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l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

328 Millard Hall 
435 Delaware St., S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minn. 55455 

Telephone: (612) 373-3226 

AGENDA (A) 
All University Senate Consultative Committee 

Campus Club - Room 606 - 12:30 p.m. ,:;;3:00 p.m. 
Thursday, September 20, 197p q 

1. Fix Agenda 

2.• Approval of Minutes of June 28 SCC Meeting~~ 

3. Fix Meeting Times for SCC year* 

4. Administrative Organization of Senate Committees (Nominations enclosed) 

5. Report of the Chair~ (Enclosures--Letters from the President to 

6. 

Vice Presidential Search Committees; letter, 
President to Prof. Purple; memo, Ass't V.P. Clark 
to V.P. 's Koffler and Linck) 

Steering Committee Business 

a) Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments (Action Requested) 
(Enclosure--Letter from Prof. Purple to Prof. Wood) 

b) Revised 'E' Document (Action Requested) (Enclosure--Letter from 
Prof. Grosch to Director Smith) 

c) Women's Issues, including sexual harassment (Enclosure--~r, 
Presieeat te PFef. Ptlrple; memo, Dean Lukerman) 

7. Committee and Subcommittee Reports 

a) UCBRBR (Professor Morrison) (Enclosures--Letter, President to 
Prof. Hexter, 4 Distribution Reports**, Letter and Minutes, 
Prof. Hexter to President) 

b) Senate Reorganization (Professor Spring) 

c) Outreach (Professor Brasted) 

8. Agenda for Meeting with the President, Thurs., Sept. 27, 1:30 p.m. 

9. Newsletter (Professor Spring) 

10. Old Business 

11. New Business 

12. Adjournment 

* Support materials sent August 6 and 10. 
** Sent earlier to Faculty members 
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Supplement: Details on Items of Agenda (A) 

4. Administrative Organization of the 1979-80 Consultative Committee 

The chair suggests the following subcommittee structure and membership: 

a) UCBRBR 

b) 

Faculty: Fred Morrison, Chair 
Faculty alternate: Marcia Eaton 
Student: Scott Carlson 
Student alternate: Sue Pribyl 

Subcommittee on Senate Reorganization 
Faculty: Don Spring, Chair 

Cleea Mel~a 
-I.. E. Serio en 
Betty Robinett ,e -1- -1f;i t ( o 

Students: Rich Kottke 
Dick Cooke 
·s •'* ·t1 t i.Johr1 w.e:~ 

c) Outreach Coordination Subcommittee 
Faculty: Bob Brasted, Chair 

Vera Schletzer 
Don Browne 

Students: C'her1/ /?rtJw'l 
JO h nU.1 e_/ s 

_)cs..c.f /11 fk:,fc... 
.&vj L I~< L4 s i~d VO ( C..-<.A-/ 

t.V)f, !I· I· 'If (2,_{:, 0rc.: S.f.( ,l 

d) Grievance and Legal Concerns Coordination Subcommittee 
Faculty: Marcia Eaton, Chair L. ~ Sc-:-i v"'"''-

Fred Morrison 
Rick Purple 

Students: .7/ m G e../ h mllM-' 
;__,z keti-~'I 

Note: The Grievance and Legal Concerns Coordination Subcommittee is newly 
proposed and will require a charge. There are a number of considerations on 
grievance procedures which would appear to warrant such a subcommittee: 
(1) The Administration's ad hoc task force report on grievances was submitted 
this past spring to several Senate Committees (SCAFA, Tenure, Appeals and 
Judicial) and the responses to this report need coordination; (2) It is 
possible that legal restrictions (cease and desist laws) on the Board of 
Regents will be lifted and the whole new Tenure Code come up for review 
with parts, at least, coming for further Senate study; (3) A number of issues 
relating to women's concerns are originating as new business which will likely 
require multiple Senate Committee consideration (see Agenda item 6), and these 
will need coordinating. Membership of the new subcommittee is proposed above. 
It is suggested that defining the exact charge to the subcommittee be postponed 
to Agenda item 6. 

\ 
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4. (cont.) 

e) Legislative Relations Subcommittee (Faculty only) 
Members: Wendell Glick, Chair 

George Blake 
Faculty representative on release time for legislative 

lobbying 

Note: This subcommittee was established two years ago as a subcommittee of 
the Faculty Consultative Committee. It is requested that FCC members be 
allowed to consider these appointments here rather than having to schedule 
a separate meeting for this one item. 

5. Report of the Chair 

As usual, it proved virtually impossible to hold a meeting during July 
and August due to members' conflicting schedules. A number of items never
theless arose which required action of one kind or another. 

A. One of these, the Board of Regents' inquiry into the publishing 
affairs of the Minnesota Daily, produced sufficient unrest to merit sending 
a letter on behalf of the Consultative Committee. You have received in a 
prior mailing a copy of the resulting July 23 letter to Regent Lebedoff. All 
but four members of the Consultative Committee were reached in person or by 
phone and consulted on this letter. All members reached, with the exception 
of one abstaining vote, approved of the letter. The chair has had several 
opportunities to consult with Regent Lebedoff since the letter was transmitted. 
Apparently it was very favorably received. One issue related to the Regential 
inquiry may be continued. The reporting role of the Daily's official publisher, 
the Board of Student Publications, is still somewhat unclear, and we may be 
requested to address this matter in the course of the Senate Reorganization Plan 
which is scheduled (tentatively) to come before the Senate at its May 15, 1980 
meeting. 

B. The Search Committee for the Vice President of Academic Affairs has 
been named and charged, and is currently pursuing its charge. Enclosed is the 
President's letter on this. The President accepted both the faculty and student 
slates submitted to him by the Consultative Committee. Some of our original 
faculty choices were not able to serve, and the President chose our suggested 
alternates. 

C. A Search Committee has also been established for the Vice President 
of Acministrative Operations and Planning and the President's letter on this 
is enclosed. President Magrath requested both faculty and student names from 
the Consultative Committee. On the advice of those SCC members I could reach, 
the remaining alternates suggested for the Academic Vice President Search 
were forwarded, together with a number of additional women faculty names 
recommended. (Since the women faculty who had been nominated as alternates 
to the Academic V.P. Search Committee had been elevated to be members of 
that Search Committee, it was necessary to offer additional names.) It should 
be noted that: 1) all names submitted to him by us (both student and faculty) 
were accepted and 2) the President originally wanted this Committee to report 
by October lOth, but on advice from Don Spring and myself, agreed to move 
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the reporting date back to coordinate with the other V.P. Search and to something 
more consonant with previous practice. For newer members' information: the "~ 
last search committee for this position existed two years ago when the entire ~ 
Consultative Committee was charged as the Search Committee. By general agree-
ment this was a burden, and the President felt it was more proper to operate 
within the guidelines for Administrative Searches laid down by the Glick 
Committee several years ago. Our files on the previous search have been 
turned over to the present Search Committee. 

D. As a matter of old business, the chair and associate chair were 
charged with submitting the names of two faculty members to serve on the Student 
Fees Committee, from whom one would be chosen to take the place of Prof. de Boer 
who resigned. After consulting the list of names previously submitted by 
various members, and of the Committee on Committees' search list, the names 
of John Clausen (Director, Lower Division Programs, IT) and Warren Gore 
(Ass't Prof., Rhetoric, and Extension Commun. Specialist, Agriculture) were 
submitted to the President. 

E. Carol Pazandak, Assistant to the President, called a meeting in 
August to attempt to resolve the questions that were raised in the past over 
the role of the Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments. That 
meeting is documented in the enc1osed letter of August 13 I wrote to 
Frank Wood, Chair of the Senate Committee on Social Concerns. Action 
on that letter is requested under Agenda item 6. The secretary, Meredith Poppele, 
has on file a memorandum of that meeting which led to the formulation of the 
letter. 

F. Other items of business that were forwarded to us are included under 
the Agenda items of Steering Committee business or reports from the sub
committees. 

6. Steering Committee Business 

a) Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments 

Enclosed: Letter from Prof. Purple to Prof. Wood, Chair of 
Senate Committee on Social Concerns regarding the 
membership, role and reporting procedures of the 
Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments. 

Action Requested: The SCC Chair requests either adoption of the 
letter sent, or a modified resolution and instructions 
for transmittal. 

b) Revised 'E' Document 

Enclosed: Letter from Prof.·Audrey Grosch on behalf of the Library 
Faculty Association to Library Director Smith. 

Background: Re: 'E' Appointments: The redrafted document supporting 
a third employment classification (in addition to Faculty 
and Civil Service) is an administrative task force document 
which has been submitted to various Senate committees and, 
for information, to the Board of Regents. The document 
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has received informal approval from some faculty members 
and, conversely, has raised very strong fears in others 
(see enclosed letter). The role of the Consultative 
Committee and of the Senate on this issue needs definition. 

Action Options: The SCC could rule that the 'E' document must formally 
receive Senate sanation. We could (1) request one Senate 
committee to coordinate a formal report to the Senate, or 
(2) ask an SCC subcommittee (Grievance?) to coordinate 
such a report. If we recommend the latter, then it will 
be necessary to include this matter in the charge to the 
Grievance Subcommittee (see next agenda item). 

c) Women's issues, including sexual harassment 

Enclosed: Letter from President Magrath to Prof. Purple, with 
attachment; memo and materials from Dean Lukermann 

Action Options: Open 

7. Committee and Subcommittee Reports 

a) 

b) 

c) 

UCBRBR (Professor Morrison) 

Enclosures: President Magrath to Prof. Hexter, 4 Distribution 
Reports (previously sent to FCC), letter and Research 
Committee Minutes from Prof. Hexter to Pres. Magrath) 

Senate Reorganization (Professor Spring) 

Outreach (Professor Brasted) 

Note: Other appropriate materials, if any, will be made available at the 
meeting if they cannot be mailed out in advance. The Subcommittee on 
Coordination of the Outreach Report is presently working under a very tight 
deadline, and their report should be the major agenda item of the meeting. 

8. As on Agenda cover sheet 

9. Newsletter (Professor Spring) 

Professor Spring will report on his findings, having surveyed the 
costs of publishing a newsletter separately and of renting space in the Daily. 

10. As on Agenda cover sheet. 

11. " 

12. " 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA All University Senate Consultative Committee 
TWIN CITIES 5-:-25 7 Millard Hall _ 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Telephone (612) 37 3-3226 

APPROVED 10/18/79 

MINUTES OF THE SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Meeting of September 20, 1979 

The All-University Senate Consultative Committee convened its first meeting 

of the 1979-80 academic year on Thursday, September 20, 1979 at 12:30 p.m. in 

Room 606 of Coffman Union at the University of Minnesota, Minneapolis. Members 

present included George Blake, Robert Brasted, Scott Carlson, Steve Carlson, 

Mark Davis, Marcia Eaton, Wendell Glick, Richard Kottke, Cleon Melsa, Fred Morrison, 

Sue Pribyl, Richard Purple (Chair), Vera Schletzer, Donald Spring and John Weis. 

Visitors to the meeting were Maureen Smith of the University Relations Department, 

Karin Nelson Hoyle, Library Curator, and, after 1:45, Carol Pazandak, Assistant 

to the President. 

1. The tentative agenda was adopted without dissent. 

2. The memorandum of the June 28, 1979 SCC conversation with President Magrath 

was approved without dissent. 

3. Calendar of Meetings. 

Professor Purple recommended one modification in the proposed calendar of 

meetings for the year. Because of the tight schedule for consultation on the 

1980-81 budget, the Senate Consultative Committee will need a two-hour meeting 

on Wednesday, February 13, 1980 to discuss the budget in anticipation of the 

regularly scheduled February 14 meeting with the President. Also regarding 

the year's calendar it was noted that the special Senate meeting on Outreach 

has been moved from October 25 to November 1. The calendar of meetings, with 

these two amendments, was adopted without dissent. 

It was pointed out that in traveling to and from Duluth by Amtrak for the 

October 18 meeting the committee will have less time available for the meetings 

on the campus than if it used another mode of transportation, but consensus was 

reached that the Amtrak trip would not detract overly much. 
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4. Administrative Organization of Senate Consultative Committee Subcommittees. 

Professor Purple recommended creation of a subcommittee for Grievance and ~ 
Legal Concerns Coordination, as well as the continuation of the University Committee 

on Biennial Request and Budget Review (UCBRBR), the subcommittee on Senate Reor

ganization, the subcommittee on Outreach Coordination, and the subcommittee on 

Legislative Relations. He recommended the following memberships: Grievance and 

Legal Concerns, faculty--Marcia Eaton, Chair, Fred Morrison, Rick Purple; 

students--Jim Gelbman, Liz Keller; UCBRBR, faculty--Fred Morrison, Chair, faculty 

alternate, Marcia Eaton; student--Scott Carlson, student alternate, Sue Pribyl; 

Senate Reorganization, faculty--Don Spring, Chair, Clean Melsa, L. E. Scriven, 

Betty Robinett; students--Rich Kottke, Sue Pribyl, Dick Cooke; Outreach, faculty-

Robert Brasted, Chair, Vera Schletzer, Don Browne; students--John Weis, Cheryl Brown; 

Legislative Relations subcommittee (faculty only), Wendell Glick,Chair, George Blake 

and a faculty representative on release time for legislative lobbying. 

Professor Glick moved, Marcia Eaton seconded, that the SCC approve the plan 

for administrative organization of the 1979-80 Consultative Committee subcommittees 

in toto. The motion was passed without dissent. Two cautions were subsequently 

mentioned: (a) a new student alternate will probably have to be found for UCBRBR. ~ 

as Sue Pribyl has just been appointed to the Planning Commission, and (b) there 1s 

a constitutional question regarding Betty Robinett's position as a faculty member 

of the Reorganization subcommittee (or any other committee) given her new status 

as Acting Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs. In addition, Professor 

Morrison noted that UCBRBR may need more members in view of the distribution 

requirement for coordinate campus members. Professor Purple stated that the SCC 

needs to build more budgetary expertise. Mr. Steve Carlson wondered whether 

Mr. Kottke's position, actually ex-officio, on the Reorganization subcommittee 

is taking the place of another student, and he was assured that it was not. 

Mr. Steve Carlson recalled that students may want to also form a legislative 

relations subcommittee, which the Chair acknowledged could be done and then brought 

before the sec. 

5. Report of the Chair. 

a) Minnesota Daily. Professor Purple referred to his letter of July 23 

to Regent Lebedoff, on behalf of the SCC, regarding the Regential investigation 

of the Daily. There was no discussion. 
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b) and c) Vice Presidential Search Committees. Professor Purple reported 

the rumor that there have been very few nominations received for the positions 

of Vice President of Administrative Operations and Planning and Vice President 

of Academic Affairs. Professor Morrison stated that a reliable University source 

is requesting that faculty members nominate qualified colleagues for each position. 

The SCC requested a discussion of this topic with the President at the September 27 

meeting. Professor Purple suggested the University consider extending the October 1 

deadline if applicants are indeed too few in number. Maureen Smith, editor of 

Brief and present as a guest, suggested that if the rumor was true, a notice could 

be printed in Brief that nominations and applications are few and both were invited. 

d) Student Fees Committee. The SCC has not yet been informed by the 

President's office which of its nominees, John Clausen (IT) or Warren Gore 

(Agriculture) has been named to the Student Fees Committee to replace the 

resigned Professor DeBoer. 

6. Steering Committee Business. 

a) Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments. Professor Purple 

asked the SCC to accept his letter of August 13 to Professor Frank Wood, Chairperson 

of the Senate Committee on Social Concerns, with instructions for regularizing the 

procedures of the Subcommittee on Social Responsibility in Investments. Professor 

Glick moved for acceptance. Mr. Steve Carlson recalled the origins of the 

subcommittee as a Regents committee in response to Regential interest; there 

were also interested faculty. He pointed out the appropriateness of this subcom

mittee reporting to and working with that part of the University that deals with 

investments. 

Professor Purple noted that the subcommittee was established as a committee 

in 1973 under then Vice President Brinkerhoff, not as a Regential committee; 

Brinkerhoff's successor, Vice President Brown, had less interest in overseeing 

this issue. Professor Purple stated that several Regents have complained about 

a Senate committee report corning directly to them. It was the opinion of 

Mr. Steve Carlson that probably only one Regent had complained. Furthermore, 

he explained, the subcommittee does not report to the Regents but to the Vice 

President, who in turn reports to the Regents. It appeared to Mr. Carlson 

that the SCC would be wiping out a committee. 

Professor Spring noted that because the Senate in 1977 made this body a 

subcommittee of a Senate committee, the Consultative Committee is responsible 
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for its mode of operation. Professor Glick stated that the instructions in 

the letter are simply a matter of regularizing procedures. 

Mr. Carlson was concerned that for Investments to have to report through 

the Senate would be incredibly slow, and impossible for its purposes. The chair 

pointed out that, as the letter states it, the reporting will actually be done 

through the parent committee, the Senate Committee on Social Concerns, much as 

UCBRBR reports through the SCC, and that this will be much faster. 

The motion to accept the letter of instruction passed without dissent. 

6. b) Revised 'E' document. The chair introduced Professor Audrey Grosch's 

letter of concern on the part of the Library Faculty Association regarding proposed 

reclassification of some faculty positions to 'E' appointments. Library faculty 

feel a potential threat in this proposal. 

Professor Brasted asked if any faculty complaints on this issue have been 

channeled through the Senate Committee on Educational Policy (SCEP). Professor Purple 

stated that the SCC has as yet received no response on this issue from any Senate 

committees although the 'E' document has been distributed to SCEP, the Senate 

Committee on Faculty Affairs (SCFA) and the Tenure Committee. 

Professor Morrison identified two groups of personnel to which the 'E' 

document applies: student personnel workers, including counselors, and library 

and CEE personnel. Professor Blake identified a third group, whose situation is 

very different from faculty: agricultural extension agents. It is the case, he 

said, that a county agent with perhaps only a B.S., and definitely only a M.S., 

can advance to the level of full professor. Half of their pay comes from the 

county and half from the University. The county is free to fire an employee 

with whom it is dissatisfied. 

Professor Morrison stated that the process of redefining people out of the 

faculty and into another designation should not be done without proper consul

tation. A second area of concern is employment protection, where the Tenure 

Committee has responsibility. 

Professor Spring agreed with the issues but wondered whether the SCC has 

properly exercised its steering role on this issue and hence whether it is in a 

position to criticize. Professor Purple replied that in the opinion of some, 

this is not a faculty issue and that, moreover, the document went to all Senate 

committees and the sec has received no responses. 
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Mr. Scott Carlson asked what the main concerns are regarding the 'E' 

category. Professor Blake replied that they are prestige and security. 

Professor Schletzer pointed out that reclassification has already taken place 

before official implementation. A faculty member holding a joint appointment 

in Student Affairs and Psychology was reclassfied to 'E'. 

Mr. Steve Carlson asked what range of University activities engage the 

probable 'E' designation people and whether they include teaching, research 

and service. He pointed out that it was a matter of student interest if faculty 

counselors, who are of considerable benefit to students, are going to be hurt in 

the reclassification process. There are some non-traditional faculty jobs which 

are of real value to students. It was pointed out that one reason for developing 

the 'E' category was to permit tenure to certain employees who would not qualify 

under the faculty guidelines for granting of tenure. 

Professor Morrison moved and Professor Eaton seconded the motion that 

(1) discussion of the 'E' class document be put on the agenda for the SCC's 

September 27 meeting with the President; (2) the SCC request a prohibition on 

changing existing job classifications until the issue is reported on by the 

Senate; (3) the SCC express the opinion that changing the nature of appointments 

from faculty to an 'E' designation should not proceed until there has been consul

tation with the Senate; and (4) the SCC refer some details of the terms of the 

'E' appointment to the Tenure Committee, especially with regard to employment 

safeguards in the document, and ask the Office of Academic Affairs to consult 

with the Tenure Committee on this. 

In the ensuing discussion Professor Blake asked if it is not the situation 

presently that an employee's conditions of employment cannot be changed. Professor 

Purple replied that while this is so, strictly speaking, still a supervisor may go 

to an employee and show that that employee is not likely to achieve tenure under 

a faculty designation and thereby "gently coerce" the employee into changing 

designations. 

Professor Blake opined that the SCC is perhaps overly suspicious on this 

issue and cautioned that there are probably pending employee appointments for 

'E' classified jobs, such as county agents. Hence the SCC should not go so far 

as to request no 'E' appointments for some period. He recommended omitting the 

cease and desist portions of (2) and (3) from the motion. Professor Glick moved, 
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Professor Eaton seconded, that the motion be divided. The motion to divide 

passed without dissent. 

Part (1) of the motion, to include the issue on the agenda with the 

President on September 27, passed without dissent. 

Part (2), requesting that any reclassification into 'E' of existing 

employees be stopped until the matter is reported on by the Senate, prompted 

additional comments. Mr. Scott Carlson asked if the SCC can actually prohibit 

an act. Professor Purple replied no, that the SCC offers this as advice to the 

President. Mr. Steve Carlson asked if the restraint might be injurious to a 

person who really wanted to be reclassified or sought a job classified as 'E'. 

Professor Morrison replied that getting the matter reported out of the Senate 

should take only two or three months. 

Part (2) of the motion passed without dissent and is to be communicated to 

the President. 

There was further discussion on part (3). Professor Morrison asserted that 

determining the dividing line between faculty and non-faculty is a matter on 

which the SCC should be consulted. It would be proper to report out through 

the Senate that certain positions ought to be defined as faculty and certain 

others ought to be defined as 'E'. Professor Spring cautioned that Professor 

Morrison's recommendation puts the SCC in a position of talking about a substan

tive issue, not just a procedural one. He pointed out that the first two parts 

of the motion, already passed, say a great deal to the President and stated that 

the SCC could afford to await the outcome of the discussion on September 27th 

before proceeding to other aspects of the question. 

Professor Morrison responded that he has had many phone calls from people 

who are threatened by the change. He wants to see the issue on a Senate agenda 

with a recommendation. Otherwise, he fears, the Regents will assume the Senate 

is not interested and will approve the 'E' document recommendations. 

Professor Purple stated that if part (3) were passed, the SCC would forward 

the issue to the Grievance and Legal Concerns Subcommittee which would coordinate 

reports from the Senate committees back to the SCC, which would in turn forward 

the coordinated report to the Senate. 

Professor Glick moved to amend part (3) by substituting for the original ~ 

clause, "that the sec refer the matter of changing the category of an appointment 
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from faculty to 'E' to the Grievance Subcommittee with instructions to report back 

to the SCC." The amended part (3) passed without dissent. Professor Morrison 

withdrew part (4) of his motion. Professor Eaton, chairperson of the Grievance and 

Legal Concerns Subcommittee, agreed that the committee would solicit student 

opinion on the issue. 

6. c) Women's issues. Professor Glick asked if SCFA is the appropriate 

committee to which to refer these matters. Professor Purple acknowledged that it 

was, but that the Tenure Committee and the Judicial Committee were also appropriate. 

He pointed out that the structure of these committees is fine from the faculty 

point of view but does not help an undergraduate student with a grievance. 

Professor Morrison moved, Professor Glick seconded, to refer the assortment of 

concerns labeled "women's issues" to the Grievance and Legal Concerns Subcommittee 

to coordinate the work of other committees. 

In the ensuing discussion, Professor Schletzer pointed out that all the 

existing committees have effectively established agendas. There are certain 

items they discuss and certain items they do not discuss. She questioned whether 

anything will be done through existing committees at this time on women's affairs 

which have been raised perenially and have been pretty much overlooked. Will 

the Grievance and Legal Concerns Subcommittee, she asked, which looks already 

overworked, have time to take this on too? 

Professor Spring noted that it should not be the case that items become 

less important because they are routed to a subcommittee or to another committee. 

Professor Eaton pointed out that the whole grievance procedure is already very 

complicated and is especially confusing to students. To designate another specific 

body to handle certain kinds of complaints would further cloud the process. 

Mr. Steve Carlson noted that in the problems raised in the materials from 

Dean Lukerman and President Magrath there are not only women's issues but also 

men's issues and, frequently, overlapping and complicating concerns of sexism, 

racism and ethnicity. He believes one risks raising misunderstandings if one 

proceeds with one aspect of such grievances as over and above all other aspects. 

Professor Morrison offered that the charge to the Grievance subcommittee is to 

integrate these many aspects of women's issues. 

Professor Glick moved the previous question. The motion to refer "women's 

issues" to the Grievance and Legal Concerns Subcommittee to coordinate the work 

of other committees was passed without dissent. 
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7. Committee and Subcommittee Reports. 

a) University Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review. 

Professor Purple turned the meeting over to Professor Morrison, chairperson of 

UCBRBR, who enumerated and highlighted the several memoranda and reports previously 

distributed. He pointed out that from President Magrath's August 31 memo the 

distribution of funds is seen to have been determined without consultation from 

UCBRBR, although with consultation with the Research Committee on three of the 

four funds. He requested that the SCC receive, approve and forward to the President 

his September 13 letter to the SCC protesting the lack of appropriate consultation 

in the distribution decision and with a request for keeping the consulting channels 

open and active. The motion was approved without dissent. Professor Morrison 

pointed out that since UCBRBR was not asked to consult, it cannot as a committee 

comment on the merit of the distribution. 

Professor Morrison next handed out the planning assumptions from the Budget 

Executive and called attention to the Budget Executive's schedule. He especially 

called attention to the import of the item on inloading of extension instruction, 

" ••• no external impediment to inloading." This item is cross-referenced to 

concerns of the Subcommittee on Outreach with regard to implementing the recommen- ~ 
dations of the Outreach Study Group. 

Professor Morrison moved that (1) the UCBRBR letter regarding the Budget 

Executive's planning assumptions be forwarded to the President; (2) the SCC request 

that inloading of credit extension instruction not be increased until the report 

of the Study Group on Outreach has been acted upon by the Senate; and (3) SCC insist 

there be continuing reallocation between units of the University and not only within 

units. Mr. Steve Carlson moved to amend the motion by adding that the SCC ask the 

University to look into conditions limiting enrollment, specifically tuition, and 

to get information on the accuracy of retention projections. Mr. Scott Carlson 

seconded the motion. Mr. Steve Carlson stated that a study of the California 

university system showed that a slight decrease in tuition yields a substantial 

increase in enrollment. He would like the SCC to ask Mr. David Berg if the 

University is deliberately limiting enrollment by maintaining high tuition. 

Professor Schletzer remarked that enrollment projections have not been good. 

The motion to amend failed on a show of hands, 4 to 6. 

Professor Blake moved to divide the question. The motion to divide was 

passed without dissent. Part (1), to forward to the President UCBRBR's letter 
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dealing with budget planning assumptions, was approved without dissent. Part (2), 

requesting a hold on inloading of extension credit instruction, was also passed 

without dissent. 

There was considerable discussion on part (3) concerning inter-unit reallocation 

as opposed to intra-unit reallocation. Professor Blake inquired what there is in 

the planning assumptions document indicating that there will not be selective, 

cross-unit retrenchment. Professor Morrison explained that the emphasis was 

stated in the UCBRBR discussion meeting with the Budget Executive. 

Professor Blake expressed his feeling that last year's retrenchment was a 

fiasco, almost a travesty, angering many persons in the University in the way the 

criteria were flouted. In the end there was no retrenchment except by a unilateral 

decision. If such a practice is going to be repeated, he wants to be no part of it. 

Professor Morrison offered the hope that the new system, including planning docu-~ 

ments and a budget executive which meets with every unit, will be a superior system. 

In his opinion, it is necessary to convince the administration that the University 

must not become in the future a shrunken image of its present self. 

Professor Glick spoke in favor of the intra-unit concept of reallocation. 

He feels that the CLA, and especially the Humanities, which he perceives as the 

heart of a university, need protection from burgeoning other areas of the University, 

and believes they will hold up better by a system of reallocation within unit bounds. 

Professor Blake noted that the document refers to central reallocation and 

retrenchment and that we should not act hastily on a conversation instead of the 

language of the document. Furthermore, we don't know with a certainty that the 

University is continuing to face retrenchment. He asked if Professor Morrison 

would withdraw the third part of his motion and move it be included in the agenda 

with the President for September 27. Professor Spring urged Professor Morrison to 

accept the suggestion. In his work this summer to summarize UCBRBR's response 

to the Brown Report, Professor Spring observed that the main issue was on the 

judgments the Budget Executive would make after detailed consultation with the 

University units. Since the Budget Executive seems to intend to leave open until 

later in the process the question of inter-unit reallocation vs. intra-unit, the 

SCC should also. Professor Morrison accepted the suggestion but asked that the 

question be placed on the agenda with the President along with a request that the 

principles of the Brown Committee Report be attended to. 
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7. b) Senate Reorganization. Professor Spring distributed copies of the 

report of the Subcommittee on Senate Reorganization. He explained that the sub

committee has not yet met and that he has consulted with SCC Chairperson Richard 

Purple over the general plan. Professor Spring has received a number of comments 

and suggestions over the summer. The proposal regarding SCRAP has been dropped 

because its own recommendation was at odds with the subcommittee's; to be fair the 

subcommittee must start from scratch. He expressed the hope that the Facilitative 

Committee would take a lot of responsibility for organizing the response to this 

subcommittee at its initial meeting, September 21, and in the respective appropriate 

committees. He also invites the comments of the SCC. He requested placing 

proposal #5, regarding a new status and purpose for Business and Rules, and 

proposal #6, regarding the future of UCBRBR, on the SCC agenda for discussion 

as soon as possible. 

Mr. Kottke raised the question of a potential problem in the requirements 

for constitutional changes, which are that either an absolute majority of Senate 

members must approve a change, or it must be passed at two consecutive Senate 

meetings. Possible solutions are an added Senate meeting if necessary at the end 

of the academic year, or a mail ballot if such is found to be legal. ~ 

7. c) Outreach. Professor Brasted summarized the series of summer meetings 

of this subcommittee including meetings with Acting Vice President Linck, 

Dr. Benson, and the President or his representative. He called attention to the 

fact that Marilee Ward, Clerk of the Senate, must have the agenda item by 

October 15. He requested SCC members to telephone or write to Professor Purple, 

Mrs. Poppele or himself, if they think other concerns need to be added to the list. 

He reviewed the questions that the subcommittee has distilled from the earlier, 

far more extensive, list. 

The Senate agenda is to include at least the subcommittee's questions and 

the introductory statement from the May 17, 1979 SCEP report to the Senate. 

Basically, the subcommittee is saying that there is not yet enough information 

available for the Senate to take a position but that perhaps the Senate and the 

University community can get the needed data by the year of information-gathering 

via departmental representatives as Drs. Linck and Benson have recommended. 

Professor Schletzer explained that the administration is looking for a 

statement of general approval from the Senate. She cautioned that it is the 

way the recommendations are implemented which is the critical matter. She is 

concerned that implementation is going to proceed in any case. 



Minutes of 9/20/79 SCC meeting p. 11 

The SCC members will get the Brasted report before the September 27 meeting. 

~ Professor Purple indicated that the half-hour SCC meeting before seeing the 

President will be largely for discussion of outreach. 

' 

It was recommended that the SCC place an ad in the Daily or otherwise inform 

Senate members that extra copies of the full Outreach Report are available in the 

office of Acting Vice President Linck. 

8. Items for the agenda with President Magrath on September 27: 

a) Legislative lobbyist; release time 

b) 'E' document 

c) UCBRBR, especially intra-unit vs. inter-unit reallocation 

d) Outreach 

e) Search committees --requested by sec consensus 

f) Administration's tuition recommendations to Regents 

g) Mission statements --requested by Mr. Steve Carlson 

Mr. Steve Carlson noted that the Regents are going to have monthly meetings on 

the revision of the mission statement and asked if the sec should not keep informed. 

9. Newsletter. Professor Spring reported on the costs of various forms of 

SCC communication: a newsletter, Brief, the Daily. 

Brief, published once a week for 31 weeks 

Approximately $300 a week for 10,000 copies, including mailing 

31 weeks x $300 = $9300 

Daily, 1/2 page a week for 31 weeks $5500 

1/2 page every two weeks for 31 weeks 2800 

1/4 page a week for 31 weeks 2800 
----

1/4 page every two weeks for 31 weeks 1400 

Newsletter -

A newsletter, in addition to costing more, has distribution largely to the faculty. 

Omitting most students from distribution is a shortcoming also of a publication such 

as Brief. The Daily is available to everyone and is less expensive. There was a 

~ general consensus to use regular Daily space for a weekly or bi-weekly quarter page 
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or half page highlighting some aspects of Senate Committee business. Professor 

Glick recommended obtaining space in the newspapers of the coordinate campuses ~ 
as well. 

10. Old Business. -- none. 

11. New Business. -- none. 

The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith B. Poppele, 

Secretary to the SCC 
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Professor Richard L. Purple 
Chainran 
Senate Consultative Conmittee 
Dep3.rtm:mt of Physiology 
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Dear Rick: 

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

August 17, 1979 

Late last spring I was presented with the request to establish a special 
Task Force on Vbren' s Concerns that might address a range of issues con
cerning waren students, staff, and faculty. After giving the ma.tter much 
thought, and in consultation with Vice President Wilderson, who had for
warded the request to rre, it seared to rre rrore appropriate at this point 
to ask the University Senate, through its ccmni ttees, to study and rec:x:.mrend. 
action on these issues. I am carmi tted to the rrodel of governance repre
sented by our Senate and believe that we should use these elected represen
tatives and our established charmels whenever they lend themselves to such 
service. Further, I believe that the concerns raised are of i.rrp:)rtance to 
the entire University carrnunity and rrerit this central attention. Matters 
of policy nrust, in any event, care before the Senate and hence, fran that 
perspective alone, it seems wise to have the Senate involved fran the 
beginning; I know that you concur with rre in these convictions. 

Outlined belav are the issues that, it seems to rre, one or rrore Senate canmittees 
might consider. While they surfaced as being of particular concern to 
wcm:m, I believe that the best interests of the University camnmity would 
be served if we recognized that rrost of them are also of concern to rren. 
You have, I am aware, had sare discussion of these issues with my assistant, 
Dr. carol Pazandak, and have indicated your interest. I am appreciative of 
your t:ime and attention during the s"tm'ln"er when there is no:rroally a hiatus 
in ccmni ttee activities, and I write nav to make a fonral request to the 
Senate Consultative Comni.ttee to take up these ma.tters, directing the appro
priate Senate carmi.ttee to study and report back to the Senate: 

Tenure Concerns -- :Not primarily salary or criteria although they ma.y 
surface in any extensive discussion, but rather problems in attaining 
tenure, questions of depa.rt:Irental support and depart:rcental mentors. Are 
tenure track faculty women, and certainly rren also, finding obstacles to 
making adequate progress toward tenure, receiving counseling in preparing 
themselves to rreet tenure deadlines, obtaining career assistance for pro
notions, gaining leaves, participating in research, and finding assistance 
in obtaining grants? 
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Leave Policies For Maternity or "Family Leave" -- Although we are in com
pliance with the existing rules, is there value in looking at the rules? 

Ethical Sexual Behavior -- Or its converse, "sexual harassm:mt" • This 
troublesare and canplex issue touches all segments of the University faculty, 
students, staff, and administrators. CUrrently, possible procedures for 
addressing charges of sexual harassm:mt of students by faculty are being 
discussed by the collegiate deans. I understand that Dean Fred Luke:rma:nn 
has fo:rwarded to you a set of the materials that were developed by the 
College of Liberal Arts. ) This, of course, is not the whole sto:ry, 
for canplaints could care fran any member of the University. Assistant Vice 
President Shirley Clark has done sate intensive thinking about the topic and 
has put her thoughts in a brief, enclosed report. The questions for 
the Senate would include looking at the matter fran a positive and action
oriented approach, not in doing an extensive survey to determine how wide
spread the problem of sexual harassm:mt really· is;· I th:ihk we know from the 
number of reports we have had, :that it does exist at a level to warrant 
attention. Father, can we address the question: What is ethical sexual 
behavior as it relates to students and faculty at the University? can we, 
or even shoUld we, develop definitions of misconduct or harassrrent? 
can we define what is a grievable matter? What about mechairi.srns for redress 
for both students and faculty. What is the function of the Senate and 
of administrative officers in developing and reviewing related policies 
and procedures? Where is the dividing line between University intei:vention 
and civil action? 

:r:nvolvement in University Gc>vernance -- The issue here is similar to that 
of the tenure concerns issue.· At the· broader University and collegiate levels, 
are wanen participating and finding opportunity for advancement? One indicator 
is the representation of wanen on camnittees appointed or r:ominated by the 
Senate conmittees and in their service as chairs of conmittees. This question 
is not limited to wanen only, of course, since opportunities for male faculty 
:members may also be circumscribed by strategies for selecting individuals for 
participation. How broadly based is our representation? Are we satisfied 
that interestedwaren as well as m:m are being given adequate opportunity to 
serve and to lead? 

I believe that several of these matters are rrost appropriately addressed by 
the Senate camrl.ttee on Faculty Affairs, but other camri.ttees may provide 
equally appropriate forums and could be asked to study one or rrore of the 
issues either in addition to or instead of the Faculty Affairs Ccmnittee. 

There are a mnnber of other questions that concern primarily students but 
that are of :i.nportance to faculty as well. It has been Vice President 
Wilderson' s intent to establish a small Task Group within his Student 
Affairs area to study these questions, but we would, alternatively, be 
interested in having the Senate take up those of the matters it deans 
sui table, and which it has time to address this coming year. Please review 
these questions, also, with the Senate Consultative Ccmnittee and let me 
kn:>w what your views are regarding the delegation of study of these con
cerns to Senate comnittees. Vice President Wilderson will await your reply 
before taking any additional action, but he and I are in agreement that 
we should nove fairly soon if he is to constitute a Task Group this fall. 
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W::m:m Students' Academic Progress -- Are there barriers for WOllEI1 students 
to equal access to academic or career advising, scholarships, fellCMShips, 
and the like? Are qualified wanen finding the necessary positive support 
and encouragement within the University to carplete their tmdergraduate 
programs and to continue on for graduate and professional education? 

Do we provide adequate opportunity through such rredi.ums as workshops, 
seminars, or rreetings for students to becane rrore sharply aware of problems 
of sex discr:i.m:ination and sex role stereotyping which limit career choice 
and advancerrent? 

Personal Safety -- This concerns the campus envirornnental factors that may 
have a special impact upon the personal safety of wcm:m students as well 
as faculty and staff; e.g., building and grounds security, lighting and 
parking. The personal safety of the University conmunity in and around 
our campuses is, of course, of concern to every one of us, but safety for 
the campus camrunity particularly at night is of special concern. Are 
there additional rreasures that could and should be taken to prarote the 
welfare of our ccmnunity rrembers? 

SuppOrt Services· -- Are adequate health services· and .recreational sports 
available for wanen students? Child care services for student..c;; who are 
parents? 

If it is at all feasible, I am interested in h~vinq the Senate address all 
of the issues outlined in +-.his rrerrorandum during the caning y~.r, but realize 
that sane may be better attended to elsewhere, and also that Senate comnittees 
may have heavy agendas of their own that would preclude their taking up new 
matters. In the latter case, of course, subocmnittees of the appropriate 
Senate carmittees could be constituted to deal with specific questions. 
These are, by and large, concerns that have been with us for a long ti.Ire; 
I am concemed that they be reviewed eamestly during this caning year and 
that the end-prodU.Ct of that attention be a series of reports fran the 
designated Senate carmittees or a carprehensive report that would be 
coordinated by the Senate Consultative Ccmnittee. If, in the view of your 
Carmi.ttee, sane of these matters are purely administrative concerns, I will 
direct them elsewhere; I am eager to have Senate review prior to asking 
alternative bodies to take up any of these matters. 

On another topic, the Senate Subcx:mnittee on Social Responsibility in 
Investments, I was pleased to learn that the recent discussion of repre
sentatives of the Consultative Ccmnittee and Professor Frank Wood, Chaii:man 
of the Senate Corrmittee on Social Concerns, resulted in a satisfactory 
resolution-- at least on an interim basis -- of questions that the Con
sultative Conmittee raised last year. That subocmnittee does, in If!Y view, 
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perfonn a useful service for rre and the University, and I do prefer to have 
it operating under Senate aegis. 

CPM:k.b 

COrdially, 

c. Peter Magrath 
President 

cc: University of Minnesota Vice Presidents 
Dr. Carol Pazandak, Assistant to the President 
Professor Frank W::>od, Chairman, Senate Conmittee on Social COncerns 
Professor Donald Spring, Associate Chair, Senate COnsultative Comnittee 

Enclosure: Merrorandum Fran Shirley Clark to Henry Koffler and Al Linck 
Dated Januru:y 22, 1979 
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Q~lJ ~ UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

January 22, 1979 

MEMORANDUM 

ro: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Henry Koffler and Al Linck 

Shirley Cla~k:./·c. 

Grievance Procedures to Handle Complaints About Sexual 
Harassment of Students 

We need to talk further about this subject, perhaps extending the 
discussion into forums such as the Senate Consultative Committee, the 
University Committee on Tenure and other faculty-student groups, and 
reach some consensus about the kind of behavior we are trying to 
control and respond to with policy statements. Since people, especially 
women, are becoming more comfortable and open about their own sexuality, 
we would not want to suggest that male and female acknowledgement of 
each other as sexual beings through such mild forms as humor (sexual, 
not sexist) and flirtation to such serious forms as consensual sexual 
relations is wrong or even the con~ern of anyone else. 

Theoretically, of course, sexual harassment is not limited to male
female relationships, but most of the time men seem to be the aggressors 
against v:ornen for reasons of culture and biology. Women generally have 
had their consciousness raised and are more sensitive than fo~~erly to 
reporting exploitive, sexist treatment including verbal abuse, sexist 
"put-dovm" remarks and physical harassment ranging from sexual touching 
to rape. Hhat I think is of particular concern is harassment in which 
the faculty member covertly or overtly uses the power in"herent in the 
status of professor to threaten, coerce or intimjdate a student to accept 
sexual advances or risk reprisal in terms of a grade, a reco~~endation, 

or even a job. \·men a faculty member acts in such a manner, he (or she} 
violates professional ethics in exploiting students for personal advantage 
and/or he (or she} damages the teacher/learner relationship. Of course, 
with some forms of harassment, the faculty member may go well beyond 
violating professional ethics and may co~~it a criminal act in which case 
the student as citizen should take prompt action to notify the police and 
follow through as with being the victim of any other illegal act or injury. 

Since sexual harassment, like racial or sexual discrimination, may 
occur among other classes of individuals on campus, it is recognized that 
existing procedures may be used to review charges of sexual harassment 
between faculty members, between civil service staff meriliers and between 
administrators and faculty members or staff members as such charges affect 



... 
.. 

' 
Ht•nry Koffler and Al Linck 
Page Two 
January 22, 1979 

individual status, academic freedom and/or terms and conditions of employ
ment. There is also the possibility of sexual harassment of faculty mem
bers by students. Should the Student Conduct Code be examined to deter~ 
mine whether faculty members could bring such complaints against students 
under its provisions? 

A possible procedure for dealing with complaints of sexual harassment 
of students by faculty members follows: 

complaints of students involving allegations of sexual harassment by 
faculty members should be reported promptly to the dean of the faculty 
member's college. Students, in their citizen roles, may report unlawful 
behavior directly to the civil authorities. Sexual harassment is defined 
as physical assault, or the request or demand for sexual favors, accom
panied by an implied or actual threat concerning the student's grade, 
letters of recommendation, job or other relevant outcome. 

Complaints of alleged sexual harassment must be made to the dean 
within thirty days of the occurrence of the harassment if grievance pro
cedures are to be invoked. The dean or dean's designee will bring the 
parties to the complaint together and attempt to work out a resolution 
of the situation with them. 

~ As an alternative to this informal step, or if this informal step 

c 

does not result in resolution of the situation, or on request of either 
party or by his/her own determination, the dean may appoint an ad hoc 
faculty committee to investigate the allegation, conduct a hearing and 
report its findings and recowmendations to him/her in writing with copies 
to the parties. 

Fundamental fairness shall be accorded the faculty member in the 
hearing, including the right to review all documents bearing on the 
allegation, to confront and question the student grievant and all 
witnesses, to present evidence on his/her own behalf and to be represent
ed by an academic advisor and/or by counsel. 

The disposition of the matter by the dean, after receipt of the 
ad hoc committee's report, may be appealed by the faculty member to the 
Senate Judicial Committee. 

In all proceedings regarding allegations of sexual harassment of a 
student by a faculty member, the provisions of Sections ll, 13 and 14 of 
the Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure shall be observed faithfully. 

:hd 
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Office of the Dean 

College of Liberal Arts 
215 Johnston Hall 
101 Pleasant Street S. E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

August 7, 1979 

To: Professor Richard Purple, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

From: F. Lukermann 

Subject: Procedures for Hearings of Sex Harassment Grievances 

Beca4se of questions that were and are being raised about grievance 
procedures in complaints from students of sexual harassment by faculty, 
I undertook discussions with the CLA Consultative Committee last fall 
and subsequently with a broader all-University ad hoc committee about 
the general problem. Our specific concern was the jurisdictional one 
raised between that specified in Academic Freedom and Responsibility 
(1974) and the Regulations Concerning Faculty Tenure as brought out in 
the Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Grievance (S. Clark, chairperson, 
September 28, 1978) as well as a general concern over the pattern of 
incidents reported or rumored to occur on campus. 

Our discussions ended in the spring with a general agreement to draw 
up a statement of issues (enclosed) and forward our concerns to Central 
Administration through the Senate Consultative Committee and the Council 
of Academic Officers (or the subset of Academic Deans). We envisioned 
both an attempt to bring the proc~dural issues to resolution and a public 
note of concern about the issues by the University administration (i.e. 
the President's office). 

I have in the meantime drawn up a set of Procedures .•• and Rules 
Governing Formal Hearings ••• for use in CLA. These will be reviewed 
by the Consultative Committee and the Council on Policy and Planning 
of the College of Liberal Arts in the fall. I enclose them for your 
information. 

In addition, I enclose a note on the Yale case in which the issue of 
"grievance procedures" was a central issue. 

I would appreciate your consultation on these matters as outlined and 
would be pleased to give more details and reference as to the ad hoc 
committee discussions at your request. 

FL:gt 
Attachments · 

cc: C. Peter Magrath 
Carol Pazandak 
Shirley Clark 
Bonita Sindelir 
Joel Tierney 
Linda Viemeister 
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College of Liberal Arts 
215 Johnston Hall 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

101 Pleasant Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Mmnesota 55455 

July 31, 1979 

C. Peter Magrath (\ 

Fred Lukermann ~ rv.-C~=..J'a.....,._. ..... ,"'._...,. _""',.,__ 
Procedures for Hearings of Sex Harassment Grievances 

Because of questions about the grievance process under Academic Freedom 
and Responsibility (1974) procedures as related to the Regulations 
Concerning Faculty Tenure, I have held a number of meetings with the 
CLA Consultative Committee and a University-wide ad ~oc group to clarify 
rules and procedures on sex harassment grievances within CL~. I would 
appreciate your consultation (and other collegiate deans) on these matters 
as soon as possible because of continuing a~bi3uities in the University 
grievance process as specified in Reoort of the Ad Hoc.Committee on 
Grievances (Clark, chairperson, Sept. 23, 1973) and their present lack 
of resolution. As you know there have been recent court cases (nationally) 
which document more than a local problem. 

I enclose some background material that may be helpful in the proposed 
discussions: 

FL:gt 
Encls. 

cc: 

1.) Introductory statement 

2.) CLA - Procedure for Complaints 

3.) Ad Hoc Committee on Sex Harassment 
A statement of issues (draft). 

4.) Yale University - Report of the Dean's 
· Advisory Committee (March 1979). 

Carol Pazandak 
Bonita Sindelir 
Joel Tierney 
Linda Viemeister 
Shirley Clark 

• 
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INTRODUCTORY STATE~ffiNT 

Attention has been focused on sexual harassment recently in hi~~er 

education due in part to several court cases which have received 

national publicity. These cases have served to bring forward for 

.public discussion an issue that has been "hidden" in both private 

and public institutions. Sexual harassment may be defined as the 

covert or overt uses of power to threaten, coerce, or intimidate 

another to accept sexual advances or risk reprisal. In an academic 

setting, harassment is sometimes expressed by faculty members toward 

students, using grades, recommendations, or jobs as instruments to 

imply reward for compliance or penalty for noncompliance. 

Harassment in the educational setting threatens the student's academic 

freedom by inhibiting pursuit of their educational and professional 

goals. The structured advantage of the faculty in their relationship 

with students must be identified and made a matter of public attention 

in order to protect principles of academic freedom and responsibility. 

The attached procedures are proposed to clarify the appropriate grievance 

channels for complaints of sexual harassment by students against faculty 

members at the University of Minnesota. They are offered in the interest 

of protecting the rights of student and faculty involved in such allegations, 

and toward protection of academic freedom and responsibility for all members 

of the University community. 
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Procedures for Complaints of Sexual Harassment in the College of Liberal Arts 

1. Definition: Behavior in which a member of the faculty covertly or 
overtly uses the power inherent in that status to threaten, coerce 
or intimidate a student to accept sexual advances or risk reprisal 
in terms of such things as grades, recommendations, jobs, instruction, 
counseling, etc. 

2. Limitation: Cases that relate only to faculty/student relationships. 

3. Procedures: (Confidentiality will govern all aspects of these procedures.) 

a.) Complaints of students concerning sexual harassment should be 
brought for resolution to the attention of the college dean via 
any channel (e.g., from the student directly or from a representative 
of the student) within 45. days of the alleged action. 

b.) The Dean, or the Dean's designee, upon receiving the complaint, 
will inform the respondent of the nature of the complaint, provide 
both parties with a copy of the Procedures for Complaints of Sexual 
Harassment,. and will provide a list of counseling services to the 
studen,t. 

c.) Ten days after both parties have been sent copies of the procedures, 
the Dean will attempt informal resolution by meeting with both 
student and faculty member together. Each party may have an 
advisor present. At this step the conflict may be settled in 
any manner that is agreeable to all parties and that is not a 
violation of any party's rights, either under the tenure code 
or law. (It is also within the Dean's discretion to dismiss 
the complaint at this point. The ~tudent may appeal to the 
Vice President for Academic Affairs for review of the dismissal.) 

d.) If the dispute cannot be resolved informally or if neither p~rty 
wishes to resolve the situation informally, the Dean may ask·the 
complainant to submit a formal written complaint within 10-days, 
including a statement of the alleged incident"and the remedy 
desired. The Dean will ask the respondent to reply to the complaint 
within 10 days of the receipt of the complaint. At the same time 
the Dean will appoint a three-member ad hoc faculty committee to 
investigate the allegation, conduct hearing, and report its findings 
and recommendations to him/her in writing with copies to all parties. 

e.) 'The Dean will inform all parties of his/her determination of the 
case after reviewing the ad hoc committee's report. 

f.) The faculty member may appeal the Dean's decision to the Senate 
Judicial Co~ttee. 

g.) The student may appeal to the Vice President for Academic Affairs ~ 
for review of the Dean's decision. 

In all procecdin':.? r~~ardi"1g aller,ations of sexual h:Jr."lss~nt of a student by 
n faculty ~~~be!". ::~c r-ro•:i!:ic~:: of 5P-~ticns 11, 13, ~nrl 11.. of th~ R<>~Hl.;~rions 

Cm~_rn in g F.:1c1.; ~~.---Tc.1 ur~ s!E.ll be observed f<!i thfully. 
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RULES GOVERNING FOR:-W. HEARINGS FOR SEXUAL HARASSHENT CONPLAINTS 

June 1979 

l. The complainant and/or repondent may be assisted or represented by an 
attorney or an advisor of his/her own choosing. The attorney or advisor 
may participate in all aspects of the appeal. 

2. The hearing will be conducted in accordance with basic and traditional 
principles of fairness. Both parties will have the right to review all 
documents bearing on the allegation, to confront and question the res
pondent/complainant and all witnesses, and to present evidence on his/ 
her behalf. TI1erefore, there will be a full exchange of all written 
and printed materials among all parties and all parties must be present 
at the taking of any oral testimony. The committee will consider only 
evidence introduced within this process. The committee may, of course, 
hold closed meetings limited to its own membership for its own discussion 
and deliberation. 

3. The rule of confidentiality will govern all aspects of the hearing. No 
individual involved, including members of the committee, will report or 
comment on any aspect of the hearing. Therefore, none of the meetings 
or hearings will be open to anyone other than the parties, their 
advisors, and the committee. 

4. The processes envisioned here are intended to be informal. For example, 
the entire ·atmosphere may be less formal and adversary than that of a 
courtroom, and the usual .courtroom rules of evidence will not necessarily 
apply. 

5. The ad hoc committee may by majority vote set additional rules of pro
cedure so long as they do not conflict with the letter or spirit of 
these procedures. 

6. The consideration of the grievance will follow these steps: 

a.) The complainant will submit a written state~nt of his/her complaint 
in which she/he states as specifically as possible the nature of the 
grievance or grievances and the remedy desired. 

b.) The respondent will then submit a written response to those charges. 

c.) The committee will then convene a meeting of both parties; at or 
before that meeting they will exchan~e the documents and a list 
of witnesses they intend to bring before the committee at the 
hearing. The committee will also define the issues to be decided 
at the hearing and settle any disagreements over evidence or pro
cedures to be used ~t the hearing. 

d.) The committee will schedule and hold a hearing on the evidence at 
a time convenient for all concerned. A tape recording of the 
hearings will be made. 

e.) The committee will draft a report of the findings and recommendations 
and submit it for the comment of both parties. 

f.) After considering those comments, the committee will complete a 
final report and send it to the Dean of the College, with copies 
to both parties. 



.. A STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

We are individuals \'Jithin the University of ~1innesota who are concerned 

about sexual harassment. At this point, the University has a general grievance~ 
policy (Academic Freedom and Responsibility) but no clearly specified procedures 

concerning sexual harassment; yet this is an issue of increasing public 

.attention and potentially significant legal ramifications. More importantly, 

sexual harassment represents a severe violation of academic freedom and 

responsibility, and seriouslyjeopardizes the pursuit of learning and teaching 

within the University setting. For this reason, we consider the issue of 

~exual harassment to be of.primary concern for the faculty, students, and 

.administration of the University of ~1innesota. 

In this statement, we would like to raise issues pertinent to sexual 

harassment, and by doing so, suggest elements ·of a policy statement .,.,e feel 

should be eventually brought to the University of Minnesota Faculty-Student 

- Senate. Ue ask your help in .considering the appropriate channels and route 

for bringing such a policy to the Senate, as well as help in defining the 

general content areas and other requirements for such a policy. 

Definition of Sexual Harassment 

Sexual harassment is best described as unsolicited, nonreciprocal 

behavior that asserts a student/staff/faculty member•s sex role over his/her 

·-function as a student/staff/faculty member. It may be any or all of the 

fo 11 O\·li n g: 

-overtly staring at, commenting upon, or touching a person•s body 

-nonreciprocated propositions for dates or social encounters 

-requests for acquiescence in sexual behavior 

-demands for sexual intercourse 

-rape1 
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What must be considered, however, is not only the overt behaviors 

that constitute sexual harassment, but the implied or actual rewards for 

compliance, or the penalties for non-compliance. Connally and Greenwald 

further define this aspect of sexual harassment: Structurally, both types 

of actions us~ally are i~itiated by someone with power against someone with 

· lesser pm.,er, not the other \·Jay around. In a word, they are nonreciprocal. 

The second structural similarity is the element of coercion, that is, it is 

either stated or implied there will be negative consequences if the woman 
. 

(sic, or "person") refuses to acquiesce and/or comply. These actions function 

to assert superior power. As a result, the ~onsequences for the victims are 

much the same. All sexual harassment is a stressful experience and ego 

f~mctioning may \'Jell be seriously impaired. The victim is violated either 

physically or psychologically and she/he experiences a· loss of autonomy and 

~ control. 2 Implied or actual rewards for compliance may include any or all 

' 

cOf the fo 11 O\·li ng: 

-higher grades or other promise of eva 1 ua t.i ve reward 

-special support in access to academic or employment opportunities 

-favorable reco~mendations for admissions, appointments, and job 
opportunities 

Implied or actual penalties for noncompliance may include any or all of the 

foll O\'li ng: 

-verbal/psychological denigration of person, sexually or otherwise 

-noncooperation with person's work, or failure to meet person's 
needs 

-unduly negative evaluation or assessment of person's work (e.g. 
low grades, poor letters of recommendation, etc.) . 

-limitation of access to academic or employment opportunities 

-unwillingn~ss to provide perscn with recommendation for admissions, 
appointments, and job opportunities 

------------------------------------------------~------------------------------
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While we intend a policy to be inclusive of all relationships at the 

University, special mention should be devoted to the student/faculty member 

relationship. As the Project on the Education and Status of Homen of the 

Association of ~~erican Colleges states: 

•A college professbr wields considerable influence over a student's 

academic success and future career. A teacher's assessn1ent of a student 

may in a very real sense affect his/her 'life's chances.• Students depend 

upon their professors for grades, recommendations, job referrals, and research

related opportunities. Graduate students, in addition, rely upon their 

professors for opportunities to attend special seminars and conferences 

and to co-author research papers, for introductions to colleagues in the 

field, for sponsorship in informal and formal academic societies and pro-

fessional associations, and fo~ recommendations. for grants, fellowships, 

~nd faculty appointments. The ••• graduate student's working relationship ..J. 
·is developed on a one-to-one basis within small seminar~, research projects, 

independent study, and tutorials. The professor serves as an academic advisor, 

·.almost a peer, and is a key figure in academic progress. As the job market 

tightens and competition for employment opportunities intensifies, faculty 

influence increase." 3 

Lorna Sarrel, co-director of the Yale Human Sexuality Program, points 

out that given the structure of this relationship "students tend to over

estimate the authority and pm·1er of their professors. The professors in turn 

know this, and some may take uhfair advantage of their position."4 In revie'iting 

a number of examples of alleged sexual harassment, the PSEW staff observe, 

•although a teacher is rarely explicit about retaliation of a student who turns 

down a sexual invitation, the student nevertheless, fears academic reprisal."5 

The structured advantage of the faculty in their relationships with 

students should particularly be taken note of. Nothing overt, nothing 

.......... ,., .. • eo :o .................... w ·""" 
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specifically or explicitly need be said yet the implied power is there from 

both perspectives. Requests for letters of reference, recommendations for 

honors, and more characteristically, the direct power over grades reflects 

the structured and situational advantage faculty hold in the teacher/student 

relationships~ 

It is out of this structured situation between faculty and student that 

a pattern of sexual harassment behavior becomes apparent. Consciousness of 

the "structured advantage .. of faculty and an a\'/areness of a "pattern" of 

sexual harassment that emerges from the educational situation must be identifiec 

and made a matter of pub11c attention if a successful grievance policy is to be 

established . 

. Jt should also be recognized that the pattern and situation described 

for the classic sexual harassment case also provides the characteristic 

structure for instances of sexual blackmail. The focusing of attention and 

consciousness on the primary issue before us opens the door for the manipula

tion of the situation in an obverse but equally harassing outcome. 

Students and faculty \'Jho become a target of sexua 1 harassment or sexua 1 

blackmail are seriously inhibited in the pursuit of their education.and 

professional goals. Those \'/ho do not comply may be affected, either by the 

withholding of special advantage or the exercise of penalties. Those who do 

comply become part of a relationship that is defined by criteria inappropriate 

to their intellectual capabilities and progress, and both they and the academic 

institution Jre done a serious disservice. 

[xtent of Sexual Harassr.~nt on Camous / 

There is no way to gauge accurately the extent of sexual harassment en 

~ this or any other campus. Only in the past sever~l years has this issue 

received any public attention, and most concern at this point has 6een focused 



-5-

on sexual harassment in employment situations. Even the data on the extent 

of harass~ent in non-academic institutions is unsystematic and largely anec-

. dotal, for obvious reasons. 

The information available about sexual harassment in any campus setting 

is quite similar. Few systematic surveys have been conducted, but the fe\'1 

available indicate that sexual harassment is not an exception but a pattern; 

the scope is significant: 

-The As'sociation for Homen in Science, a national organiazation 

for \·/Omen professionals and scientists, reported earlier this 

year that among those who attended its annual conference in 

Washington, D.C. -- all recent Ph.D. recipients -- a substantial 

number reported in their group sessions that as students and as 

professionals, they had ~xperienced sexual harassment by men \'lho 

were in a position to affect their care~rs. None had discusse~ 

the subject publicly before, and most had not realized.how wide

spread the problem is. 6 

-In 1977, Donna Benson, a social science major at the University 

of California at Berkeley, distributed a questionnarie to one

sixth of the female graduate student population. Of the over 50% 

who returned the questionnaire, 20% stated that they had received 

sexual attentions, either as sexual remarks, touching, or proposi

tions, from their professors. Most responded that they were 

bewildered or confused about how to deal with the situation. 7 

-Also in 1977, a group of women students and one male professor 

filed a class action suit against Yale University charging that 

the administration's "failure to combat sexual harassment of 
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female undergraduates and its refusal to institute mechanisms 

and procedures to address compliants and make investigations 

of such harassment interferes with the educational process and 

denies equal opportunity in education." 8 

' There are obvious problems in determining the extent of sexual harassment 

in any given settinq. ~1uch sexual harassment is undoubtedly not reported, some 

perhaps not even recognized. Those incidents of sexual harassment that have 

been reportea, for example, on this campus, have been handled in a variety of 

ways, but usually confidentially, as is appropriate. What is known about sexual 

harassment on this campus at this time, according to the Minnesota Women's Center, 

is that the number of incidents reported through their services is increasing, 

that it includes allegations of sexual harassment in a number of the colleges 

throughout the University, and that it comes from both undergraduate and graduate 

~ level students. 

' 

The question of whether it is desirable to gather systematic data on ·this 

campus concerning the extent of sexual harassment needs further discussion. We 

believe, hm·tever, that this question can be separated from the question of policy 

·about sexual harassment. Many valuable insights might be gained frommore accurate 

data about the extent, patterns, and resolutions of specific incidents of sexual 

harassment. This should not, however, serve as the rationale or foundation of 

a policy. It would take too long to gather and analyze such information, the 

data· would still be reliable: to some extent, and the need for a policy is not 

determined by the number of cases of sexual harassment. 

Sexua 1 Harassment and the La\'t 

This area warrants considerable further investigation by those skilled in 

legul research. The PSEH sumnary, ho·o'lever, indicates that litigation has been 

brought to determine if sexual harassment is a violation of Title VII of the 

____ .._... _________________ .. 
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Civil Rights Act, prohibiting sex discrimination against employees; and 

whether sexual harassment of students constitutes a violation of Title IX. 
I 

The Yale suit, which \vas brought und~r Title IX, further asserts that the 

institution's failure to institute a formal grievance procedure violated 

Title IX. (Sec Surr:nary of Sexual Harassment and the LU\'1, PSEW.) 

Implications for the University of Minnesota 

We believe that a number of things should be done concerning sexual 

harassment. We ask your advice and review of these suggestions: 

1) Develop a clear policy prohibiting sexual harassment. This should 

involve the appropriate Senate Committees, including the Senate Consultative 

Committee, the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs, (no pun intended) the 

Tenure Committee, and others as appropriate. The policy should be presented 

to the administration, as well as to the University Senate. 

This might include a faculty code of conduct, similar to the code of 

ethics of most professional groups, ~thich specifically prohibits sexual 

harassment. (See American Psychological Association statement, for example.) 

2) Development of a grievance procedure to handle complaints of sexual 

harassment. This should also involve the appropriate committees indicated 

above, as well as advice of the University attorney. The dilemma that now 

exists between the Academic Freedom and Responsibility Committee and the 

Judicial Com.'llittee jurisdictions and limitations must be resolved in keeping 

with the interests of due process and the spirit and intent of academic freedom 

and responsibility. This mig~t include identification of some central ombuds

person or clearing house on campus, to aid in resolutions informally and 

confidentially, as well as providing 5tudcnt advice about the channels and 

route for more formal pursuit of a grievance. The \/omen's Center serves this 

purpose nm·t, but is hampered by lack of official sanction for currying out this ~ 

role~ 
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Procedural Issues at the Univcrsitv of Minnesota 

At this point, we are unsure about how much we should/can safely 

say about :the problems in the grievance channels. Hay \ve needn't include 

a specific discussion, but maybe we have to if we want to propose or 

pressure for a grievance route for sexual harassment or sexual blackmail 

allegations by students against faculty and vice versa. If so, the Clark 

memo \'/Ould be pertinent to discuss, etc. He think the tenure implications 

would also need to be mentioned, and a suggestion made that the Tenure 

Committee consider this or be part of any consideration of an appropriate 

channel. 

FOOTNOTES 

1. See Lin Farley, Sexual Shakedown. New York: McGraw Hill, 1978, p. 15 
for general form of definition and listing of similar included behaviors. 

2. Ibid, p. 17. 

3. 11 Sexual Harassms-nt: A Hidden Issue, .. The Project on the Status and 
Education of ~c~en, Association of American Colleges. 1818 R Street, 
N.W. Washington, D.C. 20009, p. 3. 

4. Ibid., p. 3. 

5. Ibid., p. 3. 

6. Ibid., p. 3. 

7. Ibid., p. 3. 

8. Karen Lindsay, 11 Sexual Harassment on the Job, 11 Ms. Magazine, Uovember 
1977, p. 48. 

. .. ,..,..... I .. iPS Sf..,.. __ _ 



Yale University -

One of the recent court cases has focused attention on institutional 

procedures for handling allegations of sexual harassment. Yale 

University has been charged wi.th "failure to combat sex•;al harassment 

of female undergraduates and its refusal to institute mechanisms and 

procedures to address complaints and made investigations of such 

harassment (which) int2rferes with the educational process and denies 

equal opportunit'\· in education." (Project on the Status and Education 

of Women Newsletter, June 1978, p.5) Yale University has denied these 

charges; the outcome of the case awaits court action. 

note: See - Chronicle of Higher Education, and Minnesota DailY, (Friday, 
July 13, 1979), for follow-ups on court decisions. 

\ 
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Subcommittee on Senate ~eorganization 
Report to SCC, September 20, 1979 

Tentative Plan proposed for SCC endorsement. 

A. Deadline. Aim for a spring quarter Senate meeting to introduce 
whatever changes--constitutional, by-law, or handbook--necessary 
to revise and restructure the Senate committee system. 

B. To accomplish this--

1. Reappoint and expand the Subcommittee on Senate Reorganization 
(see supplement to sec agenda 9/20/79) 

2. Enlist the aid of others, not only for differing perspectives 
but to broaden the base of support for whatever changes we 
finally recommend. 

a) Bring the matter before the Facilitative Committee to 
invite their criticism of our existing proposals and to 
obtain their recommended additions or modifications. 

b) Enlist specifically the aid of the Committee on Committees 
in this venture. Possibly hold joint meetings with them 
or a subcommittee thereof. 

c) Similarly enlist the aid of Business and Rules. 

Note: I would like to present the Facilitative Committee with a list of the 
proposals we brought to the Senate last May, reaffirmed or with 
suggested revisions made in the interim. I would, of course, make 
clear that these suggestions for change have not been discussed with 
the Subcommittee and hence are not endorsed by either the Subcommittee 
or its chairman. They are simply suggestions passed on to me by 
serious critics of our report. 
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II. Proposals 

Proposal #1. New division of committees 
and (C) Academic System 

into (A) Senate, (B) Educational Policy, 

--We reaffirm our belief that the present division into Senate/University 
committees is not working and that the tripartite system recommended 
fits better the existing needs and should improve the flow of business. 

A. Senate Committees 

1. Suggestion to add a Senate Committee on Student Affairs 
2. Suggestion to delete Senate Committee on Social Concerns 
3. Suggestion to merge SCRAP and SCEP 
4. Other suggested changes? 

B. Educational Policy Committees 

1. Suggestion to merge CEE and Summer Session 
2. Suggestion to merge Library and Instructional Media 
3. Suggestion to make all these committees simply subcommittees of SCEP 

C. Academic System Committees 

1. Judicial Committee--strong opposition to making this an Academic 
System Committee. Suggestions a) to leave it as a Senate committee, 
b) make it a subcommittee of SCFA, or c) place it completely outside 
the Senate structure (perhaps attach it to Faculty Senate). 

2. Academic Freedom--suggestion to give appeals function of this 
committee to an expanded Judicial Committee. 

3. ROTC--suggestion to make it an Assembly committee 
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II. Proposals, page two. 

Proposal 112. Assignment of faculty and students to committees. 

2.-A. Reaffirmed but open for debate 
2.-B. Reaffirmed but open for debate 
2.-c. Reaffirmed but with the noted elimination of Judicial Committee 

from this group 
2.-D. Reaffirmed but suggestion has been made that students may wish 

opt out of some committees at this point. 

Proposal #5. Steering and Proposal #6. UCBRBR 

The Subcommittee would like these two proposals placed on the agenda of 
the sec as soon as possible for a full-scale discussion. 

Proposal #7. 

to 

Reaffirmed but we want the Facilitative Committee to examine not just the 
Tenure Committee in this regard, but the whole idea of using subcommittees 
(expanded on occasion from outside the parent committee) as an alternative 
to task forces. 

Proposal 1/9. lJse of Q_~i}c)'_ 

Ht•;~fftrrncd hut open to dehatP and discussion. 
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II. Proposals, page three 

' 'Proposal 1110. 

Reaffirmed and possible specific recommendation: 

Proposal 113. 

In the election of faculty members to the University Senate, 
units having more than six senators (CLA-29, IT-18, Med-15, 
Agric-14, Educ-9) should restructure themselves into smaller 
sub-units so that no more than six senators will be elected 
by any sub-unit. (The restructuring plans must be approved 
by the Senate and we may wish to recommend Guidelines.) 

Reaffirmed but open to debate and suggestion. 

NOTE: Proposal #4 and #8 have not been included: 

Proposal #4. SCRAP. 

SCRAP's response to the Subcommittee arrived after our report had 
been submitted and is at odds with our recommendation. The 
matter should be re-opened for debate. 

Proposal #8. CLE becomes Council on Undergraduate Education. 

This recommendation was a misinterpretation of the intention of 
the Watson Report. The matter should be re-opened for debate. 
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(;roposa l # 1. The Subcommittee recommends a new division of committees into Senate 
CommitteesJ Educational Policy Committees~ and Academic System Committees. 

The following lists present the division we propose. Not all 
committees are listed because some present unresolved problems 
discussed elsewnere. The numbers to the left of each (except 
for the elected committees) stand for, respectively, the number 
of faculty and the number of students presently assigned to 
the committee. 

1-A. Senate Committees. These committees represE-nt the core of 
University Governance system. 

sec Senate Consultative Committee 
SC on c Senate Committee on Committees 

10-5 SCEP Senate Committe1~ on Educational Policy 
10-1 SCFA Senate Commit tel· on Faculty Affairs 

9-5 SCRAP Senate Committee on Resources and Planning 
7-7 scosc Senate Committee on Social Concerns 

36-18 

1-B. Educational Policy Committees. These next committees deal 
mainly with operational aspects of educational policy. 
Although SCEP would retain residual power over all educational 
policy, these committees would report directly to the Senate 
on operational concerns within their specified areas. On 
matters altering the educational policy of the University, 
they would be expected to work closely with the chair of 
SCEP, in effect, reporting to the Senate through the chair 
of SCEP. This split reporting procedure can be made to work, 
we believe, through the sec steering mechanism described in 
E below. 

10-5 Educational Policy Committee on CEE 
7-5 Educational Policy Committee on Summer Session 
8-4 Educational Policy Committee on International Programs 

12-8 Educational Policy Committee on Library 
7-4 Educational Policy Committee on Computer Facilities 
7-5 Educational Policy Committee on Instructional Media 
8-3 Educational Policy Committee on Research 

59-34 

95-52 
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UCBRBR Bus and Rules 
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Board of Regents 

__L 
IL Preside-~ :-J Senate 

Academic Affairs 
Office 

r VP Acad Affairs I 
.lr> 

Committee on Committees I 

l VP Planning ~ 
If' 

r SCFA 1 
I SCEP I 

r Social I 
I Concerns_j 

,....,. 

SCRAP 

I I 

~ 
Library 
Computer Fac. 

Instr. Media 

1-C. Academic System Comrrittees. These committees would be moved out 
of the direct governance system, but not entirely divorced from 
it. If such committees have Senate business, they would report 
to sec which, in its steering capacity, would bring it directly 
to the Senate or, if further consultation is required, assign it 
to a Senate Committee. 

9-0 
7-4 

45-15 
9-1 

10-5 
6-3 
7-5 
5-3 
7-4 

105-40 

-------
200-92 

Judicial 
Academic Freedom 
Human Subjects 
Animal Care 
Academic Standing 
All University Honors 
Educational Development 
University College 
ROTC 
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, ~Proposal #2. The Subcommittee recommends ne~ procedures for the assignment of faculty 
and students to committees. 

2-A. Elected Senate Committees. The Subcommittee recommends that 
members of the Senate Committee on Committees, as well as members 
of the Senate Consultative Committee, be elected directly by the 
faculties concerned, not by representative assemblies. 

2-B. Appointed Senate Committees and Educational Policy Committees. 
The Subcommittee recommends that the Senate control the appointment 
of faculty members to its own Senate and Educational Policy Commit
tees. Furthermore, we recommend that all faculty senators in the 
year following their election be expect•~d to accept appointment to 
a Senate or Educational Policy Committee unless they are already 
serving on one or on an Academic System Committee. Without prolonged 
arguments, we would state our goals her1! to be a Senate better 
informed on its committee business, anJ more committee members 
chosen ultimately by their colleagues. A procedure could be 
establi~hed by which new Senators would routinely inform the 
Senate t:ommittee on Committees of their interests and expertise: 
the Sentte Committee on Committet.s could set a goal of two-thirds 
to thre~-fourths of the committee membership to be filled by 
Senator3. At present, of the 270 slots for faculty on Senate 
and University committees, only 29 are filled by faculty Senators 
(excluding SCC). Of course, in the Subcommittee's proposal, the 
number 1f faculty slots filled by the Senate Committee on Committees 
would b! reduced to 95. 

No faculty member may serve on more than two committees. 

2-C. Academic System Committees. As indicated above, determination of 
membership on these committees would be made in a new spirit of 
cooperation with collegiate units. It is important, however, 
that these committees not become administrative. Election to such 
committees should be achieved by democratic means; since not all 
colleges have assemblies, the means will have to be worked out by 
the colleges. The colleges responsible for electing members would 
be determined by the nature of the committee. For example, since 
all faculty in all colleges fall within the scope of the Judicial 
Committee, colleges would supply members proportionately. Members 
for such committees as Human Subjects or Animal Care would come 
from those collegiate units called for in the description of the 
committee. We propose one exception to this appointment process; 
that the members of the All University Honors Committee be 
appointed by the Senate Consultative Committee. 

2-D. Assignment of Students to Committees. For Senate and Educational 
Policy Committees, students would be elected as now or appointed 
by the Senate Committee on Committees in the same manner as 
described for faculty in 2-B. For Academic System Committees, 
students may wish to develop a separate mechanism for filling the 
slots on these committees. 

No student may serve on more than two committees. 
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Steering. The Subcommittee recommends that Business and Rules be made into 
an expert advising subcommittee of sec (expanded to include members [rom 
outside SCC) 3 and developed into a steering mechanism among Senate committees 
and a floor-managing unit in Senate meetings. 

The heavy burden of SCC business this year raises questions both 
in and outside the Watson Report about the proper functions of SCC. Two 
of the most pressing questions concern, first, the effectiveness of our 
steering functions and, secondly, whether UCBRBR business is crowding 
other business off our agenda. 

Proposal #6. UCBRBR. The Subcommittee recommends that this committee remain a separate 
entity (probably as a Financial Policy Committee) but responsible to sec. 
Its membership could be reduced to student/faculty representatives from sec~ 
SCEPJ SCRAPJ and SCFA. 

At least two well-informed respondents, including the Chairman 
of UCBRBR have recommended that UCBRBR be abolished as a 
separate committee and its functions taken over by a subcommittee 
of members of SCC. The Subcommittee cannot square its per
ception of the situation with this expert advice; hence, we 
recommend that UCBRBR be continued as a separate entity of some 
kind. We bring the matter to SCC as an unresolved question, 
however, and earnestly seek a majority opinion. To our way of 
thinking UCBRBR has been a success in at least one important way-
in the past two years it has managed for the first time in history 
not only to involve students and faculty in the biennial request 
and budget processes but to influence the President's final 
decisions on such matters. It is not certain, as yet, how 
effective it has been as a communication and consulting mechanism 
for its constituent committees. But since improvement in 
communication and consult.1tion is the main burden of the Watson 
Report, it would seem logical to work at the task rather than 
discard UCBRBR and abandon wider consultation on legislative 
request and budget. Finally, several of the members of SCC feel 
that UCBRBR already usurps too much of the committee's time; as 
a subcommittee it may take even more. 

Proposal #?. Tenure Committee 

' 

The Subcommittee recommends that this committee be made a sub
committee of SCFA. If the business of such subcommittees warrants it, 
the subcommittee can be expanded by members appointed from outside the 
committee. This is an especially wise move when certain kinds of 
expertise or representation are necessary. The Subcommittee recommends 
more frequent use of such expansion of subcommittee efforts rather than 
the creation of task forces or new committees. 
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1
. Proposal. #9. , ..., The Subcommittee recommends that the DaiZ.y be used in the manner described 

beZ.ow as an experiment in improving communication concerning Senate Committee 
business. 

' 

The Watson Report itself praises the use of newsletters and 
suggests, thereby, increased use. Several respondents have recommended 
a Senate publication modeled on Brief. The Subcommittee believes that 
the proper use of the Daily might have advantages over these two 
alternatives. 

The Senate could purchase for an entire academic year a one-half 
page advertisement in the same place in each Monday's Daily. Each 
Thursday all committees (including SCC) could send abbreviated notices 
of meetings, agenda, progress reports, and the like to the Clerk of 
the Senate for editing, preparation of copy, and delivery to the Daily 
for insertion in the one-half page advertisement. 

PrvposaZ. #10. The Subcommittee recommends that in eZ.ections to the University Senate "large 
coZ.Z.ege voting units be subdivided into departments or cZ.usters of smaZ.Z. 
departments. 

Proposal. #3. 

We do, however, wish to recommend one change which we trust will 
improve communication and consultation between Senators and their 
constituencies. Several of our respondents have argued that the size 
of the major voting units destroys the representative quality of the 
Senate and impairs opportunities for communication with constituencies. 
The Subcommittee agrees and recommends that we take advantage of 
existing constituencies by using departments or--with the smallest 
department--clusters of related departments as voting units. 

The Subcommittee recommends that the consuZ.ting reZ.ationship which obtains 
between SCC and the President be dupUcated (a) between SCEP and the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs; (b) between SCRAP and the Vice President 
for Administration and PZ.anning; and (c) between UCBRBR and the Vice 
President for Finance. 

The Subcommittee realizes consultation is a complex problem 
requiring careful consideration by sec throughout next year if we 
are to accept the responsibilities placed on our Committee by the 
Watson Report. Nevertheless, the Subcommittee wishes to recommend 
as a first step a suggestion made by a Task Force in 1975; namely, 
that the consulting relationship which obtains between sec and the 
President be duplicated (a) between SCEP and the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs; (b) between SCRAP and the Vice President for 
Administration and Planning; and (c) between UCBRBR and the Vice 
President for Finance. (We are less certain of our support for (c), 
but we list it here for consideration by SCC.) Behind this suggestion 
lies the conviction that SCC, SCEP, and SCRAP are at the heart of 
the governance system, and that, if consulting is to be improved, 
connections between these committees and Central Administration should 
be more direct than they are at present. Note: This proposed consul
tative relationship should not he confused with the currently 
assigned ex officio representation from the offices of these vice 
presidents. 
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·1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Libraries 
';;;,,; , TWIN CITIES Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Mr. Eldred Smith, Director 
University Libraries 
499 Wilson Library 
University of Minnesota 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

August 10, 1979 

I am writing on behalf of the Library Council regarding our course of 
action as a faculty over the document "University of Minnesota Academic 
Staff Policies and Procedures: A Second Proposal." 

At the July 26, 1979 Library Faculty Assembly meeting the faculty of 
the University Libraries, Twin Cities Campus, adopted the following motions: 

- The Library Faculty Assembly rejects the document "University of 
Minnesota Academic St~ff Policies and Procedures: A Second Proposal 11 

for librarians at the University of Minnesota, Twin Cities Campus. 
(Adopted with 59 yes, 10 no and 3 abstain.) 

If an official library revision of the 11 University of Minnesota 
Academic Staff Policies and Procedures: A Second Proposal 11 is 
written, the revised document shall be brought to the Library Faculty 
Assembly for discussion and a vote. Further, if another revision 
comes forth from the Office of the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs, the Library Faculty respectfully requests that it receive 
this document for its consideration and vote. (Adopted with 63 yes 
and 5 no.) 

It is our further understanding that committees of the University and 
Senate have received this document for information purposes. As a faculty we 
believe that this document merits the active collegial attention of such 
committees as the Senate Consultative Committee, Senate Committee on Faculty 
Affairs, Senate Library Committee, and the University Committee on Tenure, 
rather than merely an administrative adoption without due consultation through 
the collegial consultative process in effect at this great University. 

Since the early l960 1 s, Librarians at this University have been considered 
as members of the faculty, contributing to the teaching and research efforts 
through our special expertise in the organization of knowledge and the transfer 
of information. Similarly, other groups to whom this document is intended to 
apply have also been considered legitimate faculty members, not merely academic. 
However, the definitions provided under Academic Support Professional Staff, 
enumerated by the examples of classes to be included, do not limit others 
from being included if an administrator deems such inclusion appropriate. For 
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example, if those teaching in continuing education and extension within 
the Department of Continuing Education and Extension are to be included, 
what then precludes the inclusion of faculty so engaged in another unit 
from also bein~ included? The answer in our opinion is 11 nothing. 11 

If the above is indeed the case, and the Library Council so believes, 
then the future composition of the faculty as we now know it will change 
and in turn present faculty should be concerned. It is for this reason that 
the faculty of the University Libraries, Twin Cities Campus is concerned and 
urges that the faculty of this great University become actively involved, 
through the collegial consultation process, in determining the viability and 
implications of the second academic staff document. 

For this reason we are sending copies of this letter to the people 
involved in the collegial process and urging that this matter come before 
the University and Senate Committees for active discussion and introduction 
to the University Senate for its consideration. And further we urge that 
the Senate act to preserve the fundamental concept of librarians as full 
contributing members of the Faculty of this distinguished University. Such 
a view is consistent with that of the Association of American University 
Professors and the Association of College and Research Libraries. 

Sincerely, 

~~ f'l Cvt."\4-fv 
Pro~ Audrey N. Grosch 
Co-Chairman, Library Council 
University Libraries, Twin Cities 

Campus 

cc: Honorable Wenda Moore, Chairman, Board of Regents 
Dr. C. Peter Magrath, President 
Dr. Al Linck, Acting Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Prof. Alfred Aeppli, President, UMEA 
Prof. Ronald Akehurst, Chair, Senate Tenure Committee 
Prof. Clarke Chambers, Chair, Senate Library Committee 
Prof. John Chipman, Chair, Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Prof. George Green, President, TCAAUP 
Prof. Karen N. Hoyle, Chair, Library Faculty Personnel Committee 
Prof. Richard Purple, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
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INFORMATION: 
We commend the Outreach Committee for its work in examining future direc

tions for the [outreach effort) of the University, and for providing the University with a 
clear cut recommendation as to the particular direction seen as most favorable by the 
Committee. This has made SCEP's task of analysis and reaction much easier, and we 
presume that other University committees will be similarly grateful. 

The basic policy recommended by the Outreach Committee- to include most 
Summer Session and Extension Division course offerings as an integral part of the 
current ·regular' course offerings of the University of Minnesota- strikes us as a 
very positive move. As one member of SCEP has commented, the University of 
Minnesota's academic resources should be made as fully and unconditionally avail
able to all qualified students as possible, regardless of the time of day or evening at 
which students are able to pursue their coursework. 

If this policy recommendation is followed, it will also, in the view of the Outreach 
Committee, help the University to overcome some of the more severe effects of the 
anticipated decline in enrollment in the 1980's. The Outreach Committee also seems 
to suggest that it will improve the overall quality of instruction in extension classes, 
because academic departments will feel a greater sense of responsibility for the 
quality of their overall programs, of which these courses will now be an integral part. 



2) How should outreach be organized and administered? 
3) How should outreach activities be funded? 
4) How should the University's outreach activities relate to other systems of 

higher education in Minnesota? 
Before reporting the Study Group's thinking on these issues, however, attention is 
called to two matters that are essential to bear in mind- and of which the Study 
Group has frequently reminded itself. 

First, it should be emphasized that these recommendations are made in the 
context of long-range planning. It must be clearly recognized that much of what is 
proposed herein will require some departure from current practice and that these 
departures necessitate thoughtful consideration and intensive planning over a long 
period of time. 

Second, the variety and complexity of the University's activities must be empha
sized so that both within and outside the University it is remembered that although 
instruction is a basic and central responsibility of the faculty, it is not their only basic 
re"Pf''lSibility ~=~~~rt::h, c;ol-tnlarship, and creetive effort remein the fot.:~datio~ 
upon which both instruction and public services are built in a university. 

In the sections that follow, the Study Group reports its recommendations and 
their rationale regarding the following aspects of University outreach: instruction, 
interactive research, related service, organization, funding, and inter-institutional 
relations. In brief overview, the Study Group has concluded that: 
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(3) 

While these potential benefits are important- and we shall further consider 
them below- we feel that the recommendation of the Outreach Committee must be 
judged in the light of practical application of the Committee's recommendations, as 
well as philosophical justification. It will do little good to agree that the recommenda
tions deserve to be implemented if we do not also consider the manner in which they 
can be implemented. In this respect, the report of the Outreach Committee is ade
quate in terms of suggesting some of the structural and procedural changes that 
would have to occur, but inadequate in terms of suggesting some of the problems 
that these changes would necessarily give rise to. 

To acknowledge the existence of problems does not, in our view, weaken the 
essence of the recommendation at all. If the University of Minnesota is firmly con
vinced that it should extend the availability of its resources in the manner suggested 
by the Committee, and if the University is in turn able to convince the Legislature and 
other concerned organizations that this plan of action deserves their support, these 
problems can be overcome. But it is absolutely necessary to take them into account 
as we decide how to proceed with this recommendation. SCEP itself identified a 
number of these problems in the course of its discussions of the first draft of the 
Outreach Report in Winter Quarter, 1978. We communicated our reactions to the 
Outreach Committee in a memorandum dated March 31, 1978. The final draft of the 
Outreach Report appears to have incorporated or acknowledged very few of these 
reactions. Many of these same reactions have been reiterated as SCEP has discussed 
the final draft of the report this winter. Professor Tom Benson and Associate Vice 
President AI Linck were present for a SCEP meeting on January 23, 1979, and had 
seen a memo circulated to the members of SCEP by Professor Donald Browne; 
Professors Benson and Linck readily agreed that the problems noted in this memo 
were for the most part serious, and needed to be addressed. At present, we feel that 
our role is limited to calling attention to them; if the fundamental recommendation of 
the Committee receives widespread support within the University, it would then be 
necessary to deal with these problems in a detailed way. 

The other missing element in the report, in our view, is the absence of specific 
evidence to support the contention that there is a widespread desire on the part of 
students and potential students for a fully integrated academic program. It would be 
very surprising if at least some students and potential students were not in favor of 
such a program; there are some obvious advantages to it, ranging from better access 
to parking to the possibility of holding down a full-time daytime job and still being 
able to complete one's degree requirements (as is already possible in a few depart
ments of the University). But we do not know in even very general terms how many 
students and potential students might be attracted to enroll, nor do we appear to 
have any idea of which fields of study they would be likely to pursue. We have long 
since acknowledged that the University of Minnesota cannot be all things to all 
people, and that it must at times place limits on how much it can offer to how many.lt 
would therefore seem essential to attempt to discover more about the likely levels 
and types of demands this 'new' student body would make on our system. 

Such a discovery could best be made, it seems to us, by developing a survey 
questionnaire, to be administered to samples of the following groups: students 
currently enrolled in 'day school' at the University; students (non-degree and degree 
candidates) currently enrolled in 'evening school'; adults living in the seven-county 
Twin Citie~ Mstrcpolitar. Area; ar.d the Univ;::;rsity o~ Minntisota fa.:.uiiy. The question
naire could raise the matters noted in the previous paragraph, and could deal with the 
problems noted by SCEP and other bodies in previous and present communication 
with the Outreach Committee. We see this as essential if the University is to justify, 
both internally and externally, the tremendous expenditure of money and effort that 
implementation of the Report would require. 

The questionnaire might also be employed to address the matters of a possible 
enrollment drop and the quality of teaching in extension classes, both mentioned in 
the Outreach Report and noted by us earlier in this memo. Both matters are assump
tions at present, and lack firm documentation. While an enrollment drop is widely 
predicted, it is possible that it will affect some institutions of higher education more 
severely than others, and it may be that respondents to a questionnaire could be 
asked to state whether they think they'll be enrolling in individual courses, degree 
program, etc. at this University or any other institution of higher education in the 
1980's. As for quality of instruction, it would be possible to ask all sample audiences 
their opinions on this issue, and to treat it in a more detailed fashion with those who 
have actually attended Extension Division classes. 

In sum, we think the Outreach Committee has done a good job of preparing the 
way for a serious consideration of a vital educational issue. If other committees 
within the University agree with our positive assessment of the basic recommenda
tion of the Committee, it would be necessary, in our view, to both undertake a survey 
of the sort mentioned above, and to appoint a committee (or request an existing 
committee) to consider the problems of implementing the basic recommendation. 
The sheer scope and impact of the Outreach Committee's proposal on the life of this 
University and the State demand such a thorough and careful approach. 

DONALD R. BROWNE 
Chairman 
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MEMORANDUM ----------

To: sec members 

From: Bob Brasted, Chair, Subcommittee on Outreach 

Date: September 19, 1979 

Subject: Proposed Agenda for the November 1, 1979 meeting of the 
University Senate: Final Report of the SCC Subcommittee 
on Outreach. 

The Senate Consultative Committee designated a Subcommittee to provide 
the parent committee (SCC) with information, recommendations and a general 
review of the Study Group Final Report on Outreach. The Subcommittee study 
was to also include a review of the Senate Committee on Educational Policy's 
report on Outreach as published in the May 10, 1979 Minnesota Daily, p. 15, 
as an agenda item for the May 17th Senate Meeting. There follows below 
the introduction (verbatim) of the SCEP report. 

(SCC members have already received copies.) 

The membership of the Subcommittee includes Professor Brasted, SCC 
member and Chair of SCEP for 1977-78 (the year in which the preliminary 
report on outreach was submitted), Professor Browne, the Chair of the 
1978-79 SCEP, Professor Terwilliger, the Chair of the 1979-80 SCEP, and 
Professor Schletzer of CEE and also a member of SCC. It may be assumed 
that considerable continuity and familiarity with the Outreach Report is 
represented on and by this Subcommittee. 

A series of meetings have been held among representatives of the 
Study Group, the Subcommittee and the President or his designate. Issues 
and points in need of clarification have been candidly discussed at these 
meetings4 

The far-reaching implications of the recommendations which are part of 
the Outreach Report necessitate unique and intense faculty exposure and under
standing. There is now and has been complete agreement among the many 
committees and interested groups of the University community on the most 
important issue: that ~hatever is done should be done in the best interests 
of the student and his or her educational goals. 

If the basic recommendations of Outreach are to be implemented, a number 
of questions, issues and considerations should be aired. Some of them, 
perhaps many, might be thought of as details to be left until the Outreach 
implementation has been initiated. The Subcommittee is not convinced that 
many key questions should be left until such a time. Senate debate and 
discussion may provide much needed input. 

The membership of the University Senate is asked to give thought to 
the issues that follow. It is important to repeat that all of these have 
already been frankly discussed in the sessions previously referred to. 
However, these issues are only a fraction of the number that could have 
been discussed and could have been included. 



MEMO: to SCC re Outreach report to Senate 
9/19/79 
page 2 

I. There is a critical need for a more comprehensive statement as ~ 
to what primary advantages the Study Group expects to accrue from implementation. 

II. Unfavorable evidence which is more than anecdotal in nature should 
be available in the Report as to the bases for the Study Group's judgment to 
the effect that there are inadequacies in our current mode of operation. 
Anecdotal evidence is available for all parts of our institution and to 
support almost any point ov view. Should not any such demonstrable inequities 
and/or inadequacies be resolved at the departmental level? 

III. We do not find enough evidence that the implementation processes 
will increase or otherwise improve access to our current programs or curricula. 
Will new admission standards be adopted to apply to students who presently 
can take our Outreach courses without adhering to usual "day" standards? 

IV. There appears to be a reasonable possibility that implementation 
could decrease the level of instruction and access. Conceivably the result 
could be "inequality" and "deterioration" rather than equalizing or improvement. 

V. Regarding characteristics of new faculty: An issue more philosophical 
than quantitative in nature is a possible result through implementation of 
many large service-oriented departments being forced or at least encouraged 
to hire teaching staff who are more "generalists" than specialists. Although 
both are necessary to a large university, the reputation of a department, 
a college, and indeed the University is likely to depend more on contributions 
of the specialists. Not all specialists either desire or are competent to 
handle the challenging and necessary service function. 

Will the University attract either the young staff of great potential 
or the "first order magnitude" star if he or she knows of the responsibilities 
that are described by "Outreach"? 

VI. What governance and administrative problems might be encountered 
when a faculty work load might be spread over a "14 hour day?" Added respon
sibilities include Senate functions, committee assignments, oral examinations, 
advising, maintaining services over longer periods of the working day. Is 
it not a logical implication of these recommendations that the entire faculty, 
or at least a sizable core in each department, be given 'A' appointments 
(or a "super 'A' if such an appointment involves the "super" day)? 

VII. Might perceived improprieties in the current mode of operations 
be corrected to accomplish many if not most of the Study Group's recommen
dations? The gradual phasing in of the recommendations might result in 
sufficient disorder and inconsistencies in financial rewards to minimize 
the ultimate success of an all-University conversion to the Outreach recommen
dations. 

Answers to some, perhaps to all, of the issues and questions above 
might be derived from following a suggestion which arose from discussion 
among representatives of the Study Group and the Subcommittee. Much infor
mation and a broader data base is derivable at the department level. A 
representative for Outreach might be designated in each department for some 
trial period, say for one year. Anecdotal reports could be verified, necess
ary changes in staff both with regard to numbers and remuneration could be 
established, service and staff support systems in need of expansion could 
be identified, and concerns of increased over-all financial support could 
be determined. 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Law School 
~- ._.} : . TWIN CITIES \ 285 Law Building 

Senate Consultative Committee 
320 Millard Hall 
Campus 

Dear Colleagues: 

: 229 19th Avenue South 
~ Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
I 
i (612) 373-2717 

September 13, 1979 

The University Committee on Biennial Request and 
Budget Review met on Wednesday September 12, to deal with 
several items. Included in the meeting call for this 
committee meeting was a discussion of four proposed allocation 
plans, copies of which had reached me through the Senate 
Consultative Committee Office. Shortly before the meeting, 
I discovered that the President on the advice of the Acting 
Vice President for Academic Affairs had already implemented 
the policies without seeking consultation with us. Copies 
of the proposals, as finally issued by the President, are 
enclosed for your information. 

Acting Vice President Linck apparently referred all 
four policies to the Central Officers Group, the Council of 
Academic Officers, and the Research Committee. Reference to 
the Research committee may have been appropriate in the case 
of the three policies which are directed toward the allocation 
of research monies, i.e., the indirect cost recovery, faculty 
travel, and matching grants proposals. We regret that there 
was no coordination of the recommendations of the Research 
Committee with us. By structure and membership, the University 
Committee on Biennial Request and Budget Review is supposed 
to coordinate budgetary matters. In this instance we were unable 
to do so. 

In the case of the distribution of supply and expense 
money for the forthcoming two years, we protest the failure of 
any appropriate consultation. The Research coromittee was 
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certainly not the appropriate body to be consulted. Members 
of the committee indicate that their lack of comment on the 
proposal reflected their belief that this was the case. We 
do not believe that any point is served by entering into dis
cussions with academic administrators about decisions which 
they have taken without consultation. Suffice it to say that 
some of us have substantial reservations about the wisdom of 
policies implemented in the distribution, such as the exclusion 
of the libraries. 

If the committee is to serve a coordinating and consulting 
function, and an advisory function to the Senate Consultative 
Committee, on budgetary matters it mustbe informed before the 
President has made final allocations. We request that you bring 
this matter to the atte,Qtion of the President and of the responsi
ble Vice Presidents, so that matters can be properly referred 
in the future. 

FLM:nmv 

Sincerely yours, 

Fred L. Morrison 
Professor of Law 
Chairman, University Committee 
on Biennial Request and Budget 
Review 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Department of Chemical Engineering and Materials Science 
151 Amundson Hall 
421 Washington Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
(612) 373-2300 

July 27, 1979 

Professor Richard Purple, Chairman 
Senate Consultative Committee 
Neurophysiology Department 
320 Millard Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 
University of Minnesota 

Dear Rick: 

Although I have not been party to it in any way, I understand 
that proposals are now being drawn up for methods to distribute 
indirect cost recovery, faculty travel, and general research funds. 
I assume that the Consultative Committee will be asked to comment 
on these plans. 

As you know, the travel and indirect cost recovery money -
the latter, particularly - represent appropriations which, though 

, small, have enormous potential if used properly. I am writing to 
{~:_~~--that th~ _g<?_II_Ilfi..!.t._t~_e_yse_ ~ts. iJ1f_l_u.enc~ to insure that this 

1 money is used in a way that will provide us with a basis for going 
back to the Legislature in two years to ask for an increase in 
that appropriation. 

My great concern is that $300,000 or $400,000 can easily be 
dissipated by a general formula distribution. An amount of 
$5,000 given to a department in an unrestricted fashion may be 
quite useful, but is unlikely to be an obvious stimulus to increased 
research efforts. Therefore, until the percentage returned to 
the University is substantially larger than 2~%, I don't believe 
that this kind of general distribution can help us in the 
immediate goal of convincing the Legislature to increase the 
percentage of indirect costs returned. 

Because I have not seen the specific proposals, these are 
simply general and perhaps unnecessary concerns. However, I would 
hope that serious consideration will be given to using some 
substantial fraction of the funds for such special purposes 
as equipment matching funds, seed grants of various kinds, and 
other uses where the investment serves an obvious, identifiable 
role in increasing our research capacities, activities, and 
external funding. 

KHK/mlr 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Kenneth H. Keller 
Professor & Head 



Profueor Keonath B. Kellar, Bead 
Department of lhemical BuaiDaaring 

UIWM.atert.ls Sciace 
151 .Amuaai.Oa Ball 
Miaaeapolie Campus 
Uaivereity of MlDDeaota 

Dear Ken: 

328 Millard Hall 

- 3226 

July 31, 1979 

\ 

Enclosed are the draft reports that are beiua circulated from the 
Preaia.nt's office. 

I appreciate the general conceru you 1raieed ill your letter of 
,~ July 27 aad will welcoae your fort~ c....ata. 

RLPtabp 

Sincerely, 

Richard L. Purple, Chairaaa 
Seaace Coaaultative Coaittee 

Bacl: Draft Proposal for Distribution of X.tireet Cost Recovery 11'1mds 
Draft Propoeal for Dien'ibutioa of 'h'a9el FUDde 
Draft Propoaal for lleDq--t of Macchia& Fude Reserve 
Draft Propoeal for Dietributioa of Geaeral Price Level FUnds 
Vice President Linck' a Melloraad• to Pruicleat Maarath an4 

Vice PrMidata, July 19, 1979 
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100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

July 24, 1979 

Professor Richard Ptu:ple, Chairman, 
Senate COnsultative Ccmnittee 

c. Peter Magrath 

I believe the attached letter and proposals are 
self-explanatory. If you or sec have any ca:ments 
to supplerre.1•1t what we receive fran the Senate 
Research Conmi ttee, please let :rre or Al Linck 
know. 'l11ank you. 

CPM:cab 

(.., Enc: Draft Proposal for Distribution of Indirect 
Cost Recovery Furrls 

Draft Proposal for Distribution of Travel Furrls 
Draft Proposal for Management of Matching Furrls 

Reserve 
Draft Proposal for Distribution of General Price 

Level Furrls 
Dr. Linck's Merro to President Magrath and Vice 

Presidents, July 19, 1979 

cc: Associate Vice President Al Linck, Academic Affairs 
Professor Robert Hexter, Chairman, University 

Senate Corrmittee on Research 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 
202 Morrill Hall 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

August 31, 1979 

TO: Provosts, Deans and Directors 

FROM: C. Peter Magrath, President ~ 

SUBJECT: Distribution of Four Funds for Academic 1979-80: 

I. Indirect Cost Recovery 
II. Faculty Travel Funds 

III. General Price Level Funds 
IV. Matching Funds Reserve 

With this memo I am circulating detailed plans for the distribution of 
four funds for use during the current academic year. While our needs in some 
instances are greater than the funds available--and this is particularly true 
for the General Price Level Funds--I am sure these additional resources will 
be of benefit in easing some of our financial problems. 

The attached document deals with each of the four funds separately, 
outlining how I intend to distribute them and the procedures whereby the 
units can have the funds transferred to their accounts. The strategy for the 
distribution of these funds was reviewed by the Vice Presidents, by the 
Council of Academic Officers and by the Senate Committee for Research. They 
all offered suggestions and comments on my tentative plans and I have fol
lowed their suggestions whenever possible. 

I do not need to remind the unit administrators that there are very few 
reserves or other sources of funds that can be allocated during this academic 
year. We are allocating essentially all of the funds available to the Uni
versity to the units at the beginning of the year so that administrators 
can have the maximum flexibility in planning and budgeting. I trust that 
the resources will be used prudently and hopefully we can keep our budgets 
in balance through the entire fiscal year. 

:nf 
Enclosure 

cc: University Vice Presidents 
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I. Distribution of Indirect Cost Recovery Funds, 1979-80 

Background 

The Legislature in its 1979 session authorized the University to expend 
2.5 percent of the indirect cost recovery (ICR) funds generated and offset against 
the University's operating budget, with the intent that these funds "shall be ex
pended to improve [the University's] ability to attract non-state money." For 
1979-80, the amount to be distributed is $250,000. 

Agencies who sponsor research and other activities reimburse the University 
in the form of indirect costs or overhead for real indirect expenses incurred by 
the University in connection with these sponsored activities. (For a more complete 
explanation of indirect costs, please read the booklet entitled Indirect Costs of 
Research at the University of Minnesota which is available from the Office of Re
search Administration.) The total ICR funds received by the University in 1977-78 
and the amounts by major unit are given in Table I attached. In the past these 
funds have been required by the Legislature to support the 0100 budget, under the 
presumption that the 0100 budget bears the indirect costs of sponsored programs. 
ICR funds have been used mainly to support the general University budget and 
specific research-related units, with the remainder allocated to units and funds 
in such a way as to enhance the educational mission of the University. A schedule 
of the distribution of ICR funds for 1978-79 and 1979-80 is shown in Table II. 

While the needs for funds of this nature to stimulate research and educational 
enterprises with which the faculty are engaged far exceeds the $250,000 available 
in 1979-80, the challenge we face is to use what is available for the next two 
years to maximum advantage, and to demonstrate to the Legislature that we have done 
this .. 

Basis for Distribution 

For 1979-80, $250,000 will be distributed as follows: 

1. $200,000 on pro rata basis to those.units whose~ rata share of the 
total $250,000 would equal at least $1,000, based on 1977-78 figures 
which are the latest currently available (see Table III). 

2. $50,000 to those units whose 1978-79 ICR represents a larger percent 
increase than the all-University average. The distribution will be 
based on the size of percent increase and percent of total ICR repre
sented by a unit. This second distribution will be made when 1978-79 
ICR data is available and this should be in October, 1979. 

It is the consensus of all the groups that reviewed the ICR proposal that 
the budgeting of the University's total ICR funds be reviewed, especially account 
1415 "Unassigned Research, Equipment and Development." Following this review 
recommendations will be made about the ICR allocation for 1980-81. 

An additional note is necessary here to clarify some misunderstanding relative 
to what the appropriate ICR base is on which to base the 2.5 percent allocation. 
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The base will be the amount of ICR offset entered on the Biennial Request, which 
is $9,978,000 for 1979-80 and $10,539,000 for 1980-81, 2.5 percent of which is 
approximately $250,000 for 1979-80 and $263,000 for 1980-81. As we gain experience 
handling these funds, it may be prudent to distribute 2.5 percent of ICR generated 
in surplus of the amount targeted, but only after an appropriate contingency for 
deficits in suceeding years is allowed for. 

Guidelines for Use of ICR Monies 

1. Funds are to be used to generate non-state funds. 

2. Activities undertaken should be both "visible" and sufficiently large in 
scope to make an impact. That is, these funds should be used in a focused 
way, and not spread so thinly that they cannot achieve an identifiable 
result. 

3. Because these funds are non-recurring, it is expected that expenditures 
of these funds will not add permanent FTE employees to the University. 

Deans and Provosts are asked to keep in mind that these funds are intended as 
incentives and not merely as rewards for past performance. 

Reporting Requirements 

The Legislature has asked for a "report on the expenditure of this money with 
an analysis of apparent results." Accountability is critical, and will be the 
responsibility of deans and provosts. The format used by the Graduate School in 
its annual report on the utilization of seed funds provides a useful format that 
could be expanded for this purpose. The appropriate Vice President will request 
these reports from their units in early Fall, 1980 so that a comprehensive report 
can be made to the 1981 Legislature. 

Mechanism for Distribution 

Collegiate or campus units shown on Table III who are to receive funds should 
prepare a Transfer of Funds form, charging account 0100-1457-16 and crediting an 
account or accounts in the 0100 fund series. These forms should be forwarded to 
Sarah Wasserman in Academic Affairs, 213 Morrill Hall. 
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Indirect Costs by College 

College of Liberal Arts 
Institute of Technology 
Institute of Agriculture, 

Forestry and Home Economics 

Health Sciences Administration 
Medical School 
College of Pharmacy 
School of Nursing 
School of Dentistry 
School of Public Health 

College of Biological Sciences 
College of Education 
Veterinary Medicine 
Law School 
Graduate School 
Business Administration 
General College 
University College 
University of Minnesota, Morris 
University of Minnesota, Duluth 
University of Minnesota, Waseca 
Continuing Education and Extension 
Library 
Vice President--Student Affairs 
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TABLE I. 

INDIRECT COST RECOVERY 
1977-1978 

Research Non-Research 

$ 521,649.51 $148,599.18 
2,175,475.73 23,381.78 

369,347.13 128,119.18 

346,635.85 3,148.95 
4,269,463.43 142,859.53 

47,471.68 16,533.16 
47,420.35 11,307.17 

119,599.92 31' 861.83 
585,509.21 78,873.02 

557,838.07 15,621.46 
364,867.48 124,432.99 
111,537.51 2,368.54 

.01- 1,043.98 
394,812.00 10,650.00 

31,347.85 
38,439.21 
9,557.11 

17,615.73 23,236.53 
181,140.89 30,930.09 

3,545.94 
4,536.84 26,818.58 

63,874.44 3,917.52 
856.49 6,224.37 

Other Central Administration Offices 50,209.46 24,003.66 

$10,261,209.56 $905,473.78 

% of 
Total Total 

$ 670,248.69 6.0 
2,198,857.51 20.0 

497,466.31 4.5 

349,784.80 3.0 
4,412,322.96 40.0 

64,004.84 .5 
58,727.52 .5 

151,461.75 1.5 
664,382.23 6.0 

573,459.53 5.0 
489,300.47 4.5 
113,906.05 1.0 

1,043.97 .0 
405,462.00 3.5 
31,347.85 .3 
38,439.21 . 3 
9,557.11 .0 

40,852.26 .5 
212,070.98 2.0 

3,545.94 .0 
31,355.42 .3 
67 '791. 96 .5 

7,080.86 .o 
74,213.12 .6 

--
$11,166,683.34 100.5 
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TABLE II. 

Pr_92_0 sed Buci :;e t 19 7 9-80 
Sur;-trGary of Budge_t Allotr.1en __ t~ndir:_ect Sost Recoveries 

E5~ ur ~!Q.g __ _!.ll o t~_!lt s 
General University Budget 
Graduate School Research Center 
Research Ani~al Resources 
Research Contract Service Costs 
Departmental Administration 

Sub-Total 

~\on -Recur r in g___t.1lo tf!)~n t s __-:-_]_1:1j~t;__~d 

$1,745,190 

Plant Services - Minneapolis & St. Paul 
Health Services - Radiation Control 
Libraries -

!-lin neapolis 
St. P.:ml 

Duluth 
~·iorris 

Scientific Co~puter 
AcGd~~ic Contingencies Reserve 
~ducationa1 D~velo;~ent & Xedia Production 
?2:::earch Costs - Contingencies 
~~alth Sciences - ~n2ssigned 

'l:n:.·:er-sity of }:innesota, Yorris - Cn:-:ssigned 
l_";~ive:-5ity of ~li,...,r.e.sota, Dul•1th - L'nassigned 
Ccst s:-::c~ns :~:-.d :·2tci1ing G1-.~nts 

s:~~~;Jt Servic2S 

Sub-Total 

r_::: :'·co ::: __ ::.1:1_ e __ d-- _F0_:::_e~~_r_c _h_, _ _E_r~l_i;!:=-_e_,"l_!:,_&__ 
-~ e:~~-_e_]_o_"2_::-~__~ :1 E_(_~-'-~5' !::l_D_t __ _ 1_!~]22._ 

TOTAL ALLO~~E~fS 

(!) Includes $250,000 discr2t~onary fund. 
(2) Se:e n~xt page for ~~t2il. 

Budget 
1973-79 ---

$ 7,930,175 

{ 

299,220 
95,970 

893,000 
__ 4_:_:_5:.__:7' 000 

$ 9,675,365 

$ 

$ 

87.8% 

210,000 
92' 500 

181,500 
38,700 
3!.,000 
35,800 
15,000 

100,000 
50,000 
l.O,OOO 
25,000 
50,000 

5,000 
7,500 

50, OCIO 
25,C.'00 

?60,000 

~.c: 'i r.~Jo (2) 
-- -:__~-\..~':~ 

Proposed 
Budget 
1979-80 

Jt$ :::::::::(1) 

$10,658,000 

$ 

88.8% 

210,000 
97,500 

181,500 
38,700 
34,000 
35,SOO 
15,000 

100,000 
50,000 
l.O,OOO 
20,000 
50,000 
5,000 
7,500 

SO,O'JO 
_____ _15, OQQ 

$ 960,000 

- _3_ s 5 '_Q__QQ 
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TABLE II. (Continued) 

u~IVERSITY OF }lil'~lESOTA 

Prooosed Budeet 1979-80 _ _. __ :_;::_;::__:=-=-::.==-=.__;::_.::_:_=--..:-=.. 

Unassigned Research, Eguio~ent, and Development 
(Account 1415) 

Budget 
1978-79 

Graduate School - Snall grants $ 200,000 
Institute of Technology 85,000 
College of Liberal Arts 30,000 
College of Biological Sciences 10,000 
College of Business Administration 20,000 
College of Veterinary Medicine 20,000 
College of Education - General 20,000 

TOTAL $ 38?_1_ 000 

' 

Proposed 
Budget 
1979-80 

§ ~5,000 
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TABLE III. 

PRO RATA DISTRIBUTION OF ICR BASED 

ON 1977-78 ICR·GENERATION DATA 

Unit 

College of Liberal Arts 

Institute of Technology 

Institute of Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics 

Health Sciences Administration 

Medical School 

College of Pharmacy 

School of Nursing 

School of Dentistry 

School of Public Health 

College of Biological Sciences 

College of Education 

College of Veterinary Medicine 

Law School 

Graduate School 

College of Business Administration 

General College 

University College 

University of Minnesota, Morris 

University of Minnesota, Duluth 

University of Minnesota, Waseca 

Continuing Education and Extension 

Library 

Vice President--Student Affairs 

Pro Rata 
Share of $200 2 000 

$ 12,000 

40,000 

8,800 

5,600 

80,000 

800 

800 

3,200 

12,000 

10,400 

8,800 

2,400 

7,200 

800 

800 

800 

4,000 

800 

800 

$200,000 

NOTE: $50,000 remaining for distribution in 1979-80 will be distributed to 
units according to percent increase relative to University average 
and ICR produced relative to University total. This distribution 
will be made when 1978-79 data becomes available. 
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II. Distribution of Faculty Travel Funds, 1979-80 and 1980-81 

Background 

The 1979 Legislature appropriated $100,000 for each year of the biennium for 
the support of faculty travel undertaken for the purpose of developing sponsored 
research, training, and public service activities funding from non-state sources. 
These funds will replace a smaller amount which since 1975 has been administered 
by the Research Development Center of the Graduate School for research-associated 
travel. 

Basis for Distribution 

The Graduate School Research Development Center will expand its scope of 
activities to include the administration of this faculty travel fund which will 
support faculty travel related to educational and public service oriented areas at 
both the undergraduate and graduate levels, as well as research. The Research 
Development Center will place funds directly in collegiate/campus units via the 
designated research officer if there is one, and to the dean or provost otherwise. 
This part of the distribution will be made according to the criteria historically 
used by the GSRDC, amended as necessary to incorporate the broader scope. Approxi
mately one half will be retained by the Graduate School in order to respond to 
requests for sponsored program travel from units whose initial allocations may 
have proved inadequate. Groups of faculty associated in a joint enterprise may 
also make requests of this portion of the fund. In formulating requests to the 
Graduate School for the centrally-held funds, provosts and deans will want to 
consult with their unit's research officer and bear in mind that an accounting of 
the use and the effectiveness of the funds will need to be made to the 1981 
Legislature. 

Guidelines for Use of Faculty Travel Funds 

1. Requests and allocations should be based on the need for travel funds, 
the level of sponsored activity, the potential for further growth in 
sponsored activity, and prior experience in the use of such funds. 

2. In disbursing the unit allocation to individual faculty members, provosts 
and deans are urged to obtain contributions from the department in each 
instance where this is possible. Each provost and dean will wish to 
consult with their research officer in determining the proper level, 
but it appears that rather than a 50 percent matching contribution, as 
has been the case in previous years, a contribution of 25 to 33 percent 
will be sufficient to secure the desired level of discrimination from 
the department concerned. 

Reporting Requirements 

A report on the deployment of these travel monies and their effectiveness in 
accomplishing the intended purpose will be submitted to the 1981 Legislature. The 
Graduate School Research Development Center will receive the reports on faculty 
travel on behalf of sponsored programs and prepare the institutional report to the 
Legislature. The Dean of the Graduate School will request this report in early 
Fall, 1980. 
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Mechanism for Distribution 

Collegiate/campus units will be provided with travel fund allocations through 
the Graduate School Research Development Center and will receive a letter from. 
the Dean of the Graduate School outlining particulars relative to this allocation. 
Requests for the funds retained by the Graduate School Research Development Center 
can be made as needed by appropriate administrative officers. 
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III. Distribution of General Price Level Funds, 1979-80 

Background 

The 1979 Legislature provided the sum of $450,000 for the 1979-80 fiscal year 
for general price level increases. An additional $50,000 was provided for 1980-81. 
This compares with our request for $3,039,000 for the first year of the biennium 
and an additional amount of $2,910,000 for the second year. This request was 
calculated at 6 percent per year to offset the effects of inflation. 

Basis for Distribution 

Because the amounts appropriated, when distributed to all University units 
in proporation to current supply, expense and equipment budgets, would result in 
an insignificant increase in the 1978-79 unit budgets, it is recommended that 
the total amount for 1979-80 be distributed to academic teaching units only, ex
clusive of the Summer Session. Much of the cost of teaching supplies during the 
Summer Session has been funded historically by regular departmental budgets. For 
this reason, the share which might normally be allocated to the Summer Session 
budget will be distributed to the teaching units in their regular budgets. 

Provosts and deans should note that the amounts distributed herewith will 
be recurring in the 1980-81 budget. The additional $50,000 appropriated for 
1980-81 will be allocated by the regular budget process and is not being allocated 
at this time. This additional sum of $50,000 for 1980-81 will not be allocated 
by this formula in the 1980-81 budget. 

Provosts and deans should keep in mind that laboratory and studio courses 
requiring the expenditure of funds for expendable teaching supplies have been 
especially hard hit, and these budgets should, therefore, have the highest priority 
in the allocation of funds. 

This distribution excludes central administrative units on the 
Twin Cities Campus and like units on the coordinate campuses. In addition, no 
distributions are being recommended for central units such as Student Affairs, 
Plant Services, Staff Benefits, General Expense, Libraries, Summer Session and 
Academic support units. Within college organizations, the only exclusions recom
mended are budgeted research and extension and public service activities. The 
recommended base for distribution is $9,026,501, or approximately 11.2 percent 
of the budgeted supply, expense and equipment base budgeted for 1978-79 which 
totaled $80,314,433. This results in an increase of approximately 5 percent to 
the eligible budgets. 

At this date, precise supply, expense and equipment budget totals for 1979-80 
are not available. In order not to delay the distribution of these funds, the 
1978-79 budget base is being adjusted where major increases or changes in supply 
and expense budgets have occurred. The base for distribution is essentially the 
1979-80 budget. Included in the base on which recommendations are being made 
are those instructional Special State Appropriations which were transferred to 
the General Operations and Maintenance Fund for 1979-80. Distributions by 

~ collegiate/campus unit are shown in the attached table. 
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Specific exclusions and adjustments are as follows: 

(1) College of Liberal Arts 

a. Minnesota Center for Philosophy of Science 

(2) Institute of Technology 

a. Mineral Resources Center 

(3) Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics 

a. General Services and Maintenance 

(4) Health Sciences 

a. Special Programs 
b. Dentistry--Clinic Income 

(5) College of Biological Sciences 

a. Museum of Natural History 

(6) Law School 

a. Law Library 

(7) Continuing Education and Extension 

a. Photo Lab 
b. Research 
c. Instructional Media 
d. Television 
e. Communication Services 
f. Audio-Visual Library Service 
g. Radio 
h. Audio-Visual Library Services 
i. Bulletins 
j. Non-Credit Instruction 

(8) College of Education 

a. Educational Research Office 
b. Teacher Center for Research 
c. Educational Planning and Development 

(9) University of Minnesota--Morris 

a. Administration 
b. Student Personnel 
c. Library 
d. Academic Administration 
e. Men's Intercollegiate Athletics 
f. Women's Intercollegiate Athletics 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

Exclusions 
or 

(Additions) 

$ 3,650 

5,833 

70,312 

150,645 
1,269,600 

$1,420,245 

$ 22,801 

171,538 

1,181 
6,350 
6,885 

69,348 
103,307 

40,918 
38,295 

202,011 
622,130 

1,424,954 

$2,515,379 

$ 

$ 

13,054 
18,182 
12,662 

43,898 

$ 58,000 
71,000 
45,600 

5,500 
33,000 

7,150 

$ 220,250 
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(10) University of Minnesota--Duluth 

a. Administration Data Processing $ 34,595 
b. Provost and Associate Provost 92,294 
c. Vice Provost for Business Affairs 30,395 
d. Student Affairs 77,120 
e. Athletics--Women 4,409 
f. News Service 6,924 
g. Campus Police 10,934 
h. Alumni Association 368 
i. Transportation 16,697 
j. Vice Provost--Academic Administration 26,426 
k. School of Medicine--Administration (97,579) 
1. Dean--Social Development (32,305) 
m. Library 103,317 
n. Tweed Museum 13,722 
o. Military Department 1,414 
p. School of Medicine (422,890) 
q. Dental Hygiene Program (63,215) 
r. Social Development (62,026) 

TOTAL $ (259,400) 

(11) University of Minnesota--Crookston 

a. Administration $ 72,486 
b. Student Services 35,829 
c. Bus 6,000 
d. Library and Instructional 30 2 330 

TOTAL $ 144,645 

(12) University of Minnesota--Waseca 

a. Administration $ 46,735 
b. Business Affairs 10,500 
c. Student Affairs 41,100 
d. University Relations 14,000 
e. Learning Resource Center 41,500 
f. Data Processing Center 3,200 

TOTAL $ 157,035 

Mechanism for Distribution 

Collegiate units should submit Transfer of Funds documents immediately for the 
amount shown in the attached table, charging account number 0100-0978-00, and credit
ing the appropriate account numbers within the college. These transfers should 
be submitted through the regular channels to the Business Office. 



, 

College of Liberal Arts 
Institute of Technology 
Agriculture, Forestry & Home Economics -

Home Economics -
Administration 
College of Agriculture 
College of Forestry 
College of Home Economics 

Health Sciences 
Special Programs 
Nedical School 
Pharmacy 
Nursing 
Public Health 
Dentistry 
Nortuary Science 

College of Biological Sciences 
College of Veterinary Medicine 
Law School 
Continuing Education & Extension 
College of Education 
College of Business Administration 
Universi.ty of Minnesota - Morris 
General College 
University College 
University of Minnesota - Duluth 
University of Minnesota - Crookston 
University of Minnesota - Waseca 

UNIVERSL 
Distribution of -

1979-80 

1978-79 
S. & E. 
Budget Adjustments 

$ 987,601 $ -3,650 
1,270,325 -5,833 

145,323 -70,312 
305,212 -0-
84,152 -0-
81,982 -0-

150,645 -150,645 
1,862,382 -0-

144,740 -0-
87,687 -0-

135,732 -0-
1,525,471 -1,269,600 

14,728 -0-
276,484 -22,801 
117,557 -0-
287,417 -171,538 

3,329,025 -2,515,379 
584,130 -43,898 
188,533 -0-
348,403 -220,250 

97,979 -0-
9,125 -0-

781,756 259,400 
366,087 -144,645 
360,211 -157,035 

$13,542,687 $-4' ,5_16,_186 

,., 
Funds 

1979-80 
Estimated Proposed 

Budget Percent Distribution 

$ 983,951 10.90% $ 49,100 
1,264,492 14.01 63,000 

75,011 .83 3,700 
305,212 3.38 15,200 
84,152 .93 4,200 
81,982 .91 4,100 

-0- -0- -0-
1,862,382 20.63 92' 800 

144,740 1.60 7,200 
87,687 .97 ,.,t.oo 

135,732 1.50 6,800 
255,871 2.84 12,700 
14, 728 .16 700 

253,683 2.81 12,600 
117,557 1.30 5,900 
115,879 1.28 5,800 
813,646 9.02. '•O, 600 
540,232 5.99 27,000 
188,533 2.09 9,400 
128,153 1.42 6,400 

97,979 1.09 4,900 
9,125 .10 500 

1,041,156 11.54' 51,900 
221,442 2.45 11,000 
203,176 2.25 10,100 

$9,026,501 100.00% __ $4_?_Q, 000 
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IV. Management of the Matching Funds Reserve, 1979-80 and 1980-81 

Background 

For many years the University has maintained a Matching Funds Reserve (MFR) 
from which funds were encumbered and withdrawn to provide a University contribu
tion to grants for educational and research projects and equipment which require 
such a match. Disbursements from this fund have been made at an average rate 
somewhat in excess of $200,000/year in the recent past. Until a few years ago, 
the MFR was sustained by allocations from the Regents' Reserve Fund, based on re
capture of year-end reversions. As Vice President Koffler described in a memorandum 
dated February 7, 1979, the termination of the practice of recapturing these re
versions resulted in depletion of the MFR to the point at which further commit
ments against it had to be severely restricted. 

The June 25, 1979 position of the Fund, for instance, was a cash balance of 
$58,241 to meet commitments already made of $114,358. We believe that about half 
of these commitments will, in fact, require funding, leaving us near a zero
balance position. For FY 1980, there will be a total of $75,000 ($25,000 recurring 
and $50,000 in reallocated funds) injected into the MFR. Although the Senate 
Consultative Committee supported the continuation and strengthening of the MFR, it 
recommended against the use of additional reallocation funds for this purpose. 

Management Principle 

The basic principle of underlying this procedure is that on which 
the February 7, 1979 memorandum from Vice President Koffler was based: whenever 
a matching fund commitment is required of the University, one-half of this 
commitment will be provided as a central contribution from the MFR and one-half 
as a contribution or commitment against funds available to the department, college, 
or campus submitting the proposal (or from the Graduate School in the case of 
research proposals which they can support). 

As mentioned in the February 7, 1979 memorandum, this principle for managing 
the MFR has several desirable features: 

-It will reduce the impact of matching proposals on the limited central funds 
available for the purpose; it may be possible for us to manage all of the 
requests submitted under this procedure. 

-It will assure a careful review of the importance of each proposal by the 
units from and through which it is submitted. 

-It will provide a significant statement of departmental, collegiate, and/or 
campus priorities for the proposals submitted. 

-It will encourage annual and longer-range planning for the submission of 
proposals; for the use of the total resources available to colleges and 
campuses for equipment, research, and training; and for the exploitation of 
external resources and funding sources. 
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In preparing this proposal for management of the MFR, the question was con
sidered of whether a substantive review process should be established as a means 
of ensuring the quality and importance of proposals which require a University 
contribution. It was concluded that the overallquality and responsibility of the 
University faculty, plus the management incentives created by the principle of re
qu1r1ng a unit contribution to the match, would make the delay and substantial 
effort of a substantive review unnecessary. The expertise and responsibility for 
this kind of review lies with the department and college submitting a proposal and 
with the agency which funds it; a further central review is not warranted. 

With more time to plan, it should be easier for most departments, colleges, 
and campuses to manage under these procedures than was the case with such short 
notice last winter. Since most of the proposals submitted this year will, if 
funded, come due in FY 1981, there will be at least a year to plan and cushion 
before funds must be expended. Funds appropriated by the 1979 legislature for 
equipment depreciation (and in a few cases for special instructional equipment) 
may be used, in most cases, to provide the unit's matching contribution. Each 
department head, dean, and provost should keep in mind matching proposals which 
may come up before committing all such funds available for the current biennium. 

Guidelines 

MFR contributions are available only for programs with a legally-required 
match, or with commonly-understood guidelines which are tantamount to a legally
required match. The University's central resources will be too limited this year 
and in the foreseeable future to permit matching contributions where these are not 
required. In cases where in-kind matches are permitted (regular salaries, in
direct costs, etc.), grant proposals may request a matching commitment from the 
MFR only in those rare cases in which full compliance with the matching require
ment cannot be met from in-kind sources. 

Mechanism for Requesting Matching Funds 

The following operational procedures will be followed for handling proposals 
requiring a contribution from the Fund: 

1. Notify the Office of Academic Affairs and provide a copy of the pro
posal (through the appropriate vice president's office if other than 
Academic Affairs) no later than one week before the proposal is due at 
the granting agency. The copy should be accompanied by a letter stating 
your unit's commitment to provide its share of the matching funds re
quired. 

2. If the program to which a proposal is submitted does not have widely
available official guidelines stating the requirement of a University 
contribution, a statement should be furnished documenting the existence 
of such a requirement. (Such a statement is not required for programs 
such as the NSF's Instructional Scientific Equipment and Local Course 
Improvement programs, for instance, since the requirements for these 
are well known and we process many proposals to them each year.) If 
the matching requirement is not clearly and unambiguously documentable, 
the Office of Academic Affairs should be consulted well in advance of 
the deadline so that any uncertainties can be resolved. 
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3. Send copies of the proposal, as required, to the Office of Research Ad
ministration for processing in the usual manner. After an immediate ex
amination to ensure that the necessary information has been provided in 
accordance with these procedures, the Office of Academic Affairs will 
register the central matching contribution as a commitment against the 
MFR with Associate Vice President for Finance, Clinton T. Johnson, who 
manages the funds through the Business Office of the University. At the 
same time, the Office of Research Administration will be authorized to 
process the proposal and forward it to the agency in the usual manner. 

It is expected that, within the framework of these procedures and the principle 
on which they are based, special arrangements can be made to accommodate special 
circumstances, provided that discussions of such circumstances are initiated with 
the Office of Academic Affairs in advance (at least one month) of any deadline. 
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~ UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

TWIN CITIES 

Dr. C. Peter Magrath 
President 
University of Minnesota 
202 Morrill Hall 

Dear President Magrath: 

( 

l 
\-1 "' '1_.. ,_,. ; 

Department of Chemistry 
Kolthoff and Smith Halls 
207 Pleasant Street S. E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

August 13, 1979 

As you requested, the Senate Committee on Research has studied the several 
proposals included with your letter of July 24. The Committee had a full week 
to do this, and it met to discuss the several proposals on August 8. I am 
including a copy of the minutes of that meeting with this letter. 

As indicated in the Minutes, the Committee approved the following motion 
concerning the distribution of the Indirect Costs Recovery Funds authoriza
tion by the 1979 Legislature: 

The Committee recommends that $200,000 of indirect cost recovery funds 
be allocated on the basis of the formula proposed by Acting Vice 
President Linck in the proposal. All additional funds from the 2~% of 
indirect cost recovery should be allocated on the basis of a formula 
that recognized annual increases in non-state funding. The current 
year should be compared with the average of the previous three years 
and a formula devised that rewards those units (perhaps the top 50 per 
cent) that show the most improvement. 

I believe that the minutes of the meeting convey the theme of this motion, 
which is in fact the one stated in your letter to me of May 31, "that we use 
this ••• money ••. to enhance the incentive system." On further reflection, 
I would personally recommend that the majority of the ICR funds be distributed 
in this fashion. 

The Committee's comments on the other three proposals are also reported 
in the Minutes, and they speak for themselves. Indeed, I believe that the theme 
for all of the proposals should be, "How can we best 'leverage' these new 
monies?" 

RMH:ms 
En c. 
cc: Committee Members 

Prof. Richard Purple 
Prof. Kenneth Keller 

Very sincerely yours, 

12k.~ 
R. M. Hexter, Professor and 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Research 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Professor Robert Hexter 

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

July 24, 1979 

Chainnan of the University Senate Camd ttee on Research 
Deparbrent of Olernistry 
235a Snith Hall 
East Bank Calrq?us 

Dear Professor Hexter: 

' -·' ,~ 

As .inli.cated m previous corresporxlence with the University Senate Ccmnittee on 
Research, I am sending to you for your Camdttee's review arrl reaction a draft 
proposal prepared b.Y Dr. Linck, with sene staff assistance fran various irxlividuals 
as ooted on the attached nerorarrlum;- on how best- to~distri:bute the irrlirect--mst 
reoovery furxls that=tlle-1979 I.egislatllre.authorized be used by the University 
so as to .i.Irg?rove ~)Jity- to. attract noney fran sources other tban the State. 

The draft proposal, dated July 19, is presented for your review, reactions, arxl 
suggestions or other CXIlllEilts. Because we are anxious to get this matter resolved 
as quickly as possible, \\Uuld you please try to get your reactions arrl any sugges
tions m oo later than August 14. I realize this may be awkward for you becaUse 
of the fact of sumner schedules, but I hope that it does give you sufficient 
t.i.ne to study the proposal. I might add that it has heeD reviewed inforrcally 
with the acadanic ·deans, -arxl they are quite supportive of it. 

In addition, I am sen:ling to the Ccmnittee for your information arxl any possible 
cx:mnents, draft proposclls on three other matters pertaining to 1979 legislative 
Session outc:x:rres: distribution of travel :furrls; a proposal for the management of 
the matching :furxls reserve; arxl a proposed distribution of the general price level 
furxls awarded by the 1979 legislative Session. 

If you have specific cc:mnents -or questions,. .it might be easiest .... if you a>ntacted 
Dr. Linck directly -tipon his .return -fran a brief vacation. 'llianlcyou fo,r _ yotJ:J:" 
help arxl cooperation. 

COrdial~, /} ,/~ 
( -~ !J y /11r··/ ~f:C..;-

•. '!_,.u-

C. Peter Magra · 
President 

cc: Associate Vice..:.~ident A1 Linck, ACademic Affairs · ~:_ 
vP.fofessor Ri~ Bxrple,r;Chainnan, Senate COnsUltative,~Ccmnittee 

Enc: Draft Proposai-~for Distribution of Irxlirect COst ·Recovery E'urrls 
Draft Pro};oSal for Distribution of Travel Fun:1s 
Draft Proposal for Managem:mt of Matching Fun:1s Reserve 
Draft Proposal for Distribution of General Price Level· FUnds 
Vice President Linck's Man::>rarrlum to President Magrath arxl Vice 

Presidents, July 19, 1979 

CPM:cab 
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l_ ~ ~ fU UNIVERSITY OF M :NNESOTA Oifice of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 

TO: 

FRmt: 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

July 19, 1979 

President Nagrath and Vice Presidents 

A. J. Linck, Associate Vice President for Academic f
) . l(_ 

Affairsf1~ ~_[(,c{ 
SUBJECT: Four Proposals for Procedures for the Distribution of the Yndirect 

Cost Recovery Funds, the ~~tching Fund, the Supplies, Expense 
Equipment Increase from the Legislature and the Travel Fund. 

and 

On behalf of a ~r:1all 111vorking group" of eight individuals, Hr. :'reston, 
Mr. Grygar, Mr. Potami, Dean Ibele, Dean Staehle, Dr. Werntz and Dr. Roll, 
with staff assistance by Sarah Wasserman, we have met for extended periods 
over the past several weeks to prepare proposals for procedures for the 
distribution of Sl~vcra l fu::ds. lnvo 1 w~d are the 2. 5% indj rect cost recovery 
(ICR) fund an10unting to approximately $?.50,000 (~.-Jch year; the supply, 
expense and cquip;-;1ent fund (SEE) :1~nounting to $1t50,000 the first year 1-lj_th a 
carry fc..r:l·:.->cd of the sc,;~e :~;-.cunt plus ;;n inc·~.~:::se of $50,0~!0 in tb~ second 
year; the n,:.·:ly··:·,.?:'ropria.tod tr:1vel fui1d of $100>000 c;Jch :·~·':t· ;;;nd fi~::1lly 

the $50,000 alloc:ted from the Rand R proc:c:;s for ·~:!lchi:;:; fc.nds. The latter 
aDount is augm0nted by $25,GOO alr~ady in ti1e base for ~ecurring fu~ds for 
matching grants. Thus there is $875,000 to be distributed for use during the 
current academic year. 

Our recc~~cndation is that these four draft policies or procedures be 
rev1 ,~~,·,~d by COG 2:1d by tl1e CAO. I believe you are co,•:nit ted to have at least 
the Indircct Cost Recovery draft rEviewod by the Senate Co~nittce on Research. 
I am not sure ~at it is necessary for this co~~ittce to revi~w the other 
thTee policies ~ut tl12y ~ay wish to be infor~od a~out th~rn. Perhaps you will 
~>'2:1C: to sL;ne the fi'i!3l (j~-arts ;;;1d sc,.,e fut·ther c:cpla:1ation of tl1em with the 
Se;-.:~te Cor:snltative CoEmittee. 

In preparing the four policy proposals we ~ere guided by several assusp
ticns and obj~ctiv~s: 

1. Tll.st 1-~e li'ust use the aj)proprL-1ted fu'1t's ..;trictJ y P.(>::ording to legis
lative intent both as to what the Lc~islature ho?ed to accomplish 
with the funds and the li'anner in ~tich w2 accounted for their use. 
Particular reference is made here to the ICR 2nd to the travel funds. 

2. Ti12t 1-:e i::'JSt atteF,pt to take :inlo .~cc<:",lJilt other fu:lds siiT,ilar to the 
0:1CS for · .. \~11ich r()} ici.C.S ere bei_ng f~ra rtt-:.d SO th3t all funds could be 
used as ~isely as possible. 
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3. That the mission of the University is instruction and research and 
that these funds should be concentrated on units whose faculties 
and staffs directly carry out one or both of these mission areas. 

We recognize that by essentially excluding non-academic units and 
academic service units from these allocations, we indirectly and 
negatively affect the academic units themselves. He must assume 
that without additional funds many, if not all, of the non-academic 
units and the academic service units will have to reduce or elimi
nate some services or, in a limited number of instances where fees 
are involved, be forced to raise them to enable the units to balance 
their budgets. 

4. That while changes ~!:_ght be considered in the distribution of the 
funds in the second year of the biennium, the policies proposed are 
drafted essentially to cover the two-year period ending in June, 
1981. We note, hm.,rever, that the tentative plan for the budget 
preparation which will involve reallocation of resources is also 
for a two-year period but that that period includes the years 1980-81 
and 1981-82. In reviewing the proposals outlined here this fact 
may need to be considered. 

5. That insofar as possible the funds be allocated in large enough 
a-.·:ounts to 11c:iVC soi;<e L'[:'act on the ~-nstructional or research missio'1S 
they were ~cant to aid. We realize that this obj~ctive is subject to 
widely differ~nt int~rprctation depending on the ~~ture of the unit 
and the a~aunt allocated. 

He are recOTIL;'"!1t:'t1ding that the SEE funcls of $450,000 be allo.-:ated on a 
formula and -~(2_s:_~l-:Iing_ b3sis for the n2xt t'.vO years and t:l-:at no dc~cision be 
made now on the 2dditional $50,000 for the second year. f11e recoc~'endation for 
the allocation of $250,000 ICR discretionary fund is also for a fo1~ula dis
tribut::Lon \,·hich \,'e propose to be the sai'Ce in the first <:'ld Sh:C1nd y·~ar of the 
bi.-:;-111ium. The :~'atching fund, the lCR ar;d the travel F"'1·~S ;,t·c distributed as 
non-n'cnrring r:K;nies :>nd the policies rec...:;2;r:endcd are ~<'l. ]:, ·1 h y,:,,·:n·s of the 
bi.::"11ium. 

In addition to. the drafts of the four proc2Jurcs for the distribution of 
the funds, the \o.;Or~ing 6rOup wishes tO m2ke t \W sp2ci f :i C r•~co; "--,c;ndations: 

1. Ke ask t113t t~1e ?olici2s finally 2j)prcv2d be crc,·;,;~,L-red furtl1er as 
the "Institutional RC>s,_::;urce .\cquisition <'tnd .-"llocation ?lan11 is 
developed over the coming year. l~ile ~e took into account other 
funds sioilar in purpose to t:10se being ci ist riouted l1ere, r.:any un
answered questions remain which tirne did not permit us to consider 
thoroughly. For ex<'ot:nple, tht:re &re several ICR Allocatio~1s which are 
separate from the new 2.5% fu~d as can be seen in Exhibit VIII of 
the current budget plan (3ttachod). 
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2. Related to Recoilliilendation One above we specifically ask that the 
"Account 1415--Unassigned Research, Equipment and Development" and 
the funds noted in Exhibit VIII as "Su7rmary of Budget Allotments-
Indirect Cost Recoveries" be revh:,,·ed. For the 1415 account the 
review should consider the total amount in the account, the distribu-

.tion of the fund to the units listed, and particularly the omission 
of certain units such as colleges in the Health Sciences. 

One additional item of some importance was discussed, but the working 
group ,,·as not prepared to nake a recom..'Tlendation to you. '·!e discussed the 
possible use of some of the ICR fund for the stimulation of n:ore international 
grants and contracts. This would certainly be an appropriate use of some of 
the funds but the group Has reluctant to recommend an allocation "off the top" 
for this purpose. You may wish to reconsider this and/or encourage the 
Deans and Provosts to seriously consider i~ternational activities as worthy 
candidates along with research and instructional activities for the use of the 
ICR funds •. 

Attached are the draft proposals for the distribution of the 2.5% ICR, 
the Supplies, Expense and Equipment Funds, the Travel Fund and the Hatching 
Fund. 

The h1orking Group Hill be pleased to discuss these proposals ,.Jith you and 
any oth2r groups ~ho will te revjc~ing th2~, if you wish. 

:nf 
Enclosures 
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~ UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Law School 
c;;-'l.l ; .< TWIN CITIES · 285 Law Building 

Senate consultative Committee 
320 Millard Hall 
Campus 

Dear Colleagues: 

229 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2717 

September 13, 1979 

The University Committee on Biennial Request and 
Budget Review met on September 12 with the Budget Executive. 
Acting Vice President Linck and Vice Presidents Brown and 
French were all present. 

A copy of a memorandum from President Magrath to 
provosts, deans and directors, dated September 10, is enclosed 
for your reference. It spells out some elements of the budget
ing procedure for the forthcoming year. Your attention is 
particularly drawn to the period of university community 
consultation, which will be January 15 - February 15. Approxi
mately January 15, a series of documents will become available 
for review. These will include for each college and for each 
major service unit, the following items: 

A. The 1980-81 budget. 

B. Preliminary plans for the 1981-82 budget (we 
understand these to be fairly definitive). 

C. The items eligible for consideration for the 1981-83 
biennial request (we understand that there will be no separate 
solicitation of biennial request items) • 

D. A two-year capital improvement budget and a six-year 
tentative capital improvement plan. We will have approximately 
one month to review this wide range of major resource decisions, 
which will substantially guide the development of the University 
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through 1983. we will need to discuss a schedule and timetable 
for consideration of the documents by the appropriate Senate 
committees, coordination through UCBRBR, same form of public 
hearing, and final consultative recommendations by sec. 

We also reviewed two discussion drafts of budget planning 
assumptions and criteria which the Budget Executive will use. 
Revised versions of those are attached for your consideration. 
In our discussions, we emphasize that the inloading of extension 
instruction should not be increased until the Senate has had 
an opportunity to act on the Outreach document on November 1. 
we also expressed our concern that there must be an active and 
ongoing process of reallocation within the institution if it 
is to remain vital. To some extent major shifts will have to 
await the outcome of the formal planning process, and may not 
be realized until 1982 and later. Nevertheless there will be 
an ongoing process of reconsideration of priorities this time 
around. 

we should call your attention to some shifts in the 
criteria which will be used. The concept of 11 Centrality 11 has ...J 
been dropped and has been replaced by a statement on 11 essentiality11

• 

The committee will continue to monitor the progress of the Budget 
Executive. 

FLM:nrnv 

Sincerely yours, 

Fred L. Morrison 
Professor of Law 
Chairman, University Committee on 
Biennial Request and Budget Review 

Enclosure (N~ Th 1 
v.1..c: e enc osure, President Magrath's September 10 memo, 

has already been distributed to sac and is not reproduced again.) 
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~ ~f sec_ ~ ~~~; ~ 
Office of the President ~~ Jl1~ uc BRI?R ,~ • ....;t 
202 Morrill Hall U 

l5il UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

100 Church Street S.E. '<_f- r 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 f · · · 

September 10, 1979 

TO: Provosts 1 Deans 1 and Directors 

FRJM: C. Peter Magrath 

SUBJECI': OVerview of Planning/Budgeting/Biennial Request Processes 

At the August 28 breakfast meeting of the deans, I mentioned that I would 
send each of the collegiate and major support tmit heads a statement that 
outlined the procedures that I propose we follow in revising our planning, 
budgeting, and Biermial Request process. Such an overview follows here. 
Other nore detailed instructions and explanations will be sent to you in 
the next few weeks after they have been reviewed by the members of the Uni
versi ty CCmmi ttee on Biennial Request and Budget Review (UCBRBR) • You will 
also have an opportunity to discuss the procedures at the CAO meeting on 
September 18 and at the Deans' Retreat on Septanber 26. However, because 
I consider it essential that you meet with your faculties to discuss such 
matters over the next two nonths 1 I think it is i.rrp:>rtant that I i.nnediately 
review with you the process we have initiated and will continue to follow in 
the rronths ahead. 

PLANNING 

'Ihe nost recent phase of our current planning process cormenced with my 
June 8, 1979, letter to the provosts, deans, and directors. In that letter, 
I called upon each college and major support unit to prepare, as a first 
draft, a unit planning statement. 'Ihese plans have been submitted, and my 
colleagues and I have reviewed them. Furthe:rrrore, these plans are serving 
as the basis of a series of presidential conferences that are currently being 
held with each dean or unit head. At these sessions, I am joined by sane of 
my colleagues, and the deans, in turn, are encouraged to invite those adminis
trative and faculty associates who are nost directly involved in unit planning 
matters (e.g., departroent heads, collegiate planning officers, etc.~ to attend. 
As a result of these meetings, I will prepare a brief critique that will 1) be 
useful in a further refinerrent or redrafting of the unit's planning staterrent; 
2) signal my prel.im:i.na.ry impressions as to the prograrmatic directions and 
fiscal needs of each unit, and which needs might be addressed over the next 
biennium as well as in years beyond; and 3) request the Budget Executive to 
examine hew the fiscal and prograrmatic needs of the units might be met in ~ 
of inter- and intra-unit reallocation or through legislative and other sources 
over the 1980-83 period. In addition, these critiques will serve as the basis 
for an Institutional Statement of Goals, Objectives, and Priorities and an 
Institutional Resources Plan. Again, given that the planning statements and 
presidential sessions will direct eventual budget and Biermial Request decision 
making, it is imperative that your faculties understand and are involved in the 
developrent and refinement of the unit plans. 
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The Brown canmittee Report, which was developed last spring and received 
widespread endorsement, will serve as an additional and canplernentary basis 
for budget and Biennial Request decisions. One of the central recarrnenda
tions in the BrcMn Comni. ttee Report called for the appoini::rn:nt of a "Budget 
Executive," and I have endorsed that recx:mnendation by appointing the Vice 
Presidents for Academic Affairs, the Health Sciences, and Finance to carry 
out the duties of the Budget Executive. Forerost anong these responsibilities 
is that of overseeing the preparation of the budget for the next two years 
(1980-81 and 1981-82) and making recarrnendations to rre on budgetary matters. 
The ~-year sequence, which is a departure from our traditional annual pro
cess, is designed to allow the units mrud.mum flexibility in the management 
of their resources. 

FurtheJ:Itore, because IIDSt budgetary decisions are integrally tied to legis
lative funding oui:cat'es, I have also directed the Budget Executive to examine 
and make reccmre..."'ldations to me on the legislative request .i.nplications of the 
unit plans. Thus, the recarrnendations that errerge fran the Budget Executive 
will reflect the unit plans and my assessrrent of those plans by generating 
1) a budget for 1980-81; 2) a tentative budget plan for 1981-82; and 3) the 
basis for the 1981-83 legislative request for operations and maintenance, 
State Specials, and capital items. 

It is important to enphasize here that only t.."lose items that the Budget 
Executive reviews and reccmnends, and that I subsequently endorse, will be 
included in the 1981-83 Biennial Request. This represents a different pro
cedure than the open-ended and frequently criticized "wishlist" approach 
that has traditionally been followed in developing the University's legis
lative request. Ultimately, this ne;.; approach should result in a rrore 
realistic Biennial Request that is rrore closely tied to institutional and 
unit plans. It should also prove to be less tirre-constuning and frustrating 
for those faculty and administrators who are called upon to assist in the 
development of the legislative request items. 

In carrying out the above responsibilities, the Budget Executive will rreet 
with each support unit between October 15 and November 1 and with each 
collegiate unit between November 1 and December 15. A specific schedule of 
these meetings and instructions that will assist unit heads in preparing for 
t."'le discussions will be sent out later this rronth. Following the cx:mpletion 
of these sessions, I will examine the Budget Executive's recornnendations to 
insure t."lat they are consistent with my assessrrent of both unit and insti tu
tional plans and directions. From mid-January to mid-February, I will then 
review my tentative recamendations for the 1980-82 budgets and the salient 
features of the 1981-83 legislative request with the members of the University 
carmmi ty. The Board of Regents will examine and take action on these matters 
between February and April of next year. 
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CONSULTATION 

If the previously described process is to be successful, it Irn.JSt be under
stood and accepted by the University faculty and consultative groups. With 
this in mind, we have undertaken a number of efforts over the past year to 
increase faculty invol vercent in the planning process and the developnent of 
new budgeting and Biennial Request procedures. Unfortunately, much of the 
progress we have made in refining our approaches occurred over the surnrrer 
nonths when many faculty rrembers were not on campus or when it was difficult 
to convene the consultative groups. Thus, it is imperative that the provosts, 
deans, and directors make every effort to infonn their faculties of the re
vised planning, budgeting, and Biennial Request process and how the process 
will affect each unit. 

To facilitate this exchange, I have directed the Budget Executive to delay 
any meeting with the collegiate units until the beginning of November. '!his 
will allow the provosts, deans, and directors to meet with their faculties 
during the last half of September and the entire nonth of October. Further
nore, in my quarterly letter to the University ccmrrnmi ty, I will encourage 
faculty rre..rnbers who are interested in the revised process to contact their 
appropriate dean or unit head. Finally, a meeting with UCBRBR and an infonnal 
open discussion in the campus Club will also be scheduled during t."le next few 
weeks to further explain and review these important matters. 

A FrnAL NOI'E 

In one sense, the proposed planning, budgeting, and Biennial Request processes 
are separate and distinct from one another. At the sarre t.llre, there is an 
obvious interrelatedness that joins each of the phases. Moreover, as we con
tinue these and similar efforts in the years ahead, the entire process will 
becane a cyclical one that will, optimistically, allow us to prepare nore 
effectively for the difficult challenges that the 1980's will bring. The 
efforts we are presently engaged in consti b.lte a significant step towards that 
end. 

Finally, I have attached for your review a schedule that was prepared by the 
Budget Executive and that outlines key dates in the proposed process. 

~ 
CPM 

CPM:kb 

Enclosure: Schedule 

cc: University Vice Presidents 
Professor Richard Purple, Chairm3n, Senate Consultative Corrmittee 
Professor Fred M:lrrison, C."lainren, University Cornnittee on Biennial 

Request and Budget Review 
rr~. Duane Wilson, Secreta!y to the Board of Regents 
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Tentative 
Schedule 

September 17-24 

Septerrber 

September 

October 15 -
December 15 

Corrpletion 
December 31 

January 15 -
February 15 

Budget Executive Activity 

Review of criteria, assumptions, and plans of Budget 
Executive 

Initiation of Budget Executive Activity: 
Review of planning documents, particularly the sumnary 
for each unit by the President 1 s staff and the critique 
from the planning session. 

Budget Executive staff develops fonmat for budget 
meeting with unit administrator and associates which 
will include a surrmary of the significant proposals 
from the planning documents; implications for sources 
of funds and longer-range implications. 

Budget Review rreetings held with the outcarre of each 
meeting a tentative plan for: 

a. the 1980-81 budget 
b. preliminary plans for the 1981-82 budget 
c. list of possible 1981-83 Biennial Request items 
d. identification where possible of longer-range 

recarroendations subject to further review 
e. identification of all possible sources of funds 

to support prograrmatic plans 
f. coordination of capital request items with 

resource strategy and progranm3.tic plans 
g. develop a rrerrorandum of understanding concerning 

the 1980-82 budgets, the 1981 Biennial O&M and 
Capital Requests with each unit which is fully 
coordinated with the ~lanning process. The meno 
of understanding -would result from the budget plan 
for 1980-81; from the tentative budget plan for 
1981-82; from the items in the Biennial Request; 
and, from the tentative identification of longer
range issues. 

Preparation of documents resulting from the budget 
review rreetings (i terns a through g above) . 

Revie.v in University Cornnunity 

~ch, April, May Submission of documents by President to Regents 

July Final Action on 1980-81 Budget 

August Final Action on Biennial Request (1981) 

Interaction 
With-

UCBRBR, CAD 

President 1 s 
Planning Staff 
V. P. Stein 

Unit adminis
trators; 
Vice President 
Kegler 

President, 
Vice Presi
dents then 
UCBRBR, CAD, 
etc. 

Regents 

Regents 

Regents 
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DRAFT 
9/17/79 

FY81, FY82 Budget Planning Assumptions 

• Enrollments: Current estimates indicate a downward trend, in total, 

beginning in Fall, 1981. Therefore internal shifts will probably have to 

be managed largely by reallocation • 

• Inloading of extension instruction: There is no external impediment to 

inloading. Student credit hours are included in performance measures for 

the "Regular Instruction" Activity if the course is taught "in-load" and 

for credit, regardless of when the course is taught or the unit through 

which the student is registered. We plan to submit a status report and 

proposal for inloading in the 1981 appropriations process • 

• Inflation will continue at high rates and will constitute de facto retrench-

ment unless purchasing power is restored by appropriation or reallocation • 

• Allocable funds will be available from: 

-Appropriations; 

-Selective retrenchment in minimum amounts necessary for other essential 

needs; 

-A central reserve maintained for enrollment changes; 

-Faculty turnover within colleges for reallocation among departments. 

This should remain a college management resource where it can be best 

managed while central administration concentrates on allocation issues 

among the major units of the system; 

-Private funds largely for non-faculty position purposes but not excluding 

endowed funds for professorships when state support will not be required • 

• Service functions, academic and non-academic, will be critically reviewed 

for the possibility of self-support from fees for service, reduction in scope 

or discontinuance. 
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• Faculty on probationary appointment are not automatically excluded from con-

sideration for retrenchment. Any unit proposing such action, however, must 

follow the tenure regulations' provision for proper notice--scrupulously. 

Tenured faculty will be excluded from retrenchment • 

• Enrollment changes are not directly related to instructional costs • 

• Only instructional workload changes of substantial volume will be considered 

in the budget process. There will be no budget changes for minor volume 

changes or those which are short term and likely to be reversed. 
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Criteria for Sel~ctive Retrencr~ent 

and Reallocation Decisions 

9/13/7 9 

The Brown Committee Report on Reallocation which has been reviewed and adopted 

forming the basis for this budget process, addresses the issue as follows: 

Criteria 

An important lesson from the current retrenchment and reallocation 
exercise is that, while the other criteria were helpful in arriving at 
broad priority classifications, the concept of "centrality" is not suf
ficiently exclusive to provide any basis of choice. We believe that the 
discomfort with conducting budget readjustment in the absence of prear
ranged "criteria" has been caused by the absence of known planning 
decisions. Debate and resolution of the nature and uses of criteria 
belong in the planning process, not in the budgeting process. The 
problem is not entirely soluble until we have completed a planning 
cycle. There must be some confidence that the budget adjustment process 
will be informed by academic values and by the direction that institu
tional planning is taking. 

Nevertheless, the following statement of criteria will be employed in the 

coming process in the absence of specifics from the planning process. 

Es~entialitv: The extent to ~hich the function is essential to the mission of 
--- --------

the University itself or as it serves other essential internal functions. 

_Q_..Ja:Ji.!y_: The relative quality of the academic function -...•ithin its peer group. 

~~~ila~ility: The degree of substitute availability of the function outside or 

inside the University of Minnesota. 

supported projections of need/d~rnand; ~hether the need/deGa~d is state~ide, 

regional, national or international; the exist~nce of a legal or public 

mandate for the fu~ction. 

~~source :-:-.ar,age~.ent: \·;'":-,ether the function could be perfonned appropriately with 

fev:er resources. 

' 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 

202 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

July 19, 1979 

'ID: Rut.l-lerford Aris, Regents' Professor, Chemical Engineering arrl 
Materials Science 

Jeanne Lupton, Dean, General College 
Keith HcFarland, Dean, College of Hone Economics 
David Preston, Associate Vice President, Health Sciences 
Stznley Sahlstrom, Provost, University of Minnesota at Crookston 
::?rank Sorauf, Jr. , Professor, Political Science 
Ellen Stekert, Professor, English 
Constance Sullivan, Associate Professor, Spanish and Portuguese 
William Thomas, Assistant Vice President, Administration and Personnel 
Mil ton Weller, Professor and Head, Entorrology, Fisheries, and Wildlife 

Dear Colleagues: 

Both to my regret and pleasure, Robert Stein has accepted an invitation 
to becarre Dean of the Law School at the University of Minnesota rrost likely 
effective shortly after the end of this cal.endar year. This, of course, 
creates a vacancy in t.1.e position of Vice President for Adininistration and 
Planning, and I am anxious to rrove as quickly as possible to find a replace
rrent who can continue the outstanding work that Vice President Stein has done 
on rrany issues, and, most notably, on getting our planning efforts really 
rroving at this University. 

In consultation with the All-University Senate Consultative Comnittee, I 
would like to have you serve on a Search Contni ttee that would present to 
rre an unranked slate of five nam::s to be considered for this position. In 
addition to those receiving this letter, two students will be added as soon 
as the student chairperson for the Senate Consultative Camnittee forwards rre 
the names. Keith McFarland,· Dean of the College of .H<:lrre Economics, has agreed 
to chair the Search Corrmi ttee. 'Ib expecii te the search prcc-;ss , ar.d. ~::ocau.sc 
I believe this position can best be filled from within the Univei."Sity, the 
Search Cormli.ttee should operate under the following ground rules: 

1. The Ccmni.ttee should meet and get to work as quicJ<ly as possible (recog
nizing the special problem faced by S1..l!TII1'Er schedules) and present me with 
a slate of at least five naireS no later than November lr 1979. 

2. The search will be internal within the university of Minnesota. 

3. The Search Comnittee should reviev the files and narres that were generated 
by the last search for this position during 1977, which was conducted by 
the Senate Consultative Camtittee. Professor Rick l?urple, who now chairs 
sec, will be happy to turn over the files and material generated by that 
search process to your Search Ccmni. ttee. 
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4. The Chairperson of the Search Ccmnittee, Dean McFarland, will maintain 
liaison with Dean Lukennann who is chairing the search for a new Vice 
President for Academic Affairs, as it seems likely that sa:re names . 
might surface as FQSsibilities for b:>th FQsitions. 

After the narres have been turned in to me, the prospects will m:et a number 
of key people within the University, including the members of sec, so that 
additional perspectives can be brought into my final judgrrent on whom to select. 

My Executive Assistant, Diarma Fischer, will work with Dean ~arland in 
scheduling a rreeting as quickly as convenient of as many of us can be asserrbled 
to c.iscuss t.l1e search precess. I a'11 also cmtoning t·trs. Lillia.'1 ~·lilliams , Direc
tor of the Equal Opportunity Office, so that she can provide appropriate 
liaison with the Search Corrmittee on our affinnative action obligations in 
conducting such searches. I appreciate your taking tirre from your busy 
schedules and work obligations to assist rne and the University in cond.ucting 
a search for a rrost vital position. 

CPM:kb 

Cordially, 

e~ 
c. Peter Magrath 
President 

cc: Professor Richard Purple, Chainnan, Senate Consultative Carmittee 
Dean Fred Lukennann, College of Liberal Arts 
Mrs. Lillian Williarrs, Director, Equal Opportunity Office 
!vlrs. Dianna Fischer, Executive Assistant to the President 



' 

' 

' 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

The Honorable David ~1. Lebedoff 
Regent, University of Minnesota 
220 Morrill Hall 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Dear Regent Lebedoff: 

All Universit}' Senate Consultative Committee 
328 Millard Hall 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Telephone (612) 373- 3226 

July 23, 1979 

The Senate Consultative Committee has followed the contro
versy and repercussions stemming from the Minnesota Daily's 
year-ending publication of its special issue, the Daily Inquirer. 
We have not commented until now, feeling that the appropriate 
forums for resolving problems raised by the publication were 
operative and adequate. We frankly hoped that the statement 
and actions taken by the Board of Student Publications and the 
apology published by the Daily would satisfy most of the 
critics, and that individual expressions of outrage and public 
criticisms of the issue's propriety were sufficient. Indeed, 
these latter actions are the traditional avenues for debate 
in a society that has jealously protected the rights of free 
speech and due process as guaranteed by the First and Fourteenth 
Amendments. 

We are aware of the good intentions and heavy pressures 
and responsibilities that the Regents have both in representing 
the University to the public and in charting its course. From 
the first meeting of the ad hoc committee we also appreciate 
your desires to adopt a considerate approach to the present 
problem. We are, however, worried about the Board's ad hoc 
committee possibly taking overly hasty action at this time to 
investigate potential methods of controlling the Daily's future 
publications, no matter how well-intentioned the motlves. Some 
of the reasons for our concern and disquiet over possible conse
quences of precipitous Regential action are set out below but 
obviously they are spurred by a fear of censorship. In part 
these concerns are our observations, but only in part. We 
have consulted a number of very thoughtful faculty members 
who have impressive credentials in areas of academic freedom 
and First Amendment rights, and \·le believe our vie\vS are 
generally representative of the faculty and students as a 
whole. In addition to those who have already appeared, we 
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can identify for you Professors Paul Murphy (Professor of History), 
George Green (Associate Professor of History and President of 
the Twin Cities Chapter of A.A. U.P.), H. Eugene Mason (Professor 
of Philosophy), Donald Browne (Professor of Spe~ch Communication), 
George Hage (Professor of Journalism), c. Robert Morris (Professor 
of Law) and J. Edward Gerald (Professor Emeritus of Journalism} 
as faculty experts who might be invited, and who would be willing, 
to appear before your ad hoc committee to comment further if 
you so desire. 

First, the Regential action to appoint a sub-committee 
to investigate the governing structure, financial support and 
code of ethics of the Minnesota Daily was adopted in a forum 
in which the debate could only be described as condemnatory, 
and this has given rise to apprehensions. Appointment of 
the Regential sub-committee with a mandate to report in 
August gives the impression that the Regents may have for
saken faith in their presently delegated publisher in a rush 
to punish those they felt committed offenses. We feel that 
no matter how well-intentioned the motives of the sub-committee 
are, any judgments they render in August will have to be 
viewed by the University faculty, students and staff, as 
well as the general public, as being colored by the motive 
to punish--which in turn translates directly into the words 
"to censor"--the Minnesota Daily. It is our hope that the 
sub-committee will continue to listen carefully to the 
presently delegated publisher of the Daily, the Board of 
Student Publications. Their statement following the publi
cation of the Daily Inquirer indicates that your presently 
delegated publisher 1s operating with due process to under
take a continuing study of the same topics charged to the 
Regential sub-committee. 

Second, the precedent which may be set by the Board of 
Regents' action has consequences which could go far beyond the 
Minnesota Daily. In a collegial atmosphere, the tenets of academic 
freedom go hand in hand with First Amendment rights and freedom 
of the press. In the academic community our battles are over 
ideas, facts, hypotheses, words and opinions. No matter how 
popular or unpopular these may be, the one central, essential 
and precious right that sustains us is our freedom to express 
them. If expressions are considered to be a breach of ethics, 
due process mechanisms already in place are used. Otherwise, 
punishment comes not from censorship, but from equally free 
and open criticism. Disquieting as it may be to some, the 
basic tests of this fre'edom always come exactly, when rights 
to be outspokenly outrageous are challenged. If the 
Board of Regents can see fit to convene an ad hoc sub
committee·whose actions may be interpreted as punishing 
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the Daily for an unpopular stance, it obviously may do 
likewise when any member of the faculty, staff or student 
body publishes or speaks out on the side of an unpopular . . \ . 
1ssue. In short, the act1on taken by the Regents ra1ses 
the fear that they will intervene directly in other matters 
of free expression for which there are already delegated 
mechanisms to insure due process. 

Third, the issue of public financing versus the legal 
regulation of First and Fourteenth Amendment rights should 
be seen for what it is: a specious argument that masks the 
true issue--control of the press. The Minnesota Daily has 
a generally outstanding record of reflecting its basic con
stituency, the student body. Fee support by the students 
has been repeatedly shown to have a high priority. More 
generally, virtually every medium of public expression today 
receives one or another form of public subsidy--be it mailing 
rates which don't actually cover the real costs of mailing 
publications, or government granted and policed access to 
exclusive broadcast frequencies. The Daily cannot be singled 
out as an exception to this rule, except perhaps in that the 
base of its public support is more vulnerable than it is for 
other newspapers. We raise this specific concern because it 
appears to be typical of many side issues that have been 
brought up in the highly emotional atmosphere which has 
developed since the issuance of the Daily Inquirer. The 
central concern to us and to the Board of Regents should 
be the issue of avoiding censorship of the press. Any other 
possible grievances and remedies have to be evaluated in 
the light of consequential harm to free expression. That 
the Board of Regents may look into mechanisms of better 
management by their delegated publisher is not in dispute. 
But prosecution of their ordinary duties and responsibilities 
"requires that this be done carefully and in an orderly manner 
that avoids even the appearance of emotional, destructive 
impulses in the sensitive areas of academic freedom and 
due process. 

Fourth, the practical consequences of direct Regential 
action -bypassing the Board of Student Publications will be 
satisfactory to no one. We suspect those critics of the 
Daily who have not been satisfied to date will not be satis
fied with any action short of financial punishment, personal 
retributions and censorship. How else will it be possible 
to "guarantee" to them that the outrage will not occur again 
if there is not continual censorship? For those of us condi
tioned to free speech, any even half-way measures of disci
plinary actions are reprehensible if they are not a part of 
the due process mechanisms at the time the alleged offenses 
occured. In short, it appears to us that the sub-cqmmittee 
is being asked by external pressure groups to take repressive 
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actions. But repressive actions will not lead to any reso
lution of the problem, and the controversy will continue to 
fester. More likely, it will escalate and -the ~motional 
climate surrounding the publication of that one issue will 
disruptively color the entire academic environment of the 
University of Minnesota for the next year at least. 

If we are wrong, and the controversy isn't over that 
one issue of the Daily Inquirer but involves th~ editorial 
conduct of the Minnesota Daily more generally, then perhaps 
it is well someone says so directly and the debate may be
joined, for then we are dealing with very serious matters 
of academic freedom indeed: matters which should be debated 
fully and freely with all-encompassing respect to due process 
before any action is taken. 

The Consultative Committee recognizes the legal right 
of the Board of Regents to make changes (consistent with 
the Fourteenth Amendment's protection of due process} in 
their delegation of publisher rights and we repeat that we 
wish to voice our apprehensions in a spirit of trust and 
respe-ct. It is our recommendation that in the present 
atmosphere the ad hoc Regents' sub-committee has only one 
good alternative at this time: to take no action now except 
to consult with the Board of Student Publications arid to 
monitor their ongoing handling of the issue until the Board 
of Student Publications has reached its conclusions and 
proposals through due process and has passed those recom
mendations on. 

RLP/rnbp 

cc: Board of Regents Members 

Sincerely yours, 

~/.~ 
Richard L. Purple, Chairman, 
University Senate Consultative 

cornmi t.tee 

Senat~ Consultative Committee Members 
Members of faculty named herein 
President Magrath 
Jim Clark, Chair, Board of Student Publications 
Kate Stanley, Editor, Minnesota Daily 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 1 Office of the President 
202 Momll Hall 
100 Church Street s·.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Jt.me 11, 1979 

'IO: Professor Ellen Berscheid, Departrrent of Psychology 
Ms. Sue Boche, Student 
Mr. Jim Clark, Student 
Professor Margaret Davis, Head, Ecology and Behavioral Biology 
Professor Ed Foster, Associate Dean, College of Business Administration 
Professor Paul Gassman, Chairnan, Depart:rr.ent of Chemistry 
Professor Nils HasseLrro, Depa.rtrrent of Scandinavian 
Provost Robert Heller, University of Minnesota - Duluth 
Regents 1 Professor Leonid Hunlicz, Depart:rrent of Econanics 
Professor Eric Klinger, Departrrent of Psychology - !>brris 
Professor Fred Lukenrenn, Dean, College of Liberal Arts 
Ms. Chris M:)en, Chainnan, Civil Service Corrmi ttee 
Professor Ric.~ard Poppele, Depart:rr<=>....nt of Neurophysiology 
Professor Jarres Tarrmen, Dean, College of Agriculture 
Regents 1 Professor Richard Varco, Surgecy 
Vice President Frank Wilderson, Student Affairs 

Dear Colleagues: 

I am writing to enlist your assistance in the essential work of identifying 
a slate of at least five prospects from which I can select a new Vice Presi
dent for Academic Affairs to fill the pennanent position vacated with the 
departure of Dr. Heru:y Koffler for the Chancellorship of the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. Dr. Koffler will be leaving in early August and, 
in the interim period following his departure, Dr. A1 Linck, Associate Vice 
President for Academic P..ffairs, will se....rve as Acting Vice President for Academic 
Affairs. Although this provides excellent coverage for this rrost vital Uni
versity position, I am anxious that the search process nove as expeditiously 
as possible -- consistent with a national search. 

I have asked Dean Fred Lukennar.n of the C)llege of Liberal Arts to chair b.~e 
Search Conmittee. He has kindly agreed to do so despite the heavy pressures 
of his schedule. I have prepared a position description \vilich tries to cap
ture in a few short paragraphs the essence of this essential University Vice 
Presidency, but must erophasize that no decurrent or piece of paper can adequately 
surmerize what I believe vle are all see."'<ing: an outstanding and e.."'q)erienced 
individual with proven qualifications as an a,cademic administrator who can, con
currently, serve to enhance in direct ·and tangible ways the ft.mdarrental academic 
mission of our University. I intend to work closely with the nEM Academic Vice 
President, and intend that he or s...'"le play a crucial role, with rre, in the 
crucial plann:L.'1g, budgetary, and priority-setting decisions that challenge us 
in t.~e years ahead. In ardition, I retain a ftmdarrentally optimistic view of 
our University and believ2 that b.'1e ne:.rV Academic Vice President will have many 
creative opportunities to further our efforts at improving ourselves as an 
educational institution. 

; 
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You are all undoubtedly familiar with our University's strong corrmitrrent to 
aff.inrative action and equal opportunity. r-1s. Lillian Williams, the Director 
of the Equal Opportunity Office, is available for consultation with t.~e Search 
Ccmnittee, and by copy of this letter I am specifically requesting her to 
please contact Dean Lukenrann so that her views and advice can be given con
sideration. 

Finally, I am ready to meet with you just as soon as convenient. In fact, 
I have decided to schedule a meeting of the Search Conmittee on Thursday, 
June 21, 10:00 a.m. , in the Regents' Ro:>rn, 238 MJrrill Hall and apologize 
if this date is not convenient for all of you. It is essential that we get 
on as quiddy as possible with this inportant work. 

Please accept my sincere thanks for yollr willingness to assist rre and, rrore 
inportantly, the University of Minnesota in seeking outstanding prospects 
for the position of Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

CPM:kb 

C. Peter Magrath 
President 

cc: Ms. Lillian Williams, Director, Equal Opportunity Office 
Professor Mahrrood Zaidi, Cha.inran, Senate Consultative Conmittee, 1978-79 
Professor Richard Purple, Cha.inran, Senate Consultative Corrmittee, 1979-80 
Dr. Carol Pazandak, Assistant to the President-Designate 
Mr. Russ Tall, Director, University Relations 
University Vice Presidents 

Enc: Position Description 

.. " 
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VICE PRESIDENT FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 
(Position Description) 

With the appointment of Dr. Henry Koffler as Chancellor of the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst, the position of Vice President for Academic Affairs 
at the University of Minnesota is now being opened to a national search. 
After the President, the Academic Vice President is the leading officer of 
the University in terms of scope and breadth of responsibilities. This posi
tion includes direct line responsibility for the administration of all academic 
programs on the 'IWin Cities campus of the University of Minnesota (the largest 
single campus operation in the United States) with the exception of the Health 
Science prograrns that report directly to the Vice President for Health Sciences. 
In addition, the Vice President for Academic Affairs has supervisory responsi
bility over the academic prograrns of the four coordinate campuses of the 
University of Minnesota (Crookston, Duluth, M::>rris, and Waseca) and has direct 
supervisory responsibilities for all of the University's extension and agricul
tural research activities throughout the State of Minnesota. M::>roover, the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs has the responsibility for rraking recornrendations 
directly to the President on all faculty appointrnents and prorrotion and tenure -matters. 

Peyond these rrore fornal. or statutory responsibilities, the Vice President for 
Academic Affairs serves as one of t.'l-le key staff officers to the President and 
as Chief Executive Officer in the absence of the President. His or her execu
tive and staff responsibilities include the maintenance of the pr:i.rPary academic 
mission of the University. 'I'oday this responsibility is critically important as 
the University of Minnesota directs its efforts toward cornprehensi ve academic 
planning and the wise distribution and reallocation of resources during a period 
of budgetary strains and challenges. 

Although no job description can capture the essence of the responsibility and 
the possibilities inherent in creative leadership, t.'l-le Vice President for Acadellic 
Affairs at the University of Minnesota will work inti.rrately with the University 
President, providing leadership airred at maintaining and improving the educational 
programs of one of Arrerica' s rrost respected land-grant universities. To accanplish 
these broad objectives, the Academic Vice President must work closely with the 
University Senate, faculty and deans. In sum, the University of Minnesota seeks 
a person who can provide effective, principleq., and strong educational leadership 
from a position of great responsibility - and equally great opportunity. 

The University of Minnesota is an Equal Opportunity Employer 


