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MINUTES OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting of January 5, 1978 

The All University Senate Consultative Committee convened its ninth 
meeting of the 1977-78 academic year on Thursday, January 5, 1978 in the Dale 
Shephard Room of the Campus Club. 

Members present included Laird Barber, George Blake, Ann DeGroot, Wendell 
Glick, Kenneth Keller, Caroline Klaus, Harriet Lewis, Terry Marchiniak, Fred 
Morrison, Richard Purple, Betty Robinett (chairman), Philip Ryan, Barbara Stuhler, 
and Mahmood Zaidi. Lee Mathis of KUOM radio and Paul Thayer, student, were visitors 
to the meeting. 

The meeting was called to order at 12:30 p.m. by Professor Robinett. 

1. Approval of Minutes 

The minutes for the November 9, 1977 meeting were approved as submitted. 

2. Executive Session with President Magrath 

Professor Robinett announced that the Senate Consultative Committee would 
go into executive session with the President today at 2:00 p.m. to discuss the 
Adams' Report. Vice President Henry Koffler and Vice President Stanley Kegler 
(if he is available) will also be in attendance. 

3. The Adams' Report to the Planning Council (Professor Zaidi) 

Professor Zaidi began the meeting with a brief summary of the history of the 
Adams' Report. Members had been sent copies of a letter from Professor Zaidi 
toSenatecommittee chairpersons which outlined some of the concerns of the 
University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review (UCBRBR), which 
Professor Zaidi chairs. The suggestion was made that Professor Zaidi also send 
a copy of his letter to the Committee on Committees; he said that he would. 

He said that the Senate is aware of some of the problems related to the 
functioning of its committees, but it was his feeling that the success or failure 
of committees was dependent on how they are used. 

Professor Zaidi went on to describe how the Planning Council and UCBRBR 
came into being just a few months apart from one another, the former having 
been created by the administration and the latter by Senate action. (See 
Professor Zaidi's letter to committee chairpersons dated December 19, 1977 for 
a more detailed description of the relationship between UCBRBR and the Planning 
Council. Refer also to the attachment to Professor Zaidi's letter of 12/19/77 
which outlines what UCBRBR considers are its responsibilities and activities.) 
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UCBRBR was created as a University committee to advise and develop materials 
for the Senate Consultative Committee and other Senate committees which would 
be helpful to these governance bodies in their determination of budget item 
priorities and the like. Professor Zaidi said that UCBRBR hopes to have a response 
to the questions posed in his December 19 letter from all Senate committee chair
persons in the very near future. The members of UCBRBR had asked him to present 
this letter to the SCC and to encourage the SCC to support UCBRBR in its efforts 
in this regard. Professor Zaidi concluded his comments by saying that UCBRBR will 
prepare a report to the full Senate on the committee's activities of '77 - '78. 

Professor Robinett restated to the Consultative Committee the questions 
asked in Professor Zaidi's letter. She suggested that committee members keep the 
questions in mind while the Adams' Report to the Planning Council was being discussed, 
thus deferring the formation of a committee response to Professor Zaidi's request 
until later in the meeting. 

Ms. Lewis spoke for the committee when she asked that it be noted in the 
minutes that Professor Zaidi deserved a "vote of thanks" for his efforts to establish 
UCBRBR as a fully functioning Senate committee. 

Professor Keller pointed out that it is important to bear in mind the relation
ship of UCBRBR to the Consultative Committee because in the past much of the effective
ness of the Senate had been diffused due to the large number of committees that had 
to be consulted. UCBRBR is in the best position to understand the Biennial Request, ' 
he continued, and it can help avoid conflicts of interest among Senate committees. ~ 

Professor Zaidi agreed with Professor Keller's statement, and elaborated at 
this point on UCBRBR's need for dealing with several members of the administration. 
He said that his committee does not want to be limited to interaction with only 
one of the vice presidents' offices, stating that it may be necessary to talk with 
other vice presidents on some issues. Further, UCBRBR does not want to "close doors" 
or limit the possibility for interaction with other affected members of the University 
community, such as administrators at the collegiate level, from whom UCBRBR could 
obtain the day-to-day operation perspective on budgets and planning at the University. 

What UCBRBR does not want, Professor Zaidi stated, is to receive voluminous 
amounts of materials, reports, data, etc. and at the same time be requested to 
react to such materials in an extremely short period of time (e.g., a week after 
receiving the materials). He asked for SCC's support on this issue that UCBRBR 
has raised with the administration. Professor Keller responded that it is important 
that the administration understand that it is the SCC's wish that UCBRBR be consulted 
first, before other Senate committees are contacted. Professor Robinett said that 
a letter from the committee to Vice President Kegler last fall made that request. 

The discussion of UCBRBR's role ended with a request to the SCC committee 
* secretary that copies of the minutes of previous UCBRBR meetings be obtained and 

then distributed to sec members for information. 

4. Adams' Report to the Planning Council (Professor Zaidi) 

Professor Robinett asked Professor Zaidi to begin a review of the Adams' 
document. He began by stating that the members of the SCC should take a very 
careful look at Issue/Action Paper I, Senate Organization and Interaction with 
Central Administration, which proposes that the President have the primary 
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responsibility in encouraging the Senate to "evaluate, alter, and clarify the 
Senate Committee structure with regard to its relationship to the Central 
Administration ..•. " At this point in the discussion it became apparent that 
some of the asterisks shown in the Adams' document were misplaced; they were 
supposed to indicate the unit of governance with primary responsibility for 
implementing the various proposals. The committee decided to proceed with a 
review of the document, however, choosing to use the logic of relationships to 
decide who was responsible for what rather than delaying the discussion solely 
to seek clarification of what were probably typographical errors. 

Professor Zaidi moved to Issue/Action Paper II, recommended Action No. 1 
("The Planning Council should: establish a permanent subcommittee charged with 
developing a set of protocols for and conducting the review of planning processes 
and structuring in each VP area ..• "). He felt that the SCC should not question 
this recommendation if it is felt by the President that such a subcommittee would 
improve the overall functioning of the Office of the President. 

Professor Keller remarked that the University of Minnesota's goals do not 
necessarily match the goals of the vice presidents' offices. He felt that 
Issue/Action Paper II, recommended Action No. 2 ("The Planning Council should: 
charge the subcommittee to review two of the VP areas each year .•• ") reinforced 
the notion that planning be divided up by the vice presidents (e.g., each vice 
president developing a budget for his particular area, then going into negotiations 
with the other vice presidents to establish priorities). Ms. Lewis attempted to 
clarify the intent of this recommendation, pointing out that the Adams' Report 
only refers to the planning function in each of the vice presidents' offices. 

Professor Keller and Ms. Lewis suggested that the SCC consider Issue/Action 
Paper III at this time, rather than pursuing the discussion of Issue/Action Paper II. 
This would shift the attention from the vice presidents' planning efforts to those 
of the central administration. Professor Robinett, with the approval of the 
committee, directed members to begin their comments on the third section of the 
report. 

Professor Zaidi said that the notation in this section of the report shows the 
primary responsibility to be that of the SCC; however, it would seem that the 
President would be responsible for implementing recommendations made under this 
Issue/Action Paper (again, the problem of the asterisk). Assuming that the President 
would take primary responsibility, Professor Zaidi continued, there should be no 
difficulty in implementing this recommendation since the President had already 
stated to the sec that planning was vital to the University and that such efforts 
would be made. Professor Stuhler remembered President Magrath's statement differently; 
she thought he had said that planning was certainly essential and efforts would be 
made in that direction, but that he was not sure whether it would be possible to 
absorb this function into the responsibilities already associated with the Office of 
the President. Professor Robinett recalled, for those who had not seen the program 
on television, the exchange between Professor Arthur Naftalin and President Magrath 
during which the President stated that the actual planning of the institution very 
often takes the form of the biennial request. 

Ms. Lewis said that the report is a compromise document in the sense that the 
members of the Adams' subcommittee conferred for long hours over each of the proposals 
before the final report was prepared. She indicated that the subcommittee had tried 
to separate the planning and budget functions, but Professor Robinett pointed out 
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that the report does, in fact, deal with the budget process. Professor Zaidi 
remarked that since the President has not announced yet the reassignment or 
responsibilities among the vice presidents, it is difficult to speculate about 
where the responsibility for planning will lie within the central administration. 
He said that parts of the Adams' Report could be interpreted to mean that an 
additional staff person in the President's office is being recommended; however, 
the way the President chooses to restructure his administration is still unknown. 

Professor Stuhler asked if perhaps the apparent inconsistencies in the 
recommendations were a way of introducing alternative solutions. Professor Zaidi 
said that the document points up seven different issues but the report has been 
presented for approval as a whole. Professor Keller felt that the recommendations 
seemed to set up a business-oriented structure of planning. 

The committee moved to an exchange of ideas concerning the need for long-range 
planning at the University and which groups should be concerned with this type of 
planning. There was general agreement that more long-range planning is needed, but 
there was a comment made by Ms. Lewis which was a reminder that those governing the 
institution must be allowed the flexibility to react to more immediate problems of 
the University and be given the opportunity to change long-range plans in the face 
of day-to-day needs. The fact that Minnesota is a farm state will have an effect 
on institutional planning, she continued, since the economy of the University is 
tied to the state's economy and this farm-based economy is subject to seasonal 
fluctuations. 

Professor Morrison suggested that UCBRBR could work to ensure that each biennial 
request is in conformance with the goals of the institution which have been set for 
four, six and eight years in the future. He said that in government and industry, 
planning has become a very important function, serving as the locus for the estab
lishment and maintenance of values. He felt that long-range planning should not be 
solely a responsibility of the University administration; for example, SCEP should 
concern itself with educational issues the institution will face ten years from 
now, not just the pressing problems of today. Professor Zaidi agreed with the spirit 
of Professor Morrison's suggestions but asked that the committee turn from a general 
discussion of planning to the specific task before the committee: How did the SCC 
wish to respond to the Adams' document? He proposed that a subcommittee from the 
SCC be formed to study the report in detail and draft a response to the Planning 
Council. 

A motion was passed directing that a subcommittee composed of Professor Keller, 
Ms. Lewis and Professor Morrison meet and confer to develop a draft response to the 
Planning Council. The subcommittee will report back to the SCC as soon as possible 
with a draft statement which will be addressed to Vice President Kegler. The full 
committee will be given the opportunity to review the draft and make comments before 
it is transmitted. 

Professor Purple proposed that Professor Carl Adams be invited to meet with 
the SCC to discuss the recommendations. Professor Blake wanted clarification of 

J-

what SCEP and SCRAP's specific responsibilities are in relation to the Adams' Report 
and how appropriate SCC's extensive involvement is with the review of the recommenda
tions contained therein. Professo: Robinet~ said that SC~ is certain!~ involved andJ 
according to Professor Purple, so 1s SCEP s1nce that comm1ttee has a rev1ew of the 
report on its agenda. Professor Purple asked that some effort be made to collate 
the responses from the different Senate committees. Professor Zaidi thought that 
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this function could be carried out by the Facilitative Committee. Professor 
Robinett said that copies of the final letter from the SCC to Vice President Kegler 

* should be sent to all members of UCBRBR. 

Professor Barber proposed that the full All University Senate should call a 
special meeting to discuss planning at the University. He noted that there is no 
meeting of the Senate currently scheduled for Winter Quarter. 

Professor Robinett asked the subcommittee for a commitment on when the draft 
might be available to the full committee for approval. They responded that Monday 

* afternoon, January 9, following their meeting early in the afternoon they would 
get in touch with the committee secretary so the letter could be distributed to 
committee members. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:40 p.m. The next meeting of the Senate 
Consultative Committee will be on Janaury 12 at 12:30 p.m. in Room 625 of the 
Campus Club. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Linda L. Compton 
Administrative Fellow 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Institutional 
Planning and Relations 
232 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

November 7, 1977 (612) 373·2054 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Members of the Planning Council 

Stan Kegle~ 

Attached Issue/Action Papers 

Attached is the edited, re-typed version of the Adams 
sub-committee report which the Planning Council authorized 
me to forward to President Magrath. 

While it is certain that the President will seriously 
consider our recommendations, I would not speculate on 
the actions he will ultimately take. 

The document, in accordance with our agreement, may now 
be shared with the constituencies you represent. 

SBK:glf 

Enclosure 



MECHANISM SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE/ACTION PAPERS 

(Revised & Approved 
November 2, 1977) 

I. Senate Organization and Interaction with Central Administration 

-Presidential leadership in clarifying a unified 
governance process 

II. Vice Presidential Planning Processes and Structure 

-Regularize periodic assessment and review by 
the Planning Council 

III. Institutional Planning 

-create office for planning 

IV. Development Planning 

-Build and coordinate external relations 

v. Vice Presidential· Staff Support 

-create senior level staff positions in academic 
areas 

VI. Resource Allocation Mechanism 

-Improved staff support to the President 

VII. The Planning Council 

-Organize for action and clear responsibility 
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Mechanism Subcommittee 

Issue/Action Paper No. 1 

Senate Organization and Interaction with Central Administration 

Issue: 

Central Administration actions and Senate Committee structure seem to have 
worked poorly in some areas. Problem areas are: 

-Ambiguous perception of responsibilities and concerns by and 
between various committees particularly SCEP, SCRAP, UCBRBR, 
and sec and Central Administration. 

-Proliferatiop of committee structure and considerable wasted 
faculty and student time. 

-Lack of clear authoritative policy positions on behalf of the 
Senate. 

-Lack of clear channels of communication between the Senate 
Committees and the Central Administration. 

Discussion: 

Neither the Planning Council nor the Central Administration is in a position 
to dictate the Senate Committee structure and operations._ However, the 
President can encourage the Senate to modify its operations to overcome the 
difficulties noted above. Also, the Central Administration can conduct its 
activities in such a way as to facilitate more effective operations of the 
Senate Committee structure. It seems that a distinction between working 
offices and authoritative policy positions representing the Senate would be 
most helpful. 

Recommendation: 

Action 

1. 

2. 

that the President actively involve him
self (perhaps with the aid of a designee) 
in encouraging the Senate to evaluate, 
alter, and clarify the Senate Committee 
structure with regard to its relationship 
to the Central Administration; 

that the President clarify the administra
tion's current view regarding who speaks 
for the Senate on what matter; 

-1-

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) 

President,*Planning 
Council, SCC, Senate 

President,*Planning 
Council, SCC, Senate 

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
WQ 78 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
FQ 77 
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Action 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) 

3. that the President in collaboration with 
the sec develop a statement of principles 
that favors the use of regular or special 
Senate constituted bodies rather tHan ad 

President,*Planning 
Council,· SCC, Senate 

hoc committees and task forces to deal 
with issues that are of major concern to 
the Senate. Any presidential task force 
set up outside the Senate structure should 
have its relationship to the Senate structure 
clearly specified. 

Discussion: 

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
WQ 78 

This recommendation recognizes the responsibility of the Senate to manage its 
own affairs but puts a burden on the President to provide needed encouragement 
to the Senate regarding its organization for interacting with the Administration. 
It also places a responsibility on the Central Administration to have a clearly 
understood and followed position regarding formal and informal communication 
with the Senate committee structure. 

-2- I 
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Issue/Action Paper No. 2 

Review of Planning Processes and Structure Within Each Vice Presidential Area 

Issue: 

The Planning Council has not actively met the element of its original charge 
that it review the planning processes and structure within each vice presi
dential area. 

Discussion: 

It seems logical that good institutional planning requires good planning 
processes and structures at the subunit levels. Periodic external review 
of the planning processes and structures in the subunit areas would have 
several salutory consequences. 

1. it would provide an incentive to units to place more attention 
on their planning activities 

2. the coordination of formats, terminology, and calendars could 
be facilitated 

3. areas could benefit from experiences and structures used in 
other areas, and 

4. there could be a better understanding conveyed to a much larger 
group of interested parties regarding the status of planning in 
each VP area. 

Recommendations (for Planning Council Action and Report to the.President): 

Action 

Responsible Unit(s} 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility} Timing 

The Planning Council should: 

1. establish a permanent subcommittee charged 
with developing a set of protocols for and 
conducting the review of planning processes 
and structures in each VP area; 

2. charge the subcommittee to review two of 
the VP areas each year; 

-3-

Planning Council* 

Planning Council, 
*Planning Council 
Subcommittee, Vice 
Presidents 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
FQ 77 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Ongoing 
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Action 

3. charge the subcommittee to report to the 
Planning Council periodically (for inform
ation) on the planning processes and 
structure used in various areas; 

4. charge the subcommittee to report its 
findings and evaluations to the Planning 
Council once a year in a report suitable 
for submission to the President and 
possibly for more general distribution; 

5. charge the subcommittee to identify problem 
areas involving the relationship of institu
tional planning and the subunit (VP area) 
planning processes and structures. 

Discussion: 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) 

Planning Council, 
*Planning Council 
Subcommittee 

Planning Council, 
*Planning Council 
Subcommittee 

Planning Council, 
*Planning Council 
Subcommittee, Vice 
Presidents 

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Ongoing 

Initiate: 
SQ 78 

Ongoing 

Initiate: 
FQ 78 

Ongoing 

Action on this recommendation should be taken immediately _so that annual reports 
can then be scheduled for Spring Quarter, 1978. 

-4-
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Mechanism Subcommittee 

Issue/Action ?aper No. 3 

Clear Responsibility for Institutional Planning Within the Central Administration 

Issue: 

There is some lack of clarity regarding the responsibility for planning within 
the Central Administration. In particular the problems regarding planning 
within the Central Administration are similar to the problems noted in Issue 1 
with respect to the Senate structure i.e., ambiguity of responsibilities, etc. 

Discussion: 

Generally, the chief executive officer of an organization (in our case the 
President) is primarily responsible for institutional planning. Obviously, 
however, the President needs staff support to carry out the institutional 
planning process. Because the planning activity cuts across the units of 
the institution, there is some rationale to having the planning support 
located in a staff office as opposed to a line office of the institution. 
There are four significant problems relative to the staff support for planning 
at Minnesota. 

1. in the Institutional Planning and Relations Office, the 
pressure of legislative interaction frequently preempts 
time that should be devoted to institutional planning; 

2. because of past experience, most administrators see the 
biennial request and budgeting activities as the planning 
activities. Thus, the location of budget and biennial 
request preparation is seen as the location of planning 
for the institution; 

3. while it is necessary to "connect" the budgeting and the 
biennial request preparation, it is also necessary to 
"connect" the budgeting and biennial request preparation 
with the Planning Council activities; 

4. it is unusual to have the planning activities of budget 
preparation and bi~nnial request preparation (these activ
ities interpret the mission, goals, objectives, and priorities 
into resource allocations) in an office with substantial line 
responsibility. As Issue/Action Paper No. 6 notes, such an 
arrangement may tend to limit the President's ability to allo
cate resources across the various Vice Presidential areas. 

Recommendation: 

Action 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) · 

1. the Planning Council should recommend to the Presidnet,*SCC, 
President that he give immediate consideration Planning Council 
to establishing (most likely through reassign-
ment of responsibilities) a staff office report-
ing to the president whose principal responsibility 
is institutional planning; 

-s-

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
WQ 78 
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Action 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) Timing 

2. consideration should be given to having this 
office be responsible for budget preparatio~ 
biennial request preparation, the Planning 
Council and analytical support (at the insti
tutional level) of the planning, budgeting, 
and biennial request preparation process. 

President,*SCC, 
Planning Council 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 

Discussion: 

The recommendation seeks only to have the president seriously consider an 
alternative organization structure with regard to institutional planning 
that makes him (through a staff officer) more directly responsible for 
institutional planning. There is also recognition of the desirability of 
keeping the connection between budget preparation and biennial request 
preparation by keeping them in the same organizational unit. Also, there 
is a recognition that the activity of the Planning Council should be 
"connected" to the budget and biennial request preparation by the same 
method. 

The recommendations assume that the institutional process resulting from 

WQ 78 

the proposed changes will be based on input from a strong campus/collegiate/ 
department planning process. Issues 2 and 6 are aimed at strengthening the 
campusjcollegiate/department processes. 

-6-
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Issue/Action Paper No. 4 

~ Coordination of Development Planning With Other Institutional Planning 

' 

' 

Issue: 

As outside sources of funding receive increasing attention there is a need 
for the Development Office to be able to present a "plan" that conveys the 
need for institutional resources. There is some analogy between the situa
tion faced in development and that of physical planning but the development 
situation is even more pervasive. Problems of coordination and consistency 
among the "plans" implied by Development Office presentations and legislative
presentations can be expected. 

Discussion: 

The past experience with physical planning (need to make presentations without 
adequate programmatic input) could easily be repeated with regard to development 
with the added problem of consistency with the legislative requests. A single 
channel of external relations seems desirable. An additional advantage of the 
single external relations office is that this office would be in a position to 
establish a comprehensive perspective of all major sources of resources. 

Recommendations: 

Action 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) 

1. the Planning Council should recommend to the B:esident,*SCC, 
President that he give immediate consideratim P.l.anning Council 
to the combining of the Development Office and 
Alumni Relations, with legislative and Fed-
eral relations to create an office of External 
Relations; 

2. University Relations might also be included 
in the Office of External Relations· 

Discussion: 

President,*SCC, 
Planning Council 

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

·Complete: 
WQ 78 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
WQ 78 

The focus of this recommdnation is on getting the President to carefully consider 
the underlying coordination issue and the implications it has for organization. 
Complementing the recommendation for a staff planning office, the External 
Relations office would also be a staff office and the proposed organizational 
structure would clearly identify the ~wo principal responsibilities of the 
President_himself, namely, planning (including organization) and external 
relations. 

-7-
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Issue/Action Paper No. 5 

Adequate Staff Support in Academic VP Areas 

(Academic Affair~ Health Science, Coordinate Campuses, Student Affairs) 

Issue: 

Perhaps, because of a history of centralized shared analytical staffing, 
the academic programs areas are improperly staffed for planning activities. 

Discussion: 

It is generally conceded that institutional planning must be based on sound 
academic program planning. If the basic programmatic building blocks are 
weak, it is impossible to compensate for this weakness with an elaborate 
planning superstructure. For a variety of reasons, the Academic VP areas 
support planning with cannabalized, temporary or very limited staffs. 

RecolTUllendation: 

Action 

The Planning Council should recommend that each 
VP office should give high priority to planning 
and should allocate resources as appropriate to 
accomplish such planning. 

Discussion: 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Pti~ary 
Responsibility) 

Planning Council, 
*President, SCC 

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
WQ 78 

It may be that in an area such as Health Science, support is adequate but is 
funded on soft money. In this case, arrangements should be made to provide 
adequate support with hard money if and when that becomes necessary. Also, 
consideration should be given to the possibility that improvements to the 
planning activities at the campus)Collegiate/department level may be the 
best use of resources in some of the VP areas. 

-8-
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Issue/Action Paper No. 6 

Mechanism for Allocating Across the Resource Requirements of VP Areas 

Issue: 

Because of the collegial decision making process involving the President 
and Vice Presidents, there is a tendency to avoid making decisions in
volving trade-offs across the resource requirements of the VP areas. 

Discussion: 

While there is undoubtedly some challenge of each other's areas by the 
various VPs, these challenges are, in fact, somewhat superficial. The 
only effective mechanism to make the allocations from an institutional 
perspective is to have a competent staff office supporting the President 
and providing the President with alternative viewpoints to those of the 
individual VPs. Thus, this issue overlaps with Issue/Action Paper No. 3, 
in which a staff office reporting directly to the President is recommended. 

Recommendation: 

Action 

The Planning Council should recommend that the 
President charge his staff planning and analysis 
office with the responsibility to support him 
in exam1n1ng the allocation of resource require
ments across the various Vice Presidential areas. 

Discussion: 

Responsible Unit(s) 
{*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) 

President,*SCC, 
Planning Council 

Timing 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
WQ 78 

Here again we are supporting the organizational structure with two major staff 
offices·to the President and several line operatinqunits. 

-9-
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Issue/Action Paper No. 7 

Planning Council Organization, Coordination, and Documentation 

Issue: 

A general plan is necessary to assure coordination and documentation of 
the Planning Council activities. 

Discussion: 

There are two problems - c~dination and documentation. The coordination 
we are concerned with here concerns only the Planning Council activities. 
Coordination of institutional level activities is addressed by our previous 
recommendations on Senate structure and Central Administration organization. 
Also, we assume that the Planning Council itself, along with a well defined 
biennial request and budget preparation cycle, will contribute to institu
tional coordination. At the Planning Council level, a clear organizational 
structure and regularization of responsibilities will contribute to better 
coordination and also provide the opportunity to address the regular docu
mentation of Planning Council activities. 

Recommendation (for Planning Council action): 

Action 

1. The Planning Council should organize its 
activities around the following four 
standing subcommittees: 

-Institutional mission, goals, objectives, 
· priorities and criteria for determining 
program priority status 

-Organization of the institution (including 
review of planning in VP areas) 

-Biennial request and budget guidance 

-Evaluation of the institutional output 
and the effectiveness of the planning 
process (compare mission, goals, etc. 
with decisions); 

2. Each of these subcommittees should be 
charged with providing an annual report 
in writing suitable for submission to 
the President or for general distribution; 

-10-

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 
Responsibility) Timing 

Planning Council* 

Planning Council, 
Subcommittees 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
FQ 77 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
SQ 77 



' 

Responsible Unit(s) 
(*Indicates Primary 

Action Responsibility) Timing 

3. The Planning Council should make it clear Planning Council 
that all formal action is a responsibility 
of the council as a whole. No subcommittee 
has the authority to make policy statements; 

4. There is a fifth category of committees Planning Council 
that could be used by the Planning Council. 
These committees would address specific 
institutional policies and special issues. 
Their term would be limited, their charge 
specified and their reporting responsibility 
clear. 

Discussion: 

Initiate: 
FQ 77 

Complete: 
. FQ 77 

Ongoing 

Current Planning Council subgroups relate to the proposed structure as follows: 

#1 Principles for Allocation - Mission, Goals, etc. 

#2 Plan for Enrollment - Special Issue 

#3 Policy-.Planning Agenda - Special Issue 

#4 Assumptions for 1979 Budget Request - Budget Request and Budget Guidance 

#5 Assumptions for 1979 Capital - Budget Request and Budget Guidance 

#6 Development of 1990 Goals - Mission, Goals, etc. 

#7 Mechanism for Coordination - Special Issue 
r 

#8 Biennial and Capital Request - Not now a Planning Council responsibility 

No current subgroups are addressing organization or evaluation. 

-11-



To: 

From: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office ot the Clerk of the senate 
TWIN CITIES I Morrill Hall 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Dec. 19., 1977 

Chairpersons of Senate Committees 

Mahmood A. Zaidi, Chairperson, University Committee on Biennial 
Request & Budget Review 

Professor Betty Robinett, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 

Dear Betty: 

In the Spring of 1973, the Committee on Senate Co~mittees appointed a sub
conunittee to review the opera·tion of Ser.ate committees in general and to pay 
special attention to three --Consultative Committee, SCEP, and SCRAP 
"v-rhose duties and responsibilities are at the very heart of the ability of 
the Senate to govern." That subcommittee reported back, among other things, 
that there was evidence "of some uncertainty of :LYJ.itiative, no little overlap 
of scope and function, and a resulting confusion about how to achieve 
cooperative action." As a result the Committee on Senate Committees . 
established in May 1974 a Task Force "to direct its attention to the problems 
of the uncertainty of initiative and overlap of scope and function • • • 
and to recommend changes in the werobership or scope and function of the 
existing cor:anittee, or to recommend changes in the Senate Committee structure 
itself." Six resolutions proceeded from that Task Force. The first 
reco~~ended the construction of what has come to be called the Facilitative 
Committee, whose purpose it was "to oversee the routing of Senate business 
to the committee structure." The motivation for the construction of such 
a committee \'las the general agreement that "the Consultative Committee's 
rcle is too open-ended, too vague, and too all inclusive; that in.trying 
to fulfill its consultative function in relation to Central Ad~inistration, 
its e:{ecutive role in relation to Senate, Faculty Senate, and Assembly 
meetings, and its coordinating role in relation to all other Senate and 
Assembly committees, it is being stretched too thin to give sufficient 
attention to problems in any one of these areas." The Facilitative Committee 
c~e into being, therefore, to improve the flow of Senate business by 
relieving the heavily burdened Consultative Committee of its routing 
responsibilities: "Committee business in large part originates within 
each committee as it pursues its charge. Nevertheless (a Facilitative) 
committee is necessary to receive reports from comnittees on business they 
are pursuing, to refer to the proper committee business drawn to its 
attention from whatever source, to coordinate efforts where two or more 
co~ittees are working on separate portions of a larger problem, to note 
omissions of responsibility, and to insure timely reporting out of committee." 

The second resolution of the Task Force wa~ the revision of the "Duties and 
Responsibilities" of SCRd!P in order to stress more clearly its focus upon 
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faculty and student interests in the planning process and in the review and 
evaluation process: ~ 

The committee shall represent faculty and student interest in the 
development of principles, policies, and criteria in the University 
planning. The committee shall be concerned particularly with the 
process by \vhich long-range University plans are developed, the 
consistency with the University mission of specific programs and 
proposals, including physical planning, and the review and evaluation 
process by which the results of past actions are used to modify plans 
for the future. 

A third resolutio~ of the Task Force was the recommended creation of a University 
Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review which would report to the Senate 
through the Consultative Committee, and whose purpose it would be to insure 
faculty/student input into legislative request and budget review processes. 

The Task Force report containing these three resolutions was sent in July 
1975 to the President, the Vice President for Administrative Operations, and 
the Vice President for Institutional Planning and Relations, as well as to 
the Committee on Senate Committees. The recowmendation to create a Facili
tative Committee was implemented even before the final report was issued, 
since its creation required only the consent of the Consultative Committee, 
not constitutional or bylaw amendment. The recommendation to change the 
"Duties and Responsibilities" of SCRAP was accepted by both the Committee 
on Senate Committees and SCRAP, but the actual implementation was post- \ 
paned until the revision of the Handbook, then under way, was completed. ~ 

The ne\\' duties of SCRAP were formally approved by the University Senate in 
the Fali of 1977. 

In October 1975, Dr. Lucius Ellsworth, an administrative intern, recommended 
the establishment of an ad hoc committee that would enable students and faculty 
to "have input into the formulation of budgetary principles and ••• any post ... 
audit evaluation." In addition the ad hoc committee was "to prepare a charge 
for (a) standing committee and propose the structure and membership of that 
committee." In March of 197 6 the Senate' .approved the addition of UCBRBR 
with the following Statement of Duties and Responsibilities: 

The University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review will 
provide a channel by which FacultyjStudent ideas and concerns about 
programs, facilities, services, governance, faculty status, student 
affairs, and other matters may be voiced before biennial requests 
are formulated. The committee will participate in and share res
ponsibility for developing crit~ria according to which budgeting 
requests are examined and ranked, and in developing the rationale 
for supporting those elements of biennial requests \vhich are of 
concern to faculty and students. The committee will also test the 
biennial requests for their consistency with the priorities 
originally agreed upon and the evaluation criteria used for ranking 

J 
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requests. It will also be involved in reviewing the operating budget 
in terms of the criteria stipulated in developing the budget request. 
Participation of this committee in the biennial request and budget 
review processes will be facilitated through membership crone of its 
at-large members in a non-voting capacity on the President's Planning 
Council. The committee will involve other Senate Committees in these 
processes as matters within their province are discussed in this 
committee and in the Planning Council. 

The composition of the committee is unusual. It consists of eleven members, 
nine of whom would be designated by the committee which they represent: one 
faculty and one student_each from sec, SCEP, SCRAP, Research, one faculty 
from SCFA; and two at-large faculty members. During the discussion before 
Senate approval was passed President Hagrath, in response to a Senator's 
objection to the committee, stated that the committee would be "a significant 
committee which would present judgme~ts and recommendations to administration 
in advance of the actual decision-making • " 

With the creation of this committee in the Spring of 1976, the principal 
recommendations of the Task Force were completed and the desired Senate 
structure modifications were in operation. However, simultaneously with 
these changes, President Hag~ath created in November 1975 a Planning Council 
as well, whose subsequent operations have in many ways dominated the flow 
of University business both within and outside the Senate structure. The 
mission of the Planning Council itself contained at least two items which 
spoke to the same issues addressed by the Task Force: 

1. Identify, define, and explore planning i~sues which have implications 
for University policy or impact on budget decisions • • • • 

7. Serve as the interface between the planning and budget allocation 
processes by reviewing budget plans to assure that these plans are 
in substantial conformance to the established planning decisions. 

The simultaneous implementation·of Task Force recommendations and the 
President's Planning Council seems to have created come confusion concerning 
the role of UCBRBR. Last year the Central Administration used the Con
sultative Committee for extensive discussion of and reaction to budget 
considerations. UCBRBR responded in its first year by attempting to fit 
into the planning process. This year UCBRBR has constructed a statement 
of proposed "Responsibilities and Activities" (a copy of this document is 
enclosed for your perusal) to give direction to Committee activities. In 
this document, the responsibilities and activities of the committee are 
fir,mly fixed upon making a significant input on relevant student/faculty 
issues_into both the legislative request and the budget review processes. 
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Moreover, UCBRBR must fulfill one other part of its official duties and ~ 
responsibilities: "The Committee will involve other Senate committees in 
these processes as matters within their province are discussed in this 
committee and in the Planning Council." Consequently UCBRBR has directed ...__ 
its chairman to probe the relationship with qther Senate committees in order 
to discover both (1) "significant budget implications of past recommendations" 
and ( 2) "an outline of any ne'\>7 budgetary issues." The purpose here is clear: 
although UCBRBR would wish in the long run to set up permanent lines of 
communication wi~~ other committees that would involve them at regular stages 
in the total process, at the present time it seems more important to short
circuit the ideal schedule so that r~e committee can have some immediate 
impact on the biennial request and budget process. 

I shall be grateful if I could have youx Committee's reactions to the 
above u~o points within the next two weeks. 

Sincerely yours, 

\\(Lv~~ 
~a~od A. Zaidi 
Chairperson 

-

University Committee on Biennial Re~ 
and Budget Review 

J 
cc: Professor Betty Robinett, Chairperson, Senate Consultative Committee 



Responsibilities and Activities of the University Committee 
on Biennial Request and Budget Review 

The University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review (UCBRBR) has 

been in existence for approximately two years, during which time it has accumulated 

some experience in trying to determine and define its responsibilities and activities. 

During this period it has maintained contact with the Planning Council. There has 

been some alteration of the role of the Planning Council. It is now expected 

to concern itself with longer range problems. The responsibility for formulation 

of the biennial request will be passed to another agency. In the light of our 

experi~nce and the changes in the administrativ~ structure for the short-run and 

long-run planning, the Committee now believes that it should state its view of its 

mode of operation. 

I. Responsibilities 

The Committee was established by the Senate to provide a means whereby the 

faculty and stuqents would have greater access to budgetary decisions. However, 

~ it was not expected that the Committee would act for its constituents without·consulta

tion with various Senate committees to whom certain responsibilities relating to~the 

planning and operation of the University have been delegated. The Committee views 

its primary responsibility as an advisory one to the Senate Consultative Committee 

and to the Senate. It also believes that its activities should be primarily 

restricted to considerations relating to the budget (the allocation of funds that 

have been made available to the University) and to the biennial request, rather than 

to the long-run goals and means for attaining the objectives of the University. 

UCBRBR will analyze problems in the context of goals and objectives articul'lted by 

various Senate and administrative bodies. 

The issues upon which the Committee would try to provide advice are those 

suggested by various Senate committees and by the University administration, as well 

as those raised by the Committee itself. The Committee should try to develop over 

time the procedures for collecting and handling issues from other Senate committees 

and from the central administration, but it should act on its own initiative in treating 

(over) 
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such issues as the process for collecting biennial request proposals from the various 

colleges. It is assumed that both the administration and the Senate will aid the 

Committee in its analyses through providing needed information as well as expertise.~ 

II. Activities 

A. The Long-Run Role of the Committee 

It is believed that the long-run role of the Committee would be primarily 

to provide advice relating to the biennial request and to the budget in the 

light of its understanding of the University's goals and priorities. The 

formulation of the biennial request begins nearly one year and a quarter before 

the appropriation is made by the state legislature. During the first seven 

months of this period, information is gathered from the various colleges and 

other units of the University and the administration assesses the overall prospects 

for state appropriations. During the subsequent eight month period the request 

is reviewed and presented to the state legislature. The appropriation usually 

is made near the end of the first half of the year and only a few months elapse 

until the process is repeated for an appropriation to be made two years later. 

During the period April through gune of each year funds expected to be available 

for the succeeding academic year are allocated. Thus the Committee hopes to have 

an opportunity to advise with respect to the biennial request whose cycle is 

completed every two years and with respect co the budget whose cycle occupies 

only one year. 

B. The Short-Run Mode of Operation 

It is the Committee's belief that it should establish an ordering of issues 

based upon what it believes to be the concerns and preferences of the faculty 

and students represented by the Senate and to direct its efforts toward those 

issues highest in this order. However, the Committee should be free and willing 

to advise upon issues presented by the administration. The Committee's views 

would be relayed through the Senate Consultative Committee or other Senate 

Committees designated to speak for the faculty. However, the Committee should 
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be free to advise the administration in its capacity as a body of experts and 

without speaking for its constituency. 

c •. Contacts with the Senate, Senate Committees and the Central Administration 

If the Committee is to provide information on issues of interest to.the 

faculty and student body, it obviously must find what the Senate groups consider 

to be important. Consequently, it is expected that the Senate and other Senate 

Committees will maintain contact with UCBRBR, informing it of their interests. 

It is expected that tl1e primary voice of the Senate will be the Senate Consultative 

Committee and that UCBRBR•s recommendations would be passed to the Consultative 

Committee. It might be advisable for the Committee to provide an annual report 

to the Senate summarizing its experience in the previous year. 

In carrying out its responsibilities, the Committee perceives that it will 

be-necessary to interact with a broad range of officers within the central 

administration •. The Committee expects, of course, to work closely with persons 

or groups designated by the President to deal with various issues. It is our· 

understanding that at present the VP for Finance has the responsibility for 

preparing the next biennial request and budget, and we expect to develop an 

effective working relationship with him. 

It is also the Committee's expectation that the arra~gements noted above, 

together with the machinery still to be put in place, will provide a basis for 

a smooth, continuous, and meaningful participation by the Committee in the budgetary 

process. 



House File No. 1510 
Section 6 
SUbdivision 1 

.... ' 

JAN 0 5 1978 

"'!he university is directed tD take the necessary steps tD insUre faculty 
salary equalization arrong the twin cities and coordinate campuses an::l 
sul::mit a progress report tO the legislature by January 14, 1979." 

sc ( fiA-. 


