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1.  Discussion of Reallocation 
 
 The agenda of the meeting, Professor Ibele began, is the reallocation proposals and their 
implications.  In a general sense they follow from Academic Priorities and many Committee members 
have been involved in their formulation for several years. 
 
 General Discussion  One question which arose from the FCC meeting, Professor Ibele reported, 
was a concern about the reductions in central administration; it is the hope that those reductions are 
genuine savings and not simply moving expenses from one center of responsibility to another.  Dr. 
Hopkins agreed and explained that the money would come primarily from Senior Vice President 
Donhowe's units and that he--Mr. Donhowe--believes can be saved as result of quality management 
and improvement of services.  Funds will also come from the Office of the Vice President for Student 
Affairs as well as her own office, Dr. Hopkins reported. 
 
 Dr. Hopkins commented, as an aside, that she has been surprised at the extent to which the 
University passes costs through as a way of operation--instead of viewing things as common goods.  
One example is computing for students, which she said should be like the library. 
 
 In response to a question about a 10% cut in her budget, Dr. Hopkins said that in her case, 
because she is not now fully staffed, it will mean not hiring someone.  Things will not get worse; they 
just will not get as much better as she wishes they they could.  She did not believe that her office can 
provide full services to all units which report to it.  She noted that she also has funds in sequestered 
reserves, set aside for undergraduate education, and those will not be taxed in the reallocation process. 
 
 One Committee faculty member recalled a point made with Dr. Kuhi:  that the reallocation plan 
involved not only reductions but also redirecting and reshaping the University.  Although everyone 
would like more information about the entire plan, there is more known about the reductions than 
about the redirection of resources.  Much of that redirection will come in the Arts, Sciences, and 
Engineering; how will things be different as a result of this process on the basis of what is now 
known? 
 
 Dr. Hopkins began by explaining what had been asked of the colleges:  Where would 10% of 
the budget come from if they had to give up that much?  If the 10% could be retained, how would it be 
used to improve the college?  The responses to those questions were contained in the plans submitted 
by the colleges on December 15.  Many of the proposals, however, required action by other bodies 
before they could be implemented.  The result is that there are good plans, approved, which will be 
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implemented as things become possible.  There is a commitment to do things, and there may need to 
be consultation along the way in order to make plans to use reallocated funds to optimally improve the 
unit.  As a result, it is difficult to provide details at this point.  In the case of CLA, for instance, there 
are general areas where increased funds should be directed--but she is not going to determine how a 
new dean should spend the money.  No unit, however, will be provided funds and given carte blanche 
to spend them; plans will be in place and consultation and approval will be required. 
 The entire package, it was said by one faculty member, is a plan to redirect the University, to 
rechannel resources and make it look different in five years.  There is a responsibility, especially to 
those who have bear the pain and swallow the difficulties, to point out how things will be better as a 
result of these efforts.  How, for instance, will the experience for an undergraduate be better as a 
result? 
 
 CLA and IT  This, Dr. Hopkins observed, raises the question of outcomes--and those, at this 
time, are hard to determine but are being formulated.  There are problems in CLA and IT that can be 
corrected, for instance, and they bear upon outcomes.  CLA is extremely understaffed for the numbers 
of students it serves; what one expects will happen is that a large portion of the new funds for CLA 
will be invested in new faculty lines, in departments which have great needs, in order to provide more 
effective undergraduate education.  This does not mean faculty will be hired solely to teach 
undergraduates, but when the number of faculty are in better proportion to the students, she expects 
departments which receive faculty lines to explain, in a careful way, what they will improve.  If they 
cannot, they will not receive the funds.  At the same time, faculty and classroom teaching need to be 
supported better.  For example, field experiences in one department have been eliminated for lack of 
funds; this kind of problem needs to be remedied. 
 
 IT has a somewhat different set of problems; they have some faculty needs but there is also a 
disjuncture between where there are faculty and where there are students.  It also has problems with 
central services to students; their advising needs improvement, for example.  There are also needs for 
technician support and instructional equipment.  IT also has problems in research; it is nearly at a 
crisis point in the area of set-ups for new faculty and matches for grants.  Some of their funds will be 
directed to these areas. 
 
 Computing  One student member of the Committee said it was his understanding that the 
University is "under-computerized," by comparison with peer institutions, in terms of providing access 
for students.  How will this problem be addressed?  Dr. Hopkins responded that collegiate units, as 
they invest in undergraduate education, may choose to spend part of their funds on computing.  She 
also pointed out that one of the items in the system-wide initiatives is instructional equipment.  Dr. 
Hopkins expressed uncertainty about the extent to which the University lacks access to computing; 
graduate students, for instance, probably have better access than undergraduates.  There is also a great 
deal of computing equipment on the campus--but not generally available to students and not used to 
full capacity.  She said she was concerned about assessing a fee for computing, rather than funding it 
through tuition, because if one cannot afford the fee one cannot take a class which requires computing-
-something that would not be a problem if computing were generally available. 
 
 GC; the Liberal Education Task Force  Another student member of the Committee asked if the 
General College would be changed and would become the "central collection point for lower 
division," (it will not), if the increased funding for CLA will be used to help meet the 
recommendations of the Task Force on Liberal Education, (probably not), and if the reductions in the 
College of Education signal a move to graduate education for teachers.  Further, can the University 
guarantee that there will be sufficient communication about the goals of the plan such that those now 
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involved can understand them and make reasonable decisions? 
 
 Dr. Hopkins explained that the reduction in General College is related to the agreement with 
legislature to reduce enrollment.  General College had a target which has not yet been reached; it is 
still shrinking.  It now has 2,300 students; it will have 1,500.  It can, as a result, reduce expenditures 
by $500,000 without doing harm to its programs.  General College has also been among the most 
creative in re-focussing its mission.  It has a number of retirements coming and will be able to do a 
considerable amount of new hiring even after losing these funds; it will be able to diversify its faculty. 
 The mission of GC will be no different from what it is now; it will, however, serve its clientele better. 
 
 As for the recommendations of the Task Force on Liberal Education recommendations, the new 
funds proposed for CLA are based on its current mission; it needs probably double or triple the 
amount being provided to fulfill its existing responsibilities well.  To the extent that the Task Force 
asks CLA to do more than it is now expected to do, CLA should receive additional funding beyond the 
reallocated funds. 
 
 Education  Dr. Kvavik then explained that the changes in the College of Education are intended 
to move it more to graduate education.  Education itself has begun to change how teachers are trained. 
 Teachers will be expected to obtain a regular baccalaureate degree, such as in CLA; the fifth year 
would be the time of teacher training.  Professor Collins added that the post-baccalaureate training, of 
perhaps 15 months, would not necessarily entail a graduate degree; this is an avenue for teacher 
training which has not been available before and is an alternative to the teacher training offered by 
other institutions in the State.  Students could, however, move into a Master's program if they wish. 
 
 Whether or not those participating in the process will be able to determine what the outcomes 
will be, Dr. Hopkins observed, will depend in part on the consultative process and on the decisions by 
the colleges--as well as on actions by the Board of Regents and the legislature.  There are no fixed 
plans; units will explore options.  What everyone must bear in mind is that the goal is to improve the 
quality of education for undergraduates, for graduates, and to improve research.  One cannot tell, now, 
if all of this will work. 
 
 CEE  A faculty member next inquired about Continuing Education and Extension and where the 
savings will come from.  Has attention been given to possible further integration of CEE with 
"regular" coursework?  Occasionally students in CEE courses do not obtain the best instruction the 
University has to offer.  There are serious problems in this area, some of which bear directly on the 
relationship of the University to the State and the University's duties to its citizens.  Fundamental 
questions of the delivery of education have not been addressed in the plans. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik responded that the question has not been lost.  There will be, later this academic 
year, a review of CEE as well the Minnesota Extension Service.  One result should be a plan on how 
CEE is operating, the degree to which programs overlap, whether or not the University should have a 
strong presence in the downtown areas, and so on.  Dr. Allen commented that hours have been spent 
on this subject and that the vice presidents have strong feelings about CEE.  There are different 
cultures, different registration procedures, different credit transfer regulations.  He said there is 
agreement that the University must do a much better job of considering how these activities can be 
merged.  The University also needs to pay faculty in the Day School a decent salary so that they do not 
have to moonlight in CEE; there are also abuses occurring.  The University needs to rethink what the 
"day" consists of.   
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 Dr. Hopkins concurred that the issues will be addressed but pointed out that some faculty earn a 
lot of money teaching in CEE--a factor that will make it hard to change present practices.  The 
University also places no effective limit on how much a faculty member can teach; there will be a need 
for considerable faculty consultation on what a faculty load is and on the policy concerning 
differential loads.   
 
 She also observed that the University runs a summer school which is among the most 
unprofitable in the country.  Although not in the plan, summer schools should make a lot of money--
cash which can be invested in academic programs.  Summer instruction not only permits faculty to 
make extra money, it can also help meet student needs which cannot be provided for during the regular 
academic year.  To make money, she said, there must be a pool of flexible funds which can be 
invested when there is an opportunity to generate income.  If, for example, there is a demand for three 
more geology classes, they are offered--and classes which do not have sufficient enrollment are not 
offered. 
 
 Dr. Hopkins was next asked about the system-wide funds to be spent on minority recruitment 
and retention; is the focus on faculty rather than students?  Or both?  And how will those funds be 
spent?  Dr. Hopkins said she could not specify how money would be divided among the system-wide 
initiatives.  All the units which report to her included in their plans provisions for recruiting more 
minority faculty; to the extent there need to be faculty mortgages and so on, she has not been involved 
in the discussions.  But the college plans all include enhanced diversity of the faculty. 
 
 Another faculty member reflected that she is involved in teaching in a program which has broad 
community appeal.  Most of the people already have degrees and simply want to take the courses.  The 
University does not do well by these excellent students; it offers unique programs but often offers 
them at the convenience of the faculty--so people have to leave jobs in the middle of the day to attend. 
 The organizational separation of CEE and the Day school inhibits quality.  At at time when the 
University is "searching for uniqueness," there is an opportunity to improve course offerings to people, 
especially in technical areas. 
 
 Another faculty Committee member pointed out, with respect to Extension, that a graduate 
student makes the same amount as a TA--with a very light load--as he or she does with full 
instructional responsibility for an extension class.  The better graduate students would be more 
interested in teaching in CEE if there were a better balance in the compensation--increased pay for 
teaching a class.  Facilities for Extension courses are also a problem.  Another student member pointed 
out that there are, in addition, registration problems for CEE students vis-a-vis transferring credits. 
 
 Asked about the differences in culture and programs of CEE and the Extension Service, Dr. 
Allen said the Extension Service offerings are non-credit (mandated by federal regulations).  The 
clienteles, as a result, are quite different.  He also observed that there needs to be an examination of 
how the two organizations come together to help the University reach its various clienteles; one 
organization should be sufficient. 
 
 Dr. Hopkins cautioned that CEE is very responsible in trying to help the University achieve its 
goals.  What has happened is that resources are divided in such a way that no one is quite certain what 
is occurring and whether or not the most important missions are being served.  One example, Dr. 
Kvavik mentioned, is study abroad.  CEE does it, Student Affairs does it, CLA does it 
--when the overhead for these activities are added up, funds are being consumed in administration 
rather than being directed to programs.  A single operation, with a single access point, is needed; the 
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existing programs are quite good but as a whole the efforts don't make sense. 
 
 General Discussion  A faculty member recalled the exchange with Dr. Kuhi about delivery of 
services; what the University needs to do is make the faculty more effective.  This could take several 
forms, including direct training but also additional staff support (so, for instance, faculty don't have to 
manage grant budgets) and computer support (along with training on effective usage thereof).  Dr. 
Kvavik agreed with the proposition that there is far too much incompatibility in systems and said there 
would be an agressive strategy, under the new Chief Information Officer, for improvement in this area. 
 
 Also significantly underutilized, Dr. Allen commented, is telecommunications.  If there were 
fiber optic cables to high schools or other locations, for instance, the quality of education is not that 
different from sitting in the classroom.  This is a way that access could be provided to people without 
requiring them to come to the Twin Cities campus--and puts the faculty in front of people. 
 
 Waseca  Discussion next turned to the proposal to close the Waseca campus.  It was reported 
that the Student Senate Consultative Committee had discussed this proposal at considerable length and 
believes that the University needs to play a more active role with respect to the impact on the Waseca 
community if the campus is closed.  The University should support the community, it was said, 
including perhaps entering into an agreement with other systems.  The University has been an integral 
part of the community for many years and should support actions which would support Waseca--and it 
should make those actions public. 
 
 Dr. Allen responded.  He noted that he had shared the experiences of the President, in 
announcing the decision, and would try to reflect the President's views as well as his own.  He had also 
worked closely with the Acting Chancellor to develop the proposal for the campus which the President 
decided not to accept.  At this point the President has made a decision, he added, and he fully supports 
that decision.  This was not, as the President has said, an easy decision to make. 
 
 His own experience in working with this issue, Dr. Allen related, has driven home for him the 
conclusion that the State has no choice but to look seriously at the structure and organization of higher 
education in Minnesota.  The President and others believe that there is a need for a blue ribbon task 
force to look at these issues.  If each system starts making decisions in the absence of such a task 
force, in the end higher education may not be located and structured the way it should be for the 1990s 
and beyond.   
 
 The original goal in Minnesota was to bring an institution of higher education within 35 miles 
of the majority of the people of the State--which is why there are 64 institutions in Minnesota.  Dr. 
Allen said he did not believe the State could any longer afford to meet this goal. 
 
 The University was faced with the need to make decisions about priorities and programs--not 
only about access but also about quality.  Meeting priorities requires money.  The proposal from 
Waseca was to eliminate the administrative costs of the campus by bringing them into the College of 
Agriculture.  They estimated this would result in savings of about $1.1 million.  Doing so, however, 
would not serve students at Waseca or on the Twin Cities campus as well as at present.  As the 
President examined the data on costs, enrollment, completion rates, and the nature of the student body, 
he reached the decision he did.  Considering the core programs of the University, and all the other 
things the University does, one has to raise questions about the role of the University in two-year 
programs.   
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 Dr. Allen said one thing he regretted is that closing the campus may represent a major step away 
from agricultural programs by the University; the majority--with the exception of a few technical 
colleges--are offered by this institution.  These programs have been focussed on the University; he 
said he was uneasy because if higher education is not better coordinated the programs will "be 
dribbled all over the State," which would be a mistake. 
 
 The questions that will come up will have to do with the programs at Waseca and about how 
UMW can continue to be a part of the University--and if not, what will it be and what role can the 
University play.  There will continue to be meetings internally and with people in Waseca to address 
them. 
 
 Dr. Allen was asked how the University differentiated, on the basis of educational principles, 
between Waseca and Crookston.  He pointed out that one dissimilarity is that the majority of students 
at Crookston do not major in agriculture; 60% transfer into other four-year liberal arts programs.  
Another factor is the distance involved and the role of the University at a campus 300 miles away--as 
compared to the 85 miles to Waseca.  The President has also made it clear that if Crookston envisages 
its future as in two-year programs, it too will likely encounter difficulties in continuing as part of the 
University.   
 
 One of the student Committee members queried Dr. Allen about the different things he had said 
about closing the campus.  Dr. Allen repeated that he supported the President's decision.  The larger 
question is where and how techical agricultural programs would be in the State; the Waseca campus 
can be a part of them, but not as part of the University of Minnesota.  What will happen after the 
projected 1992 closing date, Dr. Allen was asked?  That date, he said, is one reason he wants to see a 
blue ribbon task force get to work; whether or not Waseca will remain a campus cannot now be 
determined. 
 
 Dr. Hopkins was asked if her role would be affected as Crookston moves toward baccalaureate 
programs.  Although her title and responsibilities are for the Twin Cities campus, she said, she would 
work with the campus--as she does now.  Is there a plan to extend the fiber optic link to Crookston in 
order to rely on telecommunications for the delivery of education?  Dr. Allen said it is being explored. 
 
 Waseca prides itself on field experiences, one student noted apropos Dr. Hopkins' earlier 
comment on the matter; how can the University take this away?  Dr. Allen said it comes down to 
enrollment, cost, and the University's mission; it is not that the administration wants to take away 
experiences for students but rather than the most effective use of dollars.  No one feels good about the 
decision, but the University has to address quality--something missing for thousands of students. 
 
 Has the administration considered the option of turning Waseca over to the State Universities or 
the Community College system, Dr. Allen was asked.  That has been discussed, he said, which is 
another reason they are pressing for a blue ribbon task force.  Another followed up by asking about a 
straight trade, Waseca for the Rochester campus, since Rochester wants a four-year degree program?  
Dr. Hopkins pointed out that reallocation is within the University; its purpose is to free up funds for 
use elsewhere.  Any trade will not free up funds and will not help CLA or IT teach its students better. 
 
 Dr. Allen was asked if the University felt any obligation to minimize the effect on the Waseca 
community if the campus is closed.  He said the President's commitment to students and employees 
sets a philosophical tone and includes  doing whatever can be done to assist the community. 
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 The notion of a blue ribbon task force envisions a role that HECB should have, it was 
contended by one student:  It should tell the systems what they should be doing instead of the reverse. 
 It would be appropriate to have it direct what occurs in higher education programs rather than be a 
paper tiger.  Dr. Allen responded that he has described to others what he calls the "Minnesota Model": 
  It is very resistant to direction.  As a consequence, there are a lot of independent activities.  HECB 
was carrying out a mandate to provide higher education to people within 35 miles; what is now being 
said is that that model is no longer satisfactory.  One alternative proposal is an area education system; 
all systems would offer courses through a campus of one of the systems, perhaps in part through 
telecommunications.  Programs should not be frozen to one physical location. 
 
 CLA  Attention was turned to the recipient of the largest amount of funds, CLA; one faculty 
member of the Committee asked if there were any signs, through internal reallocation of funds, that 
would warrant the additional investment of millions of dollars.  The "Agenda for Action" has been 
developed but there has been no action or decision; what is the administration seeing?  Dr. Hopkins 
reminded the Committee that "Agenda for Action" was not originally intended to be part of 
reallocation but rather to rationalize the college's activities.  It is only a first step; it is progressing 
through the decision-making process of the College.  Some of it has been put into effect; others are 
being negotiated by the Dean.  Dr. Hopkins repeated that the colleges will have to demonstrate that 
they have reallocated or they will not receive new money.  She assured the Committee on this point; 
"this is not a game.  We're going to be very serious about this."  Dr. Allen concurred and told the 
Committee that "we have to hold each other to this, that we are going to change this University.  You 
and us.  We're not going to just talk about it." 
 
 There is very little in the reallocation document, it was said, which provides for reporting the 
effects of reallocation.  There must be as much coverage of the reporting, and what has happened as a 
result, as there is of reallocation.  Dr. Kvavik commented that the deans are preparing documents for 
each of the colleges which will contain more specific actions--things which can more readily be 
identified as having been achieved. 
 
 General Discussion  Dr. Hopkins promised, in response to a request from Professor Ibele, to try 
to get to the Committee the details of the college statements as soon as possible.  Support from the 
Committees, seen as essential, will be more easily obtained when the details are available. 
 
 It seems to be the objective, in reallocation, to shuffle funds, it was maintained by one 
Committee member, and the administration will look to see if the colleges have done so.  Rather than 
telling the colleges what their tasks are, providing them the funds, and then trying to measure if they 
are performing, they are told to "go and improve quality and now we're going to look to see if you've 
done anything."  This is an invitation to creative accounting, it was argued.  The colleges have to do 
something; "it is not that hard to rename things and shuffle money around--and things are business as 
usual."  Departments are very creative in the way they do things. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik said he had seen some of the college documents.  They are not "smoke and mirrors," 
he said; there are concrete changes being proposed.  It is also difficult to reallocate dollars to other 
colleges through creative accounting.  Further, he said, the vice presidents can detect smoke and 
mirrors, although there is always the danger of that happening.  If it does occur, then the 
administration will have failed.  Dr. Hopkins added that there is one purpose to all of this:  
improvement of quality.  One can differ on what this might mean, but one can tell where the money is 
going.  The administration will need all of the help it can get from the faculty--and the students should 
tell the University if it is not delivering. 
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 Asked about the $8.8 million rescission proposed by Governor Carlson, Dr. Hopkins noted that 
the University has not been assessed yet; the legislature must approve the proposal.  If it is, for 1990-
91 the funds will come from the reserves. 
 
 Returning to an earlier point, Dr. Allen observed that it is widely perceived, outside of higher 
education, "that we never change a thing."  When the University makes a big announcement that it has 
made a 2% reallocation, most people are unimpressed.  But the 2% last year was only a part of what 
was actually reallocated; the trouble is that the University has never taken the trouble to document 
them all.  One such change occurs every time a job is filled.  Not only must the University think about 
changing itself, but also about communicating with the public that it is a dynamic institution involved 
in change. 
 
 There was additional discussion about Waseca, and the number of students who enroll in 
courses who are not full time students.  Touched upon in the exchange was the appropriateness and 
desirability of the University offering remedial course work.  Dr. Allen commented that the vision of 
the University does not include remedial courses. 
 
 Dr. Allen said there is a serious data question in Minnesota; when 22% of a cohort is lost, where 
do they go?  It is relatively clear at Morris, but not so at Waseca or on the Twin Cities campus.  One 
Committee member said there have been such data problems for a long time and they must be solved.  
Another inquired about the possibility of obtaining data on instructional costs vis-a-vis personnel 
involved; this is easier at a teaching institution than at a research institution, Dr. Allen pointed out, 
although it is not impossible.  These data are important in making decisions about campuses, it was 
observed. 
 
 Tuition  With the withdrawal of the University's legislative request, one student member 
inquired, what justification is there for a tuition increase for the next two years?  Dr. Kvavik pointed 
out that tuition is based on a formula related to instructional costs.  What could drive up tuition is the 
decreasing size of the student body--fewer students to pay the instructional costs.  Dr. Allen agreed, 
however, that there would probably not be significant tuition increases if there is no additional money. 
 Dr. Hopkins also commented that tuition has not been discussed by the administration; the University 
remains hopeful that the legislature will appropriate funds for salary increases, which would increase 
instructional costs (and thereby tuition).  Further, Dr. Allen noted, the legislature set the ratio of 1/3 of 
instructional costs to be paid through tuition--and the legislature could change that ratio. 
 
 One Committee member suggested that anyone who opposes a particular change which would 
free up funds for reallocation should also be obligated to identify which units which will not receive 
the additional funds. 
 
 Professor Ibele expressed warm thanks to the three administrators for taking the time to meet 
with Committee and complimented them on the work they had put into the reallocation plan. 
 
 Professor Ibele then asked the Committee how it wished to proceed, noting that additional 
information may not be available before the Regents' open forum.  Committee members agreed to be 
available for a special meeting call, before the open forum, if the information becomes available.   
 It was said by one of the student members of the Committee that they--the students--do not have 
much trouble supporting the reallocation of funds to units scheduled to received increases but they are 
troubled about where the cuts are being made.  One of the faculty members responded that "you 
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cannot have one without the other."  Professor Shapiro reported that Mr. Donhowe had told the 
Finance and Planning Committee that if any major portion of this plan is to survive, it has to be the 
whole package; if we start chipping away at it, "forget the whole thing for the next twenty or thirty 
years."  Other faculty members generally agreed; if two or three big items are "rejected by the faculty, 
the whole plan would lose credibility.  All the good things would go, because if you could be so stupid 
about those three things, you could not have been too quick about all the good things." 
 
 KUOM  There was brief discussion of the history of KUOM; one Committee member said that 
it had permitted the opportunity to achieve excellence to slip through its fingers many years ago.  
Another maintained that it had been "nickel and dimed" so much that there was little of it left--and it 
had a difficult time obtaining support.  One student member said he thought a college setting should 
include a radio station that would be integrated with the student community; if anything is to be done 
with KUOM students should be given an opportunity to broadcast to students.  Another Committee 
member said KUOM has known for several years that it had to improve--and very little has happened. 
 There have been excellent programs on KUOM, it was agreed. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 


