club. Faculty were asked to meet in 404 Campus Club at 4:30 p.m. to 
prepare for the dinner meeting. 

* 

* 

4. SCC Meeting on March 9 

The meeting previously scheduled for 3:30 p.m. was changed to 12:30 p.m. All 
committee members were encouraged to attend. The main topic of discussion will be 
the outreach report prepared by a task force headed by Associate Vice President 
Albert Linck. He will be asked to attend the meeting to answer questions that 
committee members might have. 

5. Spring Quarter Agenda Items 

Professor Robinett reviewed the items remaining on the year's agenda of topics 
which the committee had developed in early September. These are: student access; 
allocation of resources on the basis of general and specific services received; 
legislative appropriations; consulting policy for faculty; faculty ombudsman; and 
legislation on discrimination on the basis of age. It was suggested that Vice 

* President French be invited to discuss the consulting policy for Health Sciences' 
* faculty and that Professor Thomas Clayton should be asked to address the committee 

on his proposal for the creation of the position of'faculty ombudsman. ~ 

* 

* 

Professor Purple felt that it would be helpful to have copies of all the 
material relevant to the Health Sciences consulting policy distributed to the 
committee members prior to a discussion with Vice President French. 

Other topics that were proposed are: an examination of how retrenchment might 
affect civil service funds; ways the faculty might "walk the extra mile" to help out 
with retrenchment efforts; advising services, especially in the College of Liberal 
Arts; faculty and Regents' code of ethics; managing the University; mechanics of the 
preparation and presentation of the budget. Ms. Lewis suggested that a meeting be 
planned with the Regents for faculty and student members of SCC. Professor Robinett 
suggested that Ms. Lewis have the student representatives to the Regents discuss 
this at their next meeting with the Regents; Ms. Lewis agreed this was a good approach 
to take. 

6. Future of University College 

Professor Robinett confirmed with the committee members that they had all 
received a copy of the letter from Vice President Koffler to SCEP dated February 22, 
1978 concerning University College. (The appendices mentioned in the letter had 
been sent to Professor Robinett only.) 

Professor Purple, a member of SCEP as well as SCC, said that this matter is 
being very thoroughly reviewed by SCEP and that SCC does not need to deal with it. 
Professor Morrison felt that even so, the subject was properly of concern to SCC 
as well. Professor Purple countered that the majority of issues being raised in ,. 
connection with the review of University College are in SCEP's jurisdiction and tha~ 
SCEP has been considering this problem for the past three years. Ms. Lewis concurred 
with Professor Purple that the matter shouldbe left with SCEP. 
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6. (Cont'd) 

Professor Robinett said that she had wanted to make sure that SCC members were 
aware of the report from Vice President Koffler and pointed out that part of the 
report refers to the elimination of some other units of the University, not just 
University College. Professor Keller suggested that SCC communicate to SCEP that 
this report should be brought to the attention of the full Senate. He said that 
University College was brought into being through Senate action and thus any changes 
that have been proposed by the administration should be reviewed by the Senate. 
Professor Purple was concerned about some structural changes proposed in the report 
and the effects of such changes on the people involved. 

Professor Purple expressed his support of Professor James Werntz as the head of 
University College, to which Professor Morrison responded that even though he also 
has confidence in Professor Werntz's abilities, he felt there should be some evalua
tive measure built into the structure of University College to ensure that whoever 
might occupy Professor Werntz's position in the future would be subject to some 
systematic review. Professor Purple said that such mechanisms are already included 
in the structure that is being proposed. 

Professor Robinett said that she would write a letter to the chairman of SCEP, 
Professor Robert Brasted, on behalf of SCC expressing the committee's wish that his 
committee consider bringing the report on University College before the full Senate 
for discussion. 

7. Added Meeting with President Magrath for Spring Quarter 

Professor Robinett asked the committee if the members wished to meet with 
President Magrath during the month of June. It was agreed that such a meeting would 

* be desirable. Committee members will be advised of the date and time once the 
arrangements have been made. 

* 

8. Questions for the President - Today's (March 2) Meeting of the Senate 

Professor Robinett listed the questions that would be addressed to President 
Magrath at today's meeting of the Senate. She asked for any comments or objections 
from sec members; there being no objections, the items were placed on the docket. 

Professor Blake asked how questions to the President are placed on the docket 
for Senate meetings. Professor Robinett explained that the Clerk of the Senate 
forwards any questions she receives to the Senate Steering Committee (SCC), which 
has the responsibility for reviewing those submitted in terms of their appropriateness 
as Senate business. Depending upon the level of controversy involved and the time 
constraints to be considered, the full Steering Committee reviews all questions 
submitted; otherwise, the chairman of the Steering Committee makes the decision. 

9. GSLRAC 

Ms. Lewis gave a brief report on the activities of the Graduate Student Legisla
tive Relations Advisory Committee (GSLRAC). She referred the committee to a written 
report she had prepared for more detail on GSLRAC's endeavors thus far this year. 
(Copies will be distributed to SCC members by the committee secretary.) Ms. Lewis 
said that research at the University and its impact on graduate education were 
primary topics of discussion. The students had also been asked about how they viewed 
the Legislature; there had been some concern on the part of legislators that students 
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at the University were "mad at" the Legislature. Ms. Lewis said that GSLRAC 
assured the legislators with whom it met that this was not the case. 

J 

One question that had been asked of GSLRAC was why more faculty were not 
present at the spring legislative hearings. The legislators who spoke with GSLRAC 
said that they would like to hear more from students and faculty alike. Representa
tive Faricy is particularly open to having informal meetings with members of the 
University community. 

10. LRAC 

Professor Keller gave a brief report on the activities of the Legislative 
Relations Advisory Committee (LRAC) thus far this year. He said that Representatives 
Faricy and Moe had met with LRAC recently. Among other topics, the value of having 
a policy on patents arising out of work done at the University was discussed. Professor 
Keller said that Representative Moe was very supportive of the administration and had 
made the comment that he felt it was a very open administration. Professor Glick, also 
a member of LRAC, said that Representative Moe thought that the faculty should be more 
aggressive in its attempts to let the Legislature know its concerns. However, both 
Professors Glick and Keller pointed out that these two legislators stressed the need 
to hear from faculty members having more broad concerns rather than those representing 
special interest groups. 

Professor Purple, another member of LRAC, said that SCC or individual faculty .J 
members could write letters to the Legislature or meet with individual legislators 
without having time spent in this way subtracted from the time allowed for the admin
istration's presentation of the budget request to the Legislature. Professor Keller 
told the Consultative Committee that Representative Moe believed that the Legislature 
might consider some type of contingency fund for the University and asked that SCC 
members start thinking of ways this idea could best be presented to the Legislature. 

Professor Keller was concerned that the Legislature might sometimes attempt to 
say to faculty "this is your administration." He said that faculty members should 
not accept this nor allow themselves to be deflected in this way. Professor Morrison 
added that faculty should not accept the statement from the Legislature that "the 
administration made its choice" any more than it should a statement from the administra
tion to the effect that "the Legislature made its choice." Professor Morrison also 
commented that if programmatic budgeting is adopted, this essentially places academic 
units at the University in the position of having to approach the Legislature if a 
new position is needed. Professor Zaidi remarked that UCBRBR, of which he is chair, 
had discussed this issue and that he plans to bring it up with sec shortly. 

11. 1978-79 Retrenchment - Ad Hoc Committee Meeting with Vice President for Finance 

Professor Robinett reported to SCC on a meeting that an ad hoc subcommittee of 
SCC (comprised of Professor Keller, Ms. Lewis, Professors Robinett and Zaidi) had had 
with the Vice President for Finance, Donald Brown, and his staff to discuss the 1978-79 
retrenchment. Also, Associate Vice President Preston, a representative for the Healt~ 
Sciences, was at the meeting (no representative for Health Sciences had been at the~ 
first meeting). The subcommittee met from 5:00p.m. to 7:30p.m. on Tuesday, Febru
ary 21. They were given information concerning the mid-year retrenchment for 1977-78. 
The only change from the plan which was reviewed at an earlier meeting was the inclu
sion of a proposal to pull $15,000 from the Health Sciences support services budget and 
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·~; .... -

deducting approximately half of this amount from Agriculture's and half from Bio
logical Sciences' earlier retrenchment figures. 

The main item that was dealt with at this meeting of the the subcommittee was 
the proposed retrenchment for 79-81; the subcommittee had not seen this proposal 
prior to Tuesday's meeting (February 21). Professor Zaidi had felt that he should 
call an emergency meeting of UCBRBR to discuss the proposal since the administration 
wanted to make it public the following Monday (February 27). The response of the 
subcommittee as a whole to the presentation of this new proposal was that it would 
not be possible to study it and get back to the administration prior to Monday's 
publication of the information. 

The subcommittee had expressed great concern over the percentage to come out of 
the Twin Cities Campus and the fact that non-academic services seemed not to be greatly 
affected by the retrenchment. The group raised the question with the representatives 
of the central administration as to how the proposal would be presented to the Legis
lature. The subcommittee members were interested in finding out if the budget would 
still be tied to enrollment as it has been in the past. The subcommittee also asked 
that the administration consider ways to prepare the budget that are not enrollment
related. 

Professor Robinett asked the members of sec if there were any comments or questions 
on the report of the subcommittee. Professor Purple said that he felt some sensitivity 
was needed toward the Health Sciences, saying that often in the past it has been 
mentioned "with a sneer." He pointed out that the Health Sciences experienced a re
trenchment last year of $800,000. Professor Robinett explained that the concern of 
the subcommittee is that the mid-year retrenchment is a "total University" financial 
disaster and should be addressed by all units of the University. She said that the 
problem is one that should be solved by the full University community and that Health 
Sciences has not been perceived as being entirely supportive of the University-wide 
effort to deal with the retrenchment problem. 

12. Report of UCBRBR Meeting - February 27 

There was a meeting of the University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget 
Review (UCBRBR) on Monday, February 27 with Professors Keller and Robinett attending 
as visitors. 

Professor Zaidi, Chairman of UCBRBR, reviewed with sec a list of items that he 
had prepared for this meeting with Donald Brown, Vice President for Finance: 1) Concern 
over the large percentage of retrenchment funds to come from the Twin Cities Campus 
and the lack of any funds being sought from the Health Sciences: Professor Zaidi 
mentioned that Professor Robinett had covered these issues.earlier in today's SCC 
meeting; 2) Concern over the fact that the budget continues to be enrollment-based: 
There were some reservations expressed about continuing this method of planning for 
the University; 3) Concern over the greatest burden in retrenchment being placed on 
the academic units; 4) Money committed ahead of time which "could not be touched," 
according to the administration: The subcommittee thought that these soft money 
commitments should be reassessed to see if they should more appropriately be incor
porated into the next Biennial Request; 5) A concern over programmatic budgeting: 
The administration was asked why the budget request was itemized by collegiate units. 
The subcommittee requested that the administration give some consideration to pre
paring an aggregate budget for the University so that the ability to allocate funds 
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to collegiate units will remain with the administration. The response from the 
administration's representatives at the meeting was that the format of the budget 
had been requested by the Legislature, so no change was anticipated. 

J 

Continuing his explanation of what had been covered at the UCBRBR meeting, 
Professor Zaidi said that another area of concern was the promise made for the 1977-78 
academic year by Vice President Brown that there would be no faculty firing: The 
subcommittee wanted Vice President Brown's position on this clarified. Would this 
continue to be the policy for 1978-79? ~~ 

Of vital concern to UCBRBR was the lack of adequate data with which to make its 
decisions and subsequent recommendations to SCC on the Biennial Request. Professor 
Zaidi, speaking as chair of UCBRBR, said that his committee needs such information 
even to make decisions on principles which will guide UCBRBR's deliberations on the 
various components of the Biennial Request. He cited as examples the need for more 
information on student services and some indication of the academic values underlying 
the budget requests. (The subcommittee had also asked the administration about the 
logic underlying the formula for tuition base reduction, but Professor Zaidi felt 
that there was not enough time at today's meeting of sec to go into detail on this 
issue.) 

The next subject discussed at the February 27 meeting was the projected tuition 
increase: The subcommittee was told that this additional revenue had already been ~ 
added into the budget projections and that the amount did not obviate the need for 
retrenchment in '78-'79. The subcommittee had also raised the issue of the percentage 
of tuition costs being paid by different groups of students at the University; for 
instance, College of Liberal Arts students pay a significantly larger proportion of 
their instructional costs than do medical students. Professor Zaidi said it was 
the subcommittee's feeling that if the entire University can share in an economic 
upswing, all parts of the University should do likewise in the event of a downswing. 

The last area of concern discussed at the Monday meeting was the apparent "un
touchable" status given certain units of the University, notably the budget for civil 
service salaries. The subcommittee asked for an explanation of reversability and 
returnability or trade-offs for funds gained or lost in different areas of the Univer
sity. 

12. UCBRBR's Role in the Planning Process at the University 

Professor Leonid Hurwicz, member of UCBRBR, joined the meeting of SCC. He had 
been asked to come to today's (March 2) meeting to share his concerns relating to 
the role of UCBRBR in the planning process at the University thus far and the 
advisability of having UCBRBR continue its participation in this process in the future. 
The Minnesota Daily had published the tentatively approved budget the morning that 
UCBRBR was scheduled to meet with Vice President Brown (Finance) and his staff (2/27/78 
This article had understandably caused some ill feelings among members of UCBRBR, who 
had spent many exhausting hours discussing and preparing a recommendation on the budget 
for consideration by Vice President Brown's office. It had been understood that these 
recommendations from UCBRBR would be reviewed before any fin~l decisions.were ma~e; ,. 
however, these recommendations were not available to the Off~ce of the V~ce Pres~de~ 
for Finance until the morning of the Daily article. 
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Professor Hurwicz described the events of the meeting that morning with Vice 
President Brown (Vice Presidents Kegler and Koffler were also in attendance). One 
topic that was discussed was the consulting role of UCBRBR to the central administra
tion. Some of the members of UCBRBR had been reluctant to continue serving on the 
committee after seeing the article in the Daily. Vice Presidents Brown and Kegler 
explained that time constraints had imparted a sense of urgency to the processing of 
the budget recommendations, namely the presentation to the Regents the following week 
of these recommendations and the requests from deans so that '78-'79 budgets could be 
prepared accurately. 

Professor Hurwicz went on to explain to sec his view of UCBRBR's consulting role. 
He said that the consulting process (in the form of UCBRBR) had been instituted to 
provide a faculty and student point of view to the central administration. He affirmed 
that the administration does have the greatest amount of data available to it and, 
of course, has the final word on the budget recommendations. However, he felt that 
UCBRBR needs a certain amount of these data to be adequately informed before it can 
make recommendations to the administration. Professor Hurwicz said that often informa
tion became available to UCBRBR only a short time before the committee was expected to 
respond to the information. This meant that members of UCBRBR were required to prepare 
a response without having had sufficient time to study the issues fully or, in some 
cases, to gether data necessary for a thorough analysis. 

Professor Hurwicz summed up his reaction to the publication of the budget re
commendations in the Daily by saying that once this type of information has been 
presented to the public in this way, it would be difficult to change perceptions 
through subsequently published articles that might attempt to modify the first 
article (Minnesota Daily, February 27, 1978). He also felt there were strong, nega
tive implications for the consulting process in the future as a result of the back
lash from the February 27 article. 

Professor Hurwicz then moved to a discussion of the implications of the actual 
contents of the budget recommendations that were published. He said that there did not 
seem to have been any consideration given to the ability of a particular unit to ab
sorb a cut-back. Professor Hurwicz remarked that he would have preferred a more 
thorough analysis and evaluation of the damage that might be done to certain academic 
programs by such cut-backs rather than the simple application of a percentage decrease 
in funding across departments as could be seen in the published budget recommendations. 
He illustrated his point by saying that if a family has to cut back its spending on 
food it does not apply the same percentage decrease in expenditues to champagne as it 
does to the baby's milk. 

Professor Hurwicz commented that the headline in the Daily implied that the re
trenchment was a result of the decline in enrollments. He said that $300,000 of the 
budget referred to as "prior commitments" would still have been there no matter what 
the enrollment figures had been. Professor Robinett said that one impact of UCBRBR's 
input to the administration could be seen in the reduction of this budget item by 
$100,000 for this year; Professor Robinett had been told that UCBRBR's influence was 
responsible for the reduction. Professor Hurwicz replied that if this was the case, 
members of UCBRBR should refrain from making any hasty decision regarding their 
continued participation in the committee's work. 
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UCBRBR had raised the question with Vice President Koffler that non-academic areas 
of the University seemed not to have sustained budget cuts as large as in the academic 
units. The response to UCBRBR had been that the committee needed to understand the 
impact of the cuts that were proposed. Professor Hurwicz commented that this again 
brought UCBRBR to the problem of not having enough data, nor time to study the data, 
in order to formulate a reasonable response to the proposals made by the administration. 
UCBRBR many times had to seek out or request data before they were supplied; Professor 
Hurwicz was of the opinion that these data should have been supplied to the committee 
(without it having to ask for it) in the interest of keeping UCBRBR informed. He 
thought that it would have been to the mutual benefit of UCBRBR and the administration 
to have spared the committee the lost time and energy expended in obtaining data; this 
time and energy could have been spent in doing an even more thorough analysis of the 
budget and in a less hasty preparation of the committee's recommendation. 

Professor Hurwicz closed his remarks by commenting on the necessity for maintaininf 
academic values at the institution and said that the University is "in danger of sus
taining genuine, serious damage" if academic considerations are not taken into account 
in its long-range planning. 

Professor Robinett thanked Professor Hurwicz for taking the time to share with 
sec his perceptions of some of the problems that UCBRBR has had in its consultative 
role with the University's central administration in the development of the Biennial 
Request. ~ 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:15 p.m. The next meeting of the Senate Consulta
tive Committee will be on March 9 at 12:00 p.m. in Room 326 of Coffman Memorial Union. 

Respectfully submitted. 
Linda L. Compton 
Administrative Fellow 
Senate Consultative Committee 

~ 



l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

September 29, 1977 

Professor Betty Ibbinett, Chainnan 
University Senate Consultative Corrmittee 
154 Klaeber Court 

Dear Betty: 

You asked rre to check into the progress of the Ccmni.ttee reviewing the 
office and perfonnance of the Vice President for Health Sciences, Dr. 
Lyle French. Professor Lloyd I..ofquist, who is chairing the Review 
Ccmni.ttee, infonns rre that a final report will be sent to rre around 
December 1. 

The Carmittee has already had seventeen rreetings and plans five rrore 
in the next few weeks. In addition, the Ccmuittee will also be rreeting 
with rre on the subject of It¥ expectations of the office, and it will 
also have a rreeting with Vice President French. It has also conducted 
twenty-two interviews, and has eight rrore scheduled. 

Although the Ccmnittee is taking tine in conducting its -work, it seems 
to rre that it has been using its time prcxluctively and ve:ry conscien
tiously. 

CPM:nw 

Cordially, 

r.te 
C. Peter Magrath 
President 
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February 17, 1978 

Professor Betty W. Robinett 

Department of Psychology 
Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
154 Klaeber Court 

Dear Professor Robinett: 

Following the meeting of the Consultative Committee to hear about 
procedures employed by the Committee to Review the Office of the 
Vice President for the Health Sciences, you requested that I send 
you a letter describing the procedures that the committee followed. 
I am sending you information on procedures by presenting paragraphs 
from the committee report. I understand from President Magrath 1 S 
earlier reactions that he is agreeable to the presentation of 
material on procedure. I am, however, limiting the material only 
to matters pertaining to committee procedure. 

11 To provide background for its work, the committee first 
studied the Regents 1968 statement entitled 1 A Program for Expanding 
and Advancing Education for the Health Sciences in the State of 
Minnesota 1

, the 1970 Report of the External Committee on Governance 
of the University Health Sciences, the Regents 1970 policy statement 
on the Health Sciences, and a document prepared by Dr. French in 1977 
entitled 1 0ffice of the Vice President for the Health Sciences, 
Critique of Functions and Responsibilities 11

• These documents and 
several other documents studied by the committee, in the course of 
its deliberations, are included in the Appendix to this report. 

The committee invited a number of individuals to meet with it 
to discuss both the office and the incumbent. It also invited all 
other individuals who wished to meet with the committee to present 
their views. An invitation to contribute information to the committee 
was published in Brief, the Minnesota Daily, and the newsletter of the 
Health Sciences student interdisciplinary organization, CHIP. 

The committee held 27 meetings and interviewed 33 individuals. 
Only six of the individuals who were interviewed had requested an 
opportunity to appear before the committee. 

In the listing of individuals interviewed, it can be seen that 
the committee interviewed the deans of units administered by the Vice 
President for the Health Sciences and units closely related to the 
Health Sciences, the deans of major University collegiate units who 
interact with the Vice President for the Health Sciences, the corporate 
Vice Presidents of the University, individuals in positions which relate 
to the administrative and committee structures in the Health Sciences, 
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individuals representing the broader community, individuals 
representing students, and other interested individuals. In its 
meetings with President Magrath, the committee initially discussed 
its charge and later discussed the President's expectations 
of a Vice President for the Health Sciences. In meeting with Vice 
President French, the committee received his views on the development, 
current state, and future of the office and the position. 

The committee feels that it held an inordinate number of meetings 
and personally interviewed perhaps more individuals than may have been 
necessary. Perhaps it operated in this fashion because this was the 
first review of a vice presidential office and a vice president in this 
institution. Nevertheless, in this particular case, redundancy in 
the substance and flavor of testimony became evident relatively early 
in the sequence of meetings. The committee would recommend to future 
review committees a procedure that sampled a smaller number of 
individuals for interviews." 

LHL:sk 
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January 3, 1978 

President C. Peter Magrath 
200 Morrill Hall 

Dear President Magrath: 

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

The Senate Consultative Committee discussed the Salary Equalization 
Study at a special meeting on December 15~ 1977, and they have asked me to 
send the following comments to you. 

We were pleased to note in your forwarding letter the recognition that 
comparisons among units depend strongly on an assessment of their missions. 
We agree with that position even as we are aware of the extreme complexities 
involved in translating such comparisons into factors of compensation which 
are realistic and equitable. We are also pleased that you recognize the 
importance of merit in establishing the dimensions of equity and that you 
are proposing to address such issues in utilizing the funds remaining after 
implementation of the equalization proposals. 

Our concern and our disappointment, however, relate to the premises on 
which the equalization proposals for Duluth and Morris are based. For example, 
it is clear that the differences in mission, and consequent differences in 
recruitment and retention, have not been taken into account in the comparisons 
between Twin Cities' units and those at Duluth and Morris. It is also clear 
that the relative merit of units has played no part in determining the basis 
for equalization recommendations. Since documents of this sort set a precedent 
for future considerations of equalization when similar problems occur, we 
believe that these shortcomings are serious and ultimately likely to neutralize 
the benefits of merit increases. Moreover, we believe that the comparisons on 
which these data are based will reinforce the erroneously held notion that 
compensation is equitable when it is equalized. Therefore, although we are 
not in a position to judge what an appropriate dollar figure should be, we 
cannot endorse the basis upon which the specific equalization recommendations 
for Duluth and MOrris are being made. 

We recognize the difficulties imposed by the need for a timely response 
to the legislative rider, but we urge that you make clear the ad hoc nature of 
these recommendations. At the same time, since it is essentia~to be able to 
identify inequities between units of equal competence and comparable mission 
and to correct them, we urge the administration to take the initiative in 
developing methodologies for accomplishing this which include all of the criteria 
appropriate to the determination of equity. 
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In addressing the questions of methodology, we suggest that, among 
others, the following issues be considered: 

(1) The differences in mission which are especially important in 
recruitment and retention. While meritorious service ought 
always to be rewarded, it must be recognized that the additional 
capacities demanded of faculty members hired into units in which 
research and thesis direction are required necessitate a higher 
compensation both at the time of recruitment and for retention 
thereafter. 

(2) The actual net cost of a faculty member's employment when the 
economic benefit to the University and the people of the state 
arising out of federal and private grant activity is taken into 
consideration. 

(3) The arbitrary distinction between nine- and eleven-month salaries, 
which, in many cases, is unrelated to the University's expectation 
of performance during the summer months. Among the elements of 
this expectation is the fact that faculty members are often required 
to advise undergraduate and graduate students during the summer 
without salary or, if they teach, to teach at a lower salary rate. 

We will be pleased to discuss these concerns with you at your 
convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 

Betty Wallace Robinett, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 

BWR:llc 
cc: Vice President Henry Koffler 
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Prepared for Discussion at the UCBRBR Meeting on February 27, 1978 

1. Data suggests TC share larger than any other unit - Non Health - why 
enrollment related 

2. Philosophy - even after adjustment for cost is enrollment related 

a) 700 students 

b) 1. Full time x $880, how much 
$400 K 

2. Subtract from 
$800 K why -? 

c) What steps to avoid recurrence of this problem 

3. Why is Student Service share not proportional to AA units share (75/25 split?) 

4. Why is soft money commitment list ahead of retrenchment. If high priority 
why not put them into the Biennial request. 

5. Biennium Request Cornrn. - Why prepare request by college and unit? 

1975 and 1977 Biennial Request documents. 

6. UCBRBR's understanding was that there would be no faculty firings in 
1977-78. Is this still true? 

Can UCBRBR assume that this is also true for 1978-79? 

7. UCBRBR assumes that data needs to prepare the request for 1979-81 will 
be made available to the committee. 

8. 

a) Will Brown provide these data? 

b) Academic values should appear in the budget document 

c) Will Koffler provide to the committee the academically important 
aspects involved in recommendations on academic programs. (priorities) 

d) HK should ask for UCBRBR minutes. 

for base reduction. 
' / 

\<..'"-!{\\ 
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~-· } STATUS AS OF March 2, lliiF8 ' 
PAGE REQUEST GOV~'t,-ST ITEM 

... 

EAPOtiS CAMPUS 

reliminary Planning 
Recycling of East Bank Buildings (34) $ 

rking Dravings 
Civil/Mineral Engineering (38) 

ev Construction 
Archives Building 

emodeling & Rehabilitation 
Studio Arts 
Fraser & Folwell 
Nicholson 
Cooke & Norris Gym 
Smith 
Tennis Courts 
Theater Equipment 

Subtotal (R&R) 

t111ties & Service~ 
Primary Electric - H.S. 
Diehl Hall - H.S. 
Ventilation - H.S. 
Heating Plant 
Primary Electric 
Water Distribution 
Sewer Separation 

Subtotal (U&S) 
TOTAL MINNEAPOLIS CAMPUS 

ystenn..-ide Items 
Repairs & Betterments 
Utilization Study 
Co9uunications Equipment 
Tree Removal 
Handicapped 
'JSHA 
Energy Retrofit 
Energy Conservation Survey 

TOTAL SYSTEM-WIDE ITEMS 

(51) 

(55) 
(56) 
(60) 

( 61) 
( 63) 
( 65) 
{69) 

( 85) 
( 87) 
(89) 
(72) 
( 7 4) 
(77) 

(81) 

( 5) 
( 7) 

( 9) 
(11) 
(13) 
( 15) 
(16) 
( 18) 

345,000 

680,000 

1,620,000 

300,000 
4,639,000 
1,900,800 

905,267 
324,000 
156,708 
568', 063 

8,793,838 

300,564 
344,440 
194,238 

3,673,000 
556,810 
202,554 
320,220 

5,591,826 
17,030,664 

5,000,000 
200,000 
770,700 
397,500 

2,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,~00,000 

4)0,000 
11,268,200 

$ 

680,000 

1,900,000 
905,267 

2,805,267 

300,564 

3,673,000 
556,810 

320,220 
4,850,594 
8,335,861 

397,500 
2,000,000 
l,OOO,I)OIJ 
1,500,000 

~oo,ooo 
5,297,500 

(Both bills have cleared full committe~· 
HOUSE SENATE REMA '· 

$ 100,000 

680,000 

1,900,800 
905,267 

2,374,000 

300,000 

5,480,067 

300,564 

194,238 
3,673,000 

556,810 
202,554 
320,220 

5,247,386 

11,?07,453 

770,700 

* 600,000 
500,000 

1,500,000 
200,000 

3,570,700 

$ 255,000 

680,000 

300,000 
5,900,000 

905,267 
2,400,000 

156,708 
150,000 

9,811,975 

300,564 

194,238 

3,673,000 
556,810 
202,554 
320,220 

5,247,386 

15,994,361 

770,700 
100,000 

2,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,500,000 

400,000 
5,770,700 

Senate also directs 
that $90,000 balance 
from 73 bill be used 
to study further needs 
of Music Department. 

- - - -{Senate figure to cover 
lall of Folwell + Fras~ 

* Amend State program to 
make U eligible, 
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REQUEST ITr 
f' f\ 

PAGE REQUEST GOVERNOR H)USE SENATE REMARKS --
ST. PAUL CAMPUS 

Prellminarl Planning 
Animal Science ( 36) 116,000 

Working Drawings 
Vocational Technical (40) Z95,537· - 295,537 295,537 
Green Hall Addition ( 42) 134,000 
Agronomy and Plant Genetics 
Soil Science and Plant Pathology ( 44) 574,103 - 574,103 

Subtotal (WkDrgs) 1,003,640 869,640 295,537 

New Construction 
McNeal Hall ( 4 7) 170,000 170,000 170,000 .170,000 

Veterinary Medicine ( 48) 19,160,880 19,160,880* 19,160,880 19,160,880 * Added by letter to 

MaintenAnce & Storage (53) 540z000 540zOOQ 540,000 540,000 committees. 

Subtotal (New) 19,870,880 19,870,880 19,870,880 19,870,880 

Remodeling & Rehabilitation 
Intramural Sports (59) 532,212 300,000 300,000 300,000 

t-.g Engineering ( 66) 1,427,460 - - 1,427,460 

Rondway (71) 789l728 - 789,728 -
Sub total (R&R) 2,749,400 300,000 300,000 2,517,188 

Utilities & Services 
Water Distribution ( 76) 169,884 169,884 169,884 169,884 

St. Anthony Assessment (79) 140. 331~ 140,334 140,334 140,334 

Irrigation System (82) 216,000 - - 216,000 

Waste Recovery Unit (19) 235,440 
Subtotal (U&S) 761,658 310,218 310,218 526,218 

Total St. Paul Campus 24,501,578 20,481,098 21,350,738 23,209,823 

DULU'fll CAMPUS 
Business & Economics Building (93) 3,028,360 50,000 so, 000 ----1 Wkg Drawings, 79 sessia 

New 3,028,360 Both oi1ls·say to add 
I 

Remodeling 750,350 3,778,710 - 218,292 218,292 $70,000 balance from 
Greenhouse (96) 233,300 - 1973 appropriation. -
Gasifier Plant (98) 643,223 643,223 643,223 643,223 

Utilities (99) 232,200 232,200 232,200 
«ater DiRtribution ( 101) 200,000 - 200,000 200,000 

Total Duluth r.amnnq 5.087.431 3,903.7[13 1,343, 715 1·,111 ,515 

" ,----~-. ... ~,~'--'f~?-1,. 
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RJ:C(JEST ITEM(' 

MORRIS CAHPUS 

Science Building Remodeling 
Greenhouse 
Plant Sciences Center 

Total Morris Campus 

CROOKSTON CAMPUS 

Food Service Buildin~ 
Phy Ed Building and Outdoor 

Recreation 
Owen Hall Remodeling 

and Ag Operations Lab 
Road and Campus Improvements 
Heating Plant 

Total Crookston Campus 

~ASECA CAMPUS 

Classroom Lab Building anu 
Special Purpose Lab 

Heating Plant 
r;reenhouse 
Phy Ed Facilities 
~oadways and Parking 

Total Waseca Campus 

:x?ERIMENT STATIONS 

1.'JS EHOUNT 

feed Mixing & Handling 
Research Lab 

Total Rosemount 

PAGE REQUEST 

(105) 1A9.000 
(107) 184.btl0 
(109) 356,400 

690,080 

( 114) 2,600,000 

( 116) 142,763 

(119) 144,196 
(122) 305,932 
( 21) 270,000 

(126) 

(129) 
(130) 
(132) 
( 133) 

(137) 
(139) 

3,462,891 

2,698,725 
45,360 
55,163 
81,740 
77 '695 

2,958,683 

817,095 
66,679 

883,774 

••~')c:'""'..., .... "'w r vi'\. '-n• • .11"\..L,t .Ln.r ~uv J:,ru::: • .~~ •., 

(" 
GOVERNOR 

55,163 

55,163 

2,400,000 

35,690 

305,932 
270,000 

2,705,690 
6,545,006*** 
(as amended) 

2,698,720 
45,360 
55,163 
81,740 

2,880,983 

HOUSE SENATE 

90,000 149,000 

90,000 149,000 

2,600,000 2,600,000 

142,763 142,763 

305,932 
~QlUL 270,000 

3,012,763 3,318,695 

?,568,000 
45,360 
55,163 
69,000 

2,737,523 

2,698,720 
45,360 
55,163 
69,000 

2,868,243 

817,095 
66,679 

883,774 

.t'age 3 

(' 
REMARKS 

Gov. amended to 
$3,569,074, l/31/78 

Gov. amended l/31/78 

House assumes early start 

No golf greens 
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BEQUEST ITEM 

CROOKSTON 

Field Lab Building 
Peed Handling 
Auditorium Remodeling 
Storm Sewer 

Total Crookston 

GRAND RAPIDS 

Land Acquisition 
Silo & Feeder 
Roadway 
Chemical Storage 
Greenhou~e (Approval for Prev. 

Total Grand Rapids 

HORRIS 

H3chinery Storage 
Road Surfacin~ & Drainage 
Chemical Storage 

Total Harris 

'.:ASECA 

LanJ Acquisition 
Shop,Operations Center 
~achinery Storage 
\J"' t e r S y s t em 
Chemical Storage 

Total Waseca 

LA!1BERTON 

Resurface Roadway & Parking 
Research Building Addition 
Grain Drying & Storage 
Field Laboratory 

Total Lamberton 

PAGE REQUEST 

( 143) 
( 145) 
(147) 
(149) 

(152) 
(153) 
(154) 
( 22) 

Appropriation) 

(156) 
( 157) 
( 23) 

( 161) 
( 162) 
(164) 
( 165) 
( 24) 

(167) 
( 168) 
(169) 
(170) 

59,340 
56,353 

141,017 
1282715 
385,425 

80,000 
27,000 
32,400 
15,000 

-
154,400 

55,484 
49,300 
15,000 

119,784 

288,000 
172,743 

66,960 
33, '·80 
15,000. 

576,183 

16,782 
27,453 
43,200 
85,536 

172,971 

("" 
GOVERNOR 

-
-
-
-
-

-
-

-

-

-
-

-
-
-

-
-

-~-

I HOUSE 

-
56,353 

-
128,715 
185,068 

* -
27,000 

15,000 
150,000 

192,000 

47,000 

15,000 

62,000 

*" -
150,000 

33,480 
15,000 

198,480 

-

-

SENATE 

59,340 

100,000 

159,340 

* 
27,000 

15,000 
150,000 

192,000 

55,484 

15,000 
70,484 

* 
172,743 

15,000 
187,743 

16,782 
27,453 

44,235 

.r-aye 4 ,., 
REMARKS 

Negotiate price, then 
return w/ request 

Negotiate price, then 
return w/ request 
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REQOEST ITEM(' 

:LOQUET 

Dining & Kitchen Remodeling 
Roads & Lighting 
Cabin Addition & Remodeling 
Sewer Lines 
Polishing Pond 

Total Cloquet 

.AKE ITASCA 

-------~--·• .,_, IU 

PAGE REQUEST 

(173) 350,000 
(175) 43,768 
(176) 21,425 
(177) 10,359 
( 25) 30,240 

455,792 

Managers House (i80) 56,976 
Laboratory (181) 226,800 
Dining Hall & Kitchen Rehabilitation (182) 38,848 

Total Lake Itasca 322,624 

EDAR CREEK 

r.arnge/Storage/Research Building 
Bio-Electronics Lab Remodelin~ 

Total Cedar Creek 

ORTICULTURE - EXCELSIOR 

Fence 
Nursery Storage Facility 
Storage Building 
Remodel Greenhouse 
Pesticide Storage 

Total Excelsior 

RBORETUH 

Machine Shed Expansion 
Parking 
Sewer & Water 

Total Arboretum 

(184) 70,986 
(186) 42,470 

113.456 

(188) 73,069 
(189) 101,875 
(190) 60,150 
(191) 23,309 
( 26) 25,406 

283,809 

(193) 37,303 
(194) 32,400 
( 27) 221,746 

291,449 

~~uc.~ .1.., I:"UK ~At' .l"l"AL :IMPROVEMENTS 

f' 
GOVERNOR 

73,069 

73,069 

I 
! 
I 
' 

HOUSE 

50,000 

30,240 
80,240 

50,000 

50,000 

42,470 
42,470 

65,000 

22.000 
87,000 

115,308· 
115,308 

SENATE 

15,000 
10,359 
30,240 
55,599 

40,000 

38,848 
78,848 

70,986 
42,470 

113,456 

73,609 

25,406 
99,015 

37,303 
32,400 

221,746 
291,449 

Page !) 

(\ 
REMARKS 

{House figure for 
(.remodeling only 

House figure for 
sewer only 



(' UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA - 1978 ~QUE~FOR. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS - . f'e6 
REQUEST ITEM PAGE REQUEST GOVERNO:R, 

'iORMEL INSTITUTE 

Small Animal Holding Facility 

Subtotal, Research and 
Experiment Stations 

Subtotal, Minneapolis 
Subtotal, System-Wide Items 
Subtotal, St. Paul 
Subtotal, Duluth 
Subtotal, Morris 
Subtotal, Crookston 
Subtotal, Waseca 

---

na 

Subtotal, Experiment & Research Stations 

TOTAL 

na 

$3,759,667 

$ 17,030,664 
11,268,200 
24,501,578 
5,087,433 

690,080 
3,462,891 
2,958,683 
3,759,667 

$ 541,000 

$ 614,069 

$ 8,335,861 
5,297,500 

20,481,098 
3,903,783 

55,163 
6,545,006 
2,880,983 

614,069 

$ 68,759,196 $ 28,952,583 

+ 19,160,880 
$ 48,113,463 

HOUSE SENATE 

$ 541,000 541,000 

$ 1 1553 1 566 $ 2, 716,943 L '1 

I 

I 

1 ., (S >J }1PL 

~· r~ J?o 
_/ '1.-\/ ')., 

/ 

-c9 
~ 

~ \'ts' 

$ 11,507,453 $ -15,994,361 
3,570,700 5,770,700 

21,350,738 23,209,823 
1 ,l43, 715 1,111,515 

90,000 149,000 
3,012,763 3,318,695 
2,737,523 2,868,243 
1,553,566 2,716,943 

$ 45~166,45B $ 55,139,280 1 

't) l ~b 4~.-,5~---G-- I~ 
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