
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate consultative committee 
614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

February 16, 1984 
626 Campus Club 
11:00 - 12:00 

AGENDA 

1. Minutes of February 2 (enclosed). 

2. Report of the Chair. 

3. Discussion with Professor Shively about the 
March Legislative Session. 

4. Discussion of Section 11 of the Tenure Code, 
and a possible proposed amendment concerning 
consultation between the Regents and the 
Senate. 

NOTE: Professor Shively seeks the advice of the FCC on 
items capital (and perhaps otherwise) that will be before 
the Legislature. Attached are lists itemizing the 
Capital Request and items to be pursued if the budget 
is opened more generally. 
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MINUTES 

FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
February 16, 1984 

626 Coffman Memorial Union 
11:00 - 12:30 

APPROVED 3/1/83 

Members present: Virginia Fredricks, Phyllis Freier, John Howe (Chr.), Marvin 
Mattson, Jack Merwin, Irwin Rubenstein, W. Donald Spring, Deon Stuthman, 
John Turner. 

Guests: Maureen Smith, Kate Parry; Daily reporter; Professor Phil Shively. 

1. The Minutes of the February 2 FCC meeting and of the FCC discussion with 
Dean Holt were approved. 

2. Professor W. Phillips Shively, Faculty Legislative Liaison. 

Organizational matters: 

a) Professor Shively has hired a student to redo the lists of faculty 
by legislative district. They will be made available to Vice President 
Kegler's office and to the UMFA. 

b) He will see to it that faculty meetings with legislators, organized 
by district, are held next fall, and will check with the UMFA to avoid 
overlap. 

c) He remains president of UMFA for the few remaining weeks until 
UMFA's annual meeting. 

Priorities and issues: 

Professor Shively told FCC he believes he is most useful regarding the 
University's budget needs. For the 1984 legislative session he is concentrating 
on the legislative initiatives. (There are eleven items on that list.) There 
is wide agreement, he said, that the University should get that money. In 
addition, he is looking toward the 1985 session. The legislators are concerned 
for quality and understand that salaries are importantly related to quality. 

Professor Shively said Vice President Kegler's office seems to be very 
effective regarding the capital requests. 

Trade-offs? FCC members inquired as to whether legislators weigh the 
requests for athletic facilities appropriations against academic capital requests. 
Professor Shively said most people do not view those separate requests as 
opportunities for trade-offs. The legislators, like the general population, 
have differing attitudes towards athletics. However, those who are concerned 
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for the academic quality of the University are somewhat worried there could be 
a trade-off. FCC members indicated their worry and asked Professor Shively 
to listen particularly hard on this question. 

Professor Howe expressed the opinion that to some extent the University is 
using up political capital on the athletics requests, in part because they get 
so much attention. Professor Shively said that while appropriations are always 
basically a zero-sum game, this time they are less so than usual. Different 
groups are championing different parts of the University's request. 

But, cautioned Professor Turner, legislators usually tally up everything 
and focus on the total the University is getting. 

Professors Howe and Stuthman acknowledged that some gains accrue to the 
University from improvements in intercollegiate athletics. Professor Stuthman 
called for developing a cooperative rather than a competitive mode for working 
together for the total good of the University. 

Item: Supercomputing ($3,240,000). 

Among all the state specials this one, which came about at the governor's 
initiative, has the best chance of funding. Professor Shively noted that the 
governor's budget message names Control Data Corporation as the supplier of 
the supercomputer and gives the governor a role in choosing the head of the 
center. He told FCC he has been saying plainly that the head should be account
able strictly to the University, and added there are particulars in the governor's 
proposal we must work strongly against. 

Professor Turner said as far as FCC is concerned, we need to keep pushing 
the need for academic excellence above everything else. 

Item: Faculty Retirement Reduction ($1,920,000). 

Professor Shively told FCC everyone agrees the University has a strong 
case for this funding. The University absorbed the cost of the state's 2% contri
bution (for 6 months), borrowing internally, and had strong assurances it would 
be recompensated. 

Items: Faculty Com ensation Deficit ($2,263,806) and Civil Service Compen
Sation Deficit ( 3,823,355) ("annualization" . 

Professor Shively told FCC that all agencies of the state were treated in 
the same way regarding compensation increases. To reconsider the University's 
due would therefore require opening up the question for all the rest of the 
system. 

FCC agreed it is appropriate for Professor Shively to be devoting his 
energies primarily to the all-University budget needs rather than to the capital 
requests. Professor Howe said FCC would favor Professor Shively's special efforts 
on the retirement fund question if the supplement list is opened up. 

FCC members expressed their hearty confidence in Professor Shively as their 
legislative liaison. 

3. Graduate School Tuition. 

Professor Freier reported to FCC on the history of the new tuition policy, 
gave an assessment of the degree of consultation along the way, and stressed 
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the widely held deep concern about the effects of the policy. She submitted 
a motion for consideration. 

History. The per-credit proposal emerged in the Wilderson Task Force 
Report on Access (1977) and underwent changes from faculty input, most notably 
the inclusion of banding. When SCC, in December, 1979, discussed the policy 
motion which was about to go to the Regents for their approval, there was 
minimal reference to the Graduate School; in response to SCC inquiries about 
assessment of the Graduate School's experiment with per-credit tuition, the 
only response was that the Graduate School was losing money because there was 
no minimum of credit hours for the Ph.D. and because a single credit per quarter 
sufficed for registering for the thesis. It was also reported then that the 
Graduate School was forwarding to Academic Affairs a request for a band in the 
tuition schedule and a thesis credit requirement. 

SCC in its letter to the President forwarding its vote to approve the per
credit tuition policy asked that the Regents study the impact of the new policy 
if they did adopt it. 

Deviations from the formula were incorporated from the beginning. Professor 
Freier pointed out that the policy as presented by the President and approved 
by the Regents contained several concessions to accommodate particular circum
stances, for example, a slightly lower tuition rate for Waseca and Crookston, 
and a different band range for Morris. 

While the Senate Finance Committee saw the policy implementation proposal 
in March, 1983, and was told that graduate tuition would be most heavily affected 
by the policy implementation, and the SFC Chairperson reported that to SCC in 
April, the effects did not become clear until later and, Professor Freier told 
FCC, she does not consider there has been adequate discussion of the effect 
upon the Graduate School. 

This is a matter which reinforces a faculty perception that faculty consul
tation is ineffectual, she said. 

Motion. Professor Freier moved that the FCC immediately write to advise 
the President that the Budget Executive freeze Graduate School tuition at the 
1983-84 level until a complete cost-benefit analysis can be done and the effects 
on the Graduate School can be fully assessed. 

Discussion. 

Professor Freier said the basis for the request is the SCC's request of 
four years ago that the Regents study the effects of implementation. 

Professor Spring, who was an SCC member in 1979, confirmed that the 
emphasis then was on undergraduate education and that banding had been added 
at faculty insistence. The reason for his motion for an impact study and for 
the SCC's unanimous approval of it was because SCC knew there was much they 
could not anticipate. 

Several FCC members expressed the view that consultation, particularly 
within the Graduate School Structure (Policy and Review Committees, the G.S. 
Executive Committee) had been adequate. 
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Professor Turner made these observations: 

- We're faced with the problem of making tuition cost-based. 

- sec had some extended discussions regarding tuition policies last 
year, before the Legislature acted to require cost-based tuition. 

- Sometimes consultation makes an immediate impact, sometimes an indirect 
impact, and sometimes no perceptible impact. 

- FCC as a whole put few questions to Dean Holt after his presentation 
to them on February 2. 

Professor Freier pointed out that she had raised several questions. 

Professor Stuthman said an impact study would be very hard to do; since 
two major policies were changed at the same time the models do not work. 

Professor Freier said all three models depend on a computer simulation; 
one cannot have complete faith in that. Moreover, values are not factored in. 
She argued that cost-benefit needs to be in the program. The tuition policy 
must recognize the value to the University of the Graduate School. Among other 
benefits, undergraduate education costs less than if professors had to be hired 
for all the teaching. 

She added that the morale problem is reason enough for her as a member 
of the top consulting group to feel the obligation to give this advice to the 
President. 

Professor Rubenstein argued that the tuition raise has little effect on 
graduate students who are T.A.'s because they are being paid. He and Professor 
Stuthman noted that such graduate students are benefitting and learning from 
doing their own instructing without paying tuition for it. 

Professor Howe at this point summarized the issues of the discussion: 

- Has there been adequate consultation? 

- Do we have confidence that there will be careful attention to 
and assessment of the effects, and of what outcomes will result from 
what strategies? 

- The problems of the short-term impact. 

Professor Freier mentioned that faculty were all surprised that the tuition 
students faced in the fall was much different from the offers departments had 
sent out to prospective students in March. 

Professor Rubenstein spoke for moving ahead. He noted: 

- The University has to move toward cost-based tuition. 

- The pie is fixed in size. 

- If you freeze graduate tuition, the undergraduate proportion has to increase. 

- Dean Holt appears to be trying to put in pl?ce a policy that ~ill meet 
the new demands on the system. We are going to suffer from the change 
whenever it ~omes; we should make it as rapidly as possible. 

Professor Merwin also questioned delaying action. 
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However, cautioned Professor Howe, one has to know what one is trying to 
achieve with the changes; what that is in this matter is not crystal clear to 
some of us. 

Professor Stuthman spoke in support of the graduate dean for taking a long
range perspective and trying to do something about the long range. The damage 
would be much worse if we disregarded the long range in order to make the short 
range more acceptable. 

Conclusions. 

Professor Spring assessed the discussion as beneficial to FCC. He recommended 
that Professor Freier withdraw her motion and that Professors Howe and Freier 
write a letter to the President laying out the seriousness of the short-term 
concerns. Professor Turner asked that if a letter is sent to the President in 
the name of the Committee it articulate all the points made in this morning's 
meeting. Professor Fredricks asked for reference to the morale of both faculty 
and graduate students. 

Professor Freier withdrew her motion and Professor Rubenstein his second. 

Professor Rubenstein said the Graduate School dean should be asked to 
articulate to the faculty the long-term goals he is attempting to achieve. He 
said he could request Dean Holt to bring such a statement when he meets with 
the Senate Finance Committee on March 1. 

Professors Howe and Rubenstein will discuss whether the Consultative Committee 
should meet jointly with the Finance Committee on that date. 

Professor Merwin reminded people to be aware of the tremendous diversity 
within the Gradute School. "The graduate student" doesn't exist. 

Professors Howe and Freier will compose a letter and contact FCC members 
for comment upon it. 

4. Tenure Code. 

Professor Spring proposed an amendment to Section 11.51 which would insert 
a requirement for reporting to the SCC should the Regents intend to pursue a 
course other than that recommended by the Senate in the event of a financial 
emergency. While the wording might be different, the gist of the change should 
be: 

Following this sentence (page 19, lines 22-24): "After rece1.vmg the 
President's recommendation and the resolutions of the Senates, the 
Board of Regents may declare a state of financial emergency" 

there should be added: "Before action contrary.to the recommendation 
of the University Senate is subse*uently.taken, the·Presidertt shall 
report in writing and in person t e reasons for this action to the 
Senate Consultative Committee." 

This step is a procedure recommended by the FCC's special subcommittee on 
financial emergency procedures and approved by the FCC in late spring, 1982. 
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The prov1s1on would give SCC a chance to respond to the Regents' reasons before 
the Regents took action contrary to the Senate's recommendation. 

FCC unanimously approved working with Professor Morrison on language the 
FCC and the Tenure Committee could jointly propose to the Faculty Senate. 

This meeting adjourned at 12:30 p.m. 

Meredith Poppele, 
Recorder. 



UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

February 29, 1984 

Professor John Howe 

Office of the Dean 

Graduate School 
Johnston Hall 
101 Pleasant Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455-0421 

Chairman, Senate Consultative Committee 
Department of History 
614 Social Sciences Building 
West Bank Campus 

Dear John: 

Thank you very much for your letter of 23 February. There are several 
points I can make in response to the issues that you raise. 

1. You are certainly right in identifying per credit tuition as a major 
source of difficulty. Within months of accepting the position of 
Dean I began studying the problem and raised it with the Executive 
Committee and Policy and Review Councils last fall. A major focus 
for the past five Executive Committee meetings has been how to get 
to a viable alternative. A formal proposal will be outlined to the 
faculty and presented in detail to Central Administration this week. 
We do not have to go into historical research on how we got into the 
present difficulty in order for us to take action to get ourselves 
out of it. 

2. There is some confusion about 11 the high tuition/high financial aid 
strategy that we are pursuing. 11 This is not a strategy we are pursu
ing, this is one of the strategic alternatives which is being exa
mined. Michigan represents the prime example among public research 
universities of a high tuition/high financial aid strategy. Our tui
tion and aid, even as proposed for next year, is nothing like 
Michigan's. You are also mistaken if you think I would be foolish 
enough to even explore such a strategy which would allow tuition to 
rise without firm commitments for financial aid. Indeed, at the pre
sent time I have created a faculty committee to look into the problem 
of student aid and make recommendations to me for submitting material 
to Central Administration for the biennial request to the legislature. 
There is no way that we can go the high tuition/high financial aid 
route without having a prior firm commitment on financial aid. 

3. The criteria for distributing financial aid to departments has been 
well discussed by the Graduate Fellowship Committee and specific deci
sions have been made in close consultation with the chairman of that 
committee. The criteria have been circulated to the Executive Commit
tee and I expect, for future years, to have thorough discussions in 
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that body. You should know, however, that every program in the Uni
versity that requested financial aid received financial aid, and vir
tually all of them received the amount they requested. This does 
not suggest to me that it has been .. targeted too tightly on select 
graduate programs ... 

I must say that it is perplexing to me that faculty who argue so stren
uously against across-the-board cuts when retrenchment decisions are 
made, seem to be arguing for across-the-board allocations when student 
aid is being considered. 

4. Efforts in the Graduate School have been to study the effects of mov
ing tuition to 32 percent of instructional costs. There may be some 
very good reasons to keep below that level. I personally, however, 
feel that 20 percent of instructional costs would be, in the long
run, politically intolerable if there are some students at the Univer
sity paying 40 to 50 percent. 

Again, let me state my position clearly; it seems so frequently to 
be misinterpreted. We at the University must have a combination of 
tuition and student aid which keeps us strongly competitive financial
ly with graduate programs in the major research universities through
out the country. Whether we end up with relatively high tuition and 
very high financial aid or in a position with more moderate compara
tive tuition and less financial aid is still up for decision. But, 
please, let us not get so emotional over the issues that we cannot 
debate a number of alternative approaches. Only by examining alterna
tives can we arrive at a position which is the best one for the Univer
sity of Minnesota. 

5. I was quite surprised that members of the Senate Consultative Commit
tee are unclear about the assumptions and calculations that underlie 
the model by which University expenditures are assigned to costs of 
instruction at various levels. When the tuition issue came up last 
fall one of the first things I did was to call a meeting between David 
Berg from MPIS and the Executive Committee of the Graduate School 
to look into that model. Since that time I have gotten together a 
small group of deans to meet with Berg for the same purpose. It is 
exceedingly difficult to carry on informed discussions about the is
sues that face us without familiarity with that model. Let me make 
several points about it: (1) It is an accounting model, not an econom
ic model; it can, therefore, assign actual expenditures to various 
functions in the University, but it cannot deal with true economic 
costs and benefits. (2) There are a number of places in the model 
where the costs of graduate instruction are underestimated. If the 
accounting model were redone on the basis of other assumptions in 
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a University forum in which a number of interests were represented, 
the result could well be a new system in which the costs of graduate 
instruction were even higher relative to undergraduate instruction. 
(3) There is one minor change that could be made which would have 
the effect of shifting 10 to 15 percent of the cost of graduate in
struction to undergraduates. There is another change that could be 
made that would dramatically decrease the costs of both graduate and 
undergraduate instruction but would require a significant increase 
in legislative appropriations for non-instructional purposes. (4) 
I personally believe that in addition to this accounting model, which 
is absolutely necessary for keeping track of the University costs 
and for dealing with the legislature, to have an economic model which 
would include measures of true economic costs and true benefits. 
This model should be used more for internal University policy-making. 
I have discussed this issue with Steve Hoenack and actually have 
worked with him on a project dealing with the marginal costs of gra
duate education that actually could be one component in such an eco
nomic model. 

I would be happy to meet again with the Senate Consultative Committee 
if you wish to discuss these important issues. It might be important 
for us to get together when you have seen a copy of the new proposal; 
a letter that goes out to the graduate faculty this week will provide 
a general outline of its features. I would be willing to discuss with 
you all of its details. You must recognize, of course, that this is a 
proposal to Central Administration and the decisions will be made by the 
Central Administration and by the Board of Regents, not by the Graduate 
Dean. 

I welcome your support for our graduate programs. It is only when the 
faculty and the administration can work together to pursue these common 
goals t Lw,e will be effective in reaching them in these ve1·y difficult 
time . 

\~; 
Robert T. Holt 
Dean 

RTH:mt 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNE$0TA University senate Consultative Committee 
614 Social Sciences 

Dean Robert Holt 
The Graduate School 
321 Johnston Hall 

Dear Bob: 

267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612} 373-3226 

February 23, 1984 

At our most recent meeting, on February 16, the Faculty 
Consultative Committee once again discussed the range of issues 
revolving around graduate tuition and financial aid. The FCC 
is not of one mind on the question of how we got into our 
present predicament or how we might best get out of it. In 
this, we reflect the very great differences of opinion among 
the faculty. We are agreed, however, on the seriousness of our 
present situation, and we would like to share our major concerns 
with you. 

It is probably not terribly helpful at this point to argue 
about how we got into the situation we are in. But several 
points do bear mentioning. The record of consultation and 
decision making over the last five or so years, as we have 
pieced it together, indicates rather clearly that the initial 
decision to move to a credit based tuition system and to move 
tuition rates in the direction of a uniform percent of estimated 
instructional costs was discussed primarily with undergraduate 
tuition costs in mind. We find no evidence that the implications 
for graduate tuition were carefully considered, al thoug.h by the 
time the new policies were formally adopted in December of 1979 
the Graduate School had been conducting an experiment with per
credit tuition for about two years. On December 6, 1979, the 
Senate Consultative Committee was concerned enough about the 
consequences for graduate tuition to pass a motion calling upon 
the Board of Regents to follow carefully the impact of the new 
per-credit policy. That apparently was not done, and we are 
only now understanding the actual impact of those decisions. 

We clearly have not done a very good job of anticipating· 
the cumulative impact of such major changes as moving to credit 
hour based tuition, instituting educational cost based tuition 
policies, and implementing the thesis credit system, all within 
a short span of time. Taken individually, each has considerable 
merit. Taken together, they clearly have created turmoil. 

We applaud your efforts to find a long-term solution to the 
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problems besetting us. You are absolutely right that we must ~ 
look five or·ten years down the rond and devise tui~ion and 
financial aid strategies that will bring stability and strengthen 
our graduate programs. At the same time, however, it remains true 
that many students are being caught by the rapid tuition increases 
in the short run and we are concerned that the reputation we may 
be earning as p. high cost insti tu·Lion with unstable pricing 
structures will continue to damage us even after we have things 
under control. 

We are concerned as well about the high tuition/high financial 
aid strategy that we are pursuing. We understand the argument 
that low tuition is a non-discriminating form of financial aid 
and that the strategy we have adopted opens the possibility of 
more carefully targeting financial aid with programmatic consider
ations in mind. But the whole strategy assumes that financial 
aid will increase in proportion to the increases in tuition. 
Otherwise we are certain to experic!nce a dramatic decline in our 
graduate student population, a decline that will require still 
higher tuition rates. While we know that financial aid has 
increased, we are not confident that the increases have been 
sufficient to offset the tuition hikes--at least for many graduate 
students. 

Some of us continue to be concerned that the increased 
financial aid will be targeted too tightly upon select graduate 
programs. When you met with us, you gave clear evidence of under
standing the wide variety of graduate missions our departments 
pursue, and of a willingness to consider the consequences of 
tuition increases for all of those missions. In many of our 
departments, one important mission has been to provide terminal 
masters' programs for people who either need or simply want to 
do some graduate study. It is certainly true that institutional 
reputations are not built primatily on such programs. But many 
of them are in place, they do serve genuine student needs, and 
they are for the most part quite respectable. Recent decisions 
seem to indicate that the students in such programs can expect 
to bear the full brunt of tuition increases, for they are predom
inantly state residents and seldom qualify for financial aid. 
We appear to be in danger of closing off graduate study to them. 
As that happens, departments will lose student credit hours, the 
usual financial consequences will follow from that, and doctoral 
as well as masters programs will suffer. There can be no clearer 
example than this of how tuition strategy serves, either wittingly 
or unwittingly, as an instrument of educational policy. We should 
be very explicit about the policy outcomes that our tuition 
strategies are intended to bring about. Some of us are concerned 
that we have not been thoughtful and explicit enough. 

Our discussion of graduate tuition policy appears to have 
been based on the premise that all student tuition levels must 
move toward 32% of estimated cost of instruction. Some of us 
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wonder how solid that assumption is, or needs to be. The Regents' 
policy contains a number of exclusions that seem to be based upon 
a variety of arguments. Thus tuition at the Crookston and Waseca 
campuses, for example, is to be set at a rate approximately 5% 
below the all-University lower division tuition rate, apparently 
to encourage enrollments there. Tuition levels in the professional 
schools, on the other hand, are to be established at rates consis
tent with the University's relative position within the Big Ten 
and comparable institutions. 

Some of us question the logic that calls for a uniform per
centage of cost of instruction for all students. In fact we think 
it's true that the legislature only requires that each institution 
move toward a 32% average for its instructional costs as a whole. 
The argument for uniformity across programs, moreover, seems to 
fly in the face of good educational planning. Graduate instruction 
is ·clearly more costly than undergraduate instruction. Why then 
should it not be more highly subsidized than undergraduate education? 
Our distinctive graduate mission would seem to argue for a tuition 
policy that recognizes and strengthens that mission. Certainly 
graduate students are not better able to pay than are undergraduates. 
Nor can they, on the average, expect notably high salaries once 
they enter their profession. 

No data are more important to this whole set of decisions 
than the estimated average cost of instruction for different kinds 
of students. So much follows from them. Those calculations must 
no doubt be complicated. But they obviously are based upon a 
variety of controlling assumptions. Many of us remain quite 
unclear about what those assumptions and calculations are, 
especially as they apply to graduate instruction. We are uncertain 
how complete and reliable the cost-benefit analysis has been. 
Do the data on average costs of graduate instruction, for 
example, take into account the effect of Graduate Assistant 
teaching upon the costs of undergraduate education? Or the 
fact that many faculty would be in their labs doing scientific 
work, though certainly not as much or as well, whether or not 
graduate students were there with them? The average cost of 
instruction data must be understandable and persuasive if faculty 
and students are to have confidence in them and in the policy 
decisions that they support. At present, such understanding and 
confidence are not widely shared. 

Nor do many faculty and students understand the intricacies 
of the various tuition formulas that are presently being discussed. 
And not, let me hasten to add, for lack of trying. We appreciate 
the efforts that you and others are making to devise a workable 
formula. But for any system to be workable, it must be readily 
comprehensible by both students and faculty. Its elements must 
be clear, as must its implications for individual graduate students 
and different kinds of graduate programs. Once again, sufficient 
understanding does not yet exist. 
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Finally, we commend you for your efforts to communicate with 
the faculty on all of this complicated business. We benefitted 
from your meeting with us on February 2 and value the consultation 
with faculty and student groups now underway in the Graduate 
School. As you have on several occasions pointed out, misinfor
mation on matters of graduate tuition changes and financial aid 
is abundant. We need to work hard to overcome that. But imperfect 
and inconsistent information exist as well. Consultation and 
explanatory letters to faculty and graduate students can help 
to overcome that condition as well. 

All of us are seeking ways of preserving and strengthening 
our graduate programs. It is in that spirit that we send you 
this letter. 

JH:rnp 

c: President C. Peter Magrath 
Vice President Kenneth Keller 

Sincerely yours, 

, Chairperson, 
Consultative Committee 

'• 



()..800 

.j6oa 

cP.tl()() 

~00 

1 L/oo 

/;).a() 

/OtJO 

0 
1973 

-7'1 

~ 

/'f'JI{ 
-J~ 

I 
I 

if7S 
-'Jb 

~{"J:: 

1'/ ?6 
-?1 

10 X 10 TO THF CEN~!IMF:TU{ 
KCUI F r-1 (} I ':.o'-'f H CO. HAi1f iN iJ '• II. 

G t-l>-duote 

1f7l 
-7J' 

'" ' ::•, 01. "' 

Schoo/ /-l'ude1)1JC-

lf19 
-,Yt> 

19JO 
-.n 

Veor 
1j()Jr)l3 

" ·ro/t ,~;71 C¥ fees H c.s 1 DeN I 

I 
I 

I f•f'2-
-.f'3 

I 

--~~,--T --:;~-::-1-"7""1:--:--.j 

I• i ·; : i:: ::1 
j • ' I 

; • ~ ' • I ' ' . i . ' ' I . i . 

M/G;)-,i' ~,I .'l :, j I I 
I 1.:. ? .. i: .. t. +·-1-··; : ... , 

: i : I I' 'j, : : ' 
· I • ·-1 : t: · · :: · · ·!:I I I I . 'I ' ; ' I 

' ' : .. --- t--:· ' 

! I I 

u 6+ 't~~~; .. ,v. i , I 
i I . : 

'! '·j· --1 
I· ' .. \ 
' I ' I 

~ ' 

' - --1 
. ' ()!l . ' 

1\tl t~;h/g,h v :~d fe.... 
M11-ny iAAJ.i., 
tJ 

1

o1 Wl).$hl vtftc·,. 

- ! I 
\N 1 sc o -nso1 

•I;!IJAJcif.' -1' ... 
1
. 

• 1 'i r 1 . 

. I ' I i .1. 
I . !j , 

: (!. (//.; 'rdq /) ' - '1: 
l. ·I. I · 

· ~.e ~k4le 1y 
.. : . ! . !_. :· 

i 

i-

! 
-' • ~ I 

I 
i 
i 

! 

!--: 

.... 
. ' .,. 

. . . ' ; . . 
' ' 

/ Jlf'.:! 
-rY 



X 

' 

~L- ·:i- ·:_! .. 
;-, ·-· _;__-=--=~-~~-_-...;._ __ ..., ......._ ----.....--~- -----.------

~- - -·-- ~ --
l -i -~~ ~- --

~------------------:-------·- --------- _________ L ----~-~ 

! ; •· c: ~L.- . .::::_:)::__ . :~c.~ __ ···--t" 
' . . . ,:__:c_c:J ~ 

~-=-~~----- -_:-t-:-~~---·r··-:----, 
: __ :_ *- =~ :~:~~:-----"1-----

i -~~]]~:C-. : -
" 

-.-·;-· :-:~--....-
ct 

_____ J_ ·- ·- _____ L .. ------

' -·-;- .. . '. '.' ... ,,, .. . 

t ·_ . -- ·- -- . --~-- - : . t ·--:- --~ ::--- --;--·-:-:--:---+-
[. .. .. .. . ...... . 

~·~~~·~~~-~ 

a 0 <I 0 0 Q 
Q 

;i <> 
-.9 "'" G, :n ~"' "-'\ 

'0 <() 0 
;J ~ 0 ..., -.9 -:::. :::r ::r :1-' 

- ,-------~--~------ ---- -~-- -~---.- ..:~x- ·-- -· .... __ .;._ ____ ;__ 

' 

:) 0 Q 0 0 0 
"" 0 Q 0 Q 0 Q 

N <> Uo 

* 
":)- 1'1 0 

:,-.. ~ f'(l rf\ 1(1 H\ 

. . t\J -----· ,.., 
; .~ .... 

----~----------· ----
' 

-:----~. rJ 
1. ~ 

- -- ·--+--------. 

' ~ 
0 ~ 

N 
0 0 
"' 0 0 ("( .)o ....!) --:r 
0; C"l ~ '('{ 



' 

' 

l5Tl UNIVEFiSITY OF MINNESOTA Ufk, ·J 1 '. •· :· : '"~<.,·!u: !:-' lr::,lilullonal RelatiOi'IS 
?3:? ~J1~·d;,;: \,_:_!! 

100 Ctl'Udl Str>:f;! :-;; '··. 

Jar.uary 10, 19BLf 

Tu: U u d c; c t a t~ d L e g i .·; l a t L v c Co o r· d i n a t i n g Co rn rn i t t e e 

FROH: "' ' " l J'fJib ~)<.:.ar: t,eg er· ,,. 

SUBJECT: Legislative Initiatives and 1984 Capital Request 

1. The 1984 Capital Request booklet is available for inspection. 
Most of the requests are residual items you approved for the 1983 
Request. The entries are 1n the priority order as you approved 
them at the Waseca meeting of the Board, and the dollar amounts 
reflect inflationary increases since the 1983 materials were 
assembled. 

2. Music Facili~j~~· (Action) Of the 1983 Appropriation of 
$15,990,000, about $4,500,00 is unneeded because of an 
extraordinarily favorable bid. The administration proposes that 
we seek a reappropr1ation in the 1984 Legislature as follows: 

a. Music Library underground in the courtyard space: about 
14,000 gsf, at a cost of $1,250,000. 

b. Music Performing Hall attached t0 the presently-designed 
buildinG. About 41,600 gsf (9SO seats), at a cost of 
$3,750, r.nu 

I f t h e Let~ i. s l at u r e r e appro p r· i a t e :; a c c o r· d i n g to t h i s 
request, it would very likely he accompanied by a rider 
requir·ir.g us to raise ()bout ~>W7~J,000 in private fur:ds. 

3 • Agronomy F a c i l i t i. e s . ( lh; t i on ) 0 f t.r H~ 1 9 8 1 a p pro p r i a t i on 
o f $-1 7 , 3 o o , o (fo .. ~--~~t)f)'r-()-x i m a t e 1 y $ 1 , '-) o o , o o o i s a v a i 1 a b l e , d u e to 
favorable bids. (You will recall that we did not go to bids 
ur.til sprir.g of 1933, since the state did not sell bonds during 
its fiscal diffiC'ulties.) The admi.ni.stration proposes that we 
s e e k a r e a p p r ~) p r· i a t i o r1 i r} t h e 1 9 8 lj L e c; i s 1 a t u r e t o e r e c t a 
teaching greenhouse at a cost of $850,000. 

1 
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4. H ec rea t i or:_~!_ ~E.?._~_t s I~ n t ec.~ o 11 ers_1-_ a 1::_~- !'\._!_Q..l_et i c s f._ acJ} it_~ e s. 
(Action) Over the past three weeks several discussions have 
o c c u r ,~ e d w i t h t h e G o v e r· r. o r a n d h i s s t a f f w i t h !" e :> p e c t t o 
racilities i.rnpr·overrJcnU;. While we ,Jl'(: r:ut cer'LJir: which of these 
items the r. over n c• I' w i. 1 l end or·::; e , ;t t .'>orne p r) i r. t we i--J i l L need to 
seek legislative actio~. 

I a rn at t a c hi n g a copy o f P (' e s i d e ri t ~,i a f\ rat h ' s l e t t e r •) u t l in in g 
these proposJls. It is possible he m~y have a response by the 
time of the Committee of the ~:!wle itH:etir~g ur: ,Ja ;u:v·y 1.3. 

~) . H or r.1 e l I n s t i t u t e • ( In f o nn at ion ) :.:.~ c nato r Tom lJ e 1 son ( D F L-
I~ u s t i r: )In f 0 r"!11-~;··rne·- t h a t h \? i r. t e n d s L I) i r. t ,. 0 d u c e a b i l 1 s e e k i n g 
funding to improve the Animal HoldinG Facility at the Harmel 
Institute. Although we do not yet have dctJils o~ this very 
recent development (nor have we had an opportunity for review), I 
understand thaL the funds would be used to equip laboratories for 
two distinGuished scientists who would bring large research 
grants to support themselves and a team of ten to twelve 
associates; the estimated costs would be in the area of $225,000 
to $250,000. 

6. Supplemer.tal Appropriation. (Action) As I ir.dicated in a 
l etter-Fo-yol:ITate -ra-sT-w-eel~--Tt is possible that the Governor 
m a y r e c 0 m me I~ d a sup pl ern e r. tar y a p p r· 0 p r:t:ar ions b ill. If he d 0 e s ' 
and if the Legislature accedes, we r1ave several items for 
cor:sideration. These are outlined in the second attachment. 

SBK:glf 
Er.clo~>ures (2) 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITYOFMINNESOTA 

The Honorable Rudy Perpich 
Covernor, State of Minnesota 
130 State Capito] 
St. Paul, .r.tinnesota 55155 

Dear Rudy:· 

Offtce of tliC f>H:~.tdent 
202 Morriil Hall 
100 Church StreetS E. 
Mtnneapolis. Minnesota 5t!455 

,Jc:muary 5, 1984 

In advance of our m:~eting torrorro...r, I thought it would ~ useful for you to 
lhlve this letter in tk-:lnd. 

Your interest in the University of Minnesota's athletic facilities needs and 
support. for our conmitrrent to build a first-clctss football program is greatly 
valued. Strengthening a "headline" program such as football can bring added 
pride to our State and, along with comparable efforts in the arts, enhance 
Hinnesot .. :t's public relations, and stimulate sound CCJfTT1)2rcial activity. 

I knew you also share my corrrnit:m::.nt to our fundanental educational programs, 
including tlle ITB.jor high technology and ot:hnr capital needs that are pararrount 
in our 1984 Capital RL~est. It is critical tllat we work together to get 
these fw1ded by the Iegislature. 

On :November 11, 1983, I sent you my suggestions on our athletic needs. Now 
that we have attract.ed a nationally prominent first-class Football Coach, 
arOlmd whom ITB.jor corrr;lirnents can be built, I want to reit.erate and amend my 
earlier suggestions and request your initiative tc) help us get the University's 
athletic programs (which serve m1d promote the entire State) set up to be 
first class and truly competitive. 

I am outlining these needs and proposed actions, which I will review with the 
University Regents at their upcoming January 13 rreeting. 

1. 

2. 

NEED AND COST 

Fa<:;ility to enclose football 
practice field and to build 
compcti ti ve strength and training 
_?.Tid equir:xrent and m?eting rooms; 
$3 million 

Hilliarns Arena (basketball/hockey). 
~~.9_yerrent s, including fire and 
safety; $3.5 million 

PROPOSED ACI'IClJ 

Governor to seek special State 
appropriation of $1.5 million; 
and to request University and 
its athletic friends to raise 
$1.5 million as a voluntary 
rratch through a special effort 
Jed by a praninent ccmnittee. 

Governor to seek full legisla
tive frmding, consiste..nt with 
existing University request. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Field House Renovation and Intra
irural-ancf"ReC~reatj_or1aT-sp?i-i~s-----

Inpro~~nts; $30 million for 
total package -- Field House 
serves needs of intercol k:.giate 
athletics. 

Bie:rm:'ln (Intercollegiate AtJ?} etics) 
-~~f_!.i_~e bl~~l~i~-~_g _ _j!_nprov~e~-t:-_::~, pri
marily for coaches' offices and 
and needed sp..">ce exp<:msion; 
$1.6 million. 

Increased operational fundin_!.L for 
\\lorren 1 s Intercol~egiate Athl~_t::ics 
on the Twin Cities and the C(X)nii
nate C:1Trpm3~s, especial! y the-_un_i~ 
versity of Minnesota at Duluth -
needed to have first-class program 
and rreet University's lega1 and 
rroral obligations. State support. 
reduces drain on tight operating 
budget in n:en 1 s program. 

Athletic facilities at U!v1D and Waseca 
-- we need $2,087Mfor th~--outdc::>or ···-
tx)rtion of the illD ·Recreational 
Sports and Physical Education 
facilities, $363, 000 in pla1ming 
for a Waseca Recreational Sports and 
Physical Education addition; ill1D 
planning nnncy was appropriated in 1983. 

Students to pay $7 million of 
costs via spc~cial fees, M::n 1 s 
Athletics revenues to finance 
Field House renovation. C-DVemor 
to rer-1uest $1, 320,000 fran Legis
lature for planning this facility. 

~\Till be self--financed by revenues 
projected to flCM into M::n 1 s 
Intcrcollc:.giate Athletics. 

Covernor to announce supr::ort for 
this, and to seck approximately 
$300 to 500,000 increase for 
Worren' s Intercollegiate Athletics 
in 1985 Request. 

C~vernor to announce support for 
these needs in- l}js capital 
Roquest. (The ~door portion of 
the UMD facility will be 
requested in 1985-87.) 

These steps represent a combined shared effort by the State, the University, 
and its friends. In ccrnbination, they are ffi311agcable and IT'Odest and would 
generate excellent returns to Hinnesot:.a and overcet112 sare critical problems in 
our total athletic programs. At the sam~ tine, they would derronstrate your 
personal carmitm::nt, and the State's cndorsem:.mt, to creating quickly a 
nationally prestigious football prcXJram. In this connection, it would be rrost 
helpful if you would join rre in asJr.J.ng that citizens ccmTlitted to our football 
program work to raise privately $1.5 million of the nc>eded $3 million to 
assure that we quickly put in place a first.-class football facility. 

I appreciate very ITUlch your continued sup[xxt and enthusiasm for tJ1ese and 
other significant University activities. 

CPH:kb 

Cordially, 

C. Peter Hagrath 
President 

cc: University of Minnesota Board of RL::.gents 
University Vice Presidents 
Universil~ Provosts 
Mr. Paul Gicl, Director, M.:~n' s Intercollegiate Athletics 
r.tr. Duane A. Wilson, Secretary of the Board of Regents 
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The University is requesting adriitiona1 funds for fiscal year 1985 to cover 
costs not appropriated for the Civil Service pHy plan. No funding is 
r e q u e s ted for t h e d e f i c i t i n f i s c a 1 year 1 9 8 IL 3 o rn e o f the i ncr e a sed c o s t s 
y· e s u l t e d f r o m t 11 e a p p l i c a t i o r: o f t h e " c n rn p a r a b 1 e w o r t h " a d j u s t rn e n t s t o 
llr:iversity classi fic;·Jttons. Hecause of the different mix of classes between 
t h e 5 t a t e and the U r: L v e l' s i t y , a r: d t he n e e d to m a i_ n t a i n C' om par a b i l i t y u n d e r 
the statutes, these co:::·.ts for· the University exceeded the 1.25% appropriated 
for the State. Other i.nct·ea~>es included across-the-board increases, 
progression increases, :insurance rate increases, Social Security rate and 
base increases occuring l/l/83 and 1/1/84, and the MSRS rate increase 
occuring 2/1/83, which was not included in the biennial budget base. 

FacultJC Hetiremer:t_ B__~ductior. .........•.•......•............... $ 1,920,000 

Tr; December, 1982, ir. Special Session 3, the University's 1982-83 
appropriatior.s were reduced by $1,920,000, representing a 2% employer 
reduction to the faculty retirement program. Before the 1983 Legislature 
: .. \ J j o u r n e d , t h e 1 a \v w a s c h a n g e d , i n e f f e c t r e f u n d i n g t h e r e d u c t i o n f o r t h e 
~,1 i c r; e s o t a S t a t e R e t i r e m e n t S y s t e m , 1 e a v i n g t h e U n i v e r s i t y ' s f a c u 1 t y 
retirement program as the only unreimbursed plan. This is a one-time 
request, and the University is currently carrying this amount as a deficit. 

FacultJC f~~_er.~~~~~~ Q~fj-~}-~ ....................••............ $ 2,263,806 

r~~ds requested would cover the additional costs of fringe benefits for 
faculty that were not provided by the. appropriatior. for 5% increases in 
salaries and benefits for FYS4 and FYA5. For both years, fringe benefit 
c o s t s e x c e e d e d the r_, X d p pro p r l a t e d , r e s u 1 t i n g i n a r e d u e t i on i n the am o u n t 
:Jv:l1lab1e for c:L,i1 :' .. ll.ary jncrc:Jse:;;. ln~~r8a~>ed co:3ts Ir,clude the State 
ilealth Plan, Socic1l Secur·ity rate and b8se changes, ar.d the faculty 
retirement p1ar,. 

150,000 

I .: 1 9 8 ~~ - i3 5 the Vj i. n n c~ :-; o t a :~:; f? :1 G r· an t I r. :; t L t u t e vJ i ll a p p 1 y for "Sea Grant: 
c :) ll e g e " s t a t u s , w h i ·~ h w i l l l e a d t o i r: l~ r e a s e d F e d e r a 1 f u n d i n g a n d a' 
~orresponding increase in St3te matching funds required. Funds will be usedi 
to (1) support r.ew r·esearch, such as studies to assist the development of! 
markets for bulk commodities moving through the Port of Duluth, (2) improve 
:c:,::;J Grant Extension effol~t:> by adding a :!ea Grar.t Specialist in t1arine· 
E c or. o rn i c s a t U t·1 D , a r: d ( 3 ) i n c r e a s e e f for t s to t r a i r. g r ad u a t e s t u d en t s i n t he : 
critical areas of Great Lakes fisheries, engineering, economics, and health 
sciences. 

-1-
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6. 

7. 

' 

Tl1e Minnesota Employees Hight to Know Act of 1983 makes the employer 
responsible for the traininG of ~ll Pmployees routinely exposed to specified 
hazardous substances. Funds are requested to plan and implement the Univer
sity's program, developing employee and supervisor training programs, devel
oping the computeri.zed system t•J tdentify affected employees and maintain 
the treaining records required, and installing the computer hardware and 
software for training records and access to safety data sheets. 

The legislation affects over 6000 Ur:iversity empl0yees who must be trained 
to handle a wide variety of substances. Tr~iring must be completed prior to 
assignment of new employees, and training for current employees must be com
p l e t e d b y J u l y l , l ~) 8 n . F o 11 o w i n g .i n 1 t i. a 1 t r a i n i n g , f u r t h e r t r a i n i n g i s 
required on an an~ual basis and whenever the exposure risks of a particular 
employee change. The 1983 legislation was passed after the 1983-85 budget 
process had been completed, so there was not an opportunity to secure an 
8ppropriation for FYBl+ and FY85 expenditures that the law requires. This 
will be a recurri~g ~eed in the Operations and Maintenance budget. 

Research and Instruction 750,000 

The Department of Microbiology is requesting funds to establish a two-year 
educational program leading to the Master of Science degree in Microbial 
Engineering. Thirty-five faculty from ten departments representing five 
C>olleges or institutes have agreed to :>erve on the f.~raduate faculty of the 
program. Graduates will be knowledgeable in both basic and applied aspects 
of modern mic.robiology and will qualify for industrial jobs in the rapidly 
expanding areas of recombinant DNA and hybridomer-monoclonal antibody 
technology. It is estimated that there will be a need in the U.S. for 
35,000 biotechnologists of this type by the year 2000. The M.S. program 
will be run in cooperation with the Institute for Advanced Studies in 
Biological Process Technology (College of Biological Sciences) and will 
include preceptorships with local biotechnology companies. The request 
includes recurring funds for the instructional program, fellowships for 
outstanding students, and research support for the Institute. Non-recurring 
funds ($500,000) will provide both instructional and research-related equip
ment in the Microbiology Department and the Institute. 

§_!-~perc ompu_~ e~ l!".:..~-~1:__~!:~ ( S_!:_§l t e S pee i a l_l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . • $ 3, 2 4 0, 0 0 0 

Pursuant to an initiative announced by Governor Perpich on November 22, 
1983, the University requests funds to begin the planning and operations of 
~ Minnesota Supercomputing Institute, to be located on the Twin Cities 
Campus and operated and managed by the University under the policy direction 
of a Board of Advisers appointed jointly by the Board of Regents and the 
Governor. The Institute will promote research on supercomputing and related ' 
:> u h j e c t s , m a k e :> u p e r c o m p u t e r s e r v i c e ~' a v a i 1 a b l e t o p u b l i c a g e n c i e .s , 
educational institutiocs, ar.d private or)\anlz;:ition~>, and develop a 
,, o opera t i v c n e L w 1) r k ,, f ;'1 inn e ::; o t a state age r: c i e s and higher e ducat ion 
i :: :3 t i t u t i on s to pro v i d e r e ad y a c c e s s to super· c c m put i n g a r. d other com put i n g 

-2-
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t• ,, D o u r c e s . T h e ~J p p ~~ o p r .i iJ t i o r. r e q u e s t e d w i l. 1 c o v e r t h e s a 1 a r i e s o f a 
Director and supporting staff to begir: detailed planning of Institute 
programs during FY1985, anrl it will provide funds for full support of 
research computing by the Univer·sLty .:nd a11 other stat.e agencies and higher 
education jnstitutir)r.s or: tho C:ray •·ornputer curr··,~ntly ope,~ated by the 
l!niver·sity and a C:yber ;l[J:; prrJvicled by Cn··:Ll"ol iJat(l i>H·poration. 

320,000 

The U n i v e r sit y' :; e :1 r l i c 1~ /\ g 1~ i (' u 1 t u ~~ ;l L 1·: x p ,. r· i. rn (' ~l ~ ;~tat i on requests for 
ir;creases of $4UO,Citl0 i?: !-'Y84 ,J!-:d .t,t,on,~,OGil ir: FYW) r·c;:~ultf'd in legislative 
appropriations of :>U)Cl,OClO per :>•'<jr, ·:ho~>': fuLds have been allocated to the 
i d e n t. i f i e d h i g h e :5 t p r i ;J r i t y , :J n i m a 1 h e a l t h r· c s e a r c f1 1 r: t h e C ') 11 e g e o f V e t e r -
inary Medicine. The request proposed here represents the highest priorities 
of the programs orici~ally requested for the current bienr:ium, and they 
address agricultural/economic cnr:cerns 0f the State. 

f·1 o 1 e c u l a r B i. o 1 n g y o f E c o n or n i c P l a n t ~; - $ 1] n , () () u 

The biotechnology exists to isolate a~d purify individual genes 
from crop plants, allowing scientists trJ improve crops by molec
ular means L; the labor.gtory. Funds would support one faculty 
position, one technician, a half-time research assistant, and 
related expenses. 

Vegetable Production & Processing in Southern Minnesota - $90,000 

Increased production of vegetables in Southern Minnesota offers 
significant ecor.omi.c development <)pportunities, both for the 
farmers and the communities dependent on agricultural production, 
processing, ar.J distribution. When processed, the value added 
to the vegetable raw product is seven times the raw product value, 
the highest of any agricultural commodity. Funds would support 
one horticulture position at the Southern Ex.perirnent Station in 
Waseca, plus related support costs. 

Forestry Utilizati.or~ and Remanufacturir:g- $90,000 

Paper birch is the most under-utilized timber resource in Minne
sota, characterized c:~s ~l "~.reed specie" until about 1970. There 
are opportunities to turn this resource into an economic advan
tage to the State, as is now being done with aspen. Minnesota 
could gain greatly by remanufacturing structural particleboard 
panels into consumer products instead of shipping the product 
to out-of-state manufacturers. J3l.rch can also be increased as 
a component of aspen structural panel products, but not until 
research on desig~ criteria and performance is done. Funds 
would support one faculty position and support costs. 

--3-



Animal Health ReL~a,,~·n - $~>t), 000 

The Agriculturll Experiment Station, the ColleGe of Veterinary 
Medici~e, a~d the College of Agriculture have designed a major 
food animal heal t11 resear'-~h program climed at increasi·ng our 
knowledge base on livestock and poultry diseases and the pro
ducers' use of animal health research as a means of enhancing 
productivity. A matching commitment of $50,000 would be raised 
from livestock and poultry producers and related industries. 

568,548 

~1innesota, like the rest of the United States, has a well-documented, but 
inadequately addressed problem in second ("foreign") language instruction. 
\4hi.le recognitior: of the problem has grown, few concrete steps have been 
taken toward finding solutions. The College of Liberal Arts is already 
recommending a strengthened language requirement for the B.A. and a language 
entrance requirement., and C.L.A. offers thj_s four-part proposal as a start 
toward improved college preparatory and college-level instruction. 

Language Laboratory \hth Microcomputers - $271,000 

~unds would develop language laboratory facilities with 35 micro
computers and ~;upport a coordinator and staff. The only facilities 
currently avall.able to C.L..A. languagF~ students is a libr·ary listening 
c enter . M i c roc om put e r rna t e 1· i a 1 s are a v a i.l a b l e for man y 1 an g u ages , but 
the facilitie:, :nHi e;]uiprnPt~t ,:we rwt. 

' Talented Youth I'rograms - $118,951 

Q u a 1 i f i e d h i 8 h s c h o o l ::; l u d e !': t s H o u l ·i t a k e ; ! n i v e r s i. t y c r e d i t c o u r s e s 
during tt1e r-egul::lt' acad('rnJ.c year ;1nd i•1 Si.lmrner·. Fifty scholarships 
would be av2ilable, a~d instruction would be available in both the 
commonly tauGht a~d lesser-taught lanruages. 

Summer Intensive Courses i~ the Lesser-Taught Languages - $127,200 

Ten summer institutes would offer elementary, intermediate, and advanced 
courses for hit;h-apU.tude high school students, college-level students, 
and teachers ir. Chir:ese, Japanese, Russian, Arabi.c, Swedish, Norwegian, 
Dutch, Italian, Portugese, and Hebrew. 

Summer Proficiency Workshop and Curricular Materials Development- $51,397 

Ueginning in 1984, this workshop would train an initial group of 30 
language teachers at all levels of instruction in the theories and tech
niques of the new ACTFL-ETS proficiency guidelines. Course guidelines 
and testing materials will also be developed, starting with French, 
German, and Spanish. Existi"lg microcomputer instructional materials 
will be revised with an eye toward future use throughout Minnesota 
high schools and colleges. 

-4-
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~ g r i c u 1 t u r a 1_ g. x t e r. s i on S e r v i c e ~: X 'I_F N_g_ ~!.~.~:__r k _G? t .9 t ~ S p e c i a 1 ~- $ 3 6 1 , 3 50 

In the 1981-83 biennium, the rHnnesota Legislature provided initi.al funding 
for the development of a state-wide distributed computer-based information 
ar.d com m un ic at ior. s y stern known 3S E XTDJ D. The s ys tern uses m ic roc omputer s in 
county extension and MAES specialists' offices, linked to the University's 
host computers. By June 30, 1984, the system will include 59 county 
o f f ices , 7 are a off i c e s , and 11 3 S t . Paul campus offices . 

This request would complete the purchase of equipment and fund positions to 
to continue the development of educational software, train faculty and 
clientele, operate th(; system, and provide for on-going maintenance of the 
equipment. It would provide ?B microcomputer units for campus and area 
offices, as well as 33 units for county offices, the latter involving 50% 
cost-sharing by the counties. 

1 1 • ~L~ o l o g y T e a c h e r ~ !~!::'-o g.!:_ am .. < S ~ e :s p e c j. a ~l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 104,000 

The request is to enable teachers from two- and four-year institutions and 
l1igh schools (20 i.r; the first year) t1) sper~d two months in the summer 
dorking with professors in the College of Hiological Sciences. CBS faculty 
Hould provide brief synopses of research and teachl.ng interests, so 
participants would be able to chose the faculty with whom they would be 
viorkir.g. Each participar.t will be involved in the full range of teaching 
and research activities, reporting later nn the impact of these activities 
his or her home institution. It is expected that the improved interactions 
among high school and college teachers will be long-lasting and broader in 
s c u p e t h a r. the i ~·; .L t i a l y e a!~ ' s for rn a 1 p r· o [j r a rn • F u n d s 1r1 o u 1 d co v e r the f i r s t 
year, with comparable amounts needed in the future. The College sees strong 
1 i k e l i hood t h a t t h e pro g r a m ' s p o p u l a r i t y ~·J I. l l m e r j t con t i. r; u a t i o n for m an y 
years. 
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