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l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

FOR INFORMATION 

1. Reports: 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
AND 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

January 15, 1987 
12:15 - 3:00 

300 Morrill Hall 

AGENDA 

A. Senate Finance Committee Chair 

B. SSCC Chair 

c. sec Chair: 

(1) Calendar Committee response to the problem of Winter 
Quarter, 1989. Attachment: correspondence with David 
Olson, Calendar Committee Chair. 

(2) Assembly Steering Committee request to University 
Bookstores Committee. Attachment: letter sent to 
Professor Marty Roth. 

(3) CtF Minority Programs Committee reporting and forum 
schedule. 

(4) Additional items. 

D. Brenda Ellingboe: preliminary planning for forum on SDI. 
Attachment: memorandum to prospective planning committee 
members. 

E. Paul Murphy: Grievance Procedures. 

FOR DISCUSSION/ACTION 

2. Approval of SCC minutes of December 4 (sent prior to the holiday 
break). 

cont ..... 

I 
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3. Governance: External reviewers' schedule. Attached: tentative 
list of people with whom we hope reviewers will be able to meet. 

4. Student class hours and credit hours on the Twin Cities Campus. 
For discussion and steering. 

The problems: 

- The 45-minute classroom hour which makes contact time 
10% less than the norm for American universities; 

- The standard module in many units of four credits for 
classes which meet only three class hours per week. 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

5. Reorganization of central administration 

A. Reorganization of the Office of Academic Affairs 

B. Reorganization of the Office of Student Affairs. 

6. Update on the Child Care Coordinator position. 

7. Security measures and computer thefts. 



l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA ; University senate consultative committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

MINUTES 
SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

January 15, 1987 
300 Morrill Hall 

12:40 - 3:30 

Approved 2/5/87 

Members present: Ellen Berscheid (Chair), Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, 
Kim Carlson, Shirley Clark, Brenda Ellingboe, Jill Gaudette, Richard 
Goldstein, Ron Kubik, Joseph Latterell, Cleon Melsa, Paul Murphy, Don 
Peterson, Ronald Phillips, Roy St. Laurent, Andy Seitel, W. Phillips 
Shively, Bruce Vandal. 

Guests: Roger Benjamin, Vice President for Academic Affairs; George Copa, 
Chair, Tenure Committee; Amos Deinard, Chair, Senate Judicial Committee; 
Stephen Dunham, Vice President and General Counsel; Rick Heydinger, Senior 
Assistant to the President; Kenneth Keller, President; Jeanne Lupton, 
Acting Associate Vice President for Student Affairs; V. Rama Murthy, 
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs; Barbara Nelson, Professor, 
Humphrey Institute; Mike Peltier, Minnesota Daily; Maureen Smith, University 
Relations. 

l. Reports. 

A. Finance Committee. Professor Shively. 

(l) The Academic Vice President is studying the distribution 
of the PUF matches for endowed chairs and, with most of the funds now 
committed, taking deliberate action to ensure the highest priority remaining 
needs will be met. Dr. Benjamin will report to SFC this afternoon. 

(2) Vice President Benjamin and Acting Associate Vice President 
Foster will describe to SFC the "program budget" concept. 

(3) SFC will get an update on the University's legislative 
request. 

(4) At a future SFC meeting Vice President Lilly will discuss 
his proposal to redirect profits from the services enterprises to the 
academic budget. 

B. Student SCC. Mr. St. Laurent. 

(l) New members (introduced): Jill Gaudette (Twin Cities; also 
new to Finance); Kim Carlson (Waseca); Don Peterson (Crookston). 

(2) On January 8 the Regents Committee on Staff and Student 
Affairs discussed student services fees. Mr. St. Laurent made a request 
on behalf of the student groups that have studied the question and he 
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participated in a retreat which coordinated all the student positions. 

(3) Some student committee positions remain unfilled, including 
the coordinate campus position on Committee on Committees. SSCC will 
attempt to improve this situation. 

C. SCC. Professor Berscheid. 

(l) Steering Committee's suggestions to the Calendar Committee 
on ways to avoid having only eight Mondays in winter quarter 1989. The 
Calendar Committee will recommend to the Assembly carrying over the last 
day of classes to a Monday and scheduling finals through the following 
Monday. Professor Goldstein found preferable the alternative of striking 
the Saturday study day. 

{2) SCC's suggestions on Bookstore policy (meeting of December 4) 
have been forwarded by letter to Bookstore Committee Chairman Professor 
Roth with copies to sec members. 

(3) CTF: Minority Programs. The chair has discussed with Professor 
Taborn the public discussion schedule for the interim and revised reports 
of the Special Committee on Minority Programs in Support of Commitment 
to Focus: SCC agenda February 5; Senate forum February 19; SCC agenda 
March 5 (by which time there should be responses from concerned parties); 
sec agenda again April 2 if necessary. Senate will consider the report 
April 16; Regents will have it for information in April and action in 
May. 

{4) Animal Care Committee (ACC). Mr. Jeff Dorson of the Animal 
Rights Coalition telephoned Meredith Poppele in October regarding differential 
treatment of guests at ACC's October meeting. He had been asked to leave 
while other non-members were asked to stay for closed portions of the 
meeting. Professor George Ruth, ACC Chair, has explained to Professor 
Berscheid that those who stayed were technical people the committee values 
in all its sessions: two Research Animal Resource Specialists, and one 
Assistant Professor of Veterinary Diagnostics. They answer the committee's 
technical questions and are the people who report back to the investigators. 

Professor Berscheid told SCC she has drafted a letter to Mr. Dorson 
explaining this use of non-members. She has also drafted a letter to 
Professor Ruth suggesting that ACC make a proposal to identify as ex 
officio members any technical experts the committee needs. 

MOTION. Professor Murphy moved sec submit this recommendation to 
Animal Care. 

Discussion. SCC noted that if Animal Care agreed, it would forward 
its proposal to Committee on Committees and Business and Rules. Professor 
Clark recommended giving ACC latitude to take up the question with Committee 
on Committees, as the latter body has dealt with several other questions 
concerning~ officio memberships. 

Professor Shively preferred a provision giving the ACC the right 
to add non-voting adjunct members as needed for technical expertise. 
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Mr. St. Laurent thought these people might be regarded as staffing the 
committee since they communicate directly with investigators. 

There was a consensus of sec approval for the motion. The sec will 
ask Professor Ruth to report back to SCC later this year. The committee 
accepted Professor Shively's recommendation that sec notify Mr. Dorson 
of that occasion. 

D. SDI forum update. Ms. Ellingboe: At the first planning meeting 
an ad hoc committee of three faculty and three students was elected to 
plan a major forum on research, to include the SDI issue. Faculty members 
are John Dickey. Tim Knopp, and Ben Frankel; students are Bill Ostrem, 
Whitney Clark, Charles Betz. Ms. Ellingboe will facilitate agenda-setting 
for the first few meetings. Dean Harlan Cleveland has donated secretarial 
help and photocopying from the Humphrey Institute. 

E. Revised University Grievance Procedures. Professor Murphy. 
The Judicial Committee has raised questions which may or may not be easily 
resolved, but Professor Murphy hopes he will be able to bring a document 
to sec within a few weeks. 

Mr. St. Laurent reported that students have worried because the 
document was commonly presented as comprehensive and yet student procedures 
are not spelled out in it. The students are now reassured that the document 
does not pretend to be complete regarding students, and they essentially 
approve it. At a later meeting they will introduce concerns regarding 
areas unprovided for in our grievance procedures for students. 

2. Action. The minutes of December 4 were approved. 

3. Governance: visit of the external reviewers. sec members had copies 
of the list of groups of individuals with whom reviewers should meet. 
sec agreed it would suggest to the reviewers that insofar as their arrival 
times permit, they meet on sunday evening to formulate questions. 

Mr. Kubik saw a need for more student and more coordinate campus 
participation, and more attention to the student governance structure. 
Professor Clark responded that to undertake a study of the Minnesota 
Student Association (MSA) would be to introduce a lot of new issues. 
The SCC's purpose throughout has been to address Senate governance. 
Mr. Seitel thought Senate governance and the MSA were not separable. 
He and Mr. Kubik recommended that coordinate campus and Twin Cities student 
body presidents meet with the reviewers. Mr. St. Laurent recommended 
including available past presidents of MSA in a group with past and present 
SSCC chairs, as well as the chair of the student representatives to the 
Board of Regents. 

Professor Campbell commented that the sec is trying to create a 
structure where certain information will be delivered to the reviewers; 
he had no objection to SSCC inviting others they believe will bring that 
about. The sec appeared to concur in that attitude. 

After asking for any further suggestions, Professor Berscheid said 
Mrs. Poppele would call the reviewers to ask for their suggestions. 
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Professor Clark suggested selected chairs of Senate and possibly 
Assembly committees be included, perhaps in the open session, and Professor 
Campbell recommended inviting both 1985-86 and 1986-87 chairs. 

4. Twin Cities class hour meeting time and credit hours. 

Professor Goldstein, who had introduced the issue, cited two longstanding 
concerns: (l) The change to the 45-minute class hour when the West Bank 
opened, considered necessary for passing time and understood initially 
to be but a temporary solution, has become quasi-permanent. The 10% 
loss of class time is significant; the academic norm is a 50-minute class 
per credit hour. (2) The switch, around 1971, from the 3-credit module 
to the 4-credit module, founded on the concept of students taking fewer 
courses but in greater depth, a concept with which he agrees. There 
was the presumption classes would either meet four class hours per week, 
or expect more work, or both, but neither has happened. The consequence 
is another loss of faculty-student contact time. 

SCC members found the issue important enough to steer to the Educational 
Policy Committee. There was an informal consensus to do so. 

Professor Goldstein cited two alternate scheduling models: (l) Every 
class to run for the same 50 minutes, with 15 minutes passing time 
(the Summer Session model), and (2) East Bank and West Bank 50-minute 
classes to start at different times (the St. Paul Campus model.) 

Professor Shively added that it is also a concern that Summer Session 
contact hours are significantly less than those in the fall, winter, 
and spring quarters. 

DISCUSSION WITH PRESIDENT KELLER 

5. College constitutions and University employment contracts. 

President Keller explained that several years ago the Regents sent 
guidelines to colleges regarding specific provisions all college constitutions 
should include. Colleges abided by these guidelines and subsequently 
submitted their constitutions, which the Regents then adopted as a complete 
set. No central officer examined the documents closely at that time 
to see what other provisions they might contain. It has since been discovered 
that some constitutions contain provisions which are at odds with the 
University Tenure Code and search requirements. The Tenure Code governs 
the University's employment relationship with faculty. 

The president intends to take to the Regents for information in 
February and action in March a resolution which: 

(l) declares that constitutions are not the primary document and 
not the contractual document, and 

(2) creates a review group to correct discrepancies. 
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The president sought SCC's advice before preceding. In response to questions, 
the president said no one could be "grandfathered in" for having been 
hired under a college constitution. The administration regards all faculty 
as having been hired under the University's search procedures and subject 
to the Tenure Code. All that the administration wants to do is to make 
explicit what the Regents' position has been all along. There is no 
attempt to change any element of the Tenure Code or of the employment 
contract. 

As an example of different provisions, he said, a dean has a year-to
year contract, although formal review is required only every five years. 

The administration regards the one-year period as the contractual one. 

Professor Campbell remarked that a dispute may arise where some 
colleges regard their documents as wiser in some respects than the Tenure 
Code. Vice President Dunham said the Regents will direct central administration 
to (1) consult with the colleges whose constitutions are somewhat in 
question and decide on a resolution, and (2) to add to each constitution 
a statement that the Tenure Code, not the constitution, is the contractual 
document. If grievances arise, President Keller said, they will go through 
the normal channels. 

Later in the meeting, copies of the resolution to the Regents were 
distributed to the sec. 

6. Child Care Coordinator position. 

President Keller reported that agreement on the position description 
and the budget was reached on January 14 with Patty Finstad, the new 
coordinator. She will report to Acting Associate Vice President for 
Student Affairs Jeanne Lupton. 

7. Reorganization of Central Administration. 

President Keller distributed copies of sections of the Spring, 1986 
Peat Marwick report including several organizational charts. 

The president said that this was the first public dis~ussion of 
the proposed restructuring. He told SCC he would take it to the Board 
of Regents for discussion, but that there would be no immediate changes. 

Changes will not be forced on the vice presidents.~ 

The 6/8/85 chart "Proposed Organization" displays the actual present 
organization and distinguishes the staff functions, which apply across 
the system, from the line functions, which are specific to the Twin Cities 
Campus. The Peat Marwick study proposed changes in senior management 
organization as the text and charts indicate. Peat Marwick recommended 
two executive vice presidents: one for Academic Affairs and one for Finance 
~nd Administration. To the Health Sciences and Agriculture vice presidents, 
lt add~d one for Other Academic Units. Peat Marwick regarded the university 
as hav~ng too grea~ a breadth of units reporting to a single vice president, 
weakenlng the vertlcal structure. The Peat Marwick plan separates the 
chief academic officer from operations and has no deans reporting directly 
to that officer. 
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Vice President Keller will not adopt this part of the report both 
because it is too much a "system'' structure and because it does not put 
the academic vice president in the thick of things. There remains now the 
problem of a great many units reporting to the academic vice president. 

At the president's insistence, Peat Marwick drew up an alternative organizational 
chart of a structure which the president prefers, with some modification. 
President Keller discussed this structure with the SCC. 

President Keller said we do not want primarily a system organization 
but rather a design for the Twin Cities Campus which accords to the coordinate 
campuses a good deal of autonomy. Features include a director of Twin 
Cities operations who would report to the Provost; operations would be 
program-related. The Vice President for Finance would cease to have 
responsibility for operations; that office would be organized around 
the University's finances and investments. 

Faculty sec members repeatedly raised their concern over the non-academic 
burdens on the provost, whose main activity should relate to academic 
matters. President Keller said the burden on the provost can be avoided 
by having good, relatively autonomous line officers for each of the 
major operations; they should take only their general guidance from the 
provost. 

The plan model includes a Vice President for Institutional Advancemenet 
in place of a Vice President for Institutional Relations. Responsibilities 
would involve much more than the University's relationship to the state 
government; they would include development, alumni affairs, constituent 
relations, research administration and, possibly, institutional communications. 
This conjunction, the president said, is in accord with the Peat Marwick 

recommendation. 

There would be a system Vice President for Student Development and, 
on the Twin Cities Campus, an Associate Vice President and Vice Provost 
for Student Affairs. President Keller said the concept is that the position 
should be concerned with the development of student life at the University 
and be separated from the day-to-day operational services. They too, 
but separately, must be carried out well. 

The president identified as units which have not yet been placed 
computing, intercollegiate athletics, and Management Planning and Information 
Services. 

Profesor Phillips noted that several task forces have recommended 
the University have a Vice President for Research. President Keller 
said he has always argued the provost and the deans should all be concerned 
with research, in part because approaches to funding vary widely among 
the colleges. 

Office of the Academic Vice President and Provost. Vice President 
Benjamin distributed the January 7, 1987 memorandum to deans and directors, 
"Responsibilities of Senior Staff in Academic Affairs, and Communications 
Channels." Attached was a chart showing the distribution of present 
and anticipated functions in his office. Dr. Benjamin agreed that it 
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would be a mistake for the University to move to a full-blown systems 
model, but also agreed that we have to be very sensitive to the fact 
that many functions will report to the Provost's office. 

In explaining his choice not to adopt Peat Marwick's major recommendations, 
President Keller described the consultants' job as listening to what 
university people say we want the system to do, and then looking at the 
system to see whether in fact it is organized to do that. However, in 
his view, their recommendations would not accomplish the academic ends 
which his administration wants. He believes there were some shortcomings 

in the communication. 

Peat Marwick tells us what it thinks is good management organization, 
he said, but if it does not do what we want, then it is not good for 
us. The process with Peat Marwick was interactive, and the consultants 
submitted an appendix which responds to the University's reasons for 
rejecting their model. The Peat Marwick report helped us to get the 
issues into an analyzable form, he said. It has accomplished a correction 
and repositioning to go into the future. President Keller told SCC he 
believes that how central administration is organized ought to be the 
prerogative of the president, but the president also must be sensitive 
to all the arguments. 

The president's proposal differs significantly from the present 
organization in the distribution of responsibilities among the vice presidents. 

Professor Clark asked how the deans, as people greatly dedicated 
to accomplishing the educational aims of the University, were involved, 
and whether we assume the plan will facilitate their work. President 
Keller said Peat Marwick interviwed every dean. Central administration 
talked about the charts with the deans, and they did not favor the Peat 
Marwick kind of model. He thinks the administration's proposal is pretty 
consistent with the deans' desires. Central administration will now 
talk further with the vice presidents and with the deans about it. 

Professor Latterell said the Morris Campus would have viewed favorably 
a dotted line (to show coordination of academic mission) between Morris 
and the academic vice president. In addition, the proposal suggests 
the coordinate campuses will not each be allowed to determine their own 
degree of autonomy. But President Keller said most of the academic concerns 
Morris had about too much autonomy are on issues still left open. He 
added that the design leaves him free to delegate certain UMM reporting 
responsibilities to the academic vice president. 

Professor Goldstein referred to the awkwardness of having a health 
sciences and an agriculture, forestry, and horne economics vice president 
with academic responsibilities in addition to the vice president for 
academic affairs. President Keller said he has argued for those two 
vice presidents because he does not want the provost to worry about the 
magnitude of their operations. Those vice presidents report through 
the provost for the academic aspects of their units; they themselves 
are in charge of the operational aspects. 

The president invited the committees to study all the designs and 
consider whether there is a model they prefer. 
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SCC will make and distribute copies to SCC members of the full Peat 
Marwick report. 

8. Security measures and computer theft~. 

Mr. St. Laurent referred tothe costs to the University, faculty, and 
students of computer thefts,which have become commonplace. The apparent 
lack of security on the part of many departments is of great concern. 
Professor Goldstein asked for centrally-disseminated information on security 
measures units can take. 

President Keller said he agreed with the concerns. He noted that 
the point of sale is one time when security information can go to the 
purchaser. 

Mr. St. Laurent reported his observation of offices left open and 
untended for up to half a day at a time, suggesting a lack of awareness 
of the theft problem. Professor Brenner asked that the Bookstores stock 
anti-theft devices. Professor Goldstein asked if the campus police could 
be more conspicuous in their patrolling. 

President Keller said he thought it worth convening the chief of 
police and some microcomputer people to discuss steps the Universitey 
can take. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:30. 

Meredith Poppele 
Executive Assistant 
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Professor W. Andrews Collins 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

January 20, 1987 

Chair, Assembly Committee on Educational Policy 
190 Child Development 

Subject: Credit hours and contact time 

Deaer Andy: 

At its January 15 meeting, the Assembly Steering Committee/Senate 
Consultative Committee discussed an educational policy question raised 
by SCC member Professor Richard Goldstein. His question, which the attached 
copy of his letter sets forth in more detail, is whether the Twin Cities 
Campus of the University should re-examine the desirability of the .45-minute 
class hour and the norm of four credits for three weekly class hour meetings. 
As you know, the campus changed to these practices about 15 years ago; 
the first was designed to accommodate travel time between extreme points 
on the East and West Banks; the second was intended to allow students 
to take fewer courses per term but treat them in greater depth. Professor 
Goldstein explained to the Steering Committee and the SCC that he continues 
to be concerned about the significant loss of faculty--student contact 
time resulting from these two practices. 

The Steering Committee considers that the issue is of sufficient 
importance to warrant at least cursary examination by the Educational 
Policy Committee. Since both of the current practices are specific to 
the Twin Cities Campus, it is business for the Assembly Committee on 
Educational Policy (ACEP), rather than the entire Senate committee. 
We would appreciate your adding this issue to your year's agenda and, 
if possible, bringing us a report of the status of your deliberations; 
on this issue at our May 28 meeting. 

Give me a call if you have any questions. 

EB:mp 

c: Shirley Clark 
Roy St. Laurent 
Andy Seitel 

Sincerely, 
~-- . 

/;;r//. 

El,l':.en Berscheid 
Chair, Assembly Steering Committee 

(Officers of the Steering Committee) c: (not indic. on orig.) 
R. ·Benjamin 

Attachment K. Keller 
B. Robinett 
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Dr. Ellen s. Berscheid, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Conunittee 
N 309 Elliott Hall 

Dear Ellen: 

· Office of the Vice President for 
1
. Academic Affairs and Provost 
· 213 Morrill Hall 
· 100 Church Street S.E. 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

December 23, 1986 

JAN 5 1987 

This is just a note regarding Dick Goldstein's letter on calendar 
issues. I think that Dick has brought up useful points. At least we might 
try to move toward returning to 50-minute class times. Anyway, I just 
wanted to indicate that I thought his concerns were well stated and timely. 

RB/rar 

c: Dr. Kenneth H. Keller, President 

Sincerely, 

!rr::: 
Provost and Vice President for 

Academic Affairs 

Dr. Richard J. Goldstein, Professor and Head, Department of Mechanical 
Engineering 

Dr. Betty W. Robinett, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

1 December 1986 

Professor Ellen Berscheid 
Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 
Department of Psychology 
N309 Elliott Hall 

Dear Ellen: 

Department of Mechanical Engineering 
125 Mechanical Engineering 
111 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-7366 

At the time the University was considering a change from quarters 
t o s em e s t e r s , I w r o t e t o D r. Rob i nett ex p res s i n g my co n c e r n 
regarding the class contact time that students at the University 
of Minnesota would have with the proposed semester. Although the 
semester schedule is apparently a dead issue, the question of 
student class time is still something that should be considered 
within our structure of faculty governance. 

There are two specific items which I believe should be 
considered--the forty-five minute class hour and the number of 
class hours per credit hour. Both of these underwent changes in 
the last fifteen years. Upon extending the Minneapolis Campus 
across the river to the West Bank, the passing time for students 
to go from classes on one side of the river to classes on the 
other side could no longer be easily accommodated in ten minutes. 
Rather than shift the schedule so that the classes would start at 
different times on the two banks, the passing time was increased 
from ten minutes to fifteen minutes. I do not recall whether this 
was considered to be a temporary change or not. In any event, 
this loss of 10% of the class time has never been made up. It has 
a very definite effect on the amount of material that can be 
covered in a course. 

The change from 50 to 45 minutes per class room hour was due to a 
change in the physical layout of the University. The second change 
was related to a change in educational philosophy. This concerns 
the notion, which I believe is basically correct, that students 
should take a smaller number of courses in a given term, yet treat 
them in greater depth. Therefore, at least for undergraduates, we 
reduced drastically the fraction of courses that were given for 
three credits or less and for some time have had a standard module, 
for most classes, of four credits. 

In my naive way -at that time I served as chairman of the IT 
Curriculum Committee - I assumed that there would be a concurrent 
increase in class meetings and that a four credit course would meet 
four hours a week. Although this is the case for some departments, 
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a casual review of the class schedule indicates that for many 
departments four credit courses meet three hours per week. 
Although in the past some argued that the decrease in class time 
per credit hour would be compensated with additional work given 
to students, it is not clear that this has been or really could be 
the case. In fact, as indicated in the minutes of the committee 
that was planning a potential change in calendar, it is apparently 
well accepted that for many departments, four credit courses would 
consist of three, forty-five minute 11 hours 11 per week. 

Discussions with colleagues at other universities indicate no 
schools where the standard classroom hour is forty-five minutes 
and none where four credit classes, be they semester or quarter, 
meet less than four (fifty minute) hours per week, or their 
equivalent. We have, at Minnesota, a class contact time at least 
10% less than the standard throughout American Universities, and 
in many departments 32 1/2% less than the norm. 

I am troubled by three things. First, we have less time to get 
across material which is a definite loss to the potential knowledge 
base of our students. Second, there is a question as to whether we 
are overcharging in tuition payments. Thirdly, do we report the 
correct number of student credit hours to state bodies that worry 
about student credit hours? 

As I mentioned, these points were brought up with the Office of 
Vice President for Academic Affairs at the time of the examination 
of the calendar. Because no action was taken in terms of a change 
in calendar, the matter was not pursued. I would suggest that we 
have this as a topic of discussion for FCC or sec. If not, could 
we consider asking the Senate Committee on Educational Policy or 
perhaps the Calendar Committee to consider the importance of these 
points? 

SinRrely yours, 

t)~ 
R.J. Goldstein 
Professor and Head 

RJG/cjs 

cc: R. Benjamin 
K. Keller 
B. Robinett 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SBJ: 

JAN 2 1987 

UNIVERSITY OF 

MINNESOTA 

Brian Ahlberg - MPIRG N~wspaper editor 
Stephen Boland - CLA Student 
Miguel Carter - CLA Student, author of resolution 
Dean Harlan Cleveland - Humphrey Institute 
Professor John Dickey - Dept. of Astronomy 
Professor Ben Frankel - Dept.of Political Science 
Professor Don Kahn- Dept. of Mathematics 
Professor Tim Knopp. - Dept. of Forestry 
Richard Melton - MN Union Representative 
Tim Nelson - CLA Student 
Howard Shutt - CLA Student 
Audrey Spiess - CLA Student 
Paul Udstrand - CLA Student 
Ann Vande Creek - Student 
Tom Wilkowske - Editor, MN Daily 

Brenda Ellingboe - CLA Student 

December 30, 1986 

FIRST PLANNING MEETING FOR THE FORUM ON UNIVERSITY 
OF MINNESOTA RESEARCH -- tentative title is: 
"Academic Freedom, Academic Purpose, and SDI & Other 

Forms of Research at the U of M" 

The purpose of this memo is to ask if you would be interested 
in serving on the committee to plan the upcoming forum/symposium 
on U of M Research. You have been nominated to serve on this 
committee, and it is my hope that a well-balanced and well
represented committee will lead to a productive forum. At this 
point, I am looking for I.T. students (graduate or undergrad.) 
to serve on the committee. I am also open to other suggestions 
for professors and students. A manageable committee of 20 members 
or less is preferred, but others could be nominated to act as 
alternates. 

If you are interested in coming to meetings during winter quarter 
to discuss the format, specifics, speakers, and purpose of this 
upcoming forum on U of M research, please come to the first meeting 
of this planning committee scheduled for: 

Thursday, January 8, 1987 
4:00 p.m. 

Coffman Union 355 

If you cannot make this first meeting but are still interested in 
serving on the committee, please call 625-9992 (MSA Office) and 
leave a message for me. 
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At our first meeting, we will decide which person or persons 
could act as chair or co-chairs. We would also set a definite 
day and time for future meetings. We also need to appoint a 
secretary for the committee to take minutes. All minutes for 
this committee will be sent to committee members as well as to 
Vice President Benjamin and Dr. Richard Heydinger. Both want 
to be kept informed of this committee's progress. 

A Little Background on this Resolution --

The original resolution that Miguel Carter presented in June 1986 
as an item of new business for the Senate is now getting to 
the planning stage despite being defeated by the MSA Forum 
(June 1986), the Senate Consultative Committee (October 1986), 
and the Senate (November 6, 1986). Support for the resolution 
calling for an open hearing on SDI Research in which the ~oard 
of Regents could attend came from an unlikely but a welcome corner-
the Administration. Vice President Benjamin supported the idea 
of a forum and called Prof. Tim Knopp of Social Concerns in November. 
Dr. Heydinger gave Miguel Carter and me permission to meet with 
President Keller and him on December 2, 1986. During the 
conference, President Keller welcomed debate on this issue and 
agreed with us that we should get a committee together, start 
planning a forum, and keep the Administration informed every step 
of fue way. During a meeting with the Faculty Consultative 
Committee on December 4th, Presmffit Keller said he felt this issue 

wuld be worthy of debate. He said that three years ago, he raised 
the issue of discussing what research the U of M could be involved 
in, and he would be willing to attend such a well-planned event. 

Please read the attached article from the Daily (Nov. 24, 1986) 
also. And please join me on January 8th as we begin to formulate 
a committee and generate ideas for a most productive future 
~:~ok forward to your input and your participation. 

be 

Enclosure 

cc: MPIRG Chair Tim Dunn 
College Republicans chair 
U-DFL co-chairs 
SODC - Mary Jane Plunkett 

ylcc Chair Ellen Berscheid 
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POLICY ON COLLEGE, DEPARTMENT OR PROGRAM 
CONSTITUTIONS, BYLAWS OR POLICIES 

) 

WHEREAS, on February 11, 1972, the Regents adopted "Guidelines 

for the development and review of college constitutions, with par-

ticular reference to the powers and duties of Deans"; and 

WHEREAS, the Regents have from time to time approved constitu-

tions developed by collegiate units; and 

WHEREAS, problems have arisen concerning specific provisions 

in certain constitutions; and 

WHEREAS, the Regents desire to update and amend the constitu-

tions as appropriate and to clarify their legal status. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Regents of the University of Minnesota 

adopt the following resolution: 

1. The administration, in consultation with the faculty, is 

directed to initiate a review of all constitutions and to make 

recommendations to the Regents for appropriate changes. These 

changes should include any changes n.ecess.ary to make the consti tu-

tions consistent with other University policies. 

2. College constitutions are not intended to be and are not 

part of the contract between any employee of the University and 

the University. Constitutions are statements of general policy 



and operating procedures and, when read together with other 

University policies, they should guide administrative action. 

They are not, however, part of the terms and conditions of 

employment of University employees. They do not, for example, 

establish specific terms of appointment for deans and department 

heads (which are set forth in personnel action forms) or vest in 

employees any rights to enforce their provisions on search and 

appointment procedures. 

3. To clarify the legal status of the college constitutions, 

the following clause is hereby added to all collegiate constitu

tions: "This constitution is not part of the employment contract 

between the University and its employees. It does not establish 

terms and conditions of employment." 



For SCC meeting of January 15, 1987 

TENTATIVE LIST OF MEETINGS FOR THE OUTSIDE REVIEWERS 

sec officers 

FCC 

sscc 
Dr. Charles McGuiggan, Regents' Chair 

President Keller (Tues., Feb. 10, 11 a.m.) 

Vice President Benjamin 

Past chairs of SCC/FCC: 

William Shepherd 
Al Nier 
John Darley 
Carl Auerbach 
Sam Krislov 
Leon Reisman 
Paul Murphy 
Kenneth Keller 
Betty Robinett 
Mahmood Zaidi 
Richard Purple 
Marcia Eaton 
Douglas Pratt 
Patricia Swan 
John Howe 
Jack Merwin 
Dean Stuthrnan 

Governance issues people: 

Present and past SSCC chairs: 

David Lenander 
Paul Schulte 
Tim Pratt 
Roy St. Laurent 

Others involved in student participation: 

Chair of Student Reps to Regents 
Regent Wally Hilke 
Adviser Mary Jane Plunkett 

1. Members of the Special Senate Committee on Governance: 

Eleanor Fenton 
Steve Florman 
Linda Hanson 
Paul Murphy 
Roy St. Laurent 
Andy Seitel 
Burnham Terrell 
Michael Rodriguez (U of M Morris) 
Roderick Squires 

2. Others: 

Frank Sorauf 
Donald Spring 
Patricia Swan 
John Turner 

Any interested students and faculty, in an advertised open time. 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

' Telephone: (612) 626-1850 

January 26, 1987 

To: Past Chairs of the Senate Consultative Committee: 

William Shepherd 
Alfred Nier 
John Darley 
Carl Auerbach 
Sam Krislov 
Leon Reisman 
Paul Murphy 
IEenneth Keller 
Betty Robinett 
Mahmood Zaidi 
Richard Purple 
Marcia Eaton 
Douglas Pratt 
Patricia Swan 
John Howe 
Jack Merwin 
Dean Stuthman 

From: Ellen Berscheid ~ _ ~ 
1986-87 sec chs;;;- ~ ... -~ 

Re: Meeting with External Reviewers of the University of Minnesota 
Faculty and Student Governance System 

As the culmination of in-house discussions of our faculty and student 
governance system, the sec has invited distinguished guests to visit 
the University and provide us with an independent assessment of our structure 
and its workings. The members of our external review team will be 
Dr. Martin Trow, Director of the Center for the Study of Higher Education, 
University of California, Berkeley; Dr. Kenneth Mortimer, Vice President 
and Vice Provost of Pennsylvania State University; and Mr. Mark Filip, 
President of the University of Illinois Student Association and a vice 
president of the American Association of University Students. The Faculty 
Consultative Committee hopes that as a past chair of the SCC, you will 
be able to meet with the reviewers to give them the benefit of your experience 
in governance work at the University. We have scheduled a meeting between 
the reviewers and the SCC chairs for Monday, February 9, 2:00 - 3:00, 
in the Regents Room. If you cannot come then, please consider attending 
the open session which we shall advertise, February 9, 4:00 - 5:00, also 
in the Regents Room. 



Past SCC Chairs 
January 26, 1987 
Page two 

Attached for your information is a copy of the letter we wrote to 
the external reviewers outlining the background of this examination of 
our governance system. This letter also specifies two questions that 
we especially want the reviewers to address. You will note that one 
of these questions concerns whether the faculty at this university have 
a clear voice within our governance system and whether a vigorous faculty 
voice reaches central administration and the Board of Regents. 

In this regard, you should know that the FCC has informally proposed 
to the President and the Board of Regents that the faculty be represented 
on the four working committees of the Regents as well as on the Committee 
of the Whole, as the students currently are. Specifically, we have asked 
the Regents to consider permitting us to assign four FCC members, one 
to each of the four committees, as non-voting representatives. (Students 
now have eight non-voting representatives to the committees of the Board 
of Regents.) 

Our proposal partially stems from the fact that in 1978, at the 
time the Regents invited student representatives to participate in their 
committee work on a non-voting basis, the traditional dinner meeting of 
the Regents and the FCC was changed from an annual to a quarterly occurrence 
in order to "compensate" for the monthly interaction with students their 
representation on the Board provided. (Formal discussion following dinner 
was also instituted at that time; the Regents now request that we submit 
an agenda in advance to them for their approval.) It is the opinion 
of the FCC that while these quarterly dinner discussions are sometimes 
valuable, they are an inadequate substitute for non-voting faculty represen
tation on the Regents' committees which, we believe, would provide a 
strong faculty presence at those meetings as well as a voice in Regental 
deliberations. We need to know by February 2 whether you will be able 
to meet with our reviewers, and would appreciate your telephoning Meredith 
Poppele at 626-1850 with that information. 

:mp 

Enclosure: 11/17 letter to reviewers 



l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA ! University Senate Consultative committee 

, N307 Elliott Hall 
75 East River Road 

i Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone: (612)626-1850 

January 21, 1987 

To: Mark Filip 
Kenneth Mortimer 
Martin Trow 

From: Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant, Senate Consultative Committee 

Enclosed in the attached packet is a collection of minutes for approximately 
the past 12 months of major University Senate committees: 

The Faculty Consultative Committee 
The Senate Consultative Committee 
The Student Senate Consultative Committee 
The Senate Finance Committee 
The Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
The Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
The Senate Committee on Research. 

Atop each section is that committee's annual report for 1985-86. Dr. Trow 
indicated he would like to see documentation on the activities of the 
principal committees, and I am sending the same material to all of you. 

Committee memberships 

Senate Consultative Committee (the executive committee of the Senate) 

10 faculty and 9 students (normally) 

Seven faculty are elected at large for staggered 3-year terms 
by the faculty of the Twin Cities Campus; one faculty member is 
elected from each of the University's two coordinate campuses whose 
faculty is not unionized (Morris, Crookston); and one faculty member 
is elected annually by the University Senate to serve as the Senate's 
vice chair and as an ex officio, voting member of the Consultative 
Committee. It should be noted that the rules do not require, however, 
that the vice chair be a faculty member. 

Five students, who are senators at the time of election, are 
elected for 1-year terms by the Twin Cities student members of the 
Senate; l student is elected from each of the four coordinate campuses 
(Duluth, Morris, Crookston, Waseca). 



Mr. Filip, Dr. Mortimer, Dr. Trow 
1/21/87 
page 2 

Faculty Consultative Committee 

The (normally) 10 faculty members of the Senate Consultative 
Committee. 

Student Senate Consultative Committee 

The (normally) 9 student members of the Senate Consultative 
Committee. 

Senate Finance Committee 

Typically, 9 faculty, 5 students, and 1 civil service representative. 

The composition can vary somewh~t. 

The Chair is a faculty member of the Consultative Committee 
(SCC), designated by the SCC. 

Other faculty or academic professionals: the chairs of Educational 
Policy, Faculty Affairs, Research, Physical Plant and Space Allocation, 
and Planning; at least two faculty at-large. 

Student membership: one student from the SCC; one from the 
Planning Committee, and at least two at-large. 

Membership must include at least one faculty and/or student 
from a coordinate campus; additional appointments are often made 
to meet this requirement. 

One representative of the civil service staff is a member. 

Educational Policy* 

10 faculty/academic professional 
5 students 

Faculty Affairs* 

10 faculty 
1 graduate assistant 

Research* 

8 faculty/academic professionals 
3 students. 

* The ex officio membership of these committees is set forth in the 
Senate Rules, sent earlier. 

be: Ellen Berscheid 
Shirley Clark 

Roy St. Laurent 
Andy Seitel 
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January 7, 1987 

Office of the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Deans and Directo~ t.~ . 
Roger Benj~ qt«A-~ 

Responsibilities Ji Senior Staff in Academic Affairs, and Communications Channels 

Here is the final version of a memorandum sent to you in draft form in late November. The only 
changes from the first draft are to clarify: 

• the responsibility for liaison with Student Affairs, and 

• the fact that our two standing committees, on planning and on temporary allocations, represent 
advisory forums to recommend actions, rather than policy-making committees. 

As the University's central administration reassigns responsibilities to be consistent with the new 
position of provost, responsibilities of my senior staff will also be reassigned. This memorandum 
describes the jobs I have assigned to each person; this assignment also suggests with whom you 
should communicate for a prompt response. The transfer of provost's responsibilities to my office 
will not be complete before the end of this academic year, so there will be continuing reorganization 
in the coming months. 

Attached is a list of the responsibilities of the office, some of which overlap; there may also be 
omissions. Broadly speaking the assignment of responsibilities divides up that list among the 
senior staff, although of course, with respect to campus governance, I will continue my personal 
communication with the deans and directors who report to me. There is also one significant 
omission: I will await a report of the Senate Committee on Faculty Development before deciding 
where responsibility for issues related to faculty development should lie. 

There will be two standing committees to provide advice on budgetary priorities: 

A Temporary Allocations Committee will recommend soft money commitments. Please 
communicate with Mary Bilek, who will convene the committee; other members will be Ed Foster, 
Bob Kvavik, and Rama Murthy. 

A Planning Committee will review the development of procedures for the next steps in the 
planning process, organize my office's recommendations for hard money allocations in response to 
college plans and the recommendations of the Advisory Task Force, and also advise me on 
priorities for legislative requests and major external funding requests. Please communicate with Ed 
Foster, who will convene the committee; other members will be Mary Bilek, Bob Holt, Bob 
Kvavik, Rama Murthy, and John Wallace. 

Here are individual responsibilities: 



To: Deans and directors Page 2 January 7, 1987 

Mary Bilek will convene the Temporary Allocations Committee. She will be responsible for 
budget and for the academic information system; as a part of her information system 
responsibilities, she will coordinate with offices reporting to other vice presidents the maintenance 
of data and generation of reports needed by both the college offices and by Academic Affairs for 
academic administration. The information distributed in Appendix ill of Strategy for Focus 
illustrates the kind of information which we hope to provide routinely. 

---Kathy Confer will be responsible for communications with the internal and external 
constituencies whose advice we in Academic Affairs need, and who need to be informed of our 
activities. 

Ed Foster will convene the Planning Committee. He will be responsible for the continued 
development of the academic planning process, for support of the activities of the advisory task 
force on planning, and for development of the new data needed to monitor our progress toward the 
academic goals of the institution. He will also be my liaison with Finance and Operations, to work 
toward development of program budgets for academic units and to represent the provost with 
respect to the Operations functions of that office. 

Bob K vavik will be responsible for international programs, research development, the 
educational policy aspect of new program initiatives, physical planning and space management. As 
a special assignment, he has also been asked to review the many intramural competitive funding 
programs for research, faculty development, and educational programs, and to recommend changes 
for their rationalization if justified. 

Rama Murthy will be responsible for all academic computing, telecommunications, library 
automation, and the Supercomputer Center and Institute. He will continue to assist me with campus 
governance issues such as the organization of search and review committees for deans and directors 
who report to this office. He will have a special responsibility to assure that affirmative action 
issues receive due attention in policy-related discussion and in the planning process, and he will 
undertake other special assignments related to the office of the provost. 

Betty Robinett will be responsible for academic personnel, and serve as Affirmative Action 
officer for academic affairs. She will also undertake special projects involving undergraduate 
education, including foreign language instruction, the role of teaching assistants, and training 
programs for teaching assistants. 

John Wallace will be responsible for issues related to undergraduate education and outreach, and 
will serve as liaison with Student Affairs. 

Barbara Wolfe will serve as assistant vice president for information systems and director of 
academic computing. 

In addition to these present members, I have asked Bob Holt to serve on the Academic Affairs 
senior staff as a member of the Planning Committee, so that the University-wide perspective of the 
Graduate School will be represented in our discussions. 

cc: President 
Vice Presidents 
Chancellors 

J>fofessor Berscheid (Chair, SCC) 
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II - FUNCTIONAL OHGANIZATIUN ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As we articulated in the first chapter of this report, the University 

of ~innesota is committed to becoming one of the top tive puDllc 

institutions in the country. The challenge for the University is to 

learn to adapt to a rapidly changing environment and to eftect change 

in certain fundamental operat1ons which are anchored in its very 

roots. It is certain, however, that without fundamental and 

well-conceived changes to the basic functional organization of the 

University, the University will not be able to achieve its short term 

objectives and long-term goals. 

The University is currently inventorying its internal strengths and 

weaknesses. We perceive that among its strengths are: a strong and 

diverse campus system; a strong work ethic and dedication among its 

faculty and stat£; the existence of a sound, strategic directlon tor 

future operations; and a demonstrated planning process which has 

successfully identified and supported academic priorities in a time of 

retrenchment and constrained resources. 

The University must utilize these many and diverse strengths to 

overcome the panoply of challenges which confront it. Specifically, 

the University must: 

• create a comprehensive and meaningful planning process which 

meshes with the budget process and guides the tactics/daily 

operations of the University; 

• decentralize routine campus operations, freeing key central 

administrators from day-to-day campus management, allowing 

tnem to support the President as he focuses on institutional 

priorities and planning; 

• delegate responsibility tor all Twin Cities operations to the 

Chief Executive Officer of the campus; 

7 



• develop a structure which supports accountability of 

managers, support staff and faculty; 

• create an environment which encourages and fosters local 

initiatives, resulting in an improved student experience and 

a strengthening of the campus system; 

• coordinate external constituency relations, address the 

strategic needs of the University and conduct a successful 

capital campaign; 

• mesh student development activities with academic programs on 

an on-going basis; and 

• enhance the responsiveness of the University to student and 

alumni needs. 

The succeeding sections of tnis chapter identify the changes required 

to address these challenges. ~ecommended functional organization 

realignments within tne following areas are presented in some detail 

in the following order: 

Senior Management 

Office of the President 

Academic Affairs 

Finance and Operations 

External Institutional Relations 

Student Affairs 

Twin Cities Campus Operations 

In addition, there are two appendices. 

• Appendix A contains a matrix which summarizes our proposed 

realignment of functions; and 



-. 

• 

• 

• Appendix 8 displays an alternative model of organization 

reviewed by the Tas~ Force on Multi-Campus Organization 

Issues. The Task Force ultimately reJected the concepts 

inherent in this model. It is, theretore, incluaed tor 

information purposes only • 
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A. SENIOR MANAGE~NT ORGANIZATION 

We begin by proposing several substantive changes to the 

University's current senior management structure. These are outlined 

on the table or tunctional organization on the facing page. A review 

of these realignments will provide the framework for the 

recommendations articulated in subsequent sections of this chapter on 

a function-by-function basis. 

Highlights or our proposed changes to the configuration of senior 

management include: 

• Creation of a central Oftice of Planning and Budgeting 

responsible for the facilitation and coordination of 

institutional planning, research and budget development 

functions, under the direct control ot the President. 

• Creation of the position Executive Vice President for 

Academic Affairs, identifying this position as the cnief 

academic officer of the system. 

• Establishment of an Academic Vice President position to 

coordinate the operati~ns and academic program planning of 

all non-Health Sciences and Agriculture academic units. Th~s 

position will report to the Executive Vice President for 

Academic Aftairs, along with the Vice Presidents tor Health 

Sciences and Agriculture. 

• Retitling of the existing Provost position to that of Deputy 

Chancellor of the Twin Cities campus. This model delineates 

that tne Deputy Chancellor will assume operational 

responsibility for all Twin Cities functions. 

• Reduction in the span of control ot the existing Vice 

-~ President for Finance and Operations, focusing tnis Vice 

President's efforts on systemwide internal financial and 

10 



administrative functions. To accomplish this, all Twin 

Cities campus operations currently reporting to this Vice 

President will be moved under the Deputy Chancellor and all 

external functions will be aligned with Institut~onal 

Advancement. To reflect the new scope of this Vice 

President's responsibilities, we recommend retitl~ng this 

position to Executive Vice President for Finance and 

Administration. 

• Establishment of an Office of Institutional Advancement, 

reporting at the Vice Presidential level, that will assume 

responsibility for liaison with external University 

constituencies. Ibis function would include the extant 

institutional relations function as well as: 

• 

O~TTA (excluding grant and contract accounting) 

Development 

Alumni Relations 

Institutional Communications 

Retitling of the position of Vice President tor Student 

Affairs to Vice President for Student Development. This 

title underscores the primacy of the quality of student lite 

throughout the system and reaffirms the importance of student 

recruitment and retention activities. In addition, this 

office would be responsible for the integration of student 

development activities into the overall academic program. 

ll 



We believe that the recommendations cited in the previous 

paragraphs provide the senior-level administrative framework required 

to support the University. There are a number of advantages to these 

various functional realignments. The model: 

• stratifies the existing "flat" senior management structure 

and recognizes the criticality ot the academic, financial and 

administrative functions of the University; 

• affirms the position of Executive Vice President tor Academic 

Affairs as the chief academic officer of the system, and 

creates a formal reporting structure to support and integrate 

academic planning processes; 

• creates the span of control necessary tor tne Deputy 

Chancellor to assume responsibility for Twin Cities campus 

operations; 

• provides the coordination of external constituent relations, 

required to address the system's diverse sources of support 

and need for increased technology transfer; 

• creates a reasonable span of control for the Executive Vice 

President for Finance and Administration, allowing him to 

tocus on the internal systemwide tiscal and administrative 

operations of the University; 

• recognizes the President as the chief planning otticer and 

the centrality of the planning, institutional research and 

budget functions; and 

• reaffirms student development as a systemwide function, 

recognizing the critical contribution to tne reputation ot 

the system. 

12 
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B. OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Of utmost importance to the implementation of any organizational 

change at the University of Minnesota is a clear understanding of the 

role and focus of tne Presidency. The role of the president varies 

from institution to institution and is often based upon the sKills, 

interests and background of the incumbent and the nature of current 

institutional priorities. In some institutions, the role is 

predominantly that of chief operating officer, in others that of a 

chief executive officer. The complexity of defining the President's 

role is increasingly exacerbated by decisions concerning how the 

incumbent should allocate time between internally dr~ven activities 

and those generated by external sources • 

At the University of Minnesota, it is clear that the President 

will be required, over the next several years, to spend considerable 

time implementing "A Commitment to Focus." Our model of funct~onal 

organization is designed to ensure that the President will maintain 

control over internal operations, while ~oncurrently freeing nim to 

address external audiences. We have recommended the creation of an 

Office of Planning and Budgeting reporting directly to the President. 

Tnis will enable the incumbent to have direct access to information 

and research capabilities as well as provide him direct control over 

strategic and tactical planning. We have freed the Vice Presidents 

from many time consuming Twin Cities campus operating 

responsibilities, thereby enabling them to act as staff to the 

President in managing and coordinating system activities. We have 

tormulated an Institutional Advancement function which will coordinate 

and facilitate the President's external activities. And finally, we 

have identified the Deputy Chancellor as responsible for all Twin 

Cities campus operating responsibilities, treeing the President from 

day-to-day operations. 

Within the Office of the President per !!• we foresee one 

substantive organizational realignment ~- tne formation of tne Uffice 

of Planning and Budgeting. 

13 



Office of Planning and Budgeting 

The basic theme for current planning activities has its genesis in 
11A Commitment to Focus. 11 Currently, the Management Committee, 

wnich consists of the President, Vice President for Academic 

Aftairs, and the Vice President tor Finance and Operat~ons, makes 

decisions on the utilization of resources and the preparation of 

plans and budgets. The Assistant Vice President ot HPIS and tne 

Assistant to the President for Planning serve as staff to the 

Management Committee. In tne future, we propose that tne 

President's Cabinet address planning and resource utilization 

issues. 

The development and construction of the budget is a function 

shared principally by the ~udget Oftice and MPIS, both of whLcn 

report to the Vice President for Finance and Operations. 

Assistance is provided by tne Vice President tor Institutional 

Relations, but is limited mostly to matters concerning the 

Legislative Request. 

The extant structure separates responsibility for facilitating 

strategic and operational planning from the preparation of tne 

institution-wide operating budget, and from the development of the 

Legislative Request. The reason this structure nas historically 

worKed is accomplished through informal organization, 

accommodation and custom. As incumbents retire and management 

styles change, such a fragmented approach will only serve to 

impede the development and implementation of an integrated 

planning and budget process. 

We recommend, therefore, tnat the University establisn a 

consolidated Office of Planning and Budgeting which would 

additionally assume primary responsibility tor coord~nating 

systemwide institutional research activities. This office would 

serve in a staff capacity, as a facilitator of planning, budgeting 

and research ·activities. Actual development of plans, budgets and 

14 
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the execution of research activities would continue to be 

performed at the operational levels of the University. Th~s 

office will serve as the focal point for the development and 

distribution of statistical or financial data to external agencies. 

The functional table on the facing page illustrates the key 

responsibilities and functions included in this office. 

As we indicated earlier, we recommend that this office report 

directly to the President ot tne System. We cite tne tollowing 

reasons: 

• The President is both the Chief Planning and Budgeting 

Officer for the System; 

• The staff personnel coordinating systemwide planning would 

have the imprimatur ot the President's office and theretore 

be effective in guiding the annual and periodic planning and 

budgeting processes; 

• There is no Vice President under which planning can be 

positioned without the perception that inherent Diases would 

emerge depending on the scope of the incumbent's functional 

responsibility (i.e., fiscal, academic, facilit~es); 

• Positioning under and close involvement of the President will 

send very clear signals througnout the ent~re organization 

that planning and budgeting are no longer abstract, mutually 

exclusive processes, but ratner closely linKed, inst~tutional 

priorities. 

15 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Department of Mechanical Engineering 
TWIN CITIES 125 Mechanical Engineering 

111 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-7366 
30 January 1987 

To: Ellen Berschied 

From: R.J. Goldstein[/~ 

FEB 3 1987 

Following our recent discussion on security for microcomputers, 
you might be interested in the following note written the day of 
our discussion. We plan to purchase security devices such as 
those described for computers in our undergraduate laboratories 
and encourage faculty to purchase similar security systems for 
computers use in graduate research labs. 

RJG/cjs 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

January 14, 1987 

TO: Prof. James W. Ramsey 

FR: David Y. H. Pui 

Department of Mechanical Engineering 
125 Mechanical Engineering 
111 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

RE: Security Systems for Measurement Lab Computers 

We have talked to Mr. Keith Kalenda of Business Security Products, Inc. 
about security systems for the computers and data acquisition systems in the 
measurement labs. The table below gives the replacement costs and security 
system costs for the computer systems we would like to protect from theft: 

Exp. No. Computer System Replacement Security 
Cost Cost 

6/6a HP 85F/3497A Computer/Data Logger $9,000 $60.00 
(Note: $60.00 is for 2 protected bolts, not 100% protection.) 

16 HP-9816 Microcomputer $5,200 $132.00 

16 HP-6942 Multiprogrammer w/3 cards $7,200 $157.50 

17 HP-9816 Microcomputer $5,200 $132.00 

17 HP-4962A Multiprogrammer $4,400 $157.50 

NEW HP-868 Microcomputer $5,000 est. $132.00 

NEW HP-3421A Data Acquisition System $5,000 est. $157.50 

Total: $41,000 $928.50 

Sys. 

The cost of the security system includes installation and a 3-year 
replacement insurance. The security system cost is about 2.3% of the replacement 
cost of the above computer systems. In deciding whether to install the 
security systems, I think we should consider not only the replacement costs 
but also the disruptive effect the theft would have on the student laboratory 
operation if it occurs during the quarter. Please advise me of the department•s 
decision. 
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Anchor Pad Office Machine Security 
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The most effective security is protection at the point 
of theft, ANCHOR PAD. 
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