
l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

614 Social Sciences 

9:30 

10:30 -
12:00 

267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

Thursday, July 28, 1983 
624 Campus Club 

9:30 - 12:00 

1. Approval of Minutes of June 2 and June 16. 
Corrections are enclosed. 

2. Report of the Student Consultative Committee Chair. 

3. Report of the SCC Chair. 

4. Reports from the July Regents' Meetings: 

Burt Sundquist-

Irwin Rubenstein--

5. Review of Planning Outcomes and Procedures During 1983-84. 

6. Report of Discussion with Vice President Bohen. 

7. Faculty Legislative Liaison. 

8. Policies Concerning the Review of Academic Administrators. 

9. Consolidating Existing Senate Policies. 

10. Scheduling an August Meeting with President Magrath. 

11. Conversation with Vice President Keller. 

See agenda on separate sheet. 
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Agenda for the Senate Consultative Committee's 
Meeting with Vice President Keller 

July 28, 1983 
10:30 - 12:00 
624 Campus Club 

1. The Budget and the Planning Process. 

2. Faculty Merit Salary Allocations. 

3. Use of the Special Equity-Retention Fund. 

4. New Plan for the Use of Indirect Cost Recovery Funds. 

5. Graduate Tuition Changes. 

6. Senate Policy on Major Administrative Searches. 

7. Administrative Remodeling and Improvements. 

NOTE: For all except item #4 above, sec members will see further 
details in enclosed letter to Vice President Keller. 
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MINUTES APPROVED 8/23/83 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 
July 28, 1983 

624 Campus Club 
9:40 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

Members present: V. Fredricks, P. Freier, C. Farrell, J. Howe, Chairperson, 
J. Iverson, M. Mattson, J. Merwin, I. Rubenstein, P. Schulte, S. Singer, 
W. D. Spring, D. Stuthman, W. B. Sundquist, J. Turner. 

Guests: Vice President Keller, Richard Bale, Carol P.azandak, Maureen Smith. 

Professor Howe called the meeting to order at 9:40 a.m. 

1. The minutes of June 2 and June 16 were approved with the corrections 
previously distributed. 

2. Additions to agenda. John Turner, special budget request. 

3. Report of the Student Chair. Student SCC has elected Paul Schulte 
and Scott Singer as co-chairs. The written report was distributed. 

4. Report of the Chair. John Howe. 

A. There will be an August sec meeting. 

B. Professor Howe asked SCC members to call him with agenda items 
and to keep him and one another apprised of significant events in their respective 
parts of the University. 

C. Howe proposed and SCC confirmed the nomination of Professor Robert 
Pepin (Physics) to be the fourth faculty member on the President's Student 
Behavior Review Panel. The Panel's staff had requested a fourth faculty member. 

D. Four documents are available for circulation among SCC members: 

(1) Lilly Task Force Report, Draft Two; 

(2) Consent Decree: the new collection of complaints for declaratory 
relief; 

(3) The tuition and budget plans approved by Regents at their 
July meeting; 

(4) Summaries of the college planning decisions. 

E. John Howe was one among the many citizens representing various 
constituencies to testify in late June before the Andersen Commission on 
Higher Education. 
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F. 1984 Capital Request. John Howe has requested consultation with 
Vice President Kegler even if the request is essentially a resubmission of 
items requested but not approved by the last legislative session. 

Professor Turner noted that the President is on record as having agreed 
this spring that the faculty salary request which was not achieved in full 
would continue to take precedence over all other kinds of requests. 

SCC instructed Professor Howe to assemble about three people each from 
the Phys~ Plant and Space Allocation, Finance, and Consultative Committees 
to examine the capital request with V. P. Kegler. SCC is interested in whether 
official University priorities have remained constant, particularly regarding 
Smith Hall renovation. 

G. As per instructions from the June 16 meeting, SCC has asked the 
Senate Committee on International Education to look into the administration's 
neglect of the Senate policy on all-University international agreements, and 
to report back to the sec. 

H. President Magrath has provisionally joined the University to the 
National Council on International Research and Manpower. Professor Turner 
will talk with the International Education Committee which has requested 
being consulted. They will make an independent recommendation to the President, 
as have the Committees on Research, Educational Policy, and the SCC. Item 
goes to the Senate in November. 

5. Senate Budget Subcommittee business. (New subcommittee is not yet 
constituted and Professor Turner asked SCC to act in its stead.) 

SCC member Julie Iverson, an organizer for the annual student leadership 
fall retreat has requested a $200 appropriation to assist the sec's four 
coordinate campus student members to attend. 

Professor Turner moved the Senate budget provide these funds on a one-time 
basis. He later amended his motion to specify that the $200 is to be divided 
equally among the four coordinate campus student sec members. 

sec members are persuaded that the retreat provides valuable experieuce. 
They hope the coordinate campuses will pay for next year's funding for their 
delegates. SCC should write the other campuses, after Ms. Iverson reports 
following the retreat, encouraging their future support. 

The motion to fund was carried without dissent. 

Turner announced that the Senate Budget Subcommittee will be composed 
of himself, Howe, Mattson, Singer, Schulte, and Farrell and, ex officio, 
Marilee Ward. 

6. Reports from July Regents meetings. 

SCC members Sundquist, Howe and Rubenstein summarized agenda items from 
the meetings they monitored. Professor Howe had been asked to and did address 
the Regents Faculty and Staff Affairs Committee on behalf of the SCC in favor 
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of the merit-only distribution plan for faculty salary increases, as a 
balance to UMEA representatives who explained their opposition. 

Professor Rubenstein remarked that he has lost some confidence in the 
planning process as a result of the Regents decision concerning the F.I.R.E. 
Center. He fears other groups will now feel encouraged to lobby the Regents 
for reversal of planning decisions. 

7. Senate Finance Committee Chairmanship. John Howe proposed and the 
SCC moved and \Toted without dissent to approve Professor Irwin Rubenstein as 
1983-84 SFC chairperson. 

8. The remaining items of the sec agenda will be carried over to an 
August meeting. 

SCC CONVERSATION WITH VICE PRESIDENT KELLER (10:40-1:00) 

1. Sroate policy on major administrative searches: the selection ·process for 
the Deputy Vice President for the Institute of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Home Economics (IAFHE). 

Professor Howe explained that SCC's concern is that established policies 
andprocedures be followed more consistently. The Senate-approved policy of 
1980 calls for searches for major administrative officers, including President, 
vice presidents, the IAFHE deputy vice president, and several others as specified. 

(In this case, a search was not conducted. Instead, the positions of 
Director of the Agricultural Experiment Stations and Deputy Vice President 
of the Institute were combined, and the incumbent Experiment Stations Director, 
Richard Sauer, was named to the combined position.) 

Vice President Keller distributed copies of three documents: (1) a list 
of meetings in which he participated regarding the College of Agriculture 
Deanship and the Deputy Vice Presidency; (2) Keller's July 1 letter to President 
Magrath~th his recommended solution; and (3) President Magrath's July 1 
letter to the Regents conveying the same recommendation. 

The Vice President summarized the circumstances and events which led 
him to make his recommendations: 

- The long-serving search committee for Dean of the College of 
Agriculture still did not have a nominee/candidate agreeable to 
them and felt the search suffered from the structure of the positions; 

- The College of Agric. faculty believed the Ag. deanship and the Institute 
directorship should be held by the same person; 

- The people in the Colleges of Home Economics and of Forestry held the contrary 
view; 

- Vice President Keller met with several consultant groups and recommended 
an alternative structural solution which was subsequently adopted; 
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- Mail response to that proposal supported it in principle; 

- University Attorney's office and Equal Opportunity Officer Lillian 
Williams stated that a search is not required to fill a combined 
position. 

The proposed solution was therefore found to be legal and acceptable, and was 
a solution as well which would greatly speed up the process of obtaining a new 
Agriculture Dean. 

On June 24 Vice President Keller met with consultative groups jointly. 
He told the sec in summary that he had focused in his consultation on the unit 
he saw as being the most affected by any decision. He acknowledged he had 
overlooked the Consultative Committee's role in consultation. 

Professor Sundquist described the nature of the June 24 meeting as an 
announcement and not a consultation. 

SCC members made it plain they believe Dr. Sauer to be an able and strong 
man holding this important combined position. However, they argued against 
the mechanics of the process. The questioned the decision not to hold a search 
for the new joint position, and also asked if the new structure would be a 
good thing whoever might occupy the position. 

V. P. Keller explained he did not favor threatening the position of a 
valued University administrator (Sauer) by opening a search. A search does 
not have an absolute value, he said, and counters the possibility of developing 
and elevating internal employees and of cultivating loyalty. 

The new arrangement gives the Institute's three deans control over their 
0190 budgets as well as 0300, and adds to their jobs the titles of Associate 
Director of the Experiment Station for Agriculture, Forestry, and Home Economics, 
respectively. They will control the micromanagement of the experiment stations. 

Professors Howe and Merwin asserted that it is very important, if and when 
there are to be exceptions to policy, that they be announced, that proper 
consultation take place, and that the instances in which the University will 
do so be made clear. Professor Turner added the faculty can have rather 
crucial input, through search committees, in the identification of good 
leadership. 

2. Administrative Remodeling and Improvements. 

At issue is the recently-announced $207,000 remodelling of Vice President 
Vanselow's Morrill Hall office suite. Professor Howe told Vice President 
Keller that many in the University were surprised, even appalled, at the cost 
cftreproject and the unfortunate timing. 

Vice President Keller said Vice Presider.t Vanselow was working in an 
office in which it was impossible to function because of layout and traffic 
pattern. He spoke of the outrageous cos~s of physical work such as moving 
walls. The money to do what looked necessary shocks all of us, he said. He 
pointed out that several people share the suite of offices and that the costs 
apply to the entire suite. 
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The Vice President for Finance and the President made the decision on 
the project and reported it to the Budget Executive. The Budget Executive 
approved the project and the funding from temporary investment monies. The 
decision was a "judgment call." Keller noted that legislators this year voted 
$19 million for renovation of the capitol including $150,000 per legislative 
office. 

Viae President Vanselow does have a comfortable but very small office in 
the Hospitals which is used by a stream of people. Professor Howe said it would 
be hard to overestimate the costs to the University in the community. In the 
front page Minneapolis Star & Tribune story, little fact except the dollar 
figures was correct, noted the vice president. 

Keller concluded by saying, "I think we could have done it better." 

3. Monitoring the Faculty Merit Salary Allocations. 

Vice President Keller said Academic Affairs is "eyeballing" each recommended 
increase before approving it, and has raised questions on about a dozen. 

He distributed copies of a memorandum from Rick Heydinger to the Academic 
Affairs staff (7/12/83) listing the many correlations which are to be developed 
regarding how the merit increases are used. Departments are complaining about 
the extra work required of them for monitoring. 

Professor Howe volunteered the SCC to coordinate consultation between 
V. P. Keller and various interested Senate committees. Academic Affairs is 
receiving a number of requests for information from interested individuals and 
groups. 

4. The Use of the Special Merit/Retention Fund. 

Vice President Keller told sec he sought advice on the use of the $900,000 
appropriation. He would like to make the decisions on the bases of distri
bution before the end of summer. He is inclined to divide the sum into three 
equal pots, as he described at an earlier sec meeting: 

(a) for individual retention cases; 

(b) for merit associated with individual programs or departments; 

(c) to meet market competition in certain fields. 

The meeting discussed each in turn. 

(a) Individual retention cases. This $300,000 will be available to draw 
on throughout the biennium until it is exhausted. Awards would be made on 
recommendation and financial commitment of the department, the dean, and the 
vice president. Department and college would have to contribute from 
their own budgets to a retention increase. 

(b) Merit associated with particular programs or departments. All deans 
wouldbe asked to nominate their outstanding departments or programs and submit 
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supporting evidence. Keller proposes to bring the set of nominations to the 
SCC. Between 10 and 15 departments and programs would be recognized and 
rewarded as being the highest ranking in the University. Each would be 
awarded $500 to $1000 per faculty member, but no uniform distribution would 
be prescribed to the departments. 

sec members asked if the faculty who would receive these bonuses were 
likely to be already better paid. Keller replied that there are no University 
departments so well paid today relative to their peers at other institutions 
as to persuade us to award relative merit or equity increases instead of pure 
merit increases. 

The Vice President said we want to make tangible our regard for these top 
departments and their professors. We recognize some cohesive element to the 
department, but we do not distribute the reward across-the-board. He would 
expect that over a period of a few years other departments would rise to gain 
a place on the list. We could choose to give from this pot to a larger number 
of departments and make the award to each smaller. 

(c) Market competition. In certain fields the non-education market 
competes for our faculty. Many universities have in recent years given supple
ments to various units such as management, the physical sciences, and law. 
Nearly all Big Ten universities have sought special appropriations for this 
purpose. Minnesota is now suffering because other universities are offering 
the bigger salaries. The University has the data that identify which departments 
present these attraction and retention problems. The discrepancy in Engineering 
in worst and has grown over the last ten years. 

sec memberS expressed COnCern With the "multiplier effect, II (some faculty 
members being in two or even all three of the above categories), with the fact 
that small departments and coordinate campuses would be hard put to break into 
the highest ranks, and with the sense that category (b) turns out to be the 
same thing as category (a). 

Professor Spring argued that not to reward liberal arts academicians 
equitably serves as a disincentive to gifted undergraduates who are about to 
chart their life course. The comparisons made between liberal arts 
faculty salaries and extra-university management salaries (for purposes of 
estimating market-place comparisons) are not accurate, he said. While Vice 
President Keller said that not to assist the sciences and engineering departments 
is to insure that they will decline, Professor Howe said the same is exactly 
true for not rewarding the liberal arts. However, Keller said, the differences 
in average salaries between CLA and IT are not extreme. In Engineering, we 
cannot hire a starting assistant professor for less than $28-30,000. We must 
try in turn to be fair to the veterans in the same departments. 

Professor Spring said salary differentials have always obtained. What 
upsets people in the liberal arts is the mechanism now to build in the differ
entials. Keller reminded sec that the University applied an equity differential 
in salary adjustments a few years ago. Now it will apply a new differential 
to meet market conditions. Regarding the overall distribution, he said the 
administration's first priority has been an appropriate salary increase for 
everyone; only above that are we taking money to address these other needs. 

Keller mentioned that he hoped to accumulate a similar fund for disburse
ment in succeeding biennia. 
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Professor Howe will appoint a balanced small group representing the 
Faculty Affairs Committee, Finance, and SCC, to meet with Vice President Keller 
regarding the allocation of these special monies. The item will then be on 
SCC's agenda with Vice President Keller in August. 

5. Graduate tuition charges. Discussion will be at the August meeting. 
In addition to the data from Dave Berg there will be several other pieces of 
background material distributed to sec members. 

6. Indirect Cost Recovery Fund: New plan for its use. 

Vice President Keller told SCC that the Governor and the Legislature have 
agreed to apply a fixed offset regarding the University's indirect cost recovery 
funds. Indirect cost allowances in grants generate $17 million a year of which 
approximately $4 million is used in direct grant administration. The Governor 
has set about $11.9 million as the maximum the state will use to offset appro
priations. The University can keep whatever it generates above that. If the 
University doesn't recover indirect cost monies equal to the $11.9 million, 
the University will have to cover the difference. On the other hand, there is 
now an incentive to try to generate more. 

Collegiate units' O&M budgets will from now on show how much indirect 
cost recovery money they have generated. The University will keep a fraction 
centrally for (1) a buffer and (2) to assist worthy central projects such as 
the Libraries, and distribute the remaining bonus to the colleges or departments 
in proportion to the amount they generated. 

The plan will be submitted to the Regents for information in August and 
for action in September. SCC will get copies. 

John Howe requested that Academic Affairs send a copy as well to the 
Senate Research Committee. 

The meeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, SCC Executive Assistant 



l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Tel.: (612)373-4867 (temp.); 373-3226 

July 20, 1983 

Report of the Chairperson for the SCC meeting of July 28 

1. President's Student Behavior Review Panel. 

Nomination of Robert Pepin of Physics and Astronomy as a fourth 
faculty member. 

2. Lilly Task Force Report. 

Availability of Second Draft for circulation, though not yet 
for general distribution. 

3. Recently Filed Rajender Complaints. 

Availability for circulation, though not for general distribution. 

4. Tuition and Budget Plans as Approved by Board of Regents at their 
July Heeting. 

Availability for Circulation. 

5. Summaries of College Planning Decisions. 

Availability for Circulation. 

6. Testimony by John Howe before the Andersen Commission on Higher Education. 

Copy in SCC Circulating File. 

7. August Meeting with V. P. Kegler per 1984 Capital Request. 

8. International Education: University's International Exchange Agreements. 

See the attached letter to Professor Karen Olness, Chairperson 
of the Senate Committee on International Education. 

9. Comments of John Howe Concerning Merit Salaries Before the Regents' 
Faculty and Staff Affairs Committee. 

10. Update on the University's Participation in the National Council on 
International Research and Manpower. See the relevant correspondence 
in the SCC Circulating File. 

11. Fall Quarter Review of the Tenure Code. 



lm UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Minnesota Student Association 
TWIN CITIES 240 Coffman Memorial Union 

300 Washington Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2414 

Report of the Student Co-Chair for the July 28 Meeting of SCC 

A. As the title suggests, correctly, the student members of the SCC 
elected two co-chairs after the most eloquent of pleas from the out
going chair, Dave Lenander, The two co-chairs for 1983-84 are Paul 
Schulte and Scott Singer. The most visible sign of this arrangement 
will be the alternation of reports to the Committee, I get the pleasure 
to give the first report under this arrangement, 

B. The proposed slate of students for the President's Student Behavior 
Review Panel are David Dahlgren, Ann DeGroot, Daniel Holte, and Rose 
Johnson, If an additional faculty member was requested to ease sched
uling problems, would not the addition of an additional student member, 
while attempting to preserve the previous ratio on the Panel, be desir
able? I believe that we could propose an additional member easily, 

c. The proposed nominee to fill up All-University Honors is Brett 
Chilvers, 

D. My predecessor, Dave Lenander, is heading up the task force that 
is currently revising the Student Senate Constitution, We will need 
to call a Student Senate for the November meeting date if the task 
force is successful in completing its work, 

E. Both co-chairs are particularly intrigued in the upcoming Tenure 
Code Revisions and hope to add some reasonable comments to the what
is-sure-to-be furious debate, 

F. I would like to end my initial report on this same note of reason 
and cooperation which pervades the sec and its work, at least from 
the few meetings I was priveleged to attend from my last year's ser
vice on the SFC. I hope that in this coming year the SCC and all of 
its members may continue this fine tradition, 

Respectfully submitted, 
Paul Schulte 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Vice President Kenneth Keller 
Office of Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 

614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 

· Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
' Telephone ( 612) 373-3226 

July 21, 1983 

We look forward to our meeting with you next Thursday, 
and are appreciative that you can meet with us as early as 
10:30. We'll all be hungry by noon and ready to stop. 

The agenda, as you can see, is long and somewhat daunting. 
We'll need to use our time efficiently, so I'll try to keep us 
moving along. All are issues of rather immediate importance. 
Several we'll want to discuss with the President later on, but 
in his absence we now bring them to you. In the list below 
I've suggested generally what's on our minds concerning each 
issue, though other points may of course arise. "Your" item 
may seem a bit overwhelmed, but we'll certainly give it the 
necessary time. If you have additional items, please let me 
know. 

1. The Budget and Planning Process. Now that the Regents 
have acted, we'd appreciate some comments from you on the final 
budget outcome. Mostly we're concerned with how closely the 
final budget decisions mirror the planning decisions. Secondly, 
we have an ongoing interest in the actual implementation of 
the planning decisions during the coming year. We wonder how 
all the non-programmatic retrenchment dollars will be changed 
into programmatic dollars, and how we will "track" the decisions. 
And we're uncertain what the status is of college plans that 
have been significantly changed, such as CLA's. This second 
point we'll probably want to hold over for a full discussion, 
but we thought we'd keep it visible here. 

2. Faculty Merit Salary Allocations. Our concerns here 
are several. We'd like information on the kinds of analysis 
that will be made on the merit salary outcomes and the infor
mation that you will gather concerning the procedures and 
criteria used in the colleges to determine merit allocations. 
When they are available, we'd like the opportunity to discuss 
them with you. 
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3. Use of the Special Equity-Retention Fund. Here we'd 
like a better understanding of the several ways in which these 
funds will be used. Specifically, we wonder what procedures 
and criteria will be used in allocating them, and when the 
decisions will be made. 

4. New Plan for the Use of Indirect Cost Recovery Funds. 
This oneis yours! 

5. Graduate Tuition Charges. There is a great deal of 
concern about the financial consequences for students and the 
impact on graduate recruitment of the two recent changes in 
graduate tuition: a) the cost-based tuition increase, and 
b) the thesis-credit charge. We wonder what the consequences 
are likely to be and how the two changes are related. 

6. Senate Policy on Major Administrative Searches. We 
are very much concerned that Senate policy concerning the use 
of searches and consultation with the sec has not been followed 
in the recent appointment of a new Deputy Vice President for 
Agriculture. A copy of the policy is attached. 

7. Administrative Remodeling and Improvements. There is 
considerable unhappiness among faculty and students concerning 
both the dollar cost and the timing of recent remodeling 
projects. We wonder how such decisions are made, how projects 
are funded, and whether there are others now pending? 

c: President Magrath 
sec members 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Is/ 

John Howe, Chairperson, 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2033 

August 1, 1983 

TO: The Honorable Charles H. Casey 
The Honorable William B. Dosland 
The Honorable Willis K. Drake 
The Honorable Erwin L. Goldfine 
The Honorable Wally Hilke 
The Honorable Lauris Krenik 
The Honorable David M. Lebedoff 
The Honorable Verne E. Long 
The Honorable Charles F. McGuiggan 
The Honorable Wenda W. Moore 
The Honorable David K. Roe 
The Honorable Mary T. Schertler 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

In submitting the Budget Plan for 1983-84, we indicated that we would bring 
forward a proposal for the future treatment of indirect cost recove~_y_!_1:1nds. In the 
past, the Board has indicated its interest in optiiilTzln-g the use of those funds both 
as an incentive to faculty members to apply for and obtain outside funding and as a 
stimulus to the research activities that increase our success in obtaining such 
funding. A change in the State's treatment of indirect cost recovery in the 1983-85 
biennium provides us with an opportunity to make some substantial progress in this 
direction. In the past, the University has been required to estimate fairly closely 
the amount of indirect cost recovery expected in connection with federal grants 
and this amount has been an offset against our State appropriation. However, in 
the last session the Governor recommended and the Legislature agreed that the 
offset would be set at a fixed level for future years and any a.mo11nt which the 
University recovers over and above that figure will be available for internal uses. 
Of course, if we do not recover the amounts specified for the offset, we would 
have to deal with the shortfall. 

To take advantage of this new situation, we propose the following plan. At 
the end of each fiscal year (beginning in 1983-84) the proportion of the total 
indirect cost recovery generated by each collegiate unit will be calculated and the 
excess indirect cost recovery (the amount over $11.9M, which is the required 
legislative offset) will be determined. One-third of the excess indirect cost 
recovery will be distributed to the colleges in proportion to the fraction of total 
indirect cost recovery that they were responsible for generating. The remaining 

. two-thirds will be retained centrally but used only for purposes which have the 
effect of stimulating research at the University. An appropriate portion of the 
money made available to the central administration at the end of the first year will 
be set aside as a contingency fund to protect us against the need to tax colleges in 
the future should we encounter a shortfall in indirect cost recovery. 
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The approach to the further distribution of the funds made available to 
individual colleges will be left to the governance structure of the colleges 
themselves. In certain cases, the amounts made available will be so small that 
distributing them among departments would obviate the possibility of using them 
effectively to stimulate research. Other colleges are likely to receive substantial 
amounts of money and it would make sense to distribute all or a large part of it to 
individual departments on the basis of their proportionate contribution to the 
generation of these funds. The dean and faculty of the individual colleges are in 
the best position to make this determination. 

While the one-third/two-thirds distribution proposed here appears to us to be 
reasonable as a starting point, particularly in view of the need to develop a 
contingency fund, this plan does not preclude changes in that proportion when and 
if the funds generated through indirect cost recovery increase. 

Finally, I would like to point out that this plan has been discussed with the 
Senate Consultative Committee and with our Deans. Both groups believe that it 
represents an important step forward and are very much in support of it. 

The plan will be before you for information at the August meeting of the 
Board and for action in September. Of course, I will be happy to answer any 
questions you may have with respect to it either at the August meeting or in the 
period following it. 

KHK:irne 

cc: Dr. C. Peter Magrath, President 
University Vice Presidents 

Sincerely yours, 

Kenneth H. Keller 
Vice President 

Mr. StephenS. Dunham, General Counsel 
Mr. Duane A. Wilson, Secretary to the Board of Regents 

"'Professor John Howe, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Professor Irwin Rubinstein, Chair, Senate Finance Committee 

J 



UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA University senate Consultative committee 
614 Social Sciences 

Mr. Bruce Gi1dseth 

267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
Telephone (612) 373-3226 

February 15~ 1984 

Vice Provost for Student Affairs 
297 Darland Administration Building 
University of Minnesota 
Duluth, Minnesota 55812 

Dear Mr. Gildseth: 

I write on behalf of the University Senate Consultative 
Committee to encourage you to give financial support to your 
UMD representative to the sec,· and to other student lead~rs, 
to attend the annual Siggelkow Student Leadership Retreat 
organized by the Minnesota Student Association. 

Last summer the organizers of the retreat requested $200 
in Senate funds to assist the four student sec members from 
the coordinate campuses to attend the October, 1983, retreat. 
The Consultative Committee voted to approve these funds since 
sec members were persuaded that the retreat would provide 
valuable experience and there seemed no other, immediate, 
sources of support. The Retreat is not a Senate function, 
however, and so we cannot provide continuing support. 

Over a quarter of the 150 participants completed evaluations 
of the 1983 retreat and we have seen the tabulation of their 
responses. They are mostly positive and in some cases downright 
enthusiastic. Respondents added a number of constructive 
suggestions for making the next retreat even better. In 
addition to the informational and "how to" parts of the program, 
the Retreat familiarized the student leaders with each other 
and with the University. We are persuaded that the program 
helps them become more effective campus and University leaders. 

We hope your administration, perhaps in connection with 
the UMD Student Association, will be able to help defray the 
costs of your student leaders' attendance in the future~ 

JH:mp 

~-~cerel~, 
: \ ' --1' )/ 
·.,_; {;:~ ?()/!~'1:.---

~-·.......- r-·--,---..,.,. ~ 

Jghn Howe, Chairperson, 
Senate Consultative Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative committee 
614 Social Sciences 

Dr. Karen Olness, Chairperson, 

267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Tel.: (612)373-3226 

July 20, 1983 

Senate Committee on International Education 
Minneapolis Children's Health Center 
2525 Chicago Avenue 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55404 

Dear Dr. Olness: 

It is the understanding of the Senate Consultative Committee 
that the University of Minnesota has entered into approximately 
thirty all-University international exchange agreements since 
the University Senate in March of 1977 approved a policy on 
such agreements. In none of these cases has the agreement been 
placed on the Senate docket for action, as the procedural part 
of the policy stipulates, nor has the signing of the agreements 
been reported to the Senate for information. 

While the Consultative Committee recognizes that the pro
cedures may be cumbersome, we are concerned about the adminis
tration's failure to report such agreements. We have no easy 
way of determining to what extent the governing principles and 
the criteria which the Senate also approved as part of the policy 
have been followed. 

At its meeting of June 16, the Senate Consultative Committee 
voted to ask the Senate Committee on International Education 
(successor to the Council on International Education which brought 
the policy to the Senate and which was assigned a major role in 
the agreement-approval process) to request information from 
central administration regarding the number, nature, and status 
of the signed agreements, and to determine the degree of 
compliance with Senate policy, and the feasibility of future 
compliance with that policy. We hope it will be possible for 
you to report your findings to the Senate Consultative Committee 
before the end of the Fall Quarter. If you hve any questions, 
I would be happy to talk with you about them. 

JH:mbp 

Sincerely yours, 

/sj 
John Howe, Chairperson, 
Senate Consultative Committee c: President Magrath 

Philip Porter 
Enclosure: Senate policy on international exchange agreements 
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UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON SUMMER SESSIONS: John Ingle replaces Loretta 

Blahna; John William King replaces Kathryn Buermeister, student resigned; Ulus 
Atasoy replaces Carol Anndy, student resigned. 

Approved 

Reported for Information 

SENATE CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE: Neil Atkins replaces Deborah Cheney, 
student resigned, UMD. 

3-3--'77 
Ill. REPORT OF THE COUNCIL ON 

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION 
Reported for Action (20 minutes) 

INTERNATIONAL EXCHANGE AGREEMENTS 

Accepted 

Recommended Statement of University Policy and Procedures with Regard to 
Proposals for All-University International Exchange Agreements 

Introduction 

The University wishes to encourage international involvements whenever those 
involvements enable better fulfillment of University missions. In most instances, such 
activities are undertaken as a normal part of University activity, and individuals 
participating in them are guided by the normal standards of academic behavior. 

There are many ways in which cooperation between individuals and units of the 
University of Minnesota with foreign academic institutions can take place. One form 
of cooperation is the all-University exchange agreement, under which formal univer
sity-to-university ties are proposed. 

When exchange agreements of an all-University nature are proposed, some 
additional concerns arise. It is the purpose of this document to define the principles 
governing University policy on all-University exchange agreements, the criteria to be 
used in deciding upon their approval, and the procedures to be followed in seeking 
such approval. 

This document, therefore, pertains to proposals for all-University exchange 
agreements. It does not apply to other international involvements, although policy 
statements regarding them may be formulated at a later date should the need arise. It 
should be underlined, however, that this statement is designed to cover only special 
circumstances surrounding exchange agreements. It does not replace existing Uni
versity policies and practices which pertain to all activities. 

I. Principles Governing All-University Exchange Agreements 
1-(1) An exchange agreement is an enabling document providing for mutual 

benefits and reciprocal obligations, but it is not tied to specification of the involve
ment of particular numbers of persons or resources.1 

1-(2) Individual members of the University community, and units of the University, 
are free to enter into exchange arrangements without all-University approval, provid· 
ed that the individuals or units involved explicitly indicate that they are not represent
ing a wider University community. 

It is expected that review procedures at the appropriate levels will be developed 
to ensure that such arrangements conform to the criteria outlined in this document 
for all-University agreements. 

'The distinction here is between the contents of the agreement. and activities carried out under the agreement. In 
the agreement. resources cannot be committed. Under tho agreement, they can be so committed subject to tho 
qualifications below. 
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Individual scholars are encouraged to carry on their own scholarly pursuits as In 

the past, subject only to the usual University rules of conduct and the code of ethics 
of their respective professions. 

1-(3) T1'1e UAi>'ersity missieA is iA teaei:liAg, researel=l, aAEI seFYiee. Wl=le~ its 
FRissieA is huthereel ey iAierAatieAal eKshaAge, ne sriterieA ef "l'!elitisal aeeeJ'IIa9ili 
ty" ef the Aatien iA wt:list:l tt:le ~:~artAer iAstihl!ieA is lesates eaR ee ~o~ses iA EleeiEiiA§ 
t:t!"eA enehaAge agreemeAts eeea1:1se s~:~el=l e eriterieA y,·e~:~IEl J'llaee tl=le IJAiversity iA 
tfle iAteleraele 19esitieA ef "a~:~~:~reviAg" ef the gevernment ef any c;;ewntry in whish aA 
eKshaAge a§reeA'ieAI is iA elfeet. 

1-(3) It should be clearly understood that general University policies and rules of 
conduct apply to all students, faculty, and staff while participating in all-University 
exchange programs. 

1-(4) Both institutions involved should subscribe to the principle of academic 
freedom. 

II. Criteria for All-University Exchange Agreements 
11-(1) As with other international activities, exchange agreements should be 

made at the level of the responsible University unit. All-University exchange agree· 
ments should be proposed only when the purposes of the agreement cannot be 
satisfactorily carried out under the purview of a particular college or other University 
unit. 

11-(2) There must be a legitimate area of common academic and scholarly con
cern, and the agreement should be demonstrated to be mutually beneficial. 

11-(3) The agreement cannot obligate individual units of the University to partici
pate unless those units indicate their willingness to do so. 

11-(4) The University resources committed under the agreement should be limited 
to those approved by the units involved in the agreement. 

11-(5) The agreement should not preclude similar arrangements with any other 
institution. 

11-(6) The agreement should indicate the full extent of expected interaction 
between the University and its proposed exchange partner. Should there be any third 
parties to the agreement, such as foundations, or international or national govern· 
ment agencies, that should be explicit in the documents accompanying the proposal. 

11-(7) Members of the University of Minnesota academic community involved in 
the agreement should be satisfied that they will enjoy academic freedom in their 
participation in the exchange. 

Ill. Procedures 
111-(1) The Office of International Programs is prepared to advise in the prepara

tion of draft all-University exchange agreements. Once the agreement is ready for 
formal submission, it should be presented to the Council on International Education, 
with a copy to the Office of International Programs. 

111-(2) After submission of the proposed agreement and any supporting docu
ments to the Council, the Council will make a public announcement of the proposal, 
and set dates for hearings during which members of the University community 
specifically involved in the agreement are asked to come before the Council and 
discuss the specific arrangements involved. These individuals would be expected to 
demonstrate to the Council that the proposed agreement is in conformity with the 
principles and criteria outlined above, and to answer such questions as the Council 
might have in deciding upon whether the proposed agreement conforms with the 
principles governing all-University exchange arrangements. Other members of the 
University community having information relevant to the decision will also be free to 
address the Council. 

In determining upon the desirability of the agreement, the Council will act in 
conformity with the criteria outlined above. For criterion (1 ), it will be necessary for 
interested members of the University community to demonstrate that their activities 
will be greatly facilitated by an all-University exchange agreement, and that such 
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/ activitief!:!nnot be adequately undertaken by an agreement at a lower level. For 
criterion (2) •. it will normally be expected that involved students and staff with 
ongoing research and other scholarly interests would address the Council, indicat
ing the nature of the research and the benefits to be derived from cooperation. 
Should there be no such individuals, that will be taken as per se evidence that 
criterion (2) is not satisfied. Criteria (3), (4), and (5) can be determined by examination 
of the proposed agreement. Criterion (6) will in general be satisfied if individuals 
proposing the agreement are prepared to declare that there are no aspects of the 
agreement which are not reported in the proposed documents. Criterion (7) will be 
met if the individuals involved under the agreement inform the Council that they are 
satisfied that they will enjoy academic freedom in their participation in the exchange. 

111-(3) When the Council is satisfied that it has heard sufficient evidence to 
determine whether the proposed agreement meets the criteria, it will decide by 
majority vote whether to approve the agreement. Approval by a majority of all 
members present and voting will be sufficient to establish that the criteria are 
satisfied, provided only that: (1) at least two weeks shall elapse between the time of 
the receipt of the proposal and the time when the vote is taken, and (2) the exchange 
agreement is on the agenda of the Council meeting at least one week before a vote is 
taken. 

111-(4) Once the Council has voted to approve the agreement, the proposal, with a 
supporting statement from the Council, will be reported to the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy and placed on the Senate docket for action. 

111-(5) A copy of this document will be provided to each exchange partner and be 
understood to be a part of the agreement, reflecting the partner's acceptance of the 
principles and criteria set forth herein. 

111-(6) An annual report of activities under the agreement should be provided to 
the Office of International Programs and to the Council. The Council will normally 
expect periodically to review operations under exchange agreements. 

111-(7) Should any member of the University have reason to believe that, once in 
operation, the specified criteria are being violated, complaint can be brought to the 
Council. If shown be be valid, the situation will either be corrected or the. agreement 
suspended. 

ANNE KRUEGER 
Chairperson 

An amendment to delete 1-(3) was approved. The report, as amended, was 
approved. 

IV. REPORT OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE 
ON BUSINESS AND RULES 

BYLAW & RULES AMENDMENTS: FACULTY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Reported for Action by the Faculty Senate (10 minutes) 

The following Bylaw amendment would provide for graduate assistan~ represen
tation on the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs: 

Amend the Senate Bylaws, Article Ill, Section 6 to read: (addition underscored) 

6. Faculty Affairs 
.... shall be composed of at least 10 members of the faculty, one graduate 
assistant, and such ex officio representation as may be specified in the Rules of 
the Senate.· 

Amend the Rules, U1.4.6, to add one graduate assistant to the membership of the 
Faculty Affairs Committee. 

Approved 
28 
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l§=bl UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Dr. C. Peter Magrath, President 
University of Minnesota 
202 Morrill Hall 
East Bank Campus 

Dear Peter: 

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

(612) 373·2033 

July I, 19&3 

As you know, over the past several months I have been engaged in extensive 
consultation with the administration and faculty of the Institute of AgrjcuJture, 
Forestry and Home Economics as well as with their external consulting groups 
concerning the organizational structure of the Institute and the searches for two 
key positions: that of Deputy Vice President and Dean of the Institute and that of 
Dean of the Co])ege of Agriculture. Based on those discussions as well as our own 
conversations, I would like to recommend to you a substantial organizational 
change in the Institute's structure. In particular, I recommend that the present 
positions of Deputy Vice President for Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics 
and Director of the Agricultural Experiment Station be combined into a single 
position. The title Dean of the IAFHE, which is presently held by the Deputy Vice 
President, would be dropped in this new combination. Further, I recommend that 
Dr. Richard J. Sauer, who is presently the Director of the Agricultural Experiment 
Station be named to this new combined position effective July 1, 19&3. 

I believe that this structural change and the appointment of Dr. Sauer wHl 
constitute a very positive response to the concerns raised over the past few months 
in the course of our consultation with the affected units. \\'hen we were not 
successful in attracting an acceptable candidate for the posir.ion of Dean of the 
College of Agriculture, a number of people expressed the o;·inion that a significant 
part of the difficulty was the uncertainty with respect to wh~ would replace Dr. 
Hueg as Deputy Vice President and the perceived weakness of the position of Dean 
of the College of Agriculture vis-a-vis the Deputy Vice President and the Directors 
of the Agricultural Experiment Station and Agricultural Extension Service. 
Strongly held views were expressed that the administratioi1 should take action to: 

1. Set tie the issue of a replacement for Dr. H ueg, ensuring that strong 
leadership for the continuing development of the Institute was put in 
place as soon as possible. 

2. Clarify the role of the Dean of the College of Agriculture and make clear 
in fact and in perception that the position had a range of responsibility 
and authority which exceeded that of a director of resident instruction. 

3. Ensure that any structural modifications \l.'ould preserve the significant 
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l UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the President 

202 Mornll Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

July 1, 1983 

. -·--~---------·- -- __ , ___ _ 

:-:c::"'::-.::i::ble Charles H. Casey. 
:-::::·;;:.::cble I·Jilliarn B. D:>sland 

:.;:::·,:.:.:.:Gblt:: E.::..."\:ir, :... Goldfir1e 
-:;;... ~ :~:):-J::::~~le ''Jally F.ilke 
S;.-2 Eo:1crable I.a.uris Krenik 
':"'r-£ Eon::rable David M. lebedoff 
':':1= :ic:1o::=-oble Verne E. long 
':'".::c. Ho:n:;rable Charles F. r-1c:Guiggan 
T.::s Ro:!orable vJenda vJ. rmre 
?h~ Hc:1cr~~le David K. Roe 
'Z--:e Eo:1crable Ha.ry T. Schertler 

Attac:hea is a recarrrendation fran Vice President Keller that the resp:msibili
ties of Dr. Ric.lw.rd Sauer, Director of the University of Hir.nesota Agricultural 

' 

D.peri::"ent Station, be expanded to include the responsibility of also serving 
.:-c- ·--a:s·U2puty Vice President for the Institute of Agriculture, :Forestry, and Hare 

Econcr."ics. I concur in the reccmrendation, which will be before your Faculty 
end s-:.a::~ Affairs Ccmnittee, as it addresses a m.lr~_r of i.rrpartant needs while 
also reducing administrative costs: 

l. :E.ecause Dr. v·lilliam F. Hueg has announced his resignation quite a few 
r.onths ago and wishes to take early retirerrent effective January 1, 1984, 
there has been an inevitable vacuum of leadership developing in the 
lr1stitute. This has been ccrnpounded by the fact that the College of 
l>.griculture has been working with an Acting Dean since Jim Tarmen's 
de:?O-:cture near 1 y two years ago. The search for a nav Dean for the 
College: of Agriculture has been rrade difficult by unc~I.B..i.nties on the 
part of prospective appointees with regard to the organ-izational leader
ship of the overall Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Borre Econa:nics. 
IJ~. Sauer• s assuming the responsibilities that go with the Deputy Vice 
President position resolves this problem, one that is particularly acute 
in a period of budgetary constraints and the need for a strong plarming 
and priority-setting process within both the College of Agriculture and 
t.:"1e e.."1tire Institute. 

2. \;ie \·Till now nove quickly to deal with the issue of fi..nding a ne\v Dean for 
the College of Agriculture, a position which \1.~..:.::...1. also be strengthened by 
d.ssignating the Dean of the College (as well as -=he oth2r two Deans in 
the Institute) as Associate Directors of the &:;eri.rrent Station. This 
will very considerably strengthen the position of the D=>....a11. of the College 
of Agriculture by giving that person direct access over the allocation of 
research funds in collaboration, of course, \'lith Dr. Sauer. 
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3. ::.-. .:' ;:-:cving the title of Deputy Vice President over, in effect, to the 
::.:.:..::,::::·cor of the E>-..'""f)erim:nt Station and e>..panding that person's responsi-
. ·::.._:..:::...c:s, \·le save on administrative costs a11d s.L;plify t...~ orgc.::izational 
.::·.:._-...i.::-::u::-e in the Institute - both pluses. 

~-~. -__ -:;:: ::-2."1'ain.i.11g half year before he takes early !:'etirerre..."lt, Dr. Hueg 
· -_:_.:_ ·.:o::k on special assignm::r.ts given to him by Vice President I~eller, 
__ ~- . ::_·3.".:..y i:1 the area of fund ro.ising for ".:he L1stitute, for cert.a.L'"'l 
~ o..:.--:::c.l University fund-raising projects, and on special Uaiversity 
:~Jrojects. 

Vi.::s ?":E.side..'1t Keller has carefully reviev~ the prop:::>sed title c~es \>r.ith 
Ge:::.src-.i. WUT!.sel Steve Dunham and l•k's. Lillian Nilliams; bot..~ concur that the 
ti tl: designation is legally and procedurally proper under University policies 
and 9::o.:..edures. If you have any questions or cc:mrents, please do not hesitate 
to let ·=i ther Ken or rre kna.;, and we will of course be at the Faculty and 
Stc:.::f .:.=::airs Cormti.ttee to answer any questions you might have. 

cc: University Vice Presidents 

Cordially, 

C. Peter 1-1agrath 
President 

l·tr. Duane A. Wilson, Secretary of the Board of Regents 
nr. Steve Dunham, General Counsel 
It:'s. Lillian vi1illiarns, Director, Equal Opportunity and Affi.rrrative Action 

Enc: J(eller Letter of Recarrrendation 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice PresidE::nt for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 

Dr. C. Peter Magrath, President 
University of Minnesota 
202 Morrill Hall 
East Bank Campus 

Dear Peter: 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373·2033 

July 1, 1983 

As you know, over the past several months I have been engaged in extensive 
consultation with the administration and faculty of the Institute of Agriculture, 
Forestry and Home Economics as well as with their external consulting groups 
concerning the organizational structure of the Institute and the searches for two 
key positions: that of Deputy Vice President and Dean of the Institute and that of 
Dean of the College of Agriculture. Based on those discussions as well as our own 
conversations, I would like to recommend to you a substantial organizational 
change in the Institute's structure. In particular, I recommend that the present 
positions of Deputy Vice President for Agriculture, Forestry and Home Economics 
and Director of the Agricultural Experiment Station be combined into a single 
position. The title Dean of the IAFHE, which is presently held by the Deputy Vice 
President, would be dropped in this new combination. Further, I recommend that 
Dr. Richard J. Sauer, who is presently the Director of the Agricultural Experiment 
Station be named to this new combined position effective July 1, 1983. 

I believe that this structural change and the appointment of Dr. Sauer will 
constitute a very positive response to the concerns raised over the past few months 
in the course of our consultation with the affected units. \l.'hen we were not 
successful in attracting an acceptable candidate for the posi<!on o:f Dean of the 
College of Agriculture, a number of people expressed the o;:·inion that a significant 
part of the difficulty was the uncertainty with respect to who ~·ou]d replace Dr. 
Hueg as Deputy Vice President and the perceived weakness of the position of Dean 
of the College of Agriculture vis-a-vis the Deputy Vice President and the Directors 
of the Agricultural Experiment Station and Agricultural Extension Service. 
Strongly held views were expressed that the administration should take action to: 

1. Settle the issue of a replacement for Dr. H ueg, ensuring that strong 
leadership for the continuing development of the Institute was put in 
place as soon as possible. 

2. Clarify the role of the Dean of the College of Agriculture and make clear 
in fact and in perception that the position had a range of responsibility 
and authority which exceeded that of a director of resident instruction. 

3. Ensure that any structural modifications ~'ould preserve the significant 
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Dr. C. Peter Magrath, President 
July 1, 1983 
Page Two 

gains in the strengths of ali of the constituent units of the Institute over 
the past several years. These have been brought about through the 
recognition by Dr. Hueg and others of the important contributions to the 
health of agdcuJture and rural life in Minnesota that each of the 
constituent units could make. 

4. Create a structure which would be flexible enough to respond to new 
opportunities for collaborative research and changing needs in the 
agricultural sector over the next several years. 

While a number of suggestions were made as to how we might accomplish . 
these goals, I believe that the approach recommended in this Jetter has the highest 
probability of success. Because Dr. Sauer presently holds one of the two positions 
involved, both Steve Dunham and Lillian Williams agree that this new position 
would simply represent an expansion of his duties and, therefore, no further search 
will be necessary. Thus, we can act to put him in place immediately, removing a 
major issue of uncertainty. By ·combining the Deputy Vice President and the 
Director position, we will remove the Director from the day-to-day operation of 
the Experiment Station and make more clear our expectation that the deans of the 
colleges (including the Dean of the College of Agriculture) are appropriately 
responsible for directing the detailed use of Experiment Station research funds. 
Indeed, we are proposing to add the title of Associate Director of the Agricultural ;) 
Experiment Station to each of the three collegiate deans' positions. 

Dr. Sauer has been particularly sensitive to the important contributions made 
by each of the units that co~prise the Institute. He is held in high regard by all of 
the groups with whom I have consulted and his appointment will be viewed as a 
reaffirmation of the University's commitment to the directions of growth 
undertaken by the Institute over the past decade. He is a fine scientist who is 
sensitive to the importance of basic research and committed to bringing such 
research to bear on the important applied problems which must be addressed in the 
agricultural sector. 

In summp/ary, I believe that your endorsement of this organizational change 
and your concurrence in the appointment of Dr. Sauer will help us to build on the 
past record of the Institute and to move into the next decade with assurance that it 
wiJJ continue to contribute importantly to the state and nation. 

KHK:jhh 

Sincerely .. )'ours, 

~~--
Kenneth H. Keller 
Vice President 

cc: Dr. William F. Hueg, Jr., Deputy Vice President and Dean, Institute of 
Agrkulture, Forestry and Home Economics 

IAFHE Executive Committee 
Ms. Lillian H. Williams, Equal Op;->orlu:-Jity Officer 
Mr. StephenS. Dunham, General Counsel 
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VI. SENATE CO~SULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

SEARCH CO~MITTEE GUIDELINES 
(lO minutes) 

MOTION: 
That the University Senate apprQfe the following proposed guidelines for the estab

lishment and functioning of search COillmittees for filling major administrative positions at 
the University of Minnesota. 

I. Purpose of Search Committees• 
Search committees are expected to seek out and identify the best qualified nominees 

available for administrative positions, irrespective of sex, religion, race, national origin, age. 
or any other criteria violating affirmatife action statutes. One reason for the use of search 
committees is to assure that all prima IV constituencies served by the office will have a voice 
in the identification of nominees. A second is to take advantage of the knowledge that these 
constituencies have of the necessaryqualifications for the position and of potential sources 
of nominees. 

II. University Administrative Positions for which Search Committees Should be Formed 
Search committees should be established to fill major University administrative posi

tions which serve multiple student, faculty, civil service, and/or administrative constituen
cies. Among these positions are those of President,·· the various Vice Presidents. the 
Deputy Vice President and Dean of the Institute of Agriculture, Forestry, and Home 
Economics. Dean· of the Graduate School. Provosts of the coordinate campuses, Vice 
Provosts for Academic Affairs, Deans of all collegiate units, and the Director of University 
Libraries. This list does not preclude formation of search committees to till other administra
tive positions when the President and the Senate Consultative Committee mutually deem 
the interest of the University to be served thereby. 

The length, range, and mechanics of the search process will depend on the nature of 
the position, the complexity of its constituencies, and the number and diversity of potential 
candidates. Committee composition will also vary. The search process for the key aca
demic officers should be most thorough, in recognition of their multiple constituencies. But 
a more abbreviated approach may be suitable for such positions as Vice President for 
Institutional Relations. Vice President lor Administration and Planning, and Vice President 
for Finance. in recognition of their unique relationship with the President. The President and 
the Senate Consultative Committee should work out mutually agreeable search proce
dures for filling these positions. 

Ill. Formation of Search Committees 
Members of search committees and their chairpersons shall be chosen by the Presi

dent (or the Presidenfs agent) alter consultation with appropriate Senate. campus, Uni
versity, or collegial bodies representative of the constituencies clearly affected by the 
appointment. In the case of the central administrative officials. the appropriate body shall 
be the Senate Consultative Committee. Reference should be made to college constitutions 
for any specilic requirements of individual colleges for the composition of search commit
tees for Deans. 

'The term search committee as used on these guidelines desognates any commit!ee constotuted for the purpose of 
pertormong any or all of the functions of compohng losts of candidates tor vacant posrtoons. screenong (and ehmonatong) 
candidates in accord with agreed·upon selection croteria. and determonong the state of nominees tor submossoon to the 
President. 

''The selecloon of the Universoty Presodent is the legal responsobolrty of the Board of Regents. The search commottee for 
thts oHtce is drawn from members of the Board. This commtttee has customanly asked that the Senate Consultative 
Commottee functoon as an advosory committee. and has delegated to ot responsoboloty for certain aspects of the search. It 
•s hoped that the pohctes outlined tn th•s statement will govern the work of such an advtsory commtttee. 
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The number of committee members will vary depending on the complexity of the 

constituent relationships of the position. but since large committees often find it difficult to 
organize as working groups, committees should be limited as a general rule to no more than 
ten members. 

Membership on search committees shall not be based upon quotas for any minority 
group or other protected class. II is the responsibility of each member of all search 
committees to be aware of and to carry out the affirmative action policies of the University of 
Minnesota. 

If a member of a search committee is nominated to the position being searched, and if 
the member allows his/her name to remain on the list of active nominees, the member 
should promptly resign from the committee. 

IV. Charge to Search Committees 
The President (or the President's agent) shall instruct each member of the committee 

in writing as to the following: 
A. Approximate date for submission of list of nominees. 
B. Number of nominees. 
C. Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity requirements including these guidelines. The 

committee should also consult with the Equal Opportunity Officer at the outset of 
the search. 

D. Arrangements for financial and staff resources (including provisions for travel, 
long-distance telephone calls, meals, and ho~sing). 

E. Personal responsibility of each member for affirmative action and discretion. 
F. Need for keeping minutes of meetings and records of committee decisions. 
G. Any unique concerns with respect to the position. 
The committee has the prerogative of discussing with the President (or the President's 

agent) any of the terms of the charge. 

V. Committee Procedures 
A. Formulating the Position Description 

The position description, to be prepared by the committee in collaboration with 
the President (or the President's agent), shall include a full account of the responsi
bilities of the position and describe the educational background, experience, and 
competencies desired of the candidates. II should specify those criteria that will be 
given weight in making the selection and should indicate the information to be 
provided about each nominee or applicant. 

B. Posting the Position 

The President (or the President's agent), or the chairperson, shall file notifica
tion of the position in the office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the 
appropriate publications, taking care that women and members of minority groups 
and other protected classes are made aware of the vacancy. Members of the 
committee are urged to inform their respective constituencies as to the position 
description and the selection criteria. Often, well-qualified candidates will not 
volunteer their names for such positions. In addition to advertising, therefore, the 
members of the committee should make every effort to contact knowledgeable 
sources off and on campus lor names of the best qualified individuals, including 
women and members of minority groups. and names of institutions at which such 
potential candidates are most likely to be found. 

C. Selection Process 

Each committee will establish its own plan for screening and evaluating 
nominees and applicants. Whatever procedures the committee may elect to em
ploy in arriving at its slate. the entire committee is responsible lor the legitimacy of 
the process. Every member at every stage of the search shall have lull access to 
the names and files of all persons under consideration. 
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• ne function of initial screening is to identify and eliminate, early in the search 
process, nominees and applicants who are clearly unqualified. Unwillingness on 
the part of nominees with obviously exceptional qualifications should not militate 
against eventual consideration until it is definitely established that the potential 
candidate cannot be persuaded to become interested in the position. The list of 
persons who remain under consideration after the initial screening will be those to 
whom the committee will be giving careful consideration and about whom the 
committee may be seeking additional information. Responsibility for requesting 
such information should be clearly delegated and its form clearly specified. Agree
ment should be reached as to assurances of confidentiality to be sought and 
assurances to be given. 

When the committee has narrowed its list to those candidates whom it wishes 
to interview, the chairperson and the President (or the President's agent) should 
collaborate in making arrangements for the interviews. The committee may wish to 
develop a set of questions to be directed to each candidate, but committee 
members should not be limited arbitrarily to such a list. 

Although the committee will wish to seek consensus on the slate of nominees 
to be submitted, a formal vote should be taken by secret ballot and the results 
recorded. No committee member should divulge, without authorization of the full 
committee, the results of the voting. Only the names of fully qualified candidates 
should be included on the final slate. The committee's list of nominations should 
then be communicated by the chairperson to the President (or the President's 
agent). The committee or the President may also wish to schedule a meeting for 
mutual discussion of the slate. 

D. Communicating with Nominators and Applicants 

All nominations and/or applications should be courteously acknowledged. and 
so far as possible candidates should be apprised promptly of elimination from 
consideration. It is particularly important that the persons who have been inter
viewed be promptly informed when an appointment is made. Files should be kept 
on each candidate and carbons of all correspondence. Throughout the entire 
process. insofar as it is possible, candidates should be treated alike. Every precau
tion should be taken to restrict materials to the eyes of committee members and 
committee staff. 

E. Responsibility of Individual Members for Affirmative Action and Discretion 

It is the responsibility of any member of a search committee who recognizes 
that proper affirmative action procedures are not being followed to communicate 
this concern immediately and privately to both the chairperson of the committee 
and the Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action. If this 
does not result in a resolution of the difficulty, the committee member should then 
communicate directly with the President (or the President's agent). 

F. Filing Affirmative Action Reports 

The President (or the President's agent) (in collaboration with the appropriate 
equal opportunity officer and the Director of the Office of Equal Opportunity and 
Affirmative Action) shall instruct the chairperson of the committee as to what official 
reports are to be filed. The chairperson shall file the necessary reports promptly 
and accurately. Before submitting its final slate to the President. it is the commit
tee's responsibility to inform the Equal Opportunity Officer of the make-up of the 
pool of applicants and of those candidates interviewed. 

G. Disposition of Files 

Promptly after the position is filled and all affirmative action reports submitted. 
but not unt1l then, the chairperson shall be responsible for reviewing all applicants' 
files. After personal data are returned to the applicants or to other sources request
ing them, the files shall be disposed of in accordance with current applicable laws 
and regulations. available to the chairperson in the office of the University Attorney. 

58 

, 

) 

n 
VI. General Statement on the Relationship of the President (or the President's agent) and 

Search Committees 

The mutually desired end of filling positions with those persons best qualified to occupy 
them will be best achieved if channels between the President (or the President's agent) and 
committees are kept open. Like any other interested person, the President (or the Presi
dent's agent) may submit nominees at the appropriate time for the consideration of the 
committee. and at any point in the search may inquire as to the committee's progress. The 
committee. on the other hand, may ask for suggestions or guidance from the President (or 
the President's agent) or for a reexamination of the charge. Since the purpose of the search 
is to attract top talent acceptable both to the search committee and the President (or the 
President's agent) there should be a close working relationship between the two. 

After submitting its final slate. the committee should expect in the case of long delay in 
filling the position some explanation of the difficulty. When committee nominees are 
unavailable for appointment. or unacceptable to the President (or the President's agent), 
the committee may be asked to provide additional nominees. In such a contingency a full 
explanation of the circumstances requiring reopening of the search process should be 
rendered to the committee. The committee may decline to participate in any further search. 

When a search committee is unable, for whatever reason, to fulfill its charge, the 
President (or the President's agent) may discharge it. 

Since conformity to affirmative action requirements is imperative and the committee's 
responsibilities in this area are obligatory. the committee chairperson may wish at any point 
in the search process to seek information from the Equal Opportunity Officer. Doubts about 
the legality of procedures being followed should be resolved when they arise. 

INFORMATION: 

The Senate Consultative Committee has reexamined the guidelines for search com
mittees for filling major administrative positions at the University. as passed by the Univer
sity Senate on March 4. 1976, and recommends the changes contained in the above text. 
Those changes ( 1 ) emphasize the affirmative action aspect of a search and charge each 
search committee member with responsibility for seeing that affirmative action policies of 
the University are carried out; and (2) eliminate sexism in the guidelines' language. 

WENDELL P. GLICK, Chairperson 
Subcommittee on Search Committee Guidelines 
RICHARD L. PURPLE, Chairperson 
Senate Consultative Committee 

VII. QUESTIONS TO THE PRESIDENT 
(15 minutes) 

none 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS 

none 
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l§11 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2033 

July 15, 1983 

Provosts, Deans and Directors 

Kenneth H. Keller, Vice President for Academic Affairs~ 
Neal A. Vanselow, Vice President for Health Sciences /J. N \j, 
Monitoring of the Salary Adjustments for 1983-84 

The Board of Regents has approved the distribution of salary increases for 
1983-84 strictly on a merit basis, but has stipulated that its approval of merit only 
salary adjustments shall be effective only for the 1983-84 increases. The Board has 
indicated, as has the Faculty Consultative Committee and others, that they expect 
a very careful monitoring of the salary increases and anticipate a full and detailed 
report. 

While we have always monitored salary increases in the past in various ways, 
this year we must do so at a greater level of detail and precision. We welcome the 
opportunity to provide the Board, Senate committees and others with details of the 
process at departmental and collegiate levels. 

As a first step in the monitoring process, we will review each budget 
worksheet for the recommended salary adjustments. You will be advised when 
questions about individual or group salary recommendations arise. We are asking 
AI Linck for Academic Affairs and Cherie Perlmutter for Health Sciences to 
coordinate this effort. They may be asking you to explain selected 
recommendations for salary adjustments. In some instances, they may request 
written explanations. 

As a clarification of our June 30, 1983, memorandum (page 2, paragraph 2) 
justification for salary increases below 2% and above 15% should be provided on 
individual blue sheets and forwarded with the recommendation. For persons on the 
printed budget, the blue sheets should be attached to the budget worksheets. For 
persons in this category who do not appear on the budget worksheets, a separate 
blue sheet of justification should be attached to the PAF. 

We will complete our review as rapidly as possible. As we find that we are 
satisfied with the review and your explanations of salary recommendations, where 
this is indicated, we will then approve your budget. At that point, and only then, 
may you indicate to your colleagues that their salary changes have been approved. 
Notices of appointment should not be released to individuals until you receive this 
approval. 
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Provost, Deans, Directors 
July 15, 1983 
Page Two 

In early Fall Quarter we will complete a detailed statistical analysis of the 
salary changes. This analysis will be conducted by comparing the individuals' 1982-
83 salary with their 1983-84 salary. All academic personnel on the printed budget 
and those not typically on the printed budget who have been reappointed will be 
included in the analysis. Comparisons will be made by academic rank, term, sex, 
race, department and college. This analysis will serve as a final check of the 
appropriateness of recommended salary changes. If the analysis and subsequent 
discussion with the unit involved show that a further salary change is warranted, 
the unit will be asked to make an immediate retroactive adjustment extending back 
to the beginning of the 1983-84 fiscal year for A-base faculty and to the starting 
date for other appointments. Any added upward salary adjustment which may be 
required must be funded from the unit's budget as is customary for all annual salary 
adjustments. 

If you have questions about this very important part of our budgeting and 
planning process this year, please do not hesitate to call either of us or Dr. Linck 
or Ms. Perlmutter. 

:jhh/lme 

cc: C. Peter Magrath, President 
Lauris Krenik, Chairman, Board of Regents 
University Vice Presidents 
John Howe, Chairman, Senate Consultative Committee 
Craig E. Swan, Chairman, Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Burt Sundquist, Acting Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance 
Shirley G. Moore, Chairwoman, Equal Employment Opportunity for 

Women Committee 
A. J. Linck, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Cherie R. Perlmutter, Assistant Vice President for Health Sciences 



c l5TI UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

I (612) 373-2033 

June 30, 1983 

TO: Provosts, Deans, Directors and Department Heads \t: 
FROM: Kenneth H. Keller, Vice President for Academic Affai/}..~ 

Neal A. Vanselow, Vice President for Health Sciences 

SUBJECT: Setting Academic Salary Increases 

. 
Assuming approval by the Board of Regents at its meeting on July 8, 1983, 

academic salary increases for 1983-84 will be awarded on the basis of an 
assessment of merit only with no fixed, or across-the-board component. While 
this was the common procedure at the University of Minnesota until eight years 
ago, it represents a departure from the practice of recent years. This reversion 
to the earlier practice has the support of the several University Senate 
Committees that consult with the Central Administration on matters of budget 
and faculty affairs but it must still be considered an experiment. We believe 
that the added flexibility provided to units by this approach will allow them to 
reward the outstanding performances of individual faculty members and to 
correct inequities in salaries that may have developed over many years through a 
combination of market pressures during a period of high inflation rates and low 
faculty salary increases. On the other hand, we want to insure that this 
flexibility is not applied in an arbitrary or capricious way. 

In specifying that salary increases be distributed on a merit basis, it is not 
our intention to suggest that salary increases should be provided only where 
individuals have exhibited special merit. Instead, it is intended that increases 
reflect an assessment of performance: relatively large where a faculty member 
has been making an exceptional contribution; minimal where performance has 
not met reasonable expectations or where a person's salary is presently high 
relative to his or her level of contribution. In assessing performance all aspects 
of a faculty member's contribution should be considered, particularly with 
respect to teaching and research, but also with respect to service. Indeed, salary 
adjustments provide an opportunity to reward an individual for exceptional 
teaching or for taking on additional responsibilities that are not appropriately 
recognized by promotion. 

We request that Deans review the faculty adjustments proposed by 
departments to assure that: 

1) the increases actually reflect an assessment of merit. It is our hope 
and expectation that departments will use the flexibility provided to 
differentiate among faculty in the level of increase recommended. 



Provosts, Deans, Directors and Department Heads 
June 30, 1983 
Page 2 

2) the assessment of merit is justifiable and explainable. For increases 
below two percent or above fifteen percent, the President has asked 
that a brief explanation be forwarded with the recommendation using 
the blue sheets for co:wenience. However, increases that fall within 
that range should also be justified and a record retained in 
departmental files. Many departments make an assessment based on 
a numerical evaluation in each of the several areas of activity. That 
is certainly an acceptable approach, but a brief qualitative 
assessment would also be acceptable. 

3) the process oi setting salaries is a reasonable one~ Practices in this 
respect varf widety from department to departrr.ent. In sorne 
instances, highly consultative and structured processes are used. In 
other cases, the chairman or head sets salaries autonomously. Our 
concern is that the process be one that is understood and accepted by 
the departmental faculty. While there is not sufficient time to alter 
practices presently in place before setting 19&3-84 salaries, the 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs has asked that this question be 
addressed m this next year if the exclusively merit approach to salary 
increases is to be continued. Each ;)ean should determine what 

rocedures were used for the evaluation of the facult members in 
his her departments or units and provide us with this information on 
or before August 1, 1983, 

Finally, we urge you to pay particular attention to the salaries of women 
and minority group faculty members. You should ensure that their salaries are 
no less than their departmental peers given length of service, rank, and 
comparable performance. 

Please share this memorandum with your faculty so that they wiJl 
understand our intentions in thes~ matters. 

:slh 

c:: President C. Peter Magrath 
University Vice Presidents 
Mr. Stephen Dunham, General Counsel 
Professor Craig E. Swan, Chair, Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs 

....P'rofessor Patricia B. Swan, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
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TO: AA STAFFERS July 12, 1983 

FROM: RICK HEYDINGER 

RE: Monitoring Salary Increases 

I thought 1~ would be useful if we documented the approach 
we are going to use to monitor academic salary increases. The 
programming on this effort will begin when Gary returns from 
vacation, approximately August 1. Since the data to complete 
these runs will not be entered into the system before the end of 
September, the reports will be completed as near 1 October as 
po::,si bl e. 

Data will be analyzed using the following guidelines: 

PERSONS TO BE INCLUDED: All 93XX, 94XX, 96XX, and 97XX 
(note the exclusion of 95XX) 

TYPES OF APPOINTMENTS TO BE EXCLUDED: Visiting<V> & Adjunct<A> 

SALARY TO BE USED: Total salary across all regular appointments; 
no commutation or augmentation; no Mise Payroll 

DETAILED DATA TO BE PROVIDED ON EACH INDIVIDUAL: Name, soc sec, 
rank, term code, sex, ethnic origin, FY83 & FY84 salary, 
% increase, absolute increase, and home dept. 

REPORT GROUPINGS: All individuals will be reported by home dept 
within college or other academic unit; statistics will be 
generated for rank, sex, ethnic origin~ within department & 
college. Statistics will include salary ranges, the median, 
and a frequency distribution. As we conduct the analysis, 
we may include other statistics which are germane. 

SF'EC I AL CASES: All 96X X personnel ( Ag E:-:t > wi 11 be run on a 
separate roster which will group appointments by appointment 
number; all 97XX appointments will be part of the standard 
departmental run noted above;** 94XX appointments will be 
separated into two categories: 1-66% and 67-100%. 

** This is in contrast to our agreement at the meeting and comes about 
as a result of AB rethinking the best way to handle this group. 

1 



l5i1 UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA 

Vice President Kenneth Keller 
Office of Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 

Dear Ken: 

University Senate Consultative Committee 
614 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
Telephone (612)373-3226 

August 2, 1983 

Just a note to follow up one point made in our 
discussion with you last Thursday concerning the proposed 
new policy for Indirect Cost Recovery Fund use. When 
you have the new policy written up for presentation to 
the Regents, we'd appreciate it if you would also send 
copies to me, to Perry Blackshear, Chairperson of the 
Research Committee, and to Irwin Rubenstein, Chairperson 
of Finance. Thank you. 

JH:mp 

cc: Perry Blackshear 
Irwin Rubenstein 

\ 

/ 

Cor<Iially, 

John Howe, Chairperson, 
Senate Consultative Committee 



SE~~A'l!E M"TES 

•• Ill. r>EPORT OF 

.t-·lay 22, 1975 

THE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH 

Reported for-Action (30 minutes) 

Resolut1on on the Distribution of Indirect Cost Recovery on Research Grants and 
Contracts: 

1. Preamble 

The Univers1ty of Minnesota, as all other Universities, incurs expenses in 
connect1on with the sponsored research conducted by f<Jculty members and 
students. These expenses are recoveree by the assessment of an indirect cost 
rate on research grants and contracts negotiated between the University and 
agenc1es that provide external funding. We recognize that the indirect cost rate 
1s a negotiated agreement that largely reflects real costs to the University and 
:hat the funds so generated are not generally available for discretionary use 
Within the Un1vers1ty. 

Funds generated by indirect cost assessment are required for support of tr,e 
general Un1vers1ty budget. Approximately 60 percent of the total ind1rect cost 
recovery (!CR). cons1dered to be recurring, is so allocated. Other research-re
lated costs to 'he Uruvers1ty are covered by the remaining 40 percent of the total 
ICR. cons;dereo to be nonrecurring. The University must estimate the amount 
of ICR tor e'"ch year ana report its est1m<.>.te to the Legislature, which takes ac
count of these tunas 10 plan•ung 1ts appropriations. 

II. Purposes of the Proposal 

We o,,l,e·;e that the distribution of ICR funds within the University can be 
1mprovec. '1,owever. to accorr.plish several goals: 

1) The- d•st.-,bunon should bette' ref1ect the actuc:l costs to departments 
ar,d C':lilec_;:ctte t.n,,s of do1ng research; for example. ti'H; administrati'Je costs, 
e.spec•a•it secre;ar.;::i and ctner ass•~··~ance, are rare:ly covered adequa:ely by 
tn': ·j·":ll cosrs ot grants or by other department::JI funds. 

;;., 7nr: .::.s::.:J_:.,:-, s.-.: ... .:; .:rr:::.:e J m.:·r: r:::eche •ncentJve system for faculty 
research efforts by d1rectly benefittmg the departments and collegiate t.:nits 
'•WJ<vec. A a•str:Dut1on t'lat reflects both the level of ongomg research 
;;ct1v1ty and the acquts1tion of new research support would reward those 
un1ts wh1ch already generate research support and provide an incentive for 
all depa,tments to acquire new funds. 

3) The dl5tribt.:t:on stmuld reflect tr.e inequ1ties in funding opportunities 
avadaole in var1uus flel,js on inquiry. Departments with worthy research 
proJects but in areas fer which rese:Jrch funds ar·J not reac.Jily available 
should share partially in ICR funrJs. 

4) The dts!ributlcn should prov1de "seed money" for tho purcha~e of es
$8t'lta! equipm<::nt. travel for potential ir.vest1gators. pilot rese;;.rch, assistance 
1n the preparation of proposals, and other Investments m the early stages of 
researc11 that often precc;de the generation of proposals for externai st.:pport. 

Ill. The Proposal 

We popose that a portion ol these ICR funds be redistributed to the de
partmen!s and colleges that generate them and to the Graduate School research 
fund. Tn.~se lunds can be taken from two non~ecumng sources.: 

1) In recent University budgets approxi:nately $700,000 has been available 
for "unas;:;1gned research, equipment, and development." Of these funds, 
$200.000 goes to the Graduate School Research fund, approximately $250,000 
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r to the colleges on the Tw1n C1ties Campus and the ccordm,ampuses. 
and approximately $2.00.000 to other uses. We propose that. unless emer
gency needs arise, the last amount be reallocated to the departments that 
have generated the ICR funds. 

2) Because the University cannot predict exactly the amount of ICR funds. 
the budgeted figures have in the past been regularly exceeded by approxi
mately $400,000. These funds, we bel1eve. should be primarily redistributed 
according to the rat10 2:1:1 to departments. colleges. and the Graauate 
School research fund. 

The funds proposed for redistribution to departments should be allocated 
by a for:nula tnat reflects the proportion of the total ICR funds actually gener
ated annually by each department. This will provide incentives for departments 
to increase the level of their research support. 

The additional Graduate Scheel research funds, which represent an increase 
of approximately 50 percent over curre:11 funding, should be cist,ibuted in ac
cordance With the pr.orities established for the general researct1 fund of the 
GraduC~te School. 

Wh1le we recognize that the shifttng f1nanctal situation at the Univers,ty 
precludes n mandatory allotment of !CR funds in the amounts herem recom
mended, we cnaorse in princ1p\e this prc,)oSJ.i a:-1d urg0 the ad:n.n1stration to 
seek ways 1n wh1ch tc increase tne use cf ICR fu:1ds tor r~esearch-related 

purposes. We urge ttl€ colleges and der,artmenis to use these funds to Stimu
late research act1V1ty. 

IV. An Ex<Omple of the Effec: of this Proposal 

Suppose that S20G.OOO w<ore ma•je avao!«bi9 to d2r·art,nc-nts from "una~:.1gned 
resea;ch. etc." and $400,000 to depa,tr:;ents. colleges. <1nd thu Graduate School 
reseafch fund from ICR funds above tne budgeted amou:ot. By U~e proposed 
formula, thts !atter $400.000 would tle d1str1bu!ed· $200.000 to departm•:nts. 
$100,000 to the c::;lleges, and $100,000 to the Graduate School. Tr11s would 
make a total cf $400.000 tO c:Jepartmcnts. The funds to departmt:nts and colleges 
wo~ld be diStflbuted .!:;cording to the proport:on of total ICR actuaily recovcreL1. 
Thus, Hl Hl74 the follo·Ning Glstr;butlons would have been made. 

1. Graduate School $100.000 (in addition to the ::Judgeted S20D,OOa) 

2. Colleges Actual ~o of To the To the 
ICR Tot;;,! Colleges Depts. 

ICR 

College of Liberal Arts $ 417,245 6.1 ~0 s 6,100 s 24,400 
Institute of Technology 1,706.984 25.0 25.000 100.000 
Institute of Agriculture 158,361 2.3 2.300 9.200 
Health Sciences 3,362.870 49.3 49,300 197,200 
College of Biological Sciences 256.785 3.8 3,800 15.200 
College of Veterinary Medicine 67,844 1.0 1.000 4,000 
Law School 9,500 0.1 1GO 400 
College of Education 407,826 60 6,000 24,000 
Graduate School 249,977 3.7 3,700 14,800 
College of Business Administration 22,806 0.3 300 1,200 
Center for Urban & Regional Affairs 24,918 0.4 400 1,600 
Office of International Programs 27,303 0.4 400 1 .GOO 
U of M-Duluth 98,577 1 4 1,-<00 5,600 
U of M-Morris 8.260 0.1 100 400 
U of M-Crookston 469 00 -0- -0-

-~-· --
Total $6,827,446 100.0% $100,000 $400.000 

Source: Summary of Research, 1973-74, Business Office Univers1ty of M1nnesota 

v. The Motion 65 

We move the adoption of this resolution 
by the University S~nate. 

Sandra Scarr-Salapatek, Chr. 

APPROVED 
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rnent maae af!cr 19133. ilnd <: related questiOn, whether a faculty rner:1ber would 
have received less in matching funds on pre-1963 units or lost any interest 
money. He said thil! if !he answer to the foregoing was in the negative, he 
wanted to know wlw pensions were greatly rmproved by cashing in the pre-1963 
units as was done durrng the past summer. And, if the answer was "yes," he 
wanted to know what it was that made ownership of the old units less desimble 
than the new units. He also asked why in the 3 years preceding the 1963 
changeover triple amounts of the old units were forced on the faculty. Mr. Zaidi 
referred ihe questrons to Harold Bernard, assistant director, employee benefits, 
and asked that he suprly answers to Mr. Goodman when he had collected the 
information. Mr. Bernard explained that he could not comment on the matter 

. durin the rncc:ting because it was a very complex area. Sam Krislov, professor 
I · ie-&1' science, suggested that in the future items that were of faculty inter

elusively be placed at the end of the agenda, or a special meeting b\ 
so that student senators could be excused from the discussion. ~ 

/ Research Committee Report-Bruce Overmier. professor of psychology and 
• member of the committee, rem.iroded the Senate of a resolution it had passed 

last spring on distribution of ind~rect cost recovery on research grants ~md con
tracts. II prcvided a better way to distribute funds back to those departments 
with responsibility for the costs, he said, but it had been noted that the current 
budget did not take into account that· action of the Senate. The President re
sponded by saying the administration did not disag:Ae with the propo~al, and he 
regretted that for the current year an even larger shore of such funds were 
diverted to the recurring buciget. He explained that n1e move was necessary 
because the 1975 legislative appropriation fell short of expectations in the in
come estimate category, and the percentage of the cost of education covered 
by tuition was lowered, so that in order to balance the budget it was necessary 
to shift the indirect cost funds to recurring items in the budget. He admitted 
that the foregoing ought to have been reported to the Research Committee. He 
said the administration was not in disagreement with trying to stimulate incen
tive and pointed out that, as a counterbalance, the Legislature had appropriated 
for the first time funds for fellowships for graduate students that would materially 
aid in the research effort of the University, $500,000 for equipment replaceme:1t 
for both teaching and resc:arch, and had increased the allocation to the Gradu
ate School for its general research fund. There were several internal steps taken, 
he said, such as permitting 80 percent of unspent faculty salary funds to be 
returned to collegiate units, as well as all o( the unused balances in supply 
budgets. Also, funds had been made availnhlt.> '"' '"r':':::r:~ :~::.:..:..~ ;, a lluon

ber of units where such administrative service is naedE:d. ne said that Vrce 
Presidents Koffler and Brir.kerhofi would be meeting with the committee and 
other interested pnrties so that the University could respond more positively at 
the time the University's next budget is taken up by the Legislature. Mr. Over
mier asked whether, if the University's income estimate were higr1er titan that 
of the Legislature, the overage would be distributed. The President said that the 

'-..... administration tried to use such funds centrally to relate to the research/. 
·~lJnclion. / 

Questions to Administrators--The President reported that Henry Koffler. 
vice president for academic affairs. was out of town, so response to the ques
tions on the recommendations of the Equiiy Task Force on Faculty Salaries 
would be answered at the next meeting. 

The question of whether the University would assume defense of a staff 
member against whom legal action was instituted by a student over m c.tters in 
that student's file was answered in the affrrmative by the President. He said that, 

45 


