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Senate Planning Co~nittee : 
Plan for the Development of a Long- Range Plan 

for the University of Minnesota fo r the Year 2000 

INTRODUCTION 

The University of !1innesota, deeply concerned about the need for 
long-term planning , proposes a comprehensive approach to the 
development of a long-range academic plan aimed at the year 2000. 
The initial development of the long - term plan for the University 
will take place over a one and one-half year period co~mencing 
April, 1969. Among the tasks, characteristics, and assumptions 
of the endeavor are the following : 

1) Critical examination of the University's present-day goals 
and the means currently utilized to achieve them. 

2) Delineation of the ~ilieu anticipated for the University 
in the year 2000. 

3) Establishment of the general mission of the University in 
the year 2000. 

4) Description and recommendation of the systems appropriate 
to the fulfillment of that mission. 

5) Statement of projects and strategies to transform the 
University's existing system into an optimal system 
capable of meetin g the requirements and objectives of the 
turn of the century. 

6) Maximization and balancing of student, faculty, and 
administrative participation in the planning process through 
cooperative com~ittees, task forces, and informal consultation. 

7) Primary emphasis on qualitative~ normative, or goal-oriented 
plcinning as a prerequisite to effective concern with 
quantitative issues such as physical facilities. 

8) Recognition that the maf,nitude of the work to complete the 
plan obviates use of voluntary manpower as in the traditional 
committee assi gnment mode and thus requires subsidization to 
obtain the complete attention of student -·staff participants. 

9) Commitment to the postulate that long-range planning for 
the University must allow and maintain a high degree of 
flexibility in order that planning be a continuous process 
leaving wi d e options open for future generations of 
University citizens. 
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10) Allegiance to the assumption tha t only by shaping plans and 
procedures to contend with the exige n cies of the future 
will the University reali z e its potential ~reatness. 

Since the above summary is primarily a statement of minimum 
essentials involved in the University of Minnesota's proposal to 
develop a long - range academic plan, it is necessary to elaborate 
upon the points mentioned and to demonstrate the uniqueness of the 
Minnesota Plan as well as its applicability to other institutions. 

The chief characteristic of the planning approach envisioned here 
is what could be termed the planning of purpose. University 
leadership is determined to beg in, not with an extension of present 
goals, but with an assessment of future ~oals. This process, in 
effect ) constitutes a revaluation of all educational values. 
Purposive planning makes one see old thin~s differently and new 
things more readily. As the planning participants clarify distant 
goals and engage in other features of the process, it is anticipated 
that the stimulative effects of the enterprise will release 
substantial portions of the ener~y which is characteristic of any 
self - renewal or rededication. The impetus of the broadly-based 
participation thus will contribute to the very momentum required 
to move the University toward its chosen goals, not only because 
of the viz or released but also because of the participants' 
interest . in seeing their labors succeed . Planning in higher 
education too often has been typified by a ~onolithic quantitative 
approach which has prevented or subsumed a thorough examination 
of qualitative issues. Values, if discerned at all, have been bent 
to meet the demands of physical faciliti e s or have been stymied by 
rigid organizational structures. 

This shift of emphasis, however, should not be construed as a 
massive reaction to pr evious methods. While the ~innesota Plan 
restores the precedence in plannins to objectives , which place they 
rightly hold, it by no means seeks to eradicate application of 
quantitative methods. Instead it reco~nizes that the contribution 
of quantitative analysis will be enhanced considerably if that 
analysis is conducted in the light of explicit rather than implicit 
statements of objectives and activities. For example , various 
quantitative methods will be utilized to assess the implications 
of the objectives , with possible reshapin~ of the objectives in view 
of their implications. The University of I1innesota Plan includes 
efforts to improve and to mo d ify qua ntitative methodolo ~y for this 
purpose. Simulation models will be constructed in order to contend 
more rationally with the issues of stude nt enrollments , cost 
structures, resource allocation, manpower requirec ents, student 
mixes 1 etc. 

The initial target of the year 2000 indicates that the University 
of ~innesota is thinking on a tin e scale considerably beyond the 
usual middle - range plan of five or ten years. This target date is 
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sufficiently remote to free the study from the restraints of current 
systems, organization, educational processes ~ and the values of the 
hour, yet sufficiently close for pl~nners to perceive the broad 
outlines of the cultural forces influencing hi~her education, 
thereby making the exercise :relevant . To think in terms of the 
end of the century is to provide enormous perspective and, thus, to 
allow imagination an aQple horizon. 

In keeping with long traditi on at the University of ~innesota, this 
plan places central emphasis on the participatory process. The 
structure outlined below is built on the premise that all elements 
of the University be provided with the opportunity to articulate 
inputs and to contribute to the shape and substance of the plan. 
That joint e n t e rprises of this nature in prevailing institutions of 
higher education are uncommon is a point bordering on the self
evident. This proposal, then, represents not participation for its 
own sake but a collaboration which recognizes that every element has 
a special contribution to make and that each can also derive benefit 
from close interaction with other elements . 

Nor is the pa rticipation parochia l in its conception, a po1.n~ 
sufficiently demonstrated in the plan by the inclusion of symposia 
to be led by nationally -reco ~ni zed authorities whose function will 
be to provide a wi d e spectrum of opinion concerning the meaning 
and mission of higher educat i on. In addition , the University, 
mindful of the role it plays in state a nd local communities and 
cognizant of the contribution of these communities to its own 
well - being , intends to strengthen its external ties through 
consultation about the substa nce of the plan. 

Academic planning beco1nes nere intellectual calisthenics if it is 
not implemented . Th e r·-Iinnesota Plan as signs a pivotal task force 
the specific responsibility of develop ing systems and projects 
to put the plan into e ffect . Imp le~entation , in short, is a guide 
from the present to t h e futu~e. The Univ ersity is prepared to 
recognize that the projects eventually settled upon may lead to 
raJ ical d isplacement s in the orf.aniza tional structure . 

No less significant than pla n i mp l ement a tion is plan upkeep . Not 
infrequently in planning, the unpurdona ble error is ma de of taking 
an initial p lan as settling permanently the destiny of an 
institution. Obviously , however, any plan is based on numerous 
assumptions about the f uture that may or may not remain valid 
with the passage of time . The University of ~1innesota is genuinely 
aware that the planning process requires continual maintenance. 
In making its assumpt ions as e xplicit as possible , the University 
believes that revisio~ of the Pla n will be more readily facilitated 
whenever the introduction o f n ew i n formation warrants. The ends 
and means which will emerge from the t a sk contemplated here will 
require constant scrut i ny and re --e v aluation by the a c a demic 
community. That the significanc e of maintena nce has not gone 
unnoticed in this Plan can be seen in the fact that much of the 



lV 

second year of this nearly two year venture will be spent on 
elaboration of this very issue. It is a questionable plan that 
admits of no nodification. 

The various segments of the ~1innesota Plan linked to~ether provide 
a significant , vigorous> and sin~ular identity for the Plan and 
thus for the pronosal described here. ~dd to this so~e of the 
unique features of the ~niversity -- that it has an extraordinary 
state -~ide influence ~ that it has one of the lar~est student bodies 
in the Unite·l States, that it functions in the very midst of a 
lar~e ~etropolitan area, that it is the sole Ph.D.-granting 
institution in the State of Minnesota, that it emphasizes 
professional and gr~juate training while maintainin~ quality 
undergradu a te prosrailS -- and it becomes even More apparent that 
the Plan and the institution unite characteristics not duplicated 
elsewhere. 

These prelininary labors will ''ield a document of fornidable scope 
and variety. It is t he intent of the University of ~innesota 
to circulate this document f or possible use by other universities 
as they engage in the arrange~ent of their individual and 
collective destinies. The ti~e is not far away when most 
universities and colleges ~vill be formulating, either out of fear 
or conviction , plans of a similar nature. For these institutions 
to be able to draw on the exDerienc~ of the ' 'innesota Plan would 
constitute a n opportunity seidom a vailable, g iven present 
conditions in hi~her education in this country. It is clear 
that in confronting a setting so diverse) the · ~innesota Plan will 
surelv have applicability for a wide ran~e o f institutions. 

On the basis of careful study of ~ersonnel requirements and 
acco~panyin~ expenses to support a significant effort, the 
University asks for assistance in the amount of $230,000. 



Procedures for the Development of a Long- nange Plan 
for the University of Minnesota f or t he Year 2000 

I. Schematic Approach to Planning a Long-Range Plan. 

The components of a n effective long - range plan for the 
University of t1 innesota are (see Appendix D for a graphic 
summary) : 

A. The University at the Present Time. 

Tne initial step in a plannin~ process is to provide a 
sound description of the institution in its current state. 
There are three major categories which describe the existing 
nature of the University: the environment or milieu in 
which it f unctions ; the professed ~oals which it has : and 
the systems or -organizational structures which are the 
operational vehicles dealing with the environment and 
striving to reach the purposes set forth. 

1. As used in this context , environnent refers to the 
given external conditions which , relatively speaking, 
are beyond the control of the University : population , 
sta te and federal e c o nomic resources, state of 
technological develo pments, socia l factors , and so on. 

2. The objectives of the University are in part explicitly 
stated) a n d in par t must be inferred fron the 
University's opera tions. 

3. The University may be viewed as a system containing 
a great number of sub- systems. 

a. At the macr o l e vel, the University system possesses 
a variety of character istics, such as its 
~ultiple campuses , its common market relationships 
with othe r insitutions of higher education, and 
so forth. 

b . With in the Unive rsity , the r e are s maller sub
systems which have been established to accomplish 
specific goals. Colle giate, departmental, 
divisional, and administrative units exemplify some 
of the typical sub-systems. 

B. Environment in the Year 2000 . 

In the second phase of the d e velopment of a lon~ -range plan, 
the interest centers unon t he new environment in which the 
University will perfor~ its mission in t h e year 2000. As 
already indicated, the environment should be thou~ht of 
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as those conditions which are by and lar~e beyond the pale 
oi university ~ecision - m~kinz : international 1 societal, 
economic , .Jemo :=;raphic. It may be necessary to Dake 
a lternative sets of assumptions a.bout the year 2000 
environ.r.1ent. 

C. Objectives of the University in the Year 2000. 

ThirJ ly, in its lon~ -range plan the University mu s t clearly 
articulate the g oa ls it sets for itself for the year 2000 . 
So~e of these will be carried over unchangei from the 
present ~ others will be new ones or chan ~ed from present 
~oals in the light of anticipated conditions. 

D. Description of Systems Fequired to Meet the Objectives 
in the Year 2000. 

This task consists in the for~ulation of the University 
system and sub- systems Hhich, in some sense , ~,JOuld be 
optimal for ~eet ing the ~oals a~reed upon for the year 
2000. The distant tin e hori zon o f thi s plan dictates 
that the primary emphasis should be placed uron an 
elaboration of the University's macro - system and broad 
organizationa l structure , with secondary stress upon the 
detern ination of the Jiverse sub - syste~s. 

E. Projects ~equisite to Cha n ge the Present University 
System to the New University System f or the Year 2000 . 

Havins posited a ne!J syste~ for a ccomplishing the stated 
obj ectives for the year 2000, the long-range plan must 
provide t!J ..; speci fic pro j ec·ts v1hich v-d.ll transform the 
existing system into the desired system capab le of 
fun ctioning efficiently in the year 2000 . 

1 . A project is taken tc .r.1ean an action or series of 
actions aime1 at provijing necessary changes in the 
University system. For e xample, a project might be 
the addition of an organizational ~nit ; the deletion 
of a currentlv v iab l e or~ani z~tional unit 1 or the 
synthesis of several on -~oin~ sub ·· systeTYlS . A project 
description should include the resources in funds , 
personnel a nd physica l facilities r e quired to 
accomplish it. 

2. The development of these projects to change the 
confir urat ion of systems must a lso include a ti~etable 
indicatinr: the period in T·Jhich a P:i ven project should 
be undert aken in order th~t the intended University 
system be i~plemented by the year 20 00. 
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3. Since a substantial number of projects Hill be called 
for and resources will be limited; a priority screening 
arrangement will have to be rtevised to indicate the 
rank of the projects. 

II. Organization of the Planning Effort. 

Four major task forces and several other groups should be set 
up to engage in comprehensive studies of the aforementioned 
categories of the long- range plan (see Appendix C for a 
graphic summary): 

A. Executive Committee -- This co~mittee will serve as a 
control center and coordinating group for the lon~-range 
planning effort. It will consist of the Director of the 
Ye~r 2000 Plan, the chairnen of Task Forces A, B ~ C, the 
chain7tan of the Senate Planning Committee , the Director of 
Planning , and a student representative . 

B. Director of the Year 2000 Plan -- As a member of the 
Executive Com~ittee and Task Force D, this individual will 
direct and coordinate the actual execution of the long
range plan. This involves the coordination of 0 ~~k Forces 
A, B. and C in accordance with policies set by the 
Executive Comrnittee , and the drafting of the Year 2000 Plan 
within the guidelines established by Task Force D. 

c. Task Force A The University at present. 

D. Task Force B The environnent 1n the year 2000. 

E. Task Force c The objectives of the University 1n the 
year 2000. 

F . Task Force D -- iJeeded University systems for the year 2000. 
~his task force will also have the responsibility of 
evaluating and nerging the statements produced by Task 
Forces A, B, and C and preparing the final ~ear 2000 Plan. 
Task Force .J v.1ill be coT:"l.posed of the L:xecuti ve Coi!lini ttee 
and a nu~ber of additional persons to provide a broad base 
of representation. 

Note : Th e efforts of Task Force A, B, and C can 
proceed concurrently. A statement of the charGes to 
each of these croups a~pea~s in Appendix A. 

III. Procedural Steps for the nevelopment of the Long -Ran~e Plan. 

A. Briefing of Task Force ~embers. 

Once the task forces have been assembled, a half-day will be 
se·t aside in order to brief the members of the task forces 
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concernin~ th8 purpose of the long -range plan, the ~ode 
of action to be e~ployed, and the part to be played by 
eo.ch of the t a sk forces. It is L o.:perati ve , as these task 
forc e s unfold , that the n inut e s of each group be 
circulated to all of the groups. 

B. Symposium on the University of the Future. 

At an early stage after its inception 5 Task Force C will 
commission a series of position papers focussin s upon the 
ideal multi - university of the future, present-day 
e xperience witt multi-universities, e duca tional values and 
objectives for the coming decades, and the like. The papers 
will be proffered in a symposium for the purpose of exposing 
the task force members to a wide range of viewpoints 
rela ting to the educational ideals for which the University 
of the year 2000 should strive and to a critical assessment 
of the characteristics of current multi-universities. 
Persons requested to prepare these position papers will be 
from within and ~.J i thout the Univer sity . Open forUJ:JS will 
be built into the sympos ium so that citizens of the 
Universitv as well as individuals close to the nlanning 
process can have a n opportunity to react to the position 
papers. 

C. Retreat on Task Force ~e~orts. 

Following the co!npletion of the various papers commissioned 
by Task Forces A, B, ~nd C a nd of the task force reports 
themselves , a retreat will be he ld for a ll task force 
members and other appropr i ate persons to deliberate the 
findin~s anG reconmendations. The r e actions, criticisms ~ 
and suggestions emerrrin?.; from the r e treat will be used to 
assist Task Force D which is char3ed to make the final plan, 
includin3 making change s in the reports of Task Forces A, 
B, and C. Since a grea t nany documents will need to be 
exaL,ined a:1d discussed, this r<=treat should take place over 
a period of several days . 

D. Preparation of the Final Plan. 

With the close of the retre~t, t he r e sponsibility for the 
final long - ran~e planning document will fall to Task Force 
D, with the aid o f the J i rector of the Year 2000 Plan. 
Included within the purview of Task Force D will be a 
de linea tion of the ~aero - system for the year 200 0~ followed 
some time later by an examination of futur e sub- systems 
in ~reater de t a il . The formulation of the projects 
capable of moving the Un iversity ' s existing systems in the 
direction desired for the year 20 00 plus a procedure for 
screening the projects into priority cate ~ories will also 
be embraced by Task Force J. 
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IV. Ti~e Schedule for the Planning Process. 

The followin~ time schedule is based on the assumption that an 
initial version of the lon~-ran~e plan must be available 
by December · 1969. 

A. Winter Quarter, 1969 : completion of the plan fo~ the 
Year 2000 Plan and appointment of the task forces. 

B. April, 1969: orientation of task force members. 

C. May, 1369 : sy~posium on educational philosophy and 
objectives for the future. 

D. August, 1 9 69 : completion of reports by Task Forces A, B, 
and C. 

E. September~ 1969: retreat to discuss task force reports. 

F. Fall Qu~rter, 1969: preparation of the Ye ar 2000 Plan. 

G. December, 1969 : retreat by Task Force D to complete the 
preliminary lon8 -ran~e plannins document. 

H. January -- February 1970 : Appropriate circulation of the 
Year 2000 Plan draft a~d fi~al revision of preliminary 
version. 

I. Academic year 1970: co~pletion of the long-ran~e plan 
including treatment of specific sub-systems , projects to 
effect change, and consiJera tion of project priorities. 

1Tote: It cannot b e 2;-:)pha.sized enou.a l1 that planning 
must be a c ontinuous process in which ends and means 
undergo constant ~nd rigorous assess~ent. This bein~ 
the case, Task Force J is also cha~~ed with the 
responsibility of oroposing a framework for such a 
process includ i ng, f or example , a classification of 
the roles of the Senate Plannin~ Committee J the 
Planning 0ffice J and so on. 

V. Personnel and Funds Required for the Prep3ration of the 
Year 2000 Plan. 

If a reasonable anJ sound plan is to be developed, and deadlines 
are to be met, manpower and monetary needs must be filled as 
follovJS : 

A. Personnel 

l. Director of the Plan : L1ll -·time froTn April~ 19 6 9 to 
December, 1970. 
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2. Eleven faculty members , seve~ ~enbers of the 
Administration, and seven students on Task Forces 
A, B, and C: all half -time durin~ Sprin~ Quarter 
1969 and full-time during the sum~er of 1969, except 
several one-tenth ti~e on Task Force C. 

3. Four faculty members, four m~rnbers of the Administration, 
and two stuJ ents on Task Force D: full-time in Fall 
Quarter 1969 and half-ti~e during l£69-70. 

4. Four full-time secretaries April, 1969 to September, 
1969: two full-time secretaries October, 1969 to 
Dece;-_tber 1 19 7 0. 

5. Other professional and clerical assistance as 
necessary. 

B. Funds for salaries) symposium, and retreats. 

C. Physical facilities: office space for Director, Task 
Force chairmen:~ and secretaries. 

D. Supplies and materials. 

iJote . Detailed cost estimates appear in A::;pendix B 
to this report. 

VI. Participation of !1anifold Groups 1 n the Long-Range Process. 

~~lhile faculty , student, and staff participation is built into 
the modus ooerandi of the Year 2000 Plan structure, it is 
nevertheless:lncumbent upon the architects of the plan to 
provide the opportunity for even wider participation in the 
plannin~ process by relevant internal a nd external groups. In 
addition to the informa l consultation which will take place as 
Task Forces A, B, and C perforM their responsibilities, it is 
clear that form~l consultation should come at two points: 
(l) before the preliminary version of the plan is written, 
after the Task Force A, B) and C reports are in · (2) after 
Task Force ~ has prepared a jraft of the Year 2000 Plan. The 
groups should be asked to indicate how the substance of the 
reports compares with their own views of future operations for 
their units, and these responses can be additional inputs for 
Task Force ~ as it begins to prepare the l ong-rang e document 
and ds it prepares the final version of the plan. That these 
responses need not be binding upon Task Force D goes without 
saying , for the reason that one of the fundamental principles 
operative throughout these proceedings is the belief that the 
University plan ought not and cannot be the mere sum of the 
plans of the strategic s roups now making up the University 
system. 
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A. Internal groups to be consulted. 

l. The Board of Re gents 

2 . The c ampuses , colleges, and departments 

3. Council on Liberal Education 

4. Administrative units 

5. d SA and other student associations 

6. Educational Policy Com.rai ttee , Al~UP 

7. Other : Civil Service , etc. 

B, Lxternal ~roups to be consulted. 

l. State 0overn~ent 

a. State Planning Aeency 

b . HHEC C 

2. Other state institutions of h i 3her education 

3. Pre - college institutions 

4 . City plann i ng comhlissionsj n eighborhood organizations 

5. Alu:nni 
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APPENDIX A - TASK FO RCE CH\~GES 

Task Force [2 -· The University at Presen!_ 

I. General 

This task force is charged with the formulation of a 
descriptive and critical study of the attributes of the 
University of 1innesota at the present time. This systematic 
analysis will serve as a ooint of reference to facilitate 
the initiation and development of prorra~s anu systems 
related to the year 2000. 

II. Detailed Responsibilities 

Task Force A is specifically char~ed ~ .Ji th the following 
assignnents : 

A. Describe and categorize the present objectives of the 
University, distin~uishing between · explicitly stated 
objectives and inolicit objectives as seen throu~h the 
operations of sub -units of the University. 

B. Describe and analyze the present operational systems and 
organizational structures which are intended to meet 
the objectives, and assess how well the systems and 
organizational structures meet the objectives. 

C. Describe and assess the major elements of the environlllent 
bearing upon the University ' s growth today. 

III. Su~gestions for Study 

Task Force A will need to set up various study groups to 
examine a number of procedural-methodolo~ical oroblems and 
substantive issues. The followin~ list is illustrative of 
the questions to be studied: 

A. How does one cate~orize the objectives of the University? 
What are the component 9arts of society served by the 
University? 

B. What are the component parts of the University system? 
How well do they meet the objectives? 

C. What is the present demographic makeun of the University 
co~:1muni ty? 

~. What are the current admission and enrollment policies 
of the University's various units? 



-9 -

E. What are the current cost structures of higher education? 

F. t~Jhat is the effect of present federal and private fundin3 
programs on the objectives of the University? On the 
operations of the University? 

G. To what extent is the University system geared to 
individual self -development as compared with the 
economic and professional needs of society? 

H. To what extent do external accreditation and evaluation 
groups influence University pro~rans? 

I. Hhat are the University ' s current relations v.rith other 
public and private institutions of higher education in 
the state? 

J. What is the present condition of faculty governance? 

K. lvhat is the present role of the student body? 

L. How are priorities with respect to pro~ra~s , colleges, 
physical facilities~ faculty ~ students, and so on, 
handled in the dec is icn --makin~ process? 

IV. Ti~etable 

Task Force A will begin its deliberations in April, 1969, 
and must complete its work by the end of AufSust, 1969. 

V. Personnel ~eauirements 

Since Task Force A is concerned with the present and the 
recent past ~ it will be able to exact considerable staff 
assistance fro~ many of the existin~ agencies of the 
University : Jata Processing, Admissions and Records, 
Institutional Research , Dean of Students , etc. With this 
advantage ~ Task Force A can function with a modest 
membership size. Three faculty members, t':..JO members from 
the Administration, and two students will be sufficient. 
Additional persons will be required for the various study 
groups to be set up. 

Task Force B - The Environment 1n the Year 2000 

I. General 

This task force is char~ed with the formulation of a broad 
forecast of the nature , intensity, and interrelations of the 
pri~ary influences of the environment in the year 2000 
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bearing upon the University of I1innesota and hi~her education 
generally in the state. The forecast may need to be in the 
form of alternative statements of the future environment , 
acco1npanied by approximate probabilities for the likelihood 
for each alternate statement. This report will serve as an 
important foundation for Task Forces C and D. 

II. Detailed ~esponsibilitie s 

Task Force B is specifically char~ei with the followin~ 
assignments : 

A. Estimate the social and demographic forces which will be 
operative in the environment in the year 2000, 
extrapolatin~ fro~ the present as necessary. 

B. Estimate the economic forces which will be in effect in 
the year 2000 , particularly the costs of higher education 
and the support thereof. 

C. Esti~ate the prime features of the culture and the state 
of technological advance~ent (includi~ 1 educational 
technolo ~y ) and their import for the University in the 
year 2000. 

III. Suegestions for Study 

Task Force B will need to set up va rious study groups to 
examine a number of procedural-methodolo;ical problems and 
substantive issues. The following list is illustrative of 
the questions to be studied : 

A. lqhat will b e the demographic characteristics of the 
state population? 

B. What will b e the number of high school ~raduates in the 
year 2000? t ~at fraction cf these are likely to continue 
their education, a nd what fractions will go to the 
various units of hi gher education in '1innesota? 

C. To what extent and in what for~s will individuals of all 
a~es look toward higher education for self-realization 1 

including their vocational and p~ofessional needs? 

D. Wha t chan 3es in the value system of the environment are 
likely to occur , and what effects will these changes 
have on the University? 

E. What technolog ical changes are likely to provide 
opportunities and limitations for the University and in 
what areas (e.g. transportation, co~~unications , record
keeping , and so on)? 
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F , t"lhat Hill be the characteristics of the student sub
cult~re as between living in the greater metropolitan 
area or living in or near the University co~nunity? 

IV. Timetable 

Task Force B will begin its deliberations in April, 1969, 
and oust complete its work by the end of August, 1969. A 
preli~inary draft will be needed by July 15, 1969 J for 
use by Task Force C. 

V. Personnel Requirements 

Task Force B will be able to rely upon the services of 
numerous existing units of the University to provide 
supporting data and staff assistance. In view of this , 
Task Force B should be able to function effectively ~Jit~ 
three faculty members , two members fro~ the Ad~inistration, 
and two students. Additional persons will be required for 
the various study groups to be set up. 

Task Force C The Objectives of the University in the Year 2000 

I. General 

This task force is charf ed with the development of a general 
statement of the objectives of the University of Minnesota 
for the year 2000, Necessarily, these objectives must grow 
from a statement of present objectives and be appropriate 
for the year 2000 environment. But the year 2000 objectives 
should not be simple extrapolations from present objectives, 
nor should they completely acconmodate the new environment. 

II. Detailed Responsibilities 

Task Force C is specifically charged with the following 
assignments : 

A. To articulate those purposes unique to the University, 
those goals which are shared with other components of 
higher education, and those values which are shared 
with other elements of the society. 

B. To develop an explicit set of objectives for the year 
2000 for the University. 

III. Suggestions for Study 

Task Force C will need to set up various study groups to 
examine a number of procedural- methodological problems and 
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substantive issues. The following list is illustrative 
of the questions to be studied: 

A. What should be the functions of a comprehensive 
university? 

B. What is the proper role of the University in the 
systematic development and disseMination of knoHledge? 

C. What ought to be the University's objectives with regard 
to the intellectual ~aturation of young adults? 

J. t~at ought to be the University's objectives with 
regard to the continuing education of adults? 

E. What ought to be the relation of the University to 
business, industry, and coJRmerce? To other institutions 
of hi~her education? 

F. tJhat ought to be the responsibilities of the University 
in the education of school personnel and faculties 
of higher education? 

IV. Timetable 

Task Force C will begin its deliberations in April , 1969) 
and must complete its work by the end of Au~ust, 1969. It 
will receive a draft of Task Force B's report on the 
environment for the ye~r 2000 by the middle of July, 1969, 
to assist in the co~pletion of its own report. 

V. Personnel Requirements 

Task Force C will require a broad membership since it is 
concerned with future objectiva s· five faculty members, 
three members from the Ad~inistr~tionJ and three students. 
Owing to the essentially non- eMpirical nature of its 
assi ~nment j this task force may not need to set up many 
study groups but it will need very extensive communications 
with all the elen ents of the University comnunity. 

Task Force J - i!eeded University Systems for the Year 2000 

I. General 

This task force is charged with the formulation of the plan 
for the University of Minnesota for the year 2000. 
Development of this plan requires the completion of the work 
of Task Force A: The University at Present ~ Task Force B: 
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Environment in the Year 20 00 : and Task Force C: University 
Objectives for the Year 2000. 

II . Detailed Responsibilities 

Ta sk Force J is specifically cha r ged with the followin g 
a s signnents : 

A. Design in the University macro-system for meeting the 
year 2000 objectives in an effective (near optimal) 
manner. 

B. Design the main features of the University micro
system for meeting the year 2000 objectives in an 
effective (near optimal) manner. 

C. Develop a statement of the major projects required to 
transform the present University system into that 
required for the year 2000, including target dates for 
the commencement as well as the completion of such 
projects. 

D. Develop a priority screening system by which competing 
projects can be ranked according to their importance 
for being implemented at a given time. 

E. Develop a scheme for a continuing long-range planning 
process at the University. 

III. Suggestions for Study 

Task Force D will need to set up various study groups to 
examine a number of procedural-methodological problems and 
substantive issues. The following list is illustrative of 
the questions to be studied : 

A. What constitutes a valid methodology for determining 
optimal University size? 

B. What is an appropriate methodology to determine optimal 
minimum and maximum departme nt sizes? 

C. ~ill the departmental structure still be effective? 

D. What type of model of the University should be 
constructed to ascertain the effects of change 1n one 
sub-system upon other sub - systems? 

E. What are the advantages and disadvantages of a one
campus University vs. a multi-campus University? 
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F . What constitutes a satisfactory balance between 
centralization and decentralization in the multi
campus University? 

G. What constitutes an optimal student mix (graduate, 
upper division, lower division) in the University? 

IV. Timetable 

Task Force D cannot begin its deliberations until June, 1969 
when the other task forces complete their work. Completion 
dates for Task Force D assignments are as follows: 

Assignment 

Year 2000 macro-system 
Year 2000 key micro-systems 
Projects 
Priority screening system 
Continuing long-range planning 

process scheme 

V. Personnel Requirements 

Completion Date 

December, 1969 
June, 1970 
September, 1970 
December, 1970 

December, 1970 

Since the Development of the Year 2000 Plan requires 
concentrated effort by persons familiar with the entire 
planning process while at the same time a broad base of 
representation is desirable, the membership of Task Force D 
should be composed as follows: the Executive Co~mittee plus 
such persons as to achieve a repre sentation of four faculty 
members, four members f rom the Administration, and two 
students. 
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APPENDIX B: COST ESTIMATE FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE YEAR 2000 PLAN 

Task Forces ~' ~' and £ 
11 faculty members 

7 members of the Administration 

7 students 

Task Force D 

4 faculty members 

4 members of the Administration 

2 students 

Other 

Director of the Plan 

4 secretaries 

Supplies 

Retreat 

Symposium 

Physical Space 

Support of Study Groups 

Consulting groups 

Overhead 

Regular 
Monies 

$25 , 000 

$50,000 

$15 , 000 

$90,000 

Outside 
Monies 

$41,000 

$ 6,000 

$50,000 

$ 7,500 

$30,000 

$27,500 

$10,000 

$ 1,500 

$ 5,000 

$ 9,000 

$10,000 

$10,000 

$22 , 500 

$230,000 
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APPENDIX C 
ORGANIZATION FOR PLANNING: YEAR 2000 ~ 

Board of Regents § § § § § § § 

Regents' 
Long-Range 
Planning 
Committee 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

Student Senate 
Planning Central 

xxxxxiAlumnil Planning . . . . . . . ...... Adminis-Body XX Office committee tration 

. I . I . 
I . -- -- -- -

j . I . . I 
I 

Executive 
Commi ttee1' 

I 
I 

• I 

I I - - - - - jl- - - - - - - ~ .!. - - - - - - t1- - - - - - ,I 
Task Task Task Task 

Force Force Force Force 
A B c D# 

~ This diagram portrays only the internal organization proposed for 
the University. External relationships are referred to in the 
body of the text. 

§ Board of Regents 

Senate Planning Committee 

Central Administration 

Planning Office 

xxx Students and Alumni 

* The Director of the Year 2000 Plan will be responsible 
administratively to the University Director of Planning 

# Task Force D will be composed of the Executive Committee plus 
additional members. 
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APPENDIX ·D 

SCHEMATIC PLAN 
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