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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

TO: Chancellors and deans 

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

I (612) 625-0051 

November 3, 1986 

FROM: Roger Benjamin, Richard Sauer and Neal Vanselow 

RE: A Strategy for Focus 

The enclosed document establishes the procedures to be used and the questions to 

be addressed as the university adapts its most recent planning efforts to the new environment 

created by Commitment to Focus. All colleges and all campuses are being asked to participate in 

the process defined here. Chancellors at Crookston and Waseca are asked to submit their planning 

documents through the Institute of Agriculture, Forestry and 'Home Economics; the Duluth Medical 

School is asked to submit its document through Health Sciences; Chancellors at Duluth and Morris 

are being asked by the President to submit their documents to be reviewed by the three of us, 

together with programs from other parts of the university. Please note that the planning process 

for the coordinate campuses is not intended to be campus-wide at this time: it is for academic 

programs only. The effort will be extended to academic support units as soon as possible. 

We request that you collect from individual departments or departmental clusters 

their own priority proposals for your consideration. We may later ask to review some of those 

departmental documents. 

If questions arise about the document, units of Agriculture, Forestry and Home 

Economics may call Richard Sauer or April Narcisse at 624-4777; Health Sciences colleges may 

call Cherie Perlmutter at 624-1800; other colleges may call Mary Bilek or Edward Foster at 

625-0051. 

Thank you for your timely attention and cooperation in this effort. 
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Dear Colleagues: 

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

(612) 625-0051 

November 3, 1986 

A Strategy for Focus gives a set of guidelines for the next step in the university's 
academic planning process. It is being forwarded separately to all Deans and Chancellors. Here I 
wish to communicate the goals for this process, and explain why it is important to launch such an 
effort. 

President Keller's Commitment to Focus provides a point of departure for planning 
the future of the University of Minnesota. The vision articulated in Commitment to Focus 
emphasizes the need to improve the quality of research, graduate and professional education and 
undergraduate education at the university, by differentiating the missions of Minnesota's higher 
educational systems, thus permitting reduction of the undergraduate enrollment on the Twin Cities 
campus, especially in the lower division. 

President Keller's statement has triggered the most salutary, wide-ranging 
discussion of the University's role in Minnesota in several decades. This discussion will go on for 
some time to come, because the Keller document launches, rather than concludes, an effort to 
redefine the mission of the University of Minnesota. The redefinition will emerge slowly over the 
next decade as we collectively shape the changing parts of the larger mosaic of the University. 

Commitment to Focus, of course, raises important questions to be addressed during 
the next few years. Which academic programs should grow, and which should be reduced in 
scope or gradually phased out? Since we shall not have adequate resources to keep doing all that 
we are currently doing and at the same time move into exciting new fields, in what areas will we 
enjoy the greatest comparative advantage? Where should we invest resources in order to bring 
about the greatest improvements in the University's effectiveness? Commitment to Focus argues 
for a decrease in undergraduate enrollment; where should the decrease occur? As enrollment 
gradually declines, what steps do we need to take in order to ensure access to disadvantaged groups 
in our society? We must begin to provide specific answers to these, and similar questions. 

I emphasize that this planning effort is not an exercise in retrenchment; it is an 
attempt to free up funds that can be used for fresh initiatives and high priority programs. We also 
wan~ t? be able to set aside funds for unexpected contingencies. It is important that we faculty, 
admm1strators, and students now accelerate internal changes in the university in order to deliver 
what Commitment to Focus promises, and to use present and future financial support from the state 
government and private donors wisely. 

As I return to Minnesota after a three-year absence, I am struck by the sense of new 
opportunities. During the past two decades, challenges of soaring enrollment and fiscal pressures 
created a somber mood; now the mood appears to be more aggressive and optimistic. Further it is 
grati_fying to see_ the. splendid :esponse of the outside community to the plans for improving the 
quality of the Umvensty. I beheve we are at one of those rare thresholds of change that, despite the 
s~o~t-run setbacks _that are bound to occur from time to time, presents an opportunity for 
s1gmficant long-run Improvement 
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Why should we all spend time and effort on an academic planning and priority 
setting effort now? First, I am at the beginning of my tenure, and President Keller has laid the 
groundwork for us to develop a better sense of academic priorities. Second, Commitment to Focus 
provides an extraordinary base on which to build. It is important to build now on that base and 
develop the strategies to focus growth and change in our academic programs. 

The choices to be made will not be easy. But if we are to map out and direct our 
own course of development and move the University to where we want it to be, we must order our 
priorities through a basic, coherent plan rather than by an ad hoc incremental approach. This 
requires not growth but change; our best opportunities for the achievement of excellence will 
primarily lie in the redirection of resources rather than in expanded resources. We must insure that 
we have: 

• strong programs of teaching and research throughout the basic arts and sciences. 

• areas of excellence among our professional programs. 

• units that make outstanding contributions to the cultural and economic enrichment of the 
State. 

The planning itself must begin with the plans and priorities of basic units, i.e., 
departments, institutes and centers, where our faculties reside. They will determine the institution's 
future course. However, for the university to become more than the sum of its parts, for decisions 
to be made on academic priorities that reflect a distinctive stamp, the unit plans must be compared, 
criticized, and ordered. A Senate-based Advisory Task Force will be central to this process. The 
college plans, with the Task Force recommendations, will later become the basis for discussion 
between the unit and the appropriate vice president. Since resources are limited and 
interdependencies among functions in our university are extraordinarily complex, this process will 
be comparative, institution-wide, and conducted in as public a manner as feasible. Broad public 
discussion is required by elementary values of fairness and openness. Moreover, my experience 
tells me that positive change in a research-oriented public university can take place only in a 
planning effort that is truly consultative. 

We are fortunate in having useful data on hand from our previous planning efforts. 
Some major programmatic decisions on priorities were made in the earlier periods. In many cases, 
units will need only to review their most recent plans and then modify them in light of the 
Commitment to Focus document and the specific questions raised by the present process. 

Our planning effort will also include a new long-term approach to budgeting that, in 
turn, is designed to give us all a set of goals and benchmarks to measure progress, and to allow 
for budgetary planning over a period of time sufficient to achieve each unit's goals. We want to 
design this link so that we can endure possible short-term setbacks due to circumstances external to 
the university without abandoning our longer-term objectives. 

Finally, I have. learned that the process of planning is almost as important as the 
product. Adherence to the timetable and processes of A Strategy for Focus is crucial. Central 
administration must assu,re careful linking of plans across the university, and must respond 
pn?mPt!Y to the coll~ges proposals. On~e proposals hav~ .been reviewed and accepted, the 
umversny must have m place the means to Implement the declSlons, and to monitor progress. 

. We ~e m?":ing into an exciting era for t~e U ~iversity of Minnesota. What will carry 
us along iS the public spmt of the members of the Umversity community. Do not misunderstand 
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me: our intellectual community exhibits most of the normal human frailties. But I believe that the 
University of Minnesota community of faculty, staff and students has an unusual commitment to 
the common good. It is this commitment that President Keller has evoked and to which the wider 
Minnesota community has responded so enthusiastically. It is the same commitment and dedication 
that will help us to discuss difficult issues and to make the hard decisions so that our future will rest 
securely in our hands. 

RB/rar 

I look forward to our discussion. 

l::n/.J.k9 ~ . ..r.n ~· "I'J"'VV£, 

~o~~s~ and Vice President for 
Academic Affairs 
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A STRATEGY FOR FOCUS 

GUIDELINES TO THE COLLEGE* 

*In this document, "college" is used in preference to more cumbersome alternatives to represent 
units with primary responsibility for teaching, research and service reporting directly to one of the 
academic vice presidents. "The academic vice presidents" is in turn shonhand for the Vice 
Presidents for Academic Affairs, for Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics, and for Health 
Sciences, and their separate offices. Finally, "depanment" means a sub-unit of a college, whether 
it be an academic department, a school, a research institute, an interdisciplinary program or other 
unit which repons administratively to the dean or director who in tum repons to a vice president. 

•, . 
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Introduction 

The organization that takes charge of its own future by defining imponant 

social needs and filling them well has the possibility to maintain its autonomy, enjoy public 

suppon, and at the same time provide deep rewards and satisfaction for its members as the 

organization helps them to accomplish their own goals. The organization that drifts, without 

focusing its energies, is likely sooner or later to become captive to the agendas of others, better 

organized and more ambitious. President Keller's Commitment to Focus may be interpreted as the 

first step in assuring that the University of Minnesota will take charge of its own future. 

A Strategy for Focus is the second step in that process. It will give each academic 

department and college in the university an opponunity to review its most recent plans and 

formulate new goals in the light of Commitment to Focus and of recommendations from recent 

university Task Forces, assess the barriers that must be overcome, and decide on a course of action 

designed to accomplish its goals. Once we are agreed on a mission and goals for the college as a 

whole and for each of its constituent units, each college, and each department, will be primarily 

responsible for its own future. By focusing energies and resources on a limited number of 

programs consistent with its mission, each academic unit can achieve the high level of overall 

performance to which we all aspire. In the process the university will preserve programs of 

nationally recognized excellence, improve programs that have already demonstrated high quality 

and potential, and initiate new programs capitalizing on opponunities in a changing environment. 

To provide comparability among colleges in this effon, you are asked to follow 

uniform guidelines in presenting your analysis. Below are a set of principles that should inform 

your analysis, a set of criteria to consider in setting priorities, instructions for the process to be 

followed in arriving at your strategy, issues to address in the document that summarizes your 

analysis, and a timetable. 

To assist you, this document includes a set of comparative data for all colleges 

(Appendix III, draft outline attached, and Appendix IV, attached). We are currently developing data 

for individual budgetary departments, which will also be provided to you for your college. 

Individuals may have access to the complete set of data by contacting the Office of Academic 

Affairs. 

1 
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Principles to inform the analysis 

1. A Strategy for Focus represents a shift in orientation for program development at the 

University of Minnesota Growth in resources is not the primary means to improvement of 

our programs; change is the primary means to improvement Development of better programs 

need not require increases in size, and our analysis of the opportunities that face us must 

recognize that redirection of resources, rather than increased resources, provides our best 

opportunity to achieve excellence. We need to focus on quality rather than quantity. 

2. Analysis must encompass entire programs, addressing the possible advantages of completely 

eliminating some in order to create or strengthen others, when major changes are required to 

attain a threshold of excellence. Incremental changes that do not lead to clear improvement in 

quality of the high priority programs will not accomplish our goals. 

3. For each program, faculty development, both for the present faculty and by means of new 

hires as opportunities occur, must have the highest priority. The quality of the university can 

be no better than that of its faculty. 

4. Research is central to the mission of each academic department at the university. From a base 

of strong departments with active research programs, attention must be paid to interdis

ciplinary research. This requires that programs seek opportunities for synergism; they cannot 

be satisfied with insular activities, and they cannot succeed with strategies that sustain 

academic enclaves. Each program must consider the opportunities to improve its own quality 

and strengthen the institution as a whole by looking beyond the boundaries of its own 

department and college. 

5. With regard to enrollments, analysis should proceed on the assumption that the premise of 

Commitment to Focus will hold: undergraduate enrollment will decline by eight thousand, and 

relatively, there will be a shift of enrollment from lower division to upper division and 

graduate education. Planning assumptions for individual college enrollments are proposed in 

Appendix IV (attached). With regard to financial resources, analysis should proceed on the 

assumption that state funding (0100 budget and state specials) will remain unchanged. 
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6. The nature of this university -- research-based, international, metropolitan (Twin Cities 

campus), land grant, committed to equal opportunity and affinnative action-- should permeate 

our programs. 

• The university will maintain and strengthen its commitment to improve the lives of 

Minnesota residents through its research, teaching and service mission, including 

analysis of pressing social problems, enrichment of the state's cultural environment, and 

effective transfer of technology to provide intellectual, cultural and economic returns for 

the investment made in our programs by the State. 

• The kind of student who chooses to come to the university depends on the kind of 

program we offer: to attract those students who can benefit most from an environment of 

research and scholarship, we must tailor our instructional programs to them. Especially 

undergraduate programs should emphasize intellectual engagement, social awareness, 

ethical involvement and participation in an intellectual community. The idea that 

· education is a continuum should underlie each college plan. Education must be 

cumulative; programs need to be coordinated with those of secondary schools and 

community colleges, and among colleges within the university; professional programs 

must have a foundation on strong programs in the basic arts and sciences. 

• The university is committed to serve the international community and to assist our local 

community as it becomes more actively engaged with the world outside our borders. 

International activities and objectives must be identified in the strategy. 

• All adjustments to our programs brought about by changing priorities, especially shifts 

of enrollment, must be undertaken with full attention to the importance of maintaining the 

institution's commitment to equal opportunity and affirmative action. 

Criteria to consider in setting priorities 

A college's basic priorities will be defined by its mission and planning statement. 

When reviewing and revising your own mission statement, your college should give special 

attention to the quality of the intellectual contribution of your programs, the principles outlined 

above, and the mix of undergraduate, professional and graduate instruction. 

In setting priorities among programs and services within your college, please 
address the following criteria. 
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a. Quality: Inevitably subjective, this measure includes the quality of the faculty (in teaching, 

research and service as reflected in peer national ratings, publications, outside funding), the 

quality of students, library collections, and other indices. 

b. Centrality: Each program should be evaluated in terms of its contribution to the mission of 

the University of Minnesota. Centrality of research, instruction and service represents a 

program's contribution to a coherent whole which helps to sustain and stimulate related work 

elsewhere in the university. With respect to instruction, centrality also addresses the degree to 

which a program is an essential component of a challenging education that taken as a whole is 

intended at the undergraduate level to communicate an understanding of the major ideas and 

achievements of humankind and a sense of the values of different cultures and ages; at the 

graduate and professional levels, centrality in instructional programs extends this commitment 

beyond communicating the major ideas and achievements of humankind, to an expansion and 

deepening of knowledge, and to furthering its utilization for society's welfare. 

c. Comparative Advantage: What are the unique characteristics of each program that make it 

particularly appropriate to this university? It is not sufficient that programs meet an important 

local or national need, or that they be unique within the state. Many important programs can 

and should be the responsibility of others, in Minnesota or elsewhere. What is the rationale 

for the program at the University of Minnesota? 

d. Demand: The direction of change in demand for each program in both the short and long 

term will be considered. Appendix IV gives enrollment targets. Other indicators you might 

wish to consider include number of applications, quality of acceptances, services performed in 

support of other programs, degrees awarded, instruction of students or research undertaken 

for the solution of pressing problems of society. 

e. Efficiency and Effectiveness: Because aspirations are always limited by the resources 

available, programs must be continually examined to see if more economical or more efficient 

ways are possible to accomplish the same ends. Yet, cost alone must not govern the decision; 

the effectiveness of the program must also be weighed. When taken together, efficiency and 

effectiveness provide an important measure of whether funds are being put to the best use. 
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Instructions for formulating the college strategy 

To ensure success of this process, broad participation is of the utmost importance; 

each department is encouraged to design its own future within the context established by its college 

administration. Each department and college will, of course, follow normal University policies to 

assure consultation with students and staff; beyond that normal consultation, each department is 

asked to make sure that there is opportunity for students to be informed and to comment on its 

proposals, and to involve every interested faculty member in the planning process. Each college, 

too, should develop procedures that allow for significant involvement by faculty and students in the 

preparation of its own planning document which integrates those of the individual departments. 

Each college will submit a document which shows its preliminary decisions on 

program priorities for the next five years. These submissions will be reviewed by an Advisory 

Task Force* and will later form the basis of discussions between each unit and the appropriate Vice 

President The purpose of these discussions is to reach agreement on a set of goals and objectives, 

as well as measures to be used in assessing progress towards them. It is anticipated that the 

outcomes of these discussions and agreements will be reviewed every two years and extended to 

the following five-year planning period. 

Issues to address in the college strategy document 

As part of its document, each college will evaluate and rank in groups its present and 

proposed new programs** as they relate to the structure of the university as a whole. Programs 

central to the university's mission should be given relatively high priority. Inasmuch as overall 

needs of society are often greater than any single institution's capacity to fulfill them, special weight 

should be given to those programs that not only fulfill needs of society but are appropriate to the 

University's academic strengths, resources, and mission. 

* The Task Force, of approximately fifteen faculty members with additional student and 
professional/administrative representation, will be appointed in consultation with deans and the 
Senate Consultative Committee; it may as part of its deliberations ask for clarification of the 
preliminary documents submitted by individual colleges, and may ask to review the planning 
documents of individual departments. 

**"Programs" can be defined to suit the circumstances of the individual college. See the 
instructions to Table 2 for limited further discussion. 
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The document should be based on an assumed steady state budget at current levels 

and should include a supplement which shows how, after appropriate internal reallocation, 

additional resources would be used to strengthen existing programs and to support new programs 

of highest priority. One purpose of this effort is to develop agreed-upon academic priorities so 

that requests for funding and reallocations can be considered in the context of university-wide 

needs. 

Recessions and fiscal deficits may of course confront the state from time to time in 

the future; in such cases, the university will surely be asked to share in coping with such 

emergencies. However, it must be emphasized that A Strategy for Focus is not an exercise in 

across-the-board budget retrenchment. It is an attempt to provide the basis for funding of 

high-priority programs and initiatives. 

The elements of the strategy document are identified below. It is not intended that 

questions already resolved be reopened for this document, except in those cases where yesterday's 

answers are no longer appropriate to today's circumstances. To the extent that the mission 

statement, goals and objectives, or priorities already established for your college continue to be 

appropriate, you need only report them in this document. As you consider the issues identified 

below, please make special note of the questions to individual colleges (Appendix I); in some cases 

those questions appropriately might be considered in reviewing your mission and setting your own 

priorities. The document should include the following elements: 

a. A concise mission statement which addresses the overall purpose of the college and its 

component departments. 

b. Goals and objectives of the college. For this document, goals describe the future to 

which the organization aspires; objectives describe in concrete terms what you can realistically 

hope to accomplish during the five-year planning period. Your goals and objectives might 

appropriately be described in terms of the structure and functions of the college, program 

quality, enrollment, staffmg and so on, under the budgetary assumptions described below in f 

and h. 

As part of your discussion of goals and objectives, please consider the contribution that your 

college cari make toward the overall institutional goal to become one of the best public 
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universities in the country. To achieve that goal will require: 

• strong programs throughout the basic arts and sciences 

• centers of excellence among our professional programs 

• centers that provide outstanding contributions to the cultural and economic enrichment of 
the state's environment. 

What programs in your college can contribute to each of the three elements identified here, and 

what can you do to strengthen them? 

c. A set of criteria to measure and evaluate success in achieving agreed-upon goals and 

objectives. Criteria should emphasize results rather than effort. Honors awarded faculty, 

national rankings of departments, levels of. outside funding, papers in refereed journals, 

quality of student recruitment and placement of graduates, curricular improvements that 

increase retention and graduation rates are examples of possible measures. Discussions with 

the academic vice presidents will conclude with agreement about the criteria that will be used 

to evaluate progress toward goals and objectives. 

d. A projection of the resources that you expect to be available to the college, as 

summarized in Table 1 (Appendix IT); figures for 1985- 86 are already recorded in the table, 

from the University's present accounting information. A planning effort should include a 

projection of the resources available, as well as decisions as to where those resources should 

be spent. In order properly to appreciate your college plans and priorities, the Advisory Task 

Force and the academic vice presidents need to review the full planning problem that you face, 

rather than the part of it that is reflected in state funds alone. In reviewing these figures we 

will be aware that many income items are tied to specific associated expenditures and cannot 

be reallocated, and similarly that expenditure decisions for many funds coming to the 

department or college remain at the discretion of the unit. 

Please append to Table 1 an explanation of the prospective source of any projected increases 

in income. Detailed instructions for completion of the table accompany the table. 

e. A classification of expenditures by program for 1985 - 86 to 1991 - 92, if feasible. 

The Advisory Task Force and the academic vice presidents wilf be most fully informed of 
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your current and past priorities, as reflected in current spending decisions, and of your future 

priorities, as reflected in your targets for changes in spending decisions, if you can classify 

your expenditures by program. Programs for your college should be defined so as to 

illuminate the issues that you fmd important, and at the level of generality you consider most 

appropriate; the final test of whether or not programs are appropriately defined comes when 

you attempt to summarize the college's priorities: if priorities can be described in terms of the 

programs you have defmed, the definitions are appropriate. We believe that your internal 

planning would also benefit from such a program budget, and urge you to consider its 

construction, at least for 1985 - 86 and 1991 - 92. Because the accounting information 

presently provided to you is not tailored in a convenient form to do this, we will not request 

formally that you construct your own version of Table 2, but we would be pleased to receive 

it; the academic vice presidents will be happy to consult on its construction if you wish, and 

the Vice President for Finance and Operations will offer a training program for your staff. 

Construction of such a program budget will help to answer the questions addressed in g and h 

below. 

Parts f and g, below, ask for priorities under the assumption of a constant budget. 

f. A ranking of priorities at the current level of expenditure. For the purpose of this 

document the assumption is made initially that the total budget of the college will be constant 

at current levels of support (apart from adjustments for inflation). Programs of the college are 

to be ranked in terms of their relative priority using the criteria listed above: quality, centrality, 

comparative advantage, demand, and efficiency and effectiveness. Where relevant, please 

answer the questions directed specifically to your college in Appendix I. 

On the basis of your evaluation, please list programs in Table 3A (Appendix II) as follows: 

new programs that should be started, existing programs that should be accorded increased 

support, those that should have steady state budgets, those that should be reduced in size or 

merged with other programs within the college or other parts of the university, and finally, 

those programs that should be phased out. The university is committed to meets its 

obligations with respect to tenured faculty; consideration of tenure, however, should not 

constrain the planning effort. This priority ranking within a steady state budget and the 

consequent identification of possibilities for reallocation is a necessary precondition for 

serious consideration of requests for additional funding. 
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Provide a narrative explanation for your priority ranking and your classification. As part of 

your discussion of priorities, will you please address the following issue: There is a risk in 

simply allocating funds to a program that a college decides should be improved. Under 

unfavorable conditions, modest increases in funding may not make a noticeable difference. 

Under favorable conditions, though, even modest increases may have a dramatic effect. H 

particular expenditures that you recommend have special strategic value, please give a brief 

explanation. 

g. An identification of funds expected to be available for reallocation, and of 

how you propose to allocate them, to be recorded in Table 3A. This discussion is 

intended to identify the extent to which reallocation will be feasible over the five-year planning 

period. If your total budget were to remain constant to 1991 - 92, apart from the effect of 

inflation, your college would have two possible sources of funds for internal reallocation: 

(i) H enrollment declines, resources will be released for reassignment as a consequence 

(funds used to pay the salaries of tenured faculty cannot be reassigned, but the effon 

of those faculty members may be). In this context, resources saved due to a fall in 

undergraduate enrolhnent, and left in the undergraduate program in order to improve 

its quality, are considered to be "reassigned". The purpose of using this perhaps 

strained language is to emphasize that such use should be made by conscious 

decision, not by inenia. 

(ii) Whether or not enrollment declines, there will be opponunities to redirect funds or 

faculty effon from low- -to high- priority programs. As a guide, each college should 

have sufficient flexibility to redirect at least 10% of its 0100 budget in this way over 

the five-year planning period, in addition to funds freed due to enrollment declines 

(again, this redirection may include redirection of effon of tenured faculty). 

First, please identify the resources that you expect to be able to redirect toward higher priority 

programs over the next five years, and record the sources of the funds in Table 3A. If the 

total does not represent at least 10% of the college 0100 budget in addition to resources freed 

due to enrollment declines, please explain why funding is not more flexible. 

Second, based on your narrative discussion of priorities, identify the highest priority 

programs to which you would want to reassign those funds. Rank in priority order, with an 

9 



November 3, 1986 

indication of the total new resources you would expect to assign to each item by 1991, if you 

were limited to the funds identified in this discussion; record the result in Table 3A. 

Note 1: You are specifically requested to plan to set aside funds for unexpected contingencies 

in each year's budget, with the objective to build up a fund equal to 5% of your budget by the 

end of the planning period. 

Note 2: Given the importance to the institution of participating in the development of 

newly-emerging fields of study, often spanning the interests of faculty members in several 

colleges, the academic vice presidents will be particularly interested in proposals that 

demonstrate coordination of effort and agreement on priorities across the relevant colleges. 

Note 3: If as a result of institution-wide priorities or economic circumstances it is determined 

that your college budget must be reduced, it is assumed that the programs marked for 

reduction or elimination in your strategy statement will be the source of funds for overall 

budget reduction, to the extent that such funds can be transferred while continuing to honor 

tenure commitments. 

Part h, below, asks for priorities under the assumption of an increased budget. 

h. An identification of your priorities for increased funds. Your total budget might 

increase, apart from the effect of inflation, due to either your own efforts (future increases in 

funds other than state funds, identified in Table 1) or due to allocation or reallocation of funds 

held centrally. For planning purposes, assume that a reallocation from central funds of more 

than 10% of your 0100 budget will be highly unlikely. 

Based on your discussion of priorities, identify the highest priority programs to which you 

would want to assign additional funds, after the internal reallocation described in g, above. 

Rank in priority order, with an indication of the total resources you would expect to assign to 

each item by 1991, if you were limited to the funds you raise through college efforts plus the 

possible reallocation of 0100 funds described above. Summarize the information requested 

here in the form given by Table 3B (Appendix II), labelled "increased budget". 

i. Answers to the questions addressed specifically to your college, if not answered 

in the above narratives. 
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j. Prospective impact of the changes you have proposed on the programs of other 

colleges, on your needs for space, and on such academic support units as 

libraries and academic computing. This is not a request for a detailed analysis, but 

simply an early warning of those implications, obvious to you but perhaps not obvious to 

others, of the issues that will be raised for other parts of the university by your proposed 

actions. 

The strategy document should not exceed 25 pages of text In addition, it should include Table 1 

and two versions of Table 3, for constant and increased budgets; Table 2 is optional. Please 

provide a cover summary of no more than five pages. The report may include as many appendices 

as appropriate. Included among the appendices should be copies of the most recent accreditation 

reports and reports by other review bodies that inform this process. 

Timetable 

The planning process will be initiated with the following phases: 

I. November 1986-
February 28,1987 

Develop college strategy documents. 

Note: The timetable for Part I is firm; the timetable 
for Parts II - IV is still provisional. 

ll. March to May, 1987 

lli. June to August, 1987 

IV. September to 
October, 1987 

Recommendations on university-wide priority setting by 
advisory task force, response by colleges and preliminary 
decisions by academic vice presidents. 

Discussion of preliminary strategy document with colleges. 

Discussions of preliminary strategy document with 
president's cabinet and preparation of final 
recommendations for presentation to Board of Regents for 
university-wide priority setting. 

II. Preliminary University-wide Priority Setting 

The Advisory Task Force will review plans of all units and recommend to the 

11 
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academic vice presidents an overall plan for the academic functions of the university. Each current 

and proposed program will be evaluated in terms of its relation to the educational mission of the 

university as a whole, and each will be assigned a rank in one of four categories: (a) new 

programs, (b) increases to existing programs, (c) programs for which steady state budgets are 

appropriate, (d) programs earmarked for reductions in size or recombinations, and (e) programs to 

be phased out. As part of this review, the Task Force may consult with individual colleges for 

further information and clarification. College deans will be given the opportunity to respond to the 

Task Force recommendations. 

III. Conferences with Colleges 

Discussions will take place between each college and the academic vice presidents to 

clarify the intentions of the unit plans through a series of queries. A specific university-wide 

agenda, consistent with the preliminary evaluations from phase II, will be pursued, as well as 

issues that may be unique to a particular unit; the issues unique to individual colleges that have 

already been raised are identified in Appendix I for you to address in your initial document, but 

more such questions may arise as the process continues. Guidance will be offered to deans and 

directors to further refine program priorities. At the conclusion of the strategy conferences, the 

agreements reached with each dean or director will be set forth in an initial memorandum and, 

subsequently, incorporated by the academic vice presidents into a draft university academic strategy 

statement. This statement will be distributed to deans, directors, the university central 

administration and the faculty. 

IV. Recommendations for University-wide Planning and Resource Allocation 

The preliminary strategy statement will be reviewed by the President and his cabinet. 

Following the President's review of recommended programmatic and budgetary changes, 

additional conferences with colleges may be required to clarify or modify the contents of the initial 

memorandum. The President will present specific recommendations to the Board of Regents, after 

which the academic vice presidents will meet with the college deans to translate program priorities 

into budgetary decisions. 

The plan will also contain a series of recommendations requiring additional study 

and to be addressed during the updating of planning documents over the next two years. 

12 
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APPENDIX II 

TABLES TO BE COMPLETED BY THE COLLEGE 

Instructions for completion of Table 1 

1. 0100 Revenue is projected under the assumption that it will be unaffected by enrollment 

declines, before any possible reallocation among colleges. Your actual 0100 revenues in the 

future may differ from the projection either because funds provided by the Legislature differ 

from this level, or because as part of this planning process 0100 funds are added to or taken 

from your budget as part of our internal reallocation. (Note: 0100 revenue is recorded as in 

your college budget, before the addition of charges for fringe benefits.) 

2. State specials are similarly projected under the assumption that they will be constant; reality 

may differ from the assumption. 

3. Income from grants and contracts administered by ORTT A (formerly ORA) is 

intended to represent income available for spending in each year. Of course there is no scope 

for reallocation of this income. The purpose for its inclusion is to be able to demonstrate your 

objectives for change in this level, or your opinion about possible changes in the availability 

of such funds. For 1985- 86, income from grants and contracts administered by ORTIA is 

income transferred to University accounts, not contracts awarded. 

4. Income from permanent endowments represents the interest you are authorized to 

withdraw from endowments held by either the university or the University Foundation. 

Quasi-endowments are university or Foundation funds for which you could if you chose 

spend the principal, but you elect to spend only the interest earnings. This line is intended to 

show only the interest on those funds, not the principal. 

-' 
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For 1985 - 86, income reported here for Foundation accounts is income transferred to 

University accounts, not income earned in the Foundation. As in item 3, prospective changes 

in this item are of more interest than the current level. 

5. Sales and services includes all income-earning activities that go through university 

accounts under the control of your college or (if you can identify them) one of its subordinate 

units. Guggenheim or other external fellowships to your faculty, and payments from CEE or 

Summer Session for overload teaching, should not be included. But income from 

conferences, and other income earned by the college or its constituent departments by sales or 

provision of services should be included where possible. The purpose is not to reduce the 

college's control over such funds, but simply to show the complete budget that college 

planning should deal with. 

6. Other gifts, grants and contracts available for current expense include research 

grants or contracts not administered through ORTT A, and current contributions through the 

Foundation or through private sources not included above. 

7. Any other sources of income includes any other source of funds in the university 

accounts under college or departmental control, not included above, e. g. indirect cost 

recoveries distributed to your college by formula for your discretionary use and such 

non-recurring university funds as laboratory set-up funds, Graduate School research grants 

and Educational Development grants, if you monitor them centrally, as well as any external 

sources not listed above. 

The table is to be recorded in dollars of 1986 purchasing power, that is with no adjustment for 

anticipated inflation. 

Please add a brief narrative appendix to Table 1 to explain the expected source of any 

projected increases in items 3 - 7. For example, under income from endowments, identify 

chairs already approved for PUF matching funds as part of the Capital Campaign, or for 

which a fundraising effort has been authorized, or for which you intend to seek approval in 

the future. Explain the nature of sales and services, and other income; describe any 

associated costs or expenditure obligations. 

2 
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Instructions for completion of Table 2 

A program budget is a tool that allows one to show explicitly, in financial terms, how 

planning priorities will be effected through changes in spending. For a relatively crude, but 

informative, program budget, two stages are needed. 

First, based on the issues that confront the college, decide on the definition of programs. 

Examples are offered in the sample Table 2, appended. Program defmition must satisfy two 

criteria: 

• The categories must show the alternative uses of funds that confront the college, 

classified in a way that presents choices of substance to the college. A good guide for 

appropriate program definition is given by your college priorities: if an activity is 

sufficiently important for the college administration and planning committee to review its 

spending level, it is appropriate to identify that activity as a program in the budget. For 

example, a professional school with interdepartmental professional programs might fmd 

it more useful to define its basic programs as undergraduate instruction, professional 

postbaccalaureate instruction and Ph. D. instruction, submerging the detail of 

expenditure by academic department, with additional programs to monitor faculty 

development, research support, college administration, and other elements of spending. 

For a college with relatively independent departments, it might make more sense to 

define basic programs as academic departments, with supplementary programs to record 

the college's support activities; in that case the relative priority of undergraduate and 

graduate instruction might be an issue of sufficient importance to create sub-programs in 

each department, to show the resources devoted to undergraduate and graduate 

instruction; this then allows calculation of summary measures for the whole college. 

• It must be feasible to (at least approximately) identify expenditures attributable to the 

specific program. For example a program definition that attempted to separate 

instruction from departmental research (research carried out by faculty without external 

salary funding) could succeed only if it were possible to approximate the fraction of the 

faculty member's time attributable to each activity. Similarly, any attempt to show 

separately the time absorbed by faculty governance activities would require estimating 

the time attributable to each, and could not be easily accomplished by most units. 

3 
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Second, expenditures must be classified into the categories established. This will require 

some arbitrary decisions, and the first time it is done, it will require some painstaking hand 

work. However once the classification is made, new accounts can be defined within the 

present accounting system so as to automate the process in the future. (This would be done in 

such a way that the University budget can still be reported in its traditional form, in addition to 

the new form, for conformity to state practices and for comparability across colleges.) 

It is stated above that following these two steps provides a crude, but informative, program 

budget. The next stage of refinement would be to link income with expenditures, so that, 

e. g., a change in projected income from sales and services would automatically generate a 

corresponding change in projected expenditures required to provide those sales and services. 

The Office of the Vice President for Finance and Operations has offered to provide the 

necessary training for staff in any college interested in beginning to implement a program 

budget. 

Instructions for completion of Table 3 A and B 

The classification of programs is straightforward, if difficult to decide. The estimation of 

resources that can be transferred from the lower priority programs, and from enrollment 

declines, however, is subject to uncertainties, and is expected to be an approximation rather 

than an exact figure. Resources to be freed from low priority programs should include the 

salary of tenured faculty members whose time could be assigned to higher priority programs 

over the five-year period. 

Please build in funds for contingencies in the reallocation of Table 3A, with the objective to 

accumulate reserves equal to at least 5% of your 0100 budget by 1991 - 92. 

Please make sure that for the construction of Table 3A, using constant expenditures, the 

projected changes in expenditures sum to zero. 

4 
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Tables to be completed by the college (Name of College) 
TABLE 1. TOTAL INCOME (In thous~ands of dollars_ of 1986 purchasing power) 

I. 0100 REVENUE 

2. STATE SPECIALS 
3. INCOME FROM GRANTS AND CON

TRACTS ADMINISTERED BY ORTT A 
4. INCOME FROM PERMANENT ENDOW

MENTS AND QUASI-ENDOWMENTS 

5. INCOME FROM SALES AND SERVICES 
6. OTHER GIFTS, GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

AVAILABLE FOR CURRENT EXPENSE 

7. OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME 

8. TOTAL (1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 5 + 6 + 7) 

ACTUAL 
1985-86 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

XXX 

ESTIMATED PROJECTED 
1986-87 1987-88 

XXX XXX 

XXX XXX 

- -
- -

- -

- -

- -

1988-89 1989-90 

XXX XXX 

XXX XXX 

- --

- --

- --

- -

- --
NOTES: 1. 0100 Revenue and state specials are projected under the assumption that they will be constant, before any possible reallocation 

among colleges. This chart simply shows what you would receive if the University's revenues stayed constant (before inflation 
adjustment) and if no funds were reallocated either to or from your budget. 

1990-91 

XXX 

XXX 

-

-
-

-

-

3. For 1985 - 86, income from grants and contracts administered by ORTTA is income transferred to University accounts, not contracts awarded. 

1991-92 

XXX 

XXX 

-

-

-

-

-

4. Quasi-endowments are university and Foundation funds for which you could if you chose spend the principal, but you spend only the interest earnings. 
For 1985 - 86, income reported here for Foundation accounts is income transferred to University accounts, not income earned in Foundation. 

5. Income from sales and services includes all income-earning activities that go through University accounts under the control of your 
college or (if you can identify them) one of its subordinate units. Guggenheim or other exterior fellowships to your faculty, 

and payments from CEE or Summer Session for overload teaching should not be included. But income from conferences, and other 
income received by the college or its constituent departments should be included where possible. (The purpose is not to reduce the 
College's control over such funds, but simply to show the complete budget that College planning should deal with). 

6. Other gifts, grants and contracts available for current expense include research grants or contracts not administered through ORTT A, and current contributions 
through the Foundation or through private sources not included above. 

7. "Other sources of income" should include such University funds as indirect cost recoveries that come to you by formula for your discretionary use, 
Summer Session and CEE transfers for in-load instruction, Graduate School research 
grants and Educational Development grants, if you monitor them centrally, as well as any external sources not listed above. 

XXX: To be supplied by Central Administration. _: To be supplied by college. 
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Tables to be completed by the college (Name of College) 
THE FOLLOWING TABLE IS AN ILLUSTRATION ONLY. THE PROGRAMS DEFINED HERE ARE ILLUSTRATIVE, AND ARE NOT INTENDED 
AS EITHER DIRECTIONS OR SUGGESTIONS FOR HOW ANY INDIVIDUAL COLLEGE SHOULD DEFINE ITS PROGRAMS. 

TABLE 2. TOTAL EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM (in thousands or dollars or 1986 purchasing power) 
ACTUAL ESTIMATED PROJECTED 

1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 
1. COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION 

(college-wide costs) 
2. DEPARTMENT NO. 1 
2.1 SPONSORED RESEARCH 
2.1.1 INTERDISCIPLINARYRESEARCH 
2.1.2 INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH 
2.2 GRADUATE INSTRUCTION AND 

DEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH 
2.3 GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS 
2.4 UNDERGRADUATE INSTRUCTION 
2.5 BUDGETED SERVICE ACTIVITIES 
2.6 ADMINISTRATION OF DEPARTMENT 
2. TOTAL DEPARTMENT N0.1 
3. DEPARTMENT NO.2 

ETC. 
4. FACULTY DEVELOPMENT EXPENDITURES 

ETC. 
5. OTHER PROGRAMS 
6. TOTAL EXPENDITURE 
7. TOTAL INCOME (TABLE 1, LINE 9) 
8. INFORMATION REGARDING RESERVES 

FOR CONTINGENCIES 
8.1 INITIAL RESERVES N.A. XXX N.A. N.A. N.A. N. A. N.A. 
8.2 ANNUAL CONTRIBUTION TO 

RESERVES (LINE 7 -LINE 6) N.A. N.A. 
8.3 FINAL RESERVES(= INITIAL 

RESERVES +TOTAL ANNUAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR 5 YEARS) N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 

The programs shown here are for illustration only. Your college may not want to distinguish research expenditures from instructional expenditures. It may prefer 
to report expenditure by department only. It may prefer to focus more on issues such as TA support for graduate students. A "program" is any aggregation of expenditures 
that is relevant to the issue of how best to allocate resources for your college, and for which your accounting data allow estimation of the expenses. 

XXX: To be supplied by Central Administration. _: To be supplied by college. N. A.: Not applicable. 
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Tables to be completed by the college (Name of College) 

TABLE 3A. PROGRAM PRIORITIES FOR (-CONSTANT- !BUDGET 

(WITH TARGETED ADJUSTMENTS IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS OF 1986 PURCHASING POWER) 

A. NEW PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD BE STARTED 
1. 
B. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD RECEIVE INCREASED SUPPORT 
2. Reserve for contingencies* 
3. 
C. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD HAVE STEADY STATE BUDGETS 
4. 
5. 
6. 
D. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD BE REDUCED IN SIZE OR MERGED WITH OTHER PROGRAMS 
7. 
8. 
E. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD BE PHASED OUT 
9. 

See instructions for Table 2 for discussion of how "programs" may most usefully be defined. 
Targeted increase or decrease includes the estimated money value of resources that can be transferred over the five-year period, 
including the salary of tenured faculty members whose effort can be transferred from one program to another. 

TARGETED INCREASE OR 
DECREASE FROM 

1986 - 87 TO 1991 - 92 

0 
0 
0 

* 

* This item, when added to any reserves held by the college in 1986, should accumulate to at least 5% of the college's 0100 budget over the five-year planning period. 

NOTE: THE NUMBERING OF PROGRAMS ABOVE DOES NOT IMPLY THAT (E. G.) THE NEW PROGRAM 1 HAS A HIGHER PRIORITY THAN INCREASES IN THE 
EXISTING PROGRAM 3, OR THAT PROGRAM 9 SHOULD BE PHASED OUT BEFORE PROGRAM 7 IS REDUCED. 
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Tables to be completed by the college (Name of College) 

TABLE 3B. PROGRAM PRIORITIES FOR [INCREASED )BUDGET 

(WITH TARGETED ADJUSTMENTS IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS OF 1986 PURCHASING POWER) 

A. NEW PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD BE STARTED 
1. 
B. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD RECEIVE INCREASED SUPPORT 
2. Reserve for contingencies* 
3. 
C. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD HAVE STEADY STATE BUDGETS 
4. 
5. 
6. 
D. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD BE REDUCED IN SIZE OR MERGED WITH OTHER PROGRAMS 
7. 
8. 
E. PROGRAMS THAT SHOULD BE PHASED OUT 
9. 

Programs in parts D and E should be the same as inTable 3A. Increases to the college budget of over 10% are highly unlikely. 

Appendix II Page 8 

TARGETED INCREASE OR 
DECREASE FROM 

1986 - 87 TO 1991 - 92 

0 
0 
0 
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APPEND I X III 

APPENDIX III IS DIVIDED INTO TWO PARTS, ONE INCLUDES 

SUMMARY DATA SHEETS FOR ALL COLLEGIATE UNITS, THE OTHER 

SECTION IS A 5-PAGE DETAIL FOR AN INDIVIDUAL COLLEGIATE 

UNIT, 
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FY77 me FY79 FYBO FYBI FY82 FYBl FYB4 FYB5 FYB6 FY87 
==========================================='============================================================================================================================================ 
A. State Support - Printed Puriq~t ~!location 

A. I - Olxx Fund Printed FudQPI 
A.2- 03xx Fund ISI~IP. Special! 

P. E~pendi lures by So•JrCP 
P.l State Support - Total 

8.1.1- 01" 
P.l.2- State Specials 

8.2 Federal Support - Total 
8.2.1 Research 
F.2.2 Training/Other 

8.3 Private Funds- Total 
8. 3.1 Research 
F.3.2 Other 

C. Instructional Expenditures, "PIS 
C.l Direct Expenditures 

C. I. I State Funds 
C. I. 2 Other Sources 

C.2 Indirect Expenditures 

D. Cost per FVE I'IFYEI 
D. I State l per FYE IB.l m 
D.2 Direct Instructional f per FYE IC.I/"1 

E. Expendi lures by Type 
E. I State FundsiOl,,03ul 

E.l.l Salaries 
E. I. 1.1 TenoJred AcadeMic 
E. I. J. 2 Tenure Tracf 
E.J.J.3 Ac•d, Non Tenure Tr~cf 
E.J.J.4 Civil Service 

E.l.2 Fringe F•nelits 
E.J.3 SEE 

E.l.3.1 Supplie~ ~ "aterillsl?ul 
E. 1.3.2 Services ~ "iscellaneou~l3u,4ul 

E.J.3.3 C•rital Outlay~ EQL•ipo•nt15u,6ul 
E. 2 Non State 

E.2.1 s~l•ries 
E.2. 1.1 Tenured AcadeMic 
E.2.J.I Ten•Jre Tracf 
E.2.1.3 Ac~d, Non Tenure Tracf 
E.2.1.4 Civil Service 

E.2.2 Fringe ~eneli!s 
£.2.3 Overkoad on f,qnts ~Contracts 
E.2.4 SEE 

E.2.4.1 Supplies~ "~terial~l2"1 

E.2.4.2 Services ~ "iscell~neollsll!! 1 4ul 
E.2.4.3 C~pital Outlay~ Eqt~ipoentiS•x 1 6ul 

F. Tuition 
F.l Tui lion Char9esiYear 

F.J.I lo•er Division 
F.J.2 Upper Division 
F,J.3 6raduah/Profe~sional 

===========================:==================================================================================================================================================::::::::z 



" " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " " :: 
:: 
" " " :: 

~ 
:: 
" " :: 

~ 
!! 

~ 
* " " 

~~~ . . . ~-~ 
~~~---~~~~--~~~--~~~~---••••••••••• C3 ...................... I'D 

~~~---~~~~--~~~--~~~~-~~ 
----o~----m-~wwm~-----•••• ...., < ., •••• 11> ........ ,...., ..., ..... IJ,o ..... 

~--~---~---•wN-~-a~---~• 

~-
~-'= ::'1"' -·., -
"'0 0 ,...J 

~~~ 
~:c 

~~ 

.., ::I llo ...... ~ a. 0: ..., 

~~~~ii~-:~_-.~"~~.~~-. ~?~ii~~~ 
~------ - --~-----•'0--.,-, -o- • ..,.., •":>"< 
0 ~ <11 •D ~ rQ •'D -

-~~~~- -~~ ~~~~- ~~ 
~ -· .., ::3 ..... p '=' -· .., ::I ..., J> - ~ 

~~~-~~ ~-- ~~-~2 ~-
~ ~~~! ~~~ ~~~! : 

<11 n ..- ~ ~. ro n 

N-n 
0 

~~= ~ <11 ~ - ~ 2- -< -.. ~ , --~n -< ~ 
~ ~ ~ 

-· -< 0- ~ 

~::-

. ?' ~ 
?'?J'A::C;"'"""?'?J-':' 
...... (,oo,t ~ ......, ... .,) ...,., - - U1 ~ 
• • ..., • • ra • • ...... ro 
N - -· "'-1 - Q. "'"..l - a. :II 

< <11 - 0.. 
~~%..,.~~I I <11;; 
-::r..,..romot~t-c.n¢tnc 

"' ... -· <11 .-- c ..... .., ~ ~ ~. ~ ~ ~ ;: ~ ~ 
";.~~~~<11 ~0" 

~~ ;.-~~-~ =i 
~ ~., ~ ~ -

--' ' -::r 
5 5 ~ 
0. 0. ~ 

~ 
-< 
~ -

... 
-< -
... 
-< -"' 



!COLLE6E/UN!T NA"EI 
F~CULTV ~ND STAFF PATA 

PagP 3 
Novpobpr 1 1996 
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FV77 FV78 FV7q FVBO FYBI FY82 FY83 FY84 FYBS FY86 FY87 

================================================================================================================================================= 
6. AcadPoic FTE io PrintPd 8udoet, ~PIS 

6. I R'"le~ Facult.y 
~.2 Studeot foculty 
6.J Other f•ndty 

H.l C.ct~de~tic He~dr::0r.rnt 1 Fro11 El!rPndi t11re Data 
H.l.l Te11~1red Ac~de111i 1: 

H.J.2 Tenwe Trac~· 

H.l.3 A~ad, Non Tenure Tr~ck 
H.2 [ivil Service H~~dcount 

I. FTE, Fro• EYpendi turp Dat~ 
I. I - Total FTE, StatP Funds 

1.1.1 A~•inistrative!qinl 
1.1.2 Instructor ~ Abovp(q4vrl 

1.2.1.1 tn:~tes~cr 

1.2.1.2 AssociatP Prolp;,or 
1.2.1.3 e.s~El'!tant Profe~~t~r 

1.2.1.& Instructor 
1.1.3 5tu~ent Ac~~e,ic!95,J 

1.1. 3.1 Teo~hing Assist.-tsiAssociatps 
I .I. 3. 7 R~sl!~rC"- Asc;i st~nt~ 
1.1.3.) Qthor 

I .I. 4 ~ttu~r A'='dE'IIIi C (qbv~, Q";',l() 

1.1. S Ci vii s~rvi'=i! 

1.1.5.1 Cleri~al/01/icp 
I.!. 5. 2 Prole,; onal 
I. I. S. 3 Qther 

1.2 - Total n[, Non State F•.IMdS 

1.2.1 Ad•inistrative(93rrl 
1.2.2 lnstruct~r ~ Abovp(q4,,J 

1.2.2.1 ProlPss11r 
1.2.2.2 Associ~tP Proll!ssor 
I. 2. 2. J As~i shnt Profes;{l,. 
I. 2. 2. 4 Instructor 

I. 2. 3 Student Acadpoi c !95" I 
1.2.3.1 Teaching Assist~ntsiAssociatPs 
1.2.3.2 Re;parch Assist .. ts 
1.2.3.3 Other 

1.2.& Other Acade•ic!96••,97"1 
1.2.5 Civil S•rvicP 

1.2.5.1 Clericai/OIIice 
1.2.5.2 Professional 
1.2.5.3 Other 
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D. Total rail £nrolllfnl 
D. I Unl•rqr~dualt Studtnls 

D. I. I Frnhun 
D.l. 2 Sophoeort 
D.l.l Junior 
D.l.4 Stnior 
D.l.5 SpKill 

D.2 &radullt Studtnh 
D. 2.1 Nnltrl 
D.2.2 lloctorlln 
D.2.l Proltnlonai/Oihfr 

R. Fnalt Fall £nrolllfnl 
R.l Undtrqradualt 
R.2 &radult 

S. llon-llht It fall £nrollnnl 
S.l Unltrqradualt 
&.2 &radualt 

T. lloft-RnldHI fall [nroiiHnl 
T. I Undtr qradualt 
T .2 &radualt 

U. StudPOh •ith Financial Ai' 
U.l Undtrqradullt 
u. 2 &radutlt 
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SUMMARY DATA Nove11ber, l9E 
================================================================================================================================================================================ 

FV77 FV7B FV79 FVBO FYBl FV82 FY83 FY84 FY95 FY86 FVE 
================================================================================================================================================================================ 
1. PRINTED BUDGET 

1.A-Adjusted t IA.I X I X X X X X X X X 
1.8-Ranked Faculty FTE 16.11 X X X X X X X X X X 
1.C-Student Faculty FTE 16.21 X X X X X X X X X X 
1.D-Other Faculty FTE 16.31 X X X X X X X X X X 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2. TOTAL EXPENDITURES, Adjusted $ lB. I 

2.A-State Funds 18.1) 
2.8-Federal Funds 18.21 
2.C-Other Funds (8.31 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

I 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

I 

X 

I 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X-

X 
X 
X 

I 

X 
X 
X 

.. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 
3.A-USE OF STATE FUNDS EXPENDITURES 

3.A.1-Total FTE 11.11 X X X X X X X X X 
3.A.l.l-1nstructor & Above 11.1.21 X X X X X X X X X 
3.A. 1.2-Student Academic II.I.3l X X X X X X X X X 
3.A.1.3-0ther Acadesic II.l.1+I.1.41 X X X X X X X X X 
3.A.1.4-Civil Service 11.1.51 X X X X X X X X X 

3.A.2-SEE, Adjusted s IE.l.3l X X X X X X X X X X 

3.8-USE OF NON-STATE FUNDS EXPENDITURES X X X X X X X X X 
3.8.1-Total FTE 11.21 X X X X X X X 

3.8.1.1-Instructor & Above 11.2.21 X X X X X X X X X 
3.8.1.2-Student Acedeaic 11.2.31 X X X X X X X X X 
3.8.1.3-0ther Acadetic 11.2.1+1.2.41 X I X X X X X X X X 
3.8.1.4-Civil Service 11.2.51 X X X X X X X X X 

3.8.2-SEE, Adjusted S IE.2.41 I X I I X X X X X X 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
4. STUDENT DATA 

4.A-FYE, by Budgeted Unit IM.I X X X X X X X X X X 

4.8-Total Degrees Awarded IP.I X X X I X X X X X X 
4.8.1-Bachelors IP.11 X X X X X X X X X - X 
4.8.2-Grad/Prof Degrees IP.2 to P.41 X X X X X X X X X X 

4.C-Total Fall Enroll~ent, He~dcount (Q.I X X X X X X X X X X X 
4.C.l-Undergraduate (Q.ll X X X X X X X X X X X 
4.C.2-Sraduate/Professional 10.2) X X X X X X X X X X X 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------£ _______________________________________ 
5. COST PER FYE, Adjusted $ 

5.A-State Expenditure$ per FYE 10.11 
5.B-Direct Instructional $per FYE 10.2) 

X 
X 

l 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

================================================================================================================================================================================== 
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November 3,1986 

APPENDIX IV 

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 

The attached tables show Management Planning and Information Systems 

enrollment projections, together with "CTF Adjustments" (Commitment to Focus 

adjustments) for some colleges. The undergraduate CTF adjustments are intended 

to reduce undergraduate enrollments by 8,000 by the year 1993; certain 

professional school CTF adjustments are also made as part of the University's 

overall Commitment to Focus. The reductions shown here to 1990 are anticipated 

to reduce undergraduate enrollment by approximately 6,700; there will thus be a 

need for further reductions by approximately 1,000 to 1,500 undergraduate 
students in the period 1990 - 1993. 
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Agricultu~ 

00 ProJectiart fl!odel 
Masters 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate I Grad 

Biological Scierces 
00 ProJection Model 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate & Grad 

Education 
00 ProJection Model 
Masters 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate & Grad 

FCA"e5try 
00 ProJection Model 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate & Grad 

General College 
00 ProJect ion Mode 1 
CTF AdJUStiiE!I".t 
Specials 

Collegiate 

Dental lfygi~ 
00 ProJectiart Model 
Specials 

Collegiate 

Dentistry 
D.D.S. 
CTF AdJustlleftt 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate l Grad 

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall 
1988 1981 1982 1983 1'38~ 1985 1986 I 1'387 I 1988 I 198'3 I 1'3'30 I 

ktual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual! ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl 
I I I I I 
I I I I 

1,516 1,531 1,425 1,178 1,100 '131 8651 8251 7631 7631 7631 
5 12 19 18 2t 19 191 171 171 171 171 

146 135 93 97 75 65 481 831 831 831 831 
1,661 1,678 1,537 1,293 1,195 1,075 9321 9251 8631 8631 8631 

522 ~3 503 502 501 472 49'31 4951 4951 4951 ~951 

2,183 2,221 2,043 1, 795 1,696 1,547 1,4311 1,4201 1,3581 1,3581 1,3581 
I I I I I 
I I I I I 

356 340 369 374 370 333 3041 3101 3201 3301 3401 
83 97 52 ~1 34 35 281 411 411 411 411 

439 437 421 415 ~~ 368 3321 3511 3611 3711 3811 
196 182 182 172 192 195 20el 2031 am 2111 2151 
635 619 603 587 596 fill 5321 5541 5681 5821 5961 

I I I I I 
I I I I I 

1,086 1,162 1,354 1,221 1,~.J8 1,319 1,3731 1, 19'31 1,2201 1,2401 1,2601 
283 287 209 296 362 ~01 3581 3171 3171 3171 3171 
6n 501 479 723 785 591 6221 6451 6451 6451 6451 

2,046 1, gc',A 2,042 2,240 2,405 2,311 2,3531 2,1611 2, 1821 2,2021 2,2221 
1,101 1,640 '131 930 962 gc'J3 9851 9981 1,0181 1,0381 1,0581 
3,147 2,996 3,033 3,170 3,367 3,273 3,3381 3,1591 3,2001 3,2401 3,2881 

I I I I I 
I I I I I 

324 300 306 391 346 293 3011 2371 2251 2211 2121 
13 11 10 8 8 15 131 111 111 111 111 

337 311 316 m ~ 308 3141 2481 2361 2321 2231 
91 82 66 116 98 91 1131 1171 1221 1271 1321 ... 

428 393 382 515 ~52 m 4271 3651 3581 3591 3551 
I I I I I 
I I I I I 

3,311 3,386 3,~0 3,334 3,279 3,243 2,9761 2,7801 2,6801 2,5001 2,4001 
I I -1001 ~I -30el 

47 38 28 17 10 10 121 161 161 161 161 
3,348 3,~16 3,428 3,351 3,289 J,~.A 2,9881 2,7%1 2,5161 2,3161 2, 1161 

I I I I I 
I I I I I 

215 128 105 71 48 49 ·HI 481 481 481 481 
t 3 21 I I I I 

216 131 105 71 48 49 491 481 481 481 481 
I I I 
I I I I I 

586 580 547 522 ~78 ~94 4861 4941 ~941 4941 4941 
~ -851 ~I --9el --9el -901 

6 4 2 9 201 21 21 21 21 
592 580 547 526 488 438 4211 4861 4861 4861 4061 

51 55 52 49 46 54 561 561 501 501 561 
643 . 635 5'n 575 526 492 4711 4561 4561 ~561 4561 
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Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall I Fall 
1988 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 I 1987 I 1988 I 1989 I 1990 I 

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual! ProJtd I ProJtd I ProJtd I ProJtd I 
I I I I I 

Medica 1 School I I I I 
M.D. 1,373 1,829 1,634 1,377 978 1,002 9431 1,0521 1,0521 1,0521 1,0521 
CTF ~Justlte'flt ~ -b71 ~71 -1371 -1571 -1571 
N.D. Ccmtract ~ ~ 38 10 I I I I 
Post-M.D. FellOMS 859 863 928 906 1,818 ~ 1 I 0"",01 1,0501 1,~1 1,0501 1, 0"",01 
CTF AdJustaent -141 -b51 ~I -1271 -1271 
Nurse Arresthet ists 10 32 28 26 27 25 221 251 251 251 251 
M.D. Nat Registered f40 f32 f1 t99 f5e *10'3 I I I I 
Post-MD FellOMS Not Reg. 161 f119 •71 •141 f53 f185 I 
Nurse Arresth. Not Reg. f17 I 

Collegiate 1,976 1,949 2,620 2,019 2,015 1, 949 1,9341 1,9651 1,8951 1,8431 1,8431 
Grad School 398 354 334 292 304 286 3101 3131 3171 3181 3211 

Collegiate & Grad 2,374 2,~ 2,354 2,311 2,319 2,23S 2,2441 2,2781 2,2121 2, 1611 2,1641 
I I I I I 

Medical Techrology I I I I I 
00 ProJectiCII'c Model 89 66 55 58 56 53 491 481 481 481 481 
Specials 22 13 9 2 6 4 41 21 21 21 21 

Collegiate 111 79 64 60 62 57 531 501 501 501 501 
I I I I I 

Mcirtuary Scierce I I I I 
00 ProJectian Model 77 72 78 87 79 64 641 751 751 751 751 
Specials 1 1 I I I I 

Collegiate 77 73 71 87 79 64 641 751 751 751 751 
I I I I 

Nursing I I I 
00 ProJectiCII'c Model 4% 457 448 397 384 346 4671 4671 4671 4671 4671 
CTF ~JUStiETtt -1381 -15/tl -1821 -2771 -2771 
Specials 7 28 28 14 2 31 81 81 81 81 

Collegiate 503 485 468 411 386 346 3321 3211 2'331 1981 1981 
Grad School 223 tee 176 202 185 153 1861 1851 1851 1851 1851 

Collegiate & Grad 726 665 644 613 571 499 5181 ~I lt781 3831 3831 
I I I I 

Occupational Therapy I I I I I 
00 ProJectian Model 76 71 74 64 69 69 661 601 601 601 601 
Specials 1 3 1 1 1 31 11 11 11 11 

Collegiate 77 7/t 75 65 69 78 691 611 611 611 611 
I I I I 

Phar'llilcy I I I I 
Battalaureate 2'34 231 217 192 206 218 2351 2201 2201 2201 2201 
Phana.D. 61 67 72 86 9lt Sit 851 961 %1 961 961 
Specials 12 10 2 4 3 2 11 21 21 21 21 

Collegiate 367 308 291 282 393 304 3211 3181 3181 3181 3181 
Grad School 79 82 90 87 86 82 811 801 801 801 801 

Collegiate & Grad 446 396 381 369 389 386 4621 3981 3981 3981 3981 
I I I I I 

~ysical Therapy I I I I 
UG ProJectiarc ~Jdel 61 59 59 59 58 59 611 571 571 571 571 
Specials 2 2 21 21 21 21 21 

Collegiate 61 59 61 61 58 59 631 591 591 591 591 
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Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall I Fall 
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 19SS 1986 I 1987 I 1988 I 1989 I 1990 I 
~tual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual! ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl 

I I I I I 
Public Health I I I 

Masters 319 288 228 238 275 266 2471 2751 2751 2751 2751 
Psychology F~llCM Spec. 8 8 8 8 I I I I I 
Specials 61 4t 29 23 6 16 101 191 191 191 191 
Collegiat~ 388 336 257 261 281 276 2571 2941 2941 2941 2941 

Grad School 117 94 109 110 111 113 1141 1141 1151 1161 1171 
Collegiat~ I ~ad 50S 430 366 371 :m 389 3711 4881 4091 4101 4111 

I I 
Hone Eccmoai cs I I I 

UG ProJeciicm Mod~l 1,m 1,316 1,307 1,298 1,306 1,302 1,2781 1,2401 1,2101 1,1801 1,1301 
Specials 88 67 45 64 45 45 421 561 561 561 561 

Collegiate 1,387 1,383 1,352 1,362 1,345 1,347 1,3201 1,2901 1,2601 1,2301 1,1801 
~ad School 128 115 135 143 286 304 3111 3131 3181 3231 3281 
Coll~iate & Grad 1,515 1,498 1,487 1,505 1,631 1,651 1,6311 1,6631 1,5781 1,5531 1,5081 

I I I I I 
Hwlphrey [rtSt itute I I I I I 

Grad School 85 101 138 1391 1481 1581 1681 1781 
Grad School as 101 138 1391 1481 1581 1681 1781 

I I I I 
law I I I I I 

J.n. 728 709 719 702 719 755 7671 7151 7151 7151 7151 
Specials 3 1 13 11 10 131 91 91 71 71 

Collegiate 728 712 720 715 738 765 7801 7241 7241 7221 7221 
Gr-ad School 1 I I I I I 

Collegiate & Grad 728 712 726 716 730 765 7861 7241 7241 7221 7221 
I I I I 

liberal Arts I I I I 
00 ProJeciicm Model 16,703 17,885 16,837 16,581 15,360 15,633 16,3621 15,3991 14,9921 14,3131 13,2621 
CTF AdJustMerlt I -1061 ~501 -4501 -7001 
Specials 1,176 898 708 566 591 506 4671 4991 4451 4001 3"'..151 

Collegiate 17,879 17,983 17,545 17,147 15,951 16,133 16,8291 15,7891 15, 1871 14,2631 12,9171 
Grad School 2,295 2,209 2,139 1,910 1,678 1,671 1, 7221 1, JC'.J01 1, 7901 1,8101 1,8251 

Collegiate & ~ad 2&,174 20,192 19,684 19,057 17,621 17,804 18,5511 17,5391 16,9771 16,0731 14,7421 
I I I I I 

Managewmt 
00 Pro Jeci icm Mode 1 1,483 1,414 1,549 1,499 1,462 1,548 1,5261 1,~61 1,~61 1,5261 1,5261 
CTF AdJustMe'rlt -221 -3031 -3801 -3801 -3801 
Specials 51 48 28 37 15 23 321 261 261 261 261 

Collegiate 1,534 1,462 1,577 1,536 1,477 1,571 1,5361 1,2491 1,1721 1,1721 1,1721 
Gr-ad School 1,007 1,209 1,381 1,392 1,282 1,425 1,5111 1,5001 1,5001 1,5001 1,5001 

Collegiate & ~ad 2,541 2,671 2,958 2,928 2,759 2,996 3,0471 2,7491 2,6721 2,6721 2,6721 
I I I I I 

Technology I 
00 ProJectiorr Model 5,184 5,444 5,854 5,716 5,454 5,430 5,3621 5,4301 5,4301 5,4301 5,4301 
Specials 468 525 426 372 352 318 3061 4191 4191 4191 4191 

Collegiate 5,652 5,969 6,286 6,088 5,806 5,748 5,6681 5,8491 5,8491 5,8491 5,8491 
Grad School 1,245 1,359 1,516 1,554 1,553 1,629 1,6551 1,6881 1, 7361 1, 7851 1,8101 

Collegiate & Grad 6,897 7,328 7,7% 7,642 7,359 7,377 7,3231 7,5371 7,5851 7,6341 7,6591 
I I I I I 

University Coll~e I I I I 
00 ProJectiorr Model 152 156 155 128 136 121 1251 861 681 411 401 
Specials 12 7 1 8 5 I 41 41 41 41 

Collegiate 164 163 156 128 144 126 1251 841 641 441 441 

' < 



Veterir~ry Medicire 
D.V.M. 
CTF AdJUStlll!flt 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate I Grad 

Tttirr Cities s-ry 
00 ProJediorr Model 

CTF AdJUSt!El'rt 
Net 

Masters 
Specials 
D.D.S. 

CTF ~JustEnt 
Net 

M.D. 
CTF l«!Just~~ent 

Net 
N.D. Corrtract 
Post-fi.D. FellCMS 

CTF l«!JustiETit 
Net 

Nurse Aresthetists 
Phar~~~acy B.S. 
Phan~~. D. 
Psychology Fell~ Spec. 
J.D. 
D.V.M. 

CTF AdJusttEnt 
Net 

Graduate School 
Total 

Business & EcortCitlics-iJMD 
00 ProJecticm Model 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate & Grad 

EducatiorMJIIID 
00 ProJediorr Model 
Masters 
Specials 

Collegiate 
Grad School 

Collegiate & Grad 

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall I Fall 
1988 1981 1982 1983 19~ 1985 1986 I 1987 I 1988 I 1989 I 199@ I 
~tual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual! ProJtd I ProJtd I ProJtd I Pr-oJtd I 

I I I I I 
I I I I 

316 311 309 305 316 308 3091 3091 3091 3091 3091 
-151 -441 -581 -631 -631 

2 2 1 3 3 2 I 21 21 21 21 
318 313 310 308 313 310 ~I 2671 2531 2481 2481 

72 72 66 75 88 ~ 961 971 991 1011 1631 
390 385 376 383 401 404 3'301 ~I 3521 31191 3511 

I I I I 
I I I I 

32,418 32,987 33,367 32,456 30,759 3&,859 31,2261 29,7811 29,1011 28,2'381 27,1181 
e e e e e 0 -1681 -5571 -'3121 -1,3071 -1,6571 

32,418 32,987 33,367 32,456 38,759 39,859 31,0661 29,2241 28,1891 26,9911 25,4611 
607 587 448 544 657 681 6241 6891 6891 6091 6891 

2,867 2,422 1,936 1,991 1,~~ 1,651 1,6281 1,8321 1,7871 1,7401 1,6951 
586 586 547 522 478 4~ 4861 4941 4~1 4941 4'341 

-65 -851 -'301 -'301 ..1301 ..1301 
586 580 547 522 478 429 4011 4841 4041 4041 4041 

1,073 1,620 1,634 1,077 978 1,002 ~31 1,0521 1,0521 1,0521 1,0521 

1,873 1,828 1,834 1,077 978 
311 311 30 10 e 

859 863 928 906 1,018 

10 
~ 

61 
8 

728 
316 

863 
32 

231 
67 

8 
70'3 
311 

928 
28 

217 
72 
8 

719 
309 

906 1,610 
26 

192 
86 
8 

782 
305 

27 
206 
94 
8 

719 
316 

-22 -671 -971 -1371 -1571 -1571 
980 8761 9551 9151 8951 8951 

e 01 01 01 01 01 
'344 1 1 0F~I 1,0501 1,0501 1105el 110501 

-141 -651 -'351 -1271 -1271 
944 1,0361 9851 9551 9231 9231 
25 221 251 251 251 251 

218 2351 2201 2281 2201 2201 
84 851 961 961 961 961 
6 01 61 61 61 81 

755 7671 7151 7151 7151 7151 
308 30'31 3091 3091 3091 3091 

-151 -441 ~JSI -631 -631 
316 311 309 305 316 308 ~I 2651 2511 2461 2461 

7,525 7,576 7,740 7,620 7,465 7,666 7,9721 8,0511 8,1901 8,3071 8,3971 
47,386 47,427 47,383 46,445 44,659 44,593 45,0061 43,3811 42,3561 41,1711 39,6861 

I I I I I 
4.34 4.311 4.31 4.22 4.03 3.89 3.801 3.591 3.411 3.221 3.021 

I I 
I I 

1,469 1,410 1,512 1,438 1,406 1,495 1,5381 1,4251 1,3631 1,3011 1,2381 
10 16 18 11 12 2 51 131 131 131 131 

1,419 1,426 1,530 1,449 1,418 1,497 1,5431 1,4381 1,3761 1,3141 1,2511 
53 40 55 57 59 57 fAtl 571 571 571 571 

1,472 1,466 1,585 1,5% 1,477 1,554 1,5931 1,4951 1,4331 1,3711 1,3981 
I I I I I 

834 ~e 909 954 914 
1 57 56 23 32 

161 26 67 45 88 
996 1,823 1,632 1,822 1,6311 
58 62 52 49 57 

1,054 ·1,085 1,084 1,871 1,0'31 

•. < 

~· . . .: 
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Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall I Fall 
1986 1'981 1'982 1983 1984 1985 1986 I 1987 I 1'988 I 1989 I 1990 I 

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual! ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl 
I I I I I 

Education & Hwaan SeNil:t!S Professicms-lJMD I I 
00 ProJeclian Model 1, 138 1,3321 1,1001 1, 8751 1,0501 1,0251 
Mastl?l"!i 16 251 801 '351 '351 951 
Specials 33 741 961 '381 901 961 

Collegiate 1,1M 1,4311 1,2701 1,2601 1,2351 1,2101 
Grad School 69 501 Ml Ultl 1441 11t41 

Collegiate & Grad 1,253 1,4811 1,3Sitl 1,3741 1,3791 1,3Sitl 
I I I I I 

Fire Arh-u!D I I I I I 
00 ProJeclian Model 333 351 348 276 277 279 3831 2661 2591 2521 21t51 
Specials 11 6 22 19 18 7 41 131 131 131 131 

Collegiate 344 357 370 295 287 286 3871 2791 2721 2651 ~.JSI 

Gr-ad School 9 18 8 11 8 8 101 161 161 181 181 
Collegiate & Grad 353 367 378 306 295 294 3171 2951 2881 2831 2761 

I I I 
I I I 

Letti?I"S & SciercHJMn I 
00 ProJecliorc Model lt,086 lt,235 lt,265 lt,~..J2 4,232 I 
Specials 91 38 92 77 78 I 

Collegiate 4,177 lt,273 4,357 4,329 4,310 I 
Grad School 74 74 74 81 76 I 

Collegiate & Grad 4,251 4,347 lt,lt31 lt,lt10 4,386 

liberal Al"ts-uMD I 
00 ProJection Model 2,~8 2,5181 2,-4691 2,1t351 2,1t051 2,2'121 
CTF AdJUStiErlt -3611 -2521 -1801 -1421 -1'121 
Specials Itt 451 451 451 451 451 

Collegiate 2,6~ 2,2021 2,2621 2,3001 2,3081 2,1451 
Grad Sr:hool 21 151 251 251 251 251 

Total 2,~""9 2,2171 2,2871 2,3251 2,3331 2,1701 
I I I I I 

MedicinHJ!m I I I I I 
Medical St uderlts 96 97 95 97 100 97 911 961 961 961 961 

Collegiate 96 97 95 97 100 97 911 961 961 961 961 
Grad School 3 4 6 8 4 5 81 81 81 81 81 

Collegiate & Grad 99 101 101 105 104 102 'nl 1041 1041 1041 1041 
I I I I I 

Sciercee ard Engirering-uMD I I I 
00 ProJecliorc Model 1,589 1,4991 1,5501 1,5181 1,4871 1,4551 
Specials 41 lt51 451 451 451 451 

Collegiate 1,630 1,5441 1,5'351 1,~31 1,5321 1,5001 
Grad School 56 501 551 551 551 551 

Total 1,686 1, 5'341 1,6501 1,6181 1,5871 1,5""..f.jl 
I I I I I 

Social Develop~~erct-lJMD I I 
00 ProJeclian Model 169 103 101 85 95 I 
Specials 2 2 2 3 I 

Collegiate 111 105 103 88 95 I 
Grad School 53 53 52 44 13 I 

Collegiate & Grad 164 158 155 132 108 
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Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall I Fall 
1986 1981 1982 1963 19~ 1985 1986 I 1987 I 1988 I 1989 I 1'390 I 

ktual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual! ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl ProJtdl 
Duluth Su.ary I I I I I 

ll1 ProJect i Clrl Mode 1 6,771 7,839 7,135 7,005 6,924 7,869 7,1991 6,8101 6,6501 6,4951 6,2951 
CTF $iiJust!Ent -3611 ~..,21 -1881 -1421 -1421 

Net 7,839 7,135 7,065 6,924 7,869 6,82'31 6,5581 6,4701 6,3531 6,0631 
Specials 275 88 281 155 188 121 1731 2861 2\161 2061 2061 
Masters 1 'Sl 56 23 32 16 251 881 951 951 951 
Medical studer~s 96 97 95 97 106 97 911 961 961 961 961 
Graduate School ~.Jil 243 247 ~.Jil 217 216 1831 2451 2751 3071 3871 

Total 7,393 7,524 7, 734 7,530 7,461 7,519 7,3011 7,1851 7,1421 7,8571 6,7671 
I I I I I 

Marris I I I I I 
ll1 ProJectiort Ytodel 1,'Sl6 1,663 1,535 1,551 1,613 1,595 1, 7231 1,4561 1,3981 1,33']1 1,2621 
Specials 48 27 48 52 52 87 511 681 Gil Gil 681 

Collegiate 1,624 1,698 1,583 1,603 1,665 1,682 1,7741 1,5161 1,4581 1,3991 1,3221 
I I I I I 

I I 
I I 

CrookstCirl I I I I 
Urtdergrad-Regular 984 925 939 981 941 737 7301 7071 7071 6971 6781 
Specials 195 236 210 162 204 40e 4831 3831 3831 3891 3691 

Collegiate 1,179 1,161 1,149 1,143 1,145 1,137 1,2131 1,0001 1,0901 1,0771 1,0471 
I I I I I 

Waseca I I I I I 
Ur.dergrad-Regular 852 827 774 780 777 842 8451 9051 9361 9671 9981 
Specials 271 274 339 l,)""e 343 306 3941 3291 3491 3511 3631 

Collegiate 1,123 1,101 1,113 1,110 1,128 1,148 1,1491 1,2341 1,2761 1,3181 1,3611 
I I I I I 

TOTAL-•RESULAR•TERMS 58,705 58,'363 58,962 57,831 56,058 56,076 56,4431 54,4061 53,3221 52,8221 50,1831 
I I I I I 

Contir.uing Educ & Ext NA NA 2"2,428 2"2,421 2"21 707 22,043 2"2,9731 23,0421 231 1101 23,1791 23,2501 
CTF Reduct iCirl -461 -461 -461 -461 -461 

Net 2"2,428 22,421 2"2, 707 2"2,043 2"2,9271 2"2,9961 23,0641 23,1331 23,2041 
GR!MI IDTAL 81,399 80,~..,2 78,757 78,119 79,3701 77,4021 76,3861 75,1551 73,3871 

I I I I I 
Sw.er SessiorcS• 30,213 30,809 30,424 26,760 24, 804 24,369 24,5061 24,0001 23, 4'301 23,0001 21,5001 

ffblcotlparable betlteen 1982 artd 1983 
fbte: Poir.t proJectior.s gi\'en here. Rar.ge estilliltes are irt 7125/86 MPIS WleiOCI to Dear.s artd others. 
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. In. November, I outlined my views on the general directions that the 
Uru. vers7 ty si:ould be taking, building on our planning of the past few years 
and rrovmg WJ.th a sense of purpose through this period of transition and into 
the. future .. It was a set of views based on the identity of the University as 
an mternat~onal research university, a land-grant institution, and a netro
politan university. It was a staterrent that presurred our ccmnitrrent to 
setting priori ties and to making choices: in short, a corrmi trrent to focusing 
our activities to preserve and enhance our quality. 

The response to that staterrent has been positive and supportive and 
because of that response and enthusiasm, I believe it is appropriate to 
expand upon it and to suggest how I think we should inplerrent it. There are 
other reasons as well for taking this next step of making clear how our 
corrrni trrent to focus translates into actions for program enhancerrent and 
program curtail.rrent. Here are two in particular: 

First, in subr.ri. tting its request to the Legislature this year, the 
University has made a strong case for both the restoration of adequate 
funding to carry out its mission and the flexibility to exercise its own 
judgrrent as to how best to use those funds to support its various 
programs. The Governor and the Legislature have both agreed that the 
Board of Regents is the proper body to make prograrmatic cr.Dices for the 
University. Still, there is no doubt that the support of public offi
cials for our requests can be enhanced by a better understanding of our 
strategic plan for the future of the University. 

Second, in the era of limited growth that lies ahead, the health of 
Minnesota' s several systems of higher education v1ill depend upon the 
thoughtful coordination of their missions. I believe it is appropriate 
that the University take the first steps toward that coordination by 
defining its programs with a clear sense of its own identity and with a 
sensi ti vi ty to the capacities of the other systems. By so doing, we 
will set the stage for the healthy evolution of complementary missions 
for each of the systems, an important step in assuring the maximum 
return on the State's investment in higher education. 

The follo.ving set of proposals gro.·lS out of the concepts and priorities 
set forth in my November report. Let me emphasize that these proposals are 
programmatic rather than budgetary in nature. They address a redirection of 
efforts: the release of faculty from certain involverrents to allcw them to be 
rrore effective in other activities rrore central to our mission. 'Ihey will 
not result in reductions of faculty although, to be sure, over t.i.me the 
prograrrnutic redirection may result in gradual shifts through normal turnover 
in the nurroers of faculty in various areas. In short, this is not a plan for 
budgetary retrenchment. 

· While the proposals rely heavily on the Board's Hission Staterrent and 
our institution-\'7ide planning activities they must, at this stage, be vie-red 
as my personal recamendations. In the next rronth, I plan to invite discus
sion of them within the University and, of course, I e.'q?ect this Board to 
examine ther:l carefully. Ha,.;ever, to the extent that my suggestions are 
acceptable, it would be useful for the Board to take early action on them. 
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Let rre SUI'mlUrize sane of the key points I nade in 1'-bverrber. The Uni ver
si ty, I naintained, should pursue the realistic goal of being arrong the top 
five public institutions of higher education in the country. To achieve that 
goal, it must naintain the quality of its best programs and iltlprove the 
quality of those programs which rrost directly serve to enhance its role as an 
international research university, a land-grant institution and a metropolitan 
university. That multifaceted role requires a balance: a balance arrong 
graduate, undergraduate, and professional education and a balance arrong 
teaching, research, and service activities. 

With respect to its educational pro;ram, I suggested, the University is 
seriously out of balance. The ratio of undergraduates to graduates is so 
high that our resources cannot support high quality canprehensi vel y at either 
level. Since it is unlikely that our graduate student numbers can grow, 
given the limited national px>l of applicants and our limited physical space, 
it seems to rre best to allow our undergraduate enrollrrents to decrease as the 
size of high school graduation classes diminishes. I believe that we should 
then focus on: 

• improving the financial support of graduate students to maintain their 
current numbers (or to increase their numbers in certain fields) and 
to increase their quality; 

• recruiting high-ability undergraduates who can best benefit from the 
University's programs: and 

• improving the quality of our undergraduate programs. 

In addition to these general thrusts for iroproverrent, the University 
must also be selective in ·progranrnatic terms. As a land-grant institution, 
our pr:i.roary obligation is to respond to the needs of society both in this 
region and in the broader cormumity that an international university serves. 
Our primary resotLrce for dealing 'vith those needs is our scholarly capacity. 
For a program to have a high priority, not only nnlSt it carry out research at 
the leading edge of knOI.·Tledge, but the research should be stimulated by the 
needs of society and the results should be transmitted to society through 
active teaching programs, through outreach and service activities, through 
technological transfer. In short, such programs should engage the community 
and the society. This is true not only in the tr<:tdi tional connections of our 
agricultural programs and rural society, but in science and the arts and in 
the rretropolitan cormn.mity as well. 

Within the context of these long-r2.11ge progrmrmatic directions, the 
University must set immediate priorities as part of the budgetary process. 
Since these priorities will change from year to year, it does not seem 
appropriate to discuss them in this rerort. Ho.vever, they \'ri.ll be the 
subject of separate proposals in the near future. 

The University must also define its role arrong the institutions of 
higher education ~ the State. Here, clear directions emerge for preserving 
our identity, serv1ng our land-grant mission, working tavard a position of 
~xcellence among research universities, and ccmplerrenting the activities of 
the other public systems. In terms of research and service activities, we 
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are clearly unique, and in graduate and professional education we are sub
stantially so. Our activities are driven by these responsibilities although 
we can still be selective, recognizing that neighboring states provide 
opportunities for Hinnesotans in certain graduate and professional fields. 
At the undergraduate level, where many other opportunities exist in Hinnesota 
and its adjacent states, we should fashion a role to fit our strengths and 
contract our programs to achieve a new balance of graduate and undergraduate 
activities. In doing so, however, the limited availability of other oppor
tunities for four-year public education in the 'l\-1in Cities area must be kept 
in mind. 

DIP~TION RECCMMENDATIONS 

In the next several sections of this report, which are of key impor
tance, I am recommending a nurrber of specific programmatic shifts that I 
believe \'rl.ll help us to reach our institutional goals. The shifts deal with 
undergraduate education, professional education and the coordinate canplses. 

I. Undergraduate Education 

In any discussion of the contraction of undergraduate programs at the 
University, the inportant issue of access arises and, with it, a concern that 
the contraction may represent an undesirable elitism. The concern is under
standable and might be valid under certain circumstances. I, ha-~ever, do not 
think that it is elitist to ensure that there are public undergraduate pro
grams of the highest quality - the kind possible only at a research univer
sity - available to Mirmesotans regardless of their economic status. 
Further, I cannot accept the notion that access is effective when quality 
must be sacrificed to preserve a breadth of programs for which adequate 
funding does not exist. Finally, we must not forget that in 1851 when the 
University \'las founded, there were no other opportunities in the territory 
for public higher education, while in 1985 there are many such opportunities. 
To ignore them \·Jould be anachronistic and might even be criticized as arro-
gant. 

In other words, access is inportant, but I believe that it nust be 
carefully defined. At the undergraduate level, we must offer programs that 
are consistent with our broader mission, our standards of quality, and our 
distinctiveness, and vle must make them available to all \vho can reasonably 
benefit from them. We should encourage rigor in our programs, but welcorre 
all who seek the cr.allenge of such rigor. Above all, if access is to be 
meaningful, we must assure that the nature of our programs, our expectations, 
and our entrance requirements are clearly understood by prospective students 
so that they can prepare for them adequately and enter them la1cwledgeably. 
With these considerations in mind, I have the following recomrendations: 

Eliminate bvo-vear deoree programs in all colleaes and at all camouses - . except Crookston and \'laseca. At the undergraduate level, the focus of 
the University should be on four-year baccalaureate programs. The 
camn.mity colleges of the State, including those in the 'l.Win Cities, 
offer appropriate opportunities for associate degrees. Before effecting 
this change, however, the University should ensure that transfer of 
credit !£ a camn.mity college will allow a University student to earn an 

. . 
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associate degree when it is not feasible for the student to complete a 
four-year program at the University. 

• Eliminate degree and certificate programs frcm General College. The 
General College has a proud history of providing an open access point to 
the University. The original goal of the College was to assist certain 
students in making the transition to the various four-year disciplina.Iy 
programs in the several undergraduate colleges. In recent years, 
ha.-rever, the College has taken on additional activities that diffuse its 
prinary focus. For exanple, the associate degree programs and the 
certificate programs offered by the College are not consistent with its 
original mission since they serve as tenninal degrees short of the 
baccalaureate degree and provide only limited contact for those students 
with the other programs of the University. Eliminating them will help 
us to emphasize that our ultirrate goal for students entering General 
College is a four-year degree. 

The College's baccalaureate programs answer a need for certain non
traditional students, but they, too, are not central to the mission of 
the College. While no two programs are ever identical, .M::tropolitan 
State University's programs have very similar goals to the College's 
two baccalaureate programs. Thus, in eliminating the College's pro
grams, \ve will not reduce the opportunities for students; rather, we 
will free up excellent faculty who can contribute to the University in 
other ways. 

With the elimination of these degree programs the College can return to 
its earlier, valuable mission of assisting students under its open 
admission policy and helping them to correct their deficiencies in 
preparation so that they can rrove on into our four-year programs in 
disciplinary areas. The College can play a particularly important role 
in the coordinated lower division discussed belCM. It can becorre the 
focus of all of our speeial developrrental programs. Indeed, with that 
in mind, I also reccmnend the relocation of the Student Affairs Iearning 
Centers to the College so that our academic help activities can be rrost 
effectively administered. 

• Eliminate Universitv Without Halls Program. This University College 
program has served a small number of non-traditional students \vell 
through experiential learning and individualized programs. Ho.vever, 
like the C-eneral College baccalaureate programs, the U\·M activities are 
sir.ti..lar to those offered at r-1etropolitan State University. If we 
eliminate the University's program, the m-M counselors \wuuld be able to i 
combine their efforts with those of General College and CEE counselors 1.· 

to create an ~~ded advising service for other traditional and non-
traditional prospective and enrolled University students. \\e could ~ 
serve a significantly larger number of students in this \vay and imnr.ov"' J 
access to the University markedly. These counselors could also ;;~k ''"" I 
with ~etro State students to help them to develop a University compon2 nt ~. 
of their individualized programs, where that seems appropriate. 1 

J 
! 
~ 
l 
~. 
II 
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• Unify and increase entrance standards across all Twin Cities under
graduate colleges {except General College), Duluth, and t-1orris. At the 
present tirre, the individual entrance standards used by each college and 
campus lead to confusion arrong prospective students, advisors, and 
parents. By unifying entrance requirerrents and ensuring that they are 
appropri~tely. rigorous, the University can play a useful role both in 
encouragmg high school students to enrich their programs of preparation 
an~ in encouraging school boards to increase the availability of appro
pr~ate courses. It is i.nportant to note that while I believe that 
higher standards should be set in tenns of m:in:inrum course preparation, I 
do not believe that increases in grade point average (GPA) standards are 
necessary or appropriate. As in the past GPA may well have to play a 
role when spaces are limited, but decreasing undergraduate enrollirent 
may mitigate that problem. 

• Coordinate lower division education across Twin Cities units. With 
the likelihocxi of decreased undergraduate enroll.m:mts, the opportunity 
exists to improve the quality of our lower division education. By 
coordinating lower division activities, we can provide increased flexi
bility to students to nove fran one college to another and increase the 
availability of special opportunities now offered only within individual 
colleges. These may range from honors programs to developrrental programs. 
Increased attention to lower division in an organized way can also lead 
to improverrents in the quality of lower division instruction. I suggest 
that over the next two years we consider alternative administrative 
arrangerrents for carrying out this coordination, including, but not 
limited to, a totally integrated lower division (drawing its faculty 
from the collegiate departrrents), a node! similar to our Graduate 
School. 

II. Professior~l Education 

lmle there are scrre similarities beu-reen graduate and professional 
education, there are also i.nportant differences that alla.v us to make deci
sions about the size &~d sccpe of our professional programs on tl1e basis of a 
more restricted set of considerations than must apply in graduate programs. 
Graduate students, for exanple, collaborate with faculty in their thesis 
research; they also prorrote the quality of undergraduate education tl1rough 
teaching activities. Thus, increasing our graduate student enrollment 
ilrproves our ability to serve several aspects of our mission and decreasing 
the enroll.rrent works in the opposite \·my. In contrast, professional students 
do not interact as closely either in research or undergraduate education and 
these need not be considered in determining the size or nur.rer of our progr.3IUS. 

On the other hand, there are financial connections that link all of our 
activities. Clearly, the quality of a professional training program can be 
~ced by increasing the resources \"e invest in it, but those additional 
resources would not then be available to i.nprove other aspects of the School' s 
mission, to inprove graduate or undergraduate education, or to enhance 
research and service activities associated with all of our educational 
activities. If we could achieve the sarre enhancerrent of quality by decreas
ing enrolJ..rrents, the additional resources that might othenvise have to be 
committed to professional training would be freed for other uses. 
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To determine the feasibility of achieving improved quality by reducing 
enrollment in professional schools, it is necessary to consider the demand 
for trained professionals, the availability of similar training at other 
regional schools, the minimum class size for cost-effective education, and 
the cost of quality. With these factors in mind, I have the following 
recommendations: 

• Reduce undergraduate class size in School of Managerrent. Undergrc:tdu
ate business programs are new available at rrost of the State University 
System campuses as well as through their extension classes in the Twin 
Cities area. The prlirary focus of our School of Managerrent is, and 
should continue to be, its graduate programs, research activities, and 

-outreach. By reducing the undergraduate class size, we can assure 
programs of outstanding quality, usefully linked to our graduate pro
grams. The School should consider how best to accorrplish this shift, 
but the final result should be a class size no larger than half of the 
present enrol~t. 

• Reduce undergraduate class size in College of Education. As in the 
case of Managerrent, in many areas of professional teacher education 
Minnesotans are well-served by the State University System. The Univer
sity, therefore, should focus its undergraduate curriculum on special 
programs: preparation for teachers of mathematics, science, and language: 
special education: and vocational-technical education. Its :r.ore general 
programs should be limited to rrodel programs that 'Hill provide a vehicle 
for effecting the ideas developed through research and will rraintain the 
contact with school districts essential to rerraining sensitive to their 
needs. 

• Reduce underoraduate class size in School of Nursing. Here, again, 
opportunity is broadly available for undergraduate training at many 
State institutions. The University's essential contribution is in its 
advanced degree programs. According! y, its undergraduate program should 
be structured to apf?eal to and to serve those intending to proceed to 
graduate \lork. 

• Cap undergraduate Institute of Technology engineerinq enrol~ts. 
The need for additional engineering graduates by Minnesota indust....--y has 
been well docun"Cnted and reductions in the University's undergraduate 
programs cannot be justified. On the other hand, s:int>ly dealing with 
present enrollments will require significant expansion of facilities and 
faculty. I believe that the prinury role of IT must be in graduate 
education, research, and technology transfer. Therefore, while we 
should maintain undergrc:tduate engineering enrollrrents in IT, we should 
not allo.v them to e..xp.:md. Instead, IT should cooperate in the develop
rrent of undergraduate engineering programs at miD and in the State 
University System, and, indeed it has already begun to do so • 

• Reduce DVM orogr2m in Colleqe of Veterinary M2dicine. Although there 
have ~n significant infusions of new resources into Veterinary ~cine 
recently, the University has not been able to provide an adequate level 
of per-student support in the School's professional education program 
(D\11,1). The problem arises from the increasing importance of its graduate 
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and research programs that have required increased funding and its 
service programs (rrost particularly the Diagnostic Iaboratory), which 
have also required substantially increased funding. Under the circum
stances, it seems reasonable to consider a reduction in DVM class size. 
'IWJ factors pronpt such a recormendation. First, there is a widel v held 

· opinion that we are entering an era of overproduction of veterinarians. 
Second, and rrore importantly, the University of Wisconsin has recently 
opened its avn School of Veterinary Medicine. It seems reasonable to 
take advantage of this expanded training capacity to reduce our veteri
nary class size by the number of positions previously reserved for 
Wisconsin students and to eliminate Veterinary Medicine from our reci
procity agreerrent. Such a change muld maintain the sarre access for 
_Ninnesota students, i.rrprove the quality of our veterinary education and 
relieve the burden on our clinical faculty so that they can increase 
their contributions to other aspects of the School's mission. 

• Consider reductions in other professional school class sizes. The 
possibility of achieving improved quality by reducing student numbers 
while maintaining constant budget levels exists in each of our profes
sional school programs. Sorre changes have already been made in Dentistry 
and r-1edicine, but schools such as law and Phannacy have not yet raised 
these questions in rrethodical ways. Over the next year, I believe we 
should consider the feasibility and advisability of reducing professional 
school class sizes by examining data on societal needs, applicant pools, 
and marginal costs or savings with altered enrollrrents. 

• Consider reductions in size and scooe of medical residency programs. 
The changes in patterns of rredical care, the projected surplus in 
physicians, and proposed changes in financing call for a reassessrrent of 
our rredical residency progrillnS. It may well be that \'le should contract 
in at least scrre of those programs and rebalance our activities in basic 
rredical research and clinical training over the ne.'l.t few years. 

III. Coordinate Camouses 

The role of the coordina.te campuses in the University's mission has 
occasionally been questioned in recent years. Few of the questions have 
suggested that the Cc3Itl'US programs should not exist, but rmny have i.rrplied 
that they could be part of one of the other systems in the State. This, it 
is argued, \vould allow the University to focus its attention on its Twin 
Cities programs. 

I believe it is impJrtant to note that the transfer of any of these 
carq;Juses to one of the other systems would not result in any significant cost 
savings to the State if the missions they presently serve are to be continued. 
For similar reasons, such a transfer \vould result in no financial benefit to 
the University's other programs. Therefore, the decision on where to locate 
these campuses in the State's higher education system should be based on a 
clear staterrcnt of their individual focus and an assessrrent of which system 
can provide optimal support for that focus. Althcugh I believe that these 
carrpuses can· better serve the needs of the State by sorre sharpening of focus, 
I also believe that the more clearly defined directions I would recommend for 
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them can best be carried out if they remain part of the University of Hinne
sota. The cc:mrents which follow for each campus expand on· this notion. 

• Crookston and Waseca: The distinctive characteristic of these two
year technical colleges is their unmatched capacity for providing 
technical agricultural education. Their proxllnity to branch stations of 
the Agricultural Experi.rrent Station, their faculty, their facilities, 
and their working relationship with faculty and programs on the St. Paul 
carrpus all supp:Jrt and enhance that capacity. 

I believe that it is in the interest of the State to focus two-year 
agricultural education on the Crookston and Waseca campuses, transferring 

·it from the other systems in which it is now offered. I also believe 
that our campuses should e..~e their programs and phase out those 
activities that do not depend upon our agricultural offerings since 
these latter programs can well be carried out in other PJSt-secondary 
systems. Finally, I recarmend that both carnpuses becare part of the 
Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Herre Econan:i.cs. This could help 
to streamline the administrative operation of the carrpuses and help to 
achieve a fuller integration of activities to take even greater advantage 
of the association of these campuses with the University. 

• Duluth: The size and diversity of Duluth make it, in many ways, an 
independent comprehensive university. Because UMD is ccmnitted to 
research and some graduate and professional education, its association 
with the University is valuable in providing its faculty access to 
various faculty development opportunities and seed money research 
grants. It is reasonable to expect the carrpus to function as tr.e 
land-grant University serving the northeast region of the State. This 
implies particular a~tention to the needs of the region and increased 
activity in its research, outreach, and service programs. It also 
implies the saxoo narrowing of focus in its undergraduate programs 
suggested for the Twin Cities: eliminating its associate degree pro
grams, setting entrance standards identical to those proposed for the 
'IWin Cities undergraduate colleges, restricting its undergraduate 
professional programs to the e.xtent that other opportunities exist for 
similar training, and examining the content of its undergraduate 
prc:grarns in such areas as language training, mathematics, and science, 
to ensure that undergraduates are challenged in the course of their 
studies and rewarded by the quality of the education they receive. 

• Morris: The University's campus at Morris offers one of the most 
e.~citing opportunities in public education in the country; the possibil
ity for State residents to attend a SIPall, horrogeneous liberal arts 
college usually available only in the private sector. The opportmlity 
is not an easy one to maintain. In a small state college, there is 

. great pressure to diversify offerings to keep enrollments up. This, 
h~ver, leads to a diversification of faculty, which, in turn, leads to 
an inability to maintain a rich liberal arts program. 

It is clear tl>.at l-brris has been tempted to opt for "self-preservation" 
by seeking the diversity necessary to attract a greater range of students. 
Were that to be its direction in the future, I believe the carrpus \vould 
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lose its uniqueness and it would be less obvious why it should rerrain in 
the University system. Its role as a liberal arts college, however, can 
be nn1ch rrore easily maintained within the University than elsewhere. 
The opp:::>rtunities for faculty developrrent and exchange, the integrated 
recruiting of prospective students, the p:::>ssibility of developing 
coordinated programs with the '!Win Cities are all of great benefit in 
carrying out that focused mission. 

It is my strong reccmrendation that r-nrris should remain in the 
University of Hi.nnesota system and retain and enhance its camri:tnent to 
a liberal arts curriculum. Indeed, I believe that the canpus must nove 
rrore vigorous! y to be a small liberal arts college, rather than a small 
College of Liberal Arts. That is, rather than encouraging individual 
rre.jors, and courses chosen on the basis of satisfying group require
rrents, it should take advantage of its size to develop an integrated 
core curriculum. For example, such a curriculum could be based on 
multi-disciplinary courses, staffed by faculty in several disciplines, 
with each course displaying the integration inherent in a liberal arts 
program. Students could take this comron set of courses and augrrent 
them with electives in areas of particular interest. It is clear that 
if the caitq?us is to rrove in this direction with the concurrence of the 
University, the supp:::>rt for M::>rris must be based prirrarily on the need 
to maintain program integrity rather than on student enrollrrents. The 
interest of the State in providing a diversity of opp:::>rtunities to its 
citizens warrants a commitment to this approach. 

IV. Continuing Education and Extension 

No discussion of focus within the University would be canplete without 
attention to Continuing Education and Extension, a key cc:nponent in the 
activities of any land-grant institution. As we focus our educational 
mission with respect to our on-campus activities, we should ensure that these 
goals are reflected in our outreach activities as well. Thus, while our 
outreach activities should increase in the future in recognition of our 
land-grant mission, they should also be structured to dra\v on our particular 
strengths. For exa.rrple, \ve should increase our efforts to provide access to 
our specialized and unique programs, particularly at the graduate level. We 
should also ensure tr..at all resources of the University that have p:::>tential 
to rreet outreach needs are tapped. Finally, we should be at the forefront in 
developing new organizational and technical mechanisms for delivering both 
infomal instruction and formal degree progr<:lmS to Minnesotans around the 
State. 

In the light of these gener3l ccrnrents, I reccmrend the following: 

• Increase utilization of Universitv expertise in Agricultural Ext~1sion. 
The Agricultural Extension Service has a long history of using the 
resources of the St. Paul Q:mpus effectively to deal \vith the problems 
of rural Minnesota. Its future developrent can reflect the new focus 
suggested in this report by e..'q)ansion of its efforts in the rretropolitan 
carrmmities of the State, by tapping the resources of our Hinneapolis 
units as well as our St. Paul units in rreeting cannunity needs, and by 
integrating our Crookston an~ Waseca faculty in Extension activities as 
they becorre part of the Inst1tute for Agriculture, Forestry, and Hare 
Econc:mics. · · 
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• Shift Continuing Education offerings to reflect University curricular 
strengths rather than market circumstances. The delivery of credit 
courses by the division of Continuing Education and Extension has been 
driven to a great extent in the past by market considerations. As a 
result, their offerings are skewed toward lower division courses, thus 
failing to reflect the special strengths of the University and saretimes 
overlapping with the Extension activities of the other systems of higher 
education. I recomrend that CEE be funded on a budget basis rather. than 
an incorre basis so that we can rrodify its range of offerings based on 
the University's role arrong the institutions of higher education in the 
State. 

-. Consider setting admission standards for credit offerinas in CEE. 
As in the case of our regular day school offerings, access m.1st be 
defined carefully to ensure that we do not use it in such a way as to 
limit the quality of the programs to which we provide access. For 
exan;>le, I believe we should consider the adoption of admission standards 
and prerequisites for CEE credit courses. This would have clear advantages. 
For example, if all students in a course have had adequate preparation, 
the class can be taught at a level nore profitable to all of them. 
Further, better control of Extension admissions will ease the way for 
increased use of day and Extension courses in degree programs. Finally, 
the application of similar standards to all students would ease the 
problem of combining day and Extension courses. Thus, we could accanplish 
both our aim of enhancing the quality of our courses and our aim of 
increasing the flexibility of our course delivery • 

• Coordinate Extension activities with other higher education systems. 
As we begin to increase the range and specialization of our Extension 
offerings, we will certainly increase opportunity for Hinnesotans, but 
we are also likely to decrease total enrollrrents. This could be offset 
in part if we can work successfully with other systems of higher education 
to ensure that we are not offering competing programs. he should be 
prepared to offer courses in other areas of the State in situations in 
which the University has sorre special expertise, just as we welcorre the 
Extension efforts by other systems in fields where ,..,e believe the University 
should phase out its programs. We should clearly avoid similar offerings 
in the sarre geographical areas. 

• Anticipate and exploit new technologies for instru~tional de~ivery .. 
The delivery of courses, workshops, cultural product1.ons, pubhc affa1.rs 
infoi:m3.tion, and other activities to a wider audience "lill be helped in 
the future by n6-l computer, teleconferencing, and rredia transmission 
technologies. CEE should be shifting its budgetary investrrent and. its 
creative energies to projects that can ~~loit these new technolog1.es to 
allow others to benefit from the University• s unique strengths. In this 
effort, the emphasis should be on program content rather than technical 
developrrent and on progranming that cannot be carried out in other 
higher education systems. 
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The rea:mrendations that I have made in the preceding paragraphs offer 
exciting possibilities for the University to increase its value to tr~ State 
and to set the stage for a new era of coordination arrong the State's insti
tutions of higher education. It is not possible or appropriate in a report 
of this kind to deal with the details of these changes and, indeed, sore IID..lSt 
be studied further to determine whether they are advisable. I believe that, 
to the extent that they are adopted, He should seek to implerrent them during 
the next biennitnn, approving the plans for each change with the help and 
guidance of our new President. 

However -- and it is a large and important caveat -- I cannot and do not 
reccmrend the implementation of any of these changes \.Ulless and \.Ultil the 
current State approach to funding of the University is m:xlified to rerrove the 
CO\.Ulterincentives that currently exist to focusing our activities. For \.Ulder 
the present ciretnnStances, far from strengthening the University, many of 
these changes ~uld seriously weaken the institution's financial support. 

Average cost f\.Ulding, in its present form, would reduce the University's 
appropriation in proportion to its decrease in numbers of students. Thus, 
deliberately allowing a decrease in student numbers so that our funds could 
be used in a rrore focused way to ir.prove the quality of education, would be a 
vain effort because the funds would disappear. Indeed, the situation would 
~rsen because such fixed costs as rraintenance, fuel and utili ties ~uld 
remain reqm.rlilg sorre of the instructional dollars left to be used to cover 
them, and, thus, leaving even fewer dollars for teaching. 

The rigid 33 percent offset to our instructional appropriation that must 
be provided through tuition is a further counterincentive to these changes. 
The University has been forced over many years to charge rore than the 
average offset to students in la.v-cost programs since it had to charge less 
than the average offset to those in high-cost programs if access and oornpeti
tiveness were to be rraintained. The changes I have proposed \vould tend to 
reduce the size of these la.v-cost programs, but doing so \VOuld certainly not 
be advisable if it resulted in substantial tuition increases for our remaining 
students as, unfortunately, it ~uld under the present system. 

Finally, these changes presurre and require an increased level of coopera
tion with the other systems of higher education as we exchange functions in 
areas such as agriculture, as we work tcgether with non-traditional students, 
as we sort out our roles in continuing education. I am encouraged by my 
preliminary conversations with the heads of other systems to believe that 
they will welcare this cooperation but, of course, the details remain to be 
~rked out. 

_ In short, to the extent that these recornrendations are acceptable to the 
Board of Regents, I believe that they should be viewed as a proposal to the 
State; a proposal to ~rk with the University to enable us to carry out these 
changes. I~ we are successful, I believe that the University of Hinnesota 
will errerge as an even better institution; stronger in its programs, rrore 
responsive to the needs of the State, and an even greater contributor to the 
nation's \vell-being. 

.. _ •'' .. 


