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' 1991 Buford Circle 

St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
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FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

,January 30, 1986 
11:00 - 3:00 

625 Campus Club 

AGENDA 

1. Commitment to Focus: Interim Report of the Special 
Committee on Unified and Increased Freshman Level 
Entrance Standards. Guest: Professor w. Andrew Collins, 
Chair of the Special Committee. 

(Lunch break) • 

2. Twin Cities Campus Libraries Acquisitions Budget for 
1985-86. Guests: Vice President V. Rama Murthy and 
Senate Library Committee chair Professor Brian Job. 

3. Drafting rules of procedure for Senate consideration 
of the recommendations of the CtF special committees, 
particularly on (a) unified entrance standards and 
(b) coordinating lower division education. Guests: 
Senate parliamentarian Professor Josef Altholz and 
Business and Rules Committee chair Professor 
Caroline Czarnecki. 

4. Reports 

A. Nominations subcommittee. 

B. Others? 

5. University tenure practices: attention to the rate of 
tenuring of probationary faculty. 

6. Developing a discussion topic for FCC's winter quarter 
dinner meeting with the Regents. 

Adjourn. 

\ 



' 

l5ll UNIVERSI1Y OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 
411 Borlaug Hall 
1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

MINUTES 
FACULTY CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE 

January 30, 1986 
11:10 a.m. - 3:00p.m. 

625 Coffman Memorial Union 

Members present: Richard Goldstein, Joseph Latterell, Cleon Melsa, Jack Merwin, 
Irwin Rubenstein, Deon Stuthman (Chair), and David Hamilton (from 1:20). 

Guests: Vice President V. Rama Murthy, Professors W. Andrew Collins, Brian Job, 
Caroline Czarnecki, and Josef Altholz. 

1. Commitment to Focus: Interim Report of the Special Committee on Unified 
and Increased Preparation Standards. Guest: Professor Collins, chair. 

Professor Collins told the FCC that the special committee had concerns 
about the impact of implementing its recommendations and that considerations 
regarding access to the University were continually on members' minds. He 
called attention to the evolution of the committee's definition of its task 
from recommending entrance requirements or standards to recommending preparation 
requirements or standards. New standards won't be used as a filter to determine 
who may enter the University. 

The proposals on protecting access to the University recommend a five
year transition period. An even longer period might be advisable for the 
foreign language requirement. The special committee believes the University 
has an obligation to provide information and technical assistance to the state's 
schools to enable the transition. There is a recommendation to continue the 
policy of individual review of the credentials of students on the margin in 
terms of preparation. 

The report's third part recommends "that the University must make some 
provision for students whose preparation is incomplete." The committee recommends 
that credits be granted for remedial work taken at the University and added to 
the credits required of the student for graduation. One goal of the new 
standards, however, is to reduce the amount of remedial course\'lork that has 
to be offered at the University. 

Professor Melsa noted that even with credit granted for remedial coursework, 
students could still use up their financial aid eligibility whether it is 
determined by total number of credits taken or by length of time in school. 

Professor Latterell inquired as to what extent there was to be a single 
admissions standard as detailed in Recommendation 1. Professor Collins replied 
that the committee had been pressed to recommend uniformity. 
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Professor Rubenstein urged that when people speak in favor of these 
recommendations they keep stressing the point that using such standards will 
assure access to a quality education for all the students in the state. 

Professor Collins called attention to the recommendation that proficiency 
tests as well as coursework could confirm a student's preparation, and that the 
proficiency tests could be used for placement as well. The committee hopes the 
system will improve and increase placement for advanced standing. Professor 
Stuthman asked that the point be emphasized that for many students there would 
be a balancing that would work to their advantage; while they might be deficient 
in one area, they might qualify for advanced standing in another area. 

Professor Collins said colleges would still be able to decide essentially 
for themselves how much deficiency they could tolerate in an entering student 
and how much would require steering an entering student first to the General 
College; implementing the recommendations would provide more criteria which 
the colleges might invoke on admissions decisions. 

In response to a question regarding whether the proportion of non-residents 
enrolling might be affected, Professor Collins said the committee had not 
addressed that question much except regarding Morris which gets a number of 
students both from the Dakotas and from inner cities, especially Chicago. The 
University would need communication with the major feeder schools in the Dakotas. 
Professor Latterell said Morris had found communication with smaller schools easy. 

Professor Collins reported that his committee had found that, except for 
the foreign language requirement, University freshmen from rural schools met 
these standards better than did the average student. The new curriculum standards, 
except perhaps for foreign language, would not be a burden on the rural schools. 

Professor Rubenstein questioned how far the University could dictate 
high school course content, which Recommendation 3 implies. Professor Collins 
saidthe point was only to eliminate the acceptability for University admission 
of, for example, a photography course for English credit. 

Professor Merwin reported a growing concern about whether students in rural 
schools who don't expect to enter a university would be able to prepare in the 
trades, business, or the arts. Professor Collins acknowledged that it is a 
policy concern to him that districts might have to diminish other offerings to 
provide all that is expected of students for entrance into the University. Many 
of the recommendations are already state graduation requirements but there are 
several additional. The arts requirement in particular ought to be interpreted 
very flexibly, he believes. 

Professor Merwin inquired about the effect of Recommendation 9 which refers 
to protecting "unique service missions" and preserving "diversity and critical 
numbers." Professor Collins said the committee recognized the constraints 
within which implementation would have to take place. There are unique missions 
and offerings that need to be protected. 

He made it clear that the standards are meant to apply to transfer students 
as well as fn shmen and that working with community colleges and other insti
tutions with respect to transfers would be critical. Transfer students would 
take the proficiency tests. 

No proficiency testing system currently exists at the University, although 
it once did. It would have to be set up, and the know-how is here to do it. 
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Regarding Recommendation 5, which is to establish uniform admission 
standards of class rank and achievement test scores, Professor Goldstein 
asked that colleges not be constrained from selectively requiring higher 
standards where appropriate (e.g., in math scores for IT). 

Senate consideration. In response to Professor Rubenstein's inquiry as 
to how the set of recommendations should be dealt with by the Senate, Professor 
Collins recommended presenting to the Senate a resolution highlighting the three 
major policy recommendations (implementing specific standards, protecting 
access, and providing remedial coursework). 

Professor Collins concluded by noting that at the end of February, following 
the Senate forum and meetings of the special committee with a number of groups 
including student groups, that committee would meet to write its final report. 

2. nflnCities Libraries Acquisitions Budget for 1985-86. Guests: Vice President 
Murthy and Senate Library Committee chair Job. 

FCC members had copies of an SLC resolution asking central administration 
to restore approximately $126,000 to the library's acquisitions budget. Professor 
Stuthman asked Professor Job to describe what had led to SLC's framing this 
resolution and then directing it to the Consultative Committee and the Senate. 

Professor Job reported that the SLC relied on information provided to it 
from both central administration and the library administration. He had under
stood that for several years recently it had been a University goal to achieve 
ranking in acquisitions equal to the median of four target institutions -- the 
Universities of Washington, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. The biennial 
increase requests had been in two parts: a cost-of-living increase based on the 
actual cost of all categories of University library acquisitions, plus a catch-up 
increase to achieve the target parity. 

The University Libraries administration had decided no parity funds were 
required for 1985-86, but that an 8% inflation increase was needed. The request 
for all Twin Cities Campus libraries was for an increase of $267,000. Those 
libraries received a $14l,OOO increase, leaving a deficiency of $126,000. The 
SLC was concerned about both the shortfall and central administration's apparent 
abandonment of its previously-stated policy to protect the libraries from retrench
ment and to achieve parity with the identified peer institutions. He said the 
datathe library had given SLC show that the University has been catching up with 
its target but has remained $300,000 behind each biennium. 

Professor Stuthman recalled that central administration had reported to 
the Finance Committee and FCC about a year ago that since the libraries had 
caught up in acquisitions the University did not need in this biennium to seek 
the appropriation for parity. 

Vice President Murthy declared that the principle of achieving parity has 
not been abandoned. He explained that last year the University had asked the 
legislature for an increase of 5% for inflation and 3.2% for catch-up; the 
legislature in that session decreed a lower rate of inflation and appropriated 
accordingly; in net dollars then the parity was reduced. 

Dr. Murthy distributed copies of a table entitled "Library Acquisitions 
Shortfall--1984-85" (sic). It indicates a net shortfall (after a $100,000 
internal University reallocation for acquisitions) of $137,730 for University 
Libraries excepting Law, and a $28,011 shortfall in the Law Libraries, for a 
total shortfall of $165,741. Central administration budgeted more than the 
legislature awarded. 
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Professor Rubenstein inquired whether the principle had been established 
with the legislature that the University would close the gap in the libraries' 
acquisitions with our peer institutions. 

Professor Job saw one issue as being central administration's determination 
in presenting its request. In retrospect presenting the request in terms of 
5% plus 3.2% to the legislature looks odd because it seems to have told the 
lawmakers that 5% was the rate of inflation for library material. Vice President 
Murthy insisted in response to questions that the catch-up component of the 
University's recent requests always included two aspects: to allow for the 
inflation rate of published materials being higher than the national rate of 
inflation, and to permit the University to reach themean of the target group of 
peer institutions. He added that he was committed to finding, somewhere in the 
University's budgets, the money to restore this acquisitions budget. 

When Professor Job again raised the Library Committee's concern about the 
apparent departure from University protection of the acquisitions budget against 
retrenchment, Vice President Murthy stated that the protection continues and 
extends to any retrenchment which will be required this year due to state revenue 
shortfalls. 

Professor Job said the information over the last fiscal year will arm 
Vice President Murthy's cause with the Management Committee for it shows a sizable 
shortfall with the University again falling behind its target four universities 
by roughly $300,000. He referred to recent data the Collections Planning Officer 
Eugene Wiemers has compiled from other institutions. He noted that among the 
target four only the University of Wisconsin has all the components of the 
University of Minnesota's Twin Cities Campus mission (including a land grant 
mission and a medical school). The data show the University's acquisitions 
lagging 25% to 30% behind the top five public institutions. 

Vice President Murthy told the group he saw two options for closing the 
gap: an aggressive and successful pitch to the legislature for a more generous 

appropriation, or use of ICR's to boost acquisitions. He justifies the latter 
in terms of the importance to a research university of its libraries. 

Professor Stuthman noted that the SLC's resolution would be an agenda 
item in the February 6 meeting of the Senate Finance Committee. Professor Merwin 
indicated his preference to see the issue resolved short of a Senate resolution-
if the Management Committee can be persuaded to make the reallocation. Professor 
Rubenstein asked that, should that happen, it be publicly recognized. 

Professor Stuthman recommended that whatever reliable figure the University 
uses to determine the actual rate of inflation for the libraries materials should 
be specified. Professor Rubenstein urged that in order to avoid confusion, the 
request to the legislature always be made in the same way, which should include 
a component for an inflationary increase for acquistions and a component to 
catch up with peer institutions. 

3. Commitment to Focus: Considering rules of procedure for Senate 
attention to the reports of the spec1al comm1ttees on entrance standards and on 
coordinating lower division education. Guests: Senate parliamentarian Altholz 
and Business and Rules Committee chair Czarnecki. 
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Professor Stuthman expressed the committee's appreciation for the 
work of FCC member Frank Sorauf in composing a memorandum which recommended, 
in particular, that each of the special committees be asked to draft for the 
Senate a clear, uncomplicated, and brief resolution which would embody the main 
policy recommendations of their respective reports. The chairs of both the 
special committees have indicated to him their willingness to take on that 
assignment. 

Professor Rubenstein supported this approach and suggested plans be intro
duced also for implementation of the recommendations with a group identified to 
be responsible for that implementation. Professor Merwin recommended caution 
in legislation regarding implementation because of the possible consequence that 
any change with respect to implementation would require Senate action. 

Professor Goldstein said that in addition to the summaries he thought some 
of the specific recommendations would have to be at least discussed in the Senate; 
people need to have examples of the specifics. 

Professor Stuthman noted that at the February 20 forum the preparations 
standards interim report would be discussed and that Professor Collins would try 
to have a sample summary resolution available based on that report. Prior to 
the next Senate meeting the special committee would prepare its final report 
and final summary resolution. It would be the final resolution on which the 
Senate would be asked to act in April. Should the Senate be unable to complete 
its work on April 17, a special Senate meeting could be added at the end of 
April. 

Professors Merwin and Stuthman pointed out that people would have relatively 
little time to submit amendments to the final resolution. Professor Rubenstein 
predicted that discussion of the final form of the summary resolution would differ 
from discussion of the draft, hence it might be well to plan now to add a special 
Senate meeting so the vote could be taken at a meeting following that at which 
the final resolution is discussed. 

Professor Altholz proposed as alternatives to a special meeting advertising 
the final form of the resolution well before the A ril 17 Senate meeting and/or 
a 

He noted that parliamentary action would be needed only if the Consultative 
Committee wanted the Senate to establish special rules for these items, since 
the committee itself can control the content and form of the motion going to 
the Senate. A simple majority would be required to amend the Senate's standard 
parliamentary rules and its special rules (e.g. the 48-hour rule for submission 
of amendments). If FCC wanted to propose rules amendment that would be proper 
business for the February 20 Senate meeting since there would not be votes on 
the substance of the resolutions at this meeting. 

Professor Merwin expressed his skepticism regarding the probability of 
all interested parties being able to look at all the reports and recommendations, 
submit their reactions, and have those all coordinated. (Besides the numerous 
external constituencies, the University has its own interested special committees-
one on minority access and success and one on K-12 coordination.) Professor 
Stuthman said he assumed all such input would have to take place before the 
deadline for each of the reports to be rewritten in final form. 
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How much detail to be put before the Senate? Professor Merwin stated 
his opinion that since the specifics of the preparation standards are so 
generally applicable, and because the University needs to be ready to abide by 
these standards for 20 years if they are to have any real impact, the Senate 
should consider the particulars. Professor Goldstein also supported spelling 
out to the Senate the preparation requirements, perhaps in an appendix to the 
summary resolution. 

Professor Goldstein said there need to be more University contacts with 
the public schools; Professor Merwin reported that a University committee is 
meeting with school superintendents. 

Professor Rubenstein mused over what a marketing survey would find regarding 
the number of students who would choose to come to the University of Minnesota 
under the proposed preparation standards. He added that the University needs 
a bargain with the legislature that it will support a smaller number of students 
students at the same funding level as with the current number. Professor Hamilton 
recalled that central administrators have mentioned to the Consultative Committee 
their talks with the legislature about less rigidity regarding the average cost 
funding formula and maintaining University appropriations. 

Professor Hamilton saw the need for some variance in the standards to 
allow for special situations, such as the straight-A student who for some reason 
couldn't fill all the requirements. Professor Stuthman noted that recent reports 
from the Higher Education Coordinating Board are not inconsistent with the 
given set of recommendations. 

Professor Goldstein remarked he was not sure the Senate would like to have 
to look over such fine details as altering the precise amount of one or another 
of the requirements, and might perhaps want a committee such as SCEP to do that 
instead. Professor Stuthman suggested some future evaluation by SCEP might be 
built into the plan. 

4. Permission for the FCC to close some of its meetings. 

The provision in an existing Senate bylaws amendment permitting FCC to 
vote to close meetings contains a three-year sunsetting clause which expires 
this spring. The allowance will cease unless the Senate acts to continue it. 
FCC wishes to continue the provision. 

Professor Merwin said that one or more participants will have to make the 
case to the Senate that the provision has been functional. Professor Altholz 
recommended that one of the two speakers describe the situation when meetings 
could not be closed. 

Professor Rubenstein moved that the FCC propose an amended version of the 
bylaw (leaving intact the provision for closing a meeting and striking the 
sentence, "The right of the Faculty Consultative Committee to close meetings 
shall not be extended beyond the end of the academic year 1985-86 unless there 
is a vote of the University Senate to do so"), solicit the support of the student 
members at the next SCC meeting, and submit the amendment to the Senate for its 
April 17 meeting. The motion carried without dissent. 
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5. University tenure practices. 

FCC members had expressed interest in learning the rates at which 
probationary faculty are granted tenure here in comparison with the rates at 
institutions with which we like to compare ourselves. The accreditation self
study committee and FCC's own inquiries both produced responses from Academic 
Affairs that meaningful data on Minnesota's rate of tenuring are unavailable. 
FCC continues to be interested in the question but postpones further efforts. 
Professor Goldstein was of the opinion that the departments individually could 
come up with the desired information but he questioned what its value would be. 

6. Reports. 

A. Nominating Committee. Professor Rubenstein distributed copies of 
the FCC nominations subcommittee's report designating five faculty members 
and four back-ups to comprise the special nominating committee for a double 
Committee on Committees slate. He moved the FCC accept the proposed list of 
nominators. The motion was carried without dissent. Professor Rubenstein's 
committee asked the FCC chair to make the contacts. 

B. Self-study report and accreditation team visit. Professor Rubenstein 
distributed copies of the list of team members and called them an outstanding 
group. It is up to us, he said, to pick their brains as efficiently as possible 
during their April 13-16 visit. There was a consensus of opinion that the Senate 
Consultative Committee should meet with the accreditation group. 

Professor Hamilton inquired whether Administrative Data Processing and 
other administrative services are addressed in the self-study report. Professor 
Rubenstein said they are not and recommended a direct call to Mr. Darwin Hendel 
to request attention to them. 

7. Developing a discussion topic for FCC's winter quarter dinner meeting with 
the Regents. 

The proposed topic, Professor Stuthman reported, concerns soliciting the 
regents' thoughts on what should be the role of the faculty with respect to the 
governance of this university. The faculty notice the striking lack of parallel 
between students and faculty with respect to the work of the regents. Should 
faculty have a spokesperson within the regents' committee meetings? 

FCC discussed the question and decided to request this as the 
discussion topic with the Regents. 

The meeting adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Meredith Poppele, Executive Assistant 
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January 20, 1986 

To: Deon stuthman 

From: Frank Sorauf 

Department of Political Science 
1414 Social Sciences 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 
(612) 373-2651 

subject: Management of the CtF Reports in the Senate 

This is the memo I promised you and the whole FCC I'd write 
pusuant to our discussion of how we might bring all of the 
various reports on the "Commitment to Focus" through the Senate 
as expeditiously and effectively as possible. I've given the 
problem some thought, and I've looked yet one more time at the 
Constitution, By-Laws, and Rules of the Senate. I'd like to 
offer the following thoughts, not with any confidence that they 
are the last word, but in the hope that they will be a useful 
point of departure for thinking and planning. 

The problem, it seems to me, is really two problems: what one 
takes to the Senate, and how one deliberates over it in the 
Senate. I'll group the thoughts of this memo around those two 
points, and then I'll conclude with some observations about the 
authority under which to make the necessary plans. 

I.) What To Take to the Senate 

In our discussions I think we considered only two options here: 
either the full task force reports or some resolution or motion 
proposing adoption "in principle." Those strike me as straitened 
alternatives. I think most of us fear the former because we 
would have pages and pages of text to battle over, because we 
would be asked to approve rhetoric and rationale as well as 
policy, and because the genuinely important might be treated 
equally with matters of lesser moment. The latter alternative 
runs the great risk of meaninglessness. No one really knows what 
it means to approve of something "in principle", and to try to do 
so ignores the fact that the essence of policy is specific 
proposals that have specific and predictable impacts. 

There is, I think, some middle ground between everything and 
nothing. I would propose that we ask the task forces to draft 
brief resolutions that embody the main policy recommendations of 
their reports and that we submit those resolutions to the 
Senate. That way we don't argue about rhetoric, analyses of the 4; problem, administrative details, etc. etc. I know little about 
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what is about to emerge from the Task Force on Entrance 
Requirements (the Andy Collins bunch), but I have the impression 
that its major recommendations could be stated in a single (if 
meaty) paragraph or a single set of related propositions. The 
problem of framing such a resolution will surely be more 
difficult for task forces that are determined to make more than a 
hundred specific recommendations. But in such instances I think 
that it would be a useful exercise to separate genuine policy 
questions from proposals for administrative response. 

In short, I think it important that the Senate get a slimmed down 
set of the major policy recommendations to chew on. The fuller 
report of the task force or committee can stand as an 
elaboration, a specification, a blue-print for action. It is 
also important, I think, that the authors of the reports 
themselves draw up the resolution for the Senate, but I think the 
consultative Committee ought to stand ready to give whatever help 
or advice it can. 

II.) How To Consider It in the Senate 

This aspect of the problem I think we're on the way to solving. 
We already have a firm tradition of setting time limits for 
debate on a proposal, and we have a well-established tradition of 
limiting the time of individual speakers and of alternating 
speakers who support and oppose the motion. It certainly remains 
important to support and work within these traditions as the 
Senate agenda now seems about to explode. 

The major subject I can think of that needs more thought is the 
matter of amendments. You'll remember that I discussed the power 
of the House Rules Committee to limit both debate and amendment 
in the "rule" it attaches to a bill it lets out onto the floor of 
the House. Some of those "rules" permit no amendment whatsoever, 
but I don't think such a rule would "fly" in our legislative body 
-- and indeed, I don't think it should. But I do think we have 
to think about limiting amendments to the most viable and serious 
ones. To do that, I'd suggest these options (others may think of 
others): 

1. A limit on who can propose amendments. In some 
instances in the House only members of the committee 
proposing the legislation are permitted to offer 
amendments. We might consider permitting only members 
of the sec or SCEP, SCRAP, or Finance to offer 
amendments. I do recognize that such a proposal would 
be a tough one to "sell". 
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2. A limit on the timing of amendments. We already limit 
amendments to those proposed at least 48 hours before 
Senate consideration; we could lengthen that period, I 
suppose, but I'm not sure I could make a strong case 
for doing so. I also think we have to ponder whether 
this rule does not argue for a two-step consideration 
of these matters: a first discussion and a final 
consideration, with amendments permitted between them. 

3. A requirement of unusual support for amendments. We 
might well require a petition signed by x members of 
the Senate in order to place an amendment before the 
Senate. Such a requirement of the support of, say, 12, 
or 20, or 30 members of the Senate strikes me as the 
most reasonable and defensible additional limit. 

There are certainly other ways to deal with the problem of 
amendments (and amendments to amendments!), and I do not wish to 
suggest that I've thought of all of them. 

III.) Power and Authority in the Senate 

My reading of the offical documents of the Senate leaves me with 
the very clear impression that the Consultative and Rules 
Committees have plenty of authority to act in such ways. Article 
III, 1, A of the By-Laws, on the Consulative Committee, under the 
heading "Duties and Responsibilities", lists (under subhead 
"Steering") "to supervise the arranging of the order of business 
for Senate meetings by the Business and Rules Committee." The 
very first operative clause in Article IV, A, on Business and 
Rules states: "The Business and Rules committee helps the 
Consultative Committee run the Senate and steer and supervise 
business of the Senate." 

Specifically on the subject of amendments, there is already 
substantial limitation in the Rules of the Senate (Art. II, 
section 4): 

No amendment of a motion appearing in the printed docket 
shall be in order unless it has been submitted in writing to the 
clerk of the Senate and to the chair of the committee presenting 
the motion at least 48 hours prior to the meeting at which it is 
presented. 

That may be limit enough. If, however, we consider additional 
restrictions (e.g., proposed amendment by x members of the 
Senate), the question arises whether such a change in the rules 
could be accomplished by a majority vote. Article I, section 4, 
of the Rules states: "Amendments to the Rules shall be made by a 
majority vote of the members of the Senate present and voting at 
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any meeting of the University Senate ... " However, the second 
footnote at the bottom of p. 13 of the Rules states: "Standing 
Rules of the Senate may be suspended by a simple majority vote. 
Rules of Order (Robert's Rules Newly Revised) may be suspended by 
a two-thirds majority vote." I would interpret that to mean that 
a simple majority vote is sufficient here, since we are amending 
the rules for a general class of motions, but I am not the 
Parliamentarian and I am not sure that my understanding of the 
difference between amending and suspending the rules is the 
correct one. 

So, those are some thoughts for starters, as we say. The more I 
think about the problem, the less and less intractable it seems 
to me. The framing of a clear and uncomplicated policy 
resolution (or motion) seems to me to be the key. 
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ALL-UNIVERSITY PROMOTION AND TENURE REVIEW PROCESS 

Possible Recommendations 

Promotion and/or Tenure 
Tenure only 
Promotion only 
Promotion and Tenure 

Continuation in Rank 
Nonreappointment 

PROMOTION AND TENURE SUMMARIES 

198.5-86 
Total Percent 

Promoted -and/or Tenured 
Tenure only 
Promotion only 
Promotion and Tenure 

Continued in Status 
Not Reappointed 

14 
56 
53 
13 
5 

Total Number of Individuals 
Reviewed by Academic Affairs: 141* 

Levels of Review 

Department 
Department Head/Chair 

10 
39.7 
37.6 
9.2 
3.5 

College Promotion and Tenure Committee 
Dean and/or Chancellor 

Academic Vice President 

RECOMMENDATIONS MADE AT EACH LEVELl 

Recommended for Promotion 
and/or Tenure 

Recommended for 
Continuation in Status 

Recommended for 
Nonreappointment 

No Recommendations Made 
or Reported2 

Total Number of Recommendations 

Dept./ 
Unit 

131 

1 

8 

2 

Submitted to Academic Affairs: 142* 

Head/ College 
Chair P&T Dean 

127 65 114 

1 10 10 

6 4 6 

8 63 12 

Chancellor I 
Vice Chancellor 

19 

1 

1 

121 

Departmental Recommendations not Supported by Dean or Chancellor: 14 
Departmental Recommendations not Supported by Academic Vice President: 15 
Deans' or Chancellors' Recommendations not Supported by Academic Vice President: 8 

C>--The difference between the total number of individuals (141) and the total number of 
recommendations (142) reflects the joint appointment of one faculty member in two units. 

' 

Academ 
VP 

123 

13 

5 

1 The review of an individual case may be stopped at the departmental or dean level. Hence these 
numbers include only those cases which were forwarded through the entire review process (i.e. from 

- department to Academic Vice President). 
':: __ 2 ~istr~~~~y repres~ts,~lfferences in o~~i3Dtlonal structure 
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PROMOTION AND TENURE RECOMMENDATIONS 

1979-1986 

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 198.5-86 

Recommended for tenure 35 21 15 5 8 3 14 

Recommended for tenure 
and promotion 68 53 65 57 53 65 53 

Recommended for promotion 170 146 137 114 128 116 56 

Recommended for continuation 
in rank 31 24 25 22 16 13 13 

Recommended for nonreappointment 14 11 7 14 10 7 5 
'"w 
~ TOTAL 318 255 249 212 215 204 141 

,. 
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FACULTY TENURE AND/OR PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS 

There are 123 faculty members recommended for tenure and/or promotion. 

14 (12 males, 2 females) are recommended for conferral of tenure at rank; 
.53 (38 males, 1.5 females) are recommended for tenure with promotion in rank; 
.56 (37 males, 19 females) are recommended for promotion in rank. (37 of the .56 had 

previously been ·granted tenure: · 
28 males, 9 females.) 

Recommendations from present rank and status to proposed rank and status: 

Associate Professor with tenure to Professor with tenure 
Associate Professor without tenure to Professor without tenure 
Associate Professor probationary to Associate Professor with tenure 
Associate Professor on probationary contract to Associate Professor 

with tenure 
Assistant Professor with tenure to Associate Professor with tenure 
Assistant Professor probationary to Associate Professor with tenure 
Assistant Professor without tenure to Associate Professor 

without tenure 
Assistant Professor probationary to Assistant Professor with tenure 
Instructor probationary to Associate Professor with tenure 
Instructor probationary to Assistant Professor with tenure 
Instructor probationary to Assistant Professor probationary 
Instructor without tenure to Assistant Professor without tenure 

Totals: 

Male 

27 
2 
4 

6 
1 

36 

2 
2 

2 

.J_ 

87 (70.796) 

Female 

8 

2 
1 

14 

2 

1 

1 
_L 

36 (29.396) 

Total 

3.5 
2 
4 

8 
2 

.50 

4 
2 
1 
2 
1 

.1£. 

123 

f~' 

.. 



NCR-NO CARBON REQUIRED 

Date Febrnar;· __ 3_·~· ~1"--'92..\8~6!.___ __________________ _ 

To ____ ~M~a~r~i~l~e~e_W~ar~d~-------------·---------------------

From __ ~M~e~r~e~d=l~·t~h~P~o~P:~e~l~e~-------------------------------------

Subject Tentative submission for February 20 Senate docket 

Attached is a resolution from the Senate Library Committee which the SLC 

and the Senate Consultative Committee want on the agenda for February 20 

if the Management Committee does not in the meantime accommodate the 

request. I will let you know by the afternoon of the 6th if this should 

be pulled or if the wording should be changed. 

c: 

Bus Ad"c Form 536-Rev 6 83 
S92050 IP-85581 

Brian Job, Chair, SLC 
Jack Merwin, Chair, Senate Finance Committee 
William Hanson, Chair~ SCEP 

~eon Stuthman, Chair, SCC 
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SENATE LIBRARY COMMITTEE 

For action: 

RESOLVED THAT: 

With regard to the Twin Cities Libraries acquisition budget for 

1985/86, the University Senate strongly urges the University 

administration to redress the shortfall (roughly $165,000 including 

the Health Sciences and Law Libraries) between the amount requested 

by the Libraries to account for inflation in library materials and 

the amount actually provided. The Senate urges a return to the 

polity of protecting the University Libraries• acquisitions budget 

from retrenchments. It urges that high priority be given to 

funding this shortfall internally. 

Brian Job, Chair, 

Senate Library Committee 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA University Senate Consultative Committee 

411 Borlaug Hall 

Dr. V. Rama Murthy 

1991 Buford Circle 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Telephone (612)376-2479 

January 22, 1~86 

Acting Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost 
213 Morrill Hall 

Dear Rama: 

The Se-:1ate Consultative Committee would appreciate 
receiving from you as quickly as possiBle data relevant to the 
1985-86 Twin Cities Libraries acquisition Budget. Brian Joo. 
has forwarded to sec a resolution passed in -December By the 
Senate Library Committee which seeks a $126,000 increase in 
the Twin Cities Libraries acquisitions budget for the current 
fiscal year. A copy of Professor Job's memorandum containing 
that resolution is enclosed. 

The Senate Consultative Committee is, on the basis of 
present evidence, strongly inclined to support the Library 
Committee's resolution in the Senate. However, we need to know 
that we are adequately informed. If there is additional 
pertinent information regarding the 1985-86. Twin Cities Libraries 
acquisitions budget, could you please apprise us of it immediately? 
The Faculty Consultative Committee hopes.you can join its· 
discussion of the question on January 30, and Carol and Meredith 
have tentatively put you on the agenda for 12:30 to 1:00. we 
have also invited Professor Job to join us- at that time. 
(The Student sec may consider the question separately as well, 
since the combined sec will not meet again until February 2a .• 
At that meeting, sec will decide whether to speak in favcir 
of the resolution on the Senate floor.) 

The Library Committee has requested both. that the SCC 
consider SLC's resolution and that the resolution Be forwarded 
to the Senate for consideration at the Winter Quarter ·meeting 
(February 20). The Consultative Committee has- as reference 

rna ter ial a copy of Professor Job' s· January 2 letter to you 
describing the Twin Cities Campus Libraries' request for a 
$267,241 increase for 1985-86, the $141,000 received instead, 
and comments on central administration's apparent change in 
policy and on damaging consequences the Library Committee anti
cipates. In addition we have read the minutes of the December 13 
SLC meeting in which Kathleen Price and Elwood Smith described 
and commented on the reduced budget. 



V. Rama Murthy 
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The Consultative Committee has also asked the Senate ~ 
Finance Committee to study both the immediate request and the 
long-range acquisitions budgeting issues raised in that 
December 13 meeting, and to report its conclusions and recommen
dations to SCC. The Finance Committee and the Consultative 
Committee were both given to understand last year that special 
appropriations had allowed the Twin Cities Campus Libraries to 
close the acquisitions gap between themselves and the libraries 
of peer institutions, and that appropriations which kept pace 
with inflation would now enable these libraries to hold their 
positions. That was reassuring news. We tacitly assumed that 
bud~eting would also keep pace with inflation. I suppose we 
too it for granted as well that the rate of inflation referred 
to was that for published materials. If indeed the Twin Cities 
Libraries acquisitions budget for the current year was trimmed 
to an increase of only about 1.7%, we are doubtful that level 
can permit the Libraries to maintain their current position; 
hence it appears to us to represent a significant and questionable 
policy change. 

we look forward to benefitting from any additional data or 
considerations you can bring us on the 30th which we should take 
into account as we study the question. 

DDS:mbp 

Enc. 

cc: Kenneth Keller 
David M. Lilly 
William H. Hanson 
Jack C. Merwin 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Deon D. Stuthman, Chair, 
Senate and Faculty Consultative 

Committees 
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U Libraries 

Law 

Coordinate 
Campuses 

TOTAL 

AA 
1/30/86 

Library Acquisitions Shortfall-

84-85 85-86 
Base Reg:uest Received 

3,340,512 3,607,753 3,470,023 

544,195 587,530 559,519 

774,778 836,760* 803,373* 

4,659,485 5,032,043 4,832,915 

137,730 

28,011 

33,387 

199,128 



-~~tverstty 
minnesota 

NCR-NO CARBON REQUIRED 

Date ____ J_a_n~ua~r~y~9~,~19_8~6 __________________________________ __ 

To ____ ~M~·~P~oLp~pe~l~e~-------------------------------------

From __ ~Br~l~·a~n~J~o~b-~~-~~=-----------------------------------

Su~ec~-------------------------------------------

Please use the corrected wording of the SLC resolution related to library 

acquisition budget funding - as per the attached. 

Bus Adm Form 536-Rev 6 83 
892050 (P-8556) 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA Institute ot lnternallonal Studies 
T\NIN CITIE:S 1246 Social Sc1ence Buildmg 

267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2691 

January 2, 1986 

TO: Deon Stuthman 

/. 
FROM: 13r'..an ,Job 1i!. 
RE: Senate Library Committee Resolution Regarding 1985/86 Libraries' 

Acquisition Budget Funding 

Attached is a copy of a letter from ~e to Vice-President Murthy. Also 
included are copies of memos written by Eldred Smith. These materials, I 
believe, are explanatory of the current situation concerning the 1985/86 
Libraries' acquisition budget funding. 

Apart from the funding shortfall, what was particularly disturbing to the 
Senate Library Committee Has the apparent abandonment of the policy, 
ma'..ntained throughout the recent years of severe retrenchment, of protecting 
the library acquisition budect from retrenchment of funds necessary to keep 
pace w'..th inflation. 

The Senate Library Committee passed the following resolution at its December 
meeting and wishes that this resolution be considered by the sec and 
forwarded to the Senate for '.. ts con:.J '..deration. 

RESOLVED THAT: 

With reeard to the Twin Cities L'..braries acquisition budget for 1985/86, 
the Senate Library Commi ttce strongly urges the University 
admin'..stration to redre:.Js the shortfall,(roughly $126,000), between the 
amount requested by thf' Libraries to account for inflation in library 
materials and the ~mount actually provided. lhe Senate Library 
Commit tee urges a return to the policy of &fB~t1'~ the University 
Libraries' acquisition budget from retrenchments. The Committee urges 
that high priority be g'..ven to funding this shortfall internally. 

I look forward to hearing from you, about any official or unofficial 
procedures which should be followed with regard to this resolution. 

cc: Eldred Smith, University L~brarian 

William Hanson, Chair, :~n:P 

Members, Senate L~brary Commtttee 

slc/scc3 

~D JAN :~ 0 1986 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

January 2, 1986 

V. Rama Murthy 

Institute of International Studies 
1246 Social Science Building 
267 19th Avenue South 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(612) 373-2691 

Acting Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
East Bank Campus 

Dear Vice President Murthy: 

At i.ts December meeting the Senate Library Committee considered matters 
related to the funding of the acquisition budgets of the University 
Li.braries, both in the long and short-term. The Committee was particularly 
troubled by the information it received concerning acquisition funding for 
the Twin Cities Campus Libraries for the current 1985/86 budget. 

As we presented to us, the current situation stands as follows: 

1. In response to the request of an 8% increase, $267,241, to the 
1984/85 budget base, the amount actually received was about $141,000, 
leaving a shortfall of about $126,000. 

2. The request for an 8% increase was a mLncmum maintenance request 
based on the inflation rate of the price of library materials. 

3. Central administration's response to the 1985/86 request departs 
from the practice of prior years in that it (a) abandons the policy of 
protecting the library acquisition budget from retrenchments, and (b) is 
effectively a setback to the commitment to attain and maintain 
University library acquisitions parity with regard to a set of peer 
institution libraries. 

4. If the $126,000 shortfall is not remedied for the 1985/86 budget, 
the University libraries will be forced to cut back on necessary 
acquisitions by not purchasing items and/or by cancelling subscriptions. 
Failure to fund this shortfall will result in the libraries falling 
behind the acquisition budget of relevant peer institutions, thus losing 
precious ground gained i.n previous years. 

Eldred Smith i.nformed the Committee that he has submitted an urgent request 
to you for reinstatement of the requested funds to the Library acquisition 
budget. 

The membership of the Senate Library Committee was greatly distressed by 
this state of affairs. The Committee believes strongly that it represents 
the feeling of faculty and students that maintenance of the strength of the 
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Un~versity Libraries ~s critical to the teaching and research missions of 
this institution. 

As a result of its discussions, the Senate Library Commitment passed a 
Resolut~on which it will forward to the SCC and to the Senate. The text of 
this Resolution was as follows: 

With regard to the Twin Cities Libraries acquisition budget for 1985/86, 
the Senate Library Committee strongly urges the University 
administration to redress the shortfall

1
(roughly $126,000), between the 

amount requested by the Libraries to account for inflation in library 
materials and the amount actually provided. The Senate Library 
Committee urges a return to the policy of protecting the University 
Libraries' acquisition budget from retrenchments. The Committee urges 
that high priority be given to funding this shortfall internally. 

The Committee also directed me to write to you informing you of our 
discussions and urging you to take steps, as soon as possible, to address 
this situation by responding with the needed additional funding for the 
1985/86 Libraries acquisition budget. Having done so, I look forward to 
hearing from you on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ Brian L. Job 
Ch~tr, Senate Library Committee 

cc: Kenneth Keller, President 
Kathryn Price, Acting Assistant Vice President 
Eldred Smith, University Librarian 
Deon Stuthman, Chair, SCC 
William Hanson, Chair, SCEP 
Members, Senate Library Committee 

slc/murthy1 
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'·l _-~~~;;n .I UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
_ .. · . .I j J TWIN CITIES 

October 29, 1985 

MEMORANDUM 

1 Office of the Director 
i 

· University Libraries 
, Wilson Library 
i Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

TO: M. Kathleen Price, Acting Assistant Vice President for 
Academic Affairs 

FROM: 
c!L, 

Eldred Smith, University Librarian }/. / 

SUBJECT: 1985 Legislative Session -Library Acquisition Funding 

This is in response to your memorandum of October 22, requesting information 
about the funding received by the Twin Cities Campus Libraries for acquisition 
support in the 1985 Legislative session. 

The University's request for the Twin Cities Campus Libraries was an 8% increase 
to our 1984/85 budget base. The 1984/85 base was $3,340,512. An 8% increase 
would have been $267,241. This would have yielded a 1985/86 Twin Cities Campus 
Libraries budget base of $3,607,753. 

What we actually received was $140,993. This was in two parts. The first part 
{$57,481) was the proportion of the overall SE&E increase (1.72%) of the 
acquisition portion of our total SE&E base. The second portion· was a special 
allocation of $83,512. With these increases, our 1985/86 acquisition budget is 
$3,481,505. This represents a shortfall of $126,243 against the 8% increase 
that was requested. 

I believe that the shortfall is a result of the University's decision to 
allocate only a 1.72% increase - rather than the 5% identified by the 
Legislature - to our acqutsition budget base. I recognize that this was part of 
the University's effort to meet a targeted retrenchment and I can sympathize 
with that. However, I do believe that Library acquisition should have been 
excluded from that retrenchment and that the full 5% increase should have been 
applied to the acquisition budget. If this had happened, the University 
Libraries would have emerged with an increase that was very close to our 8% 
request, as follows: 

1984/85 Acquisition Base 
5% inflationary increase 
Special allocation 

TOTAL 

$3,340,512 
167,026 
83,512 

3,591,050 
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As you can see from these figures, this would have brought our 19B5/86 
acquisition budget quite close to the figure that we requested - only $16,703 
short. This would certainly be manageable for us. The present shortfall of 
$126,248 is, however, going to pose some very severe problems for us in meeting 
the Twin Cities Libraries acquisition needs. 

I believe that a similar calculation, applied to the Law Library's request and 
allocation1 would-yieJd very similar results proportionately. I hope that y~u 
find this information of some help. 

mg 

cc: Ellory Christianson, University libraries Fiscal Officer 
Gene Wiemers, University libraries Collection Development Planning Officer 

I 
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Office of the University Ubrarian 

UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA University libraries 
TWIN CITIES Wilson library 

309 South 19th Avenue 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

1 (612) 373·3097 

June 27, 1985 

MEf.10RANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

V. Rama Murthy, Acting Vice Presiden~~Academic Affairs 

Eldred Smith, University librarian ~ 

University Libraries-Twin Cities 1985/86 Acquisition Budget 

1 S/8 '7 eu(.G l 
?S{'il.!? Arq..u 

t 

I have just been informed that the University Libraries-Twin Cities will be 
receiving a 1985/86 acquisition increase of $141 ,302. This is approximately 
one-half (53%) of the $267,241 increase that we requested. Our requested 
increase, which represented an 8% increase to our base, was absolutely mini
mal. I believe that this was clear in the language of my original request. 

The consequences of this increase will be as follows. First, we will have 
to reduce our present acquisition program, including serials acquisition in 
the sciences, which we have worked so hard to improve in recent years. 
Second, we will lose the ground that we had recently achieved, after six 
years of hard and intensive effort, to approach parity with our presumed 
peer institutions. 

I cannot believe that you, President Keller, and the other members of the 
Budget Executive have adequately assessed the implications of this decision} 
I strongly urge that this matter be reviewed and that a concerted effort be· 
made to secure the additional $125,000 that the University Libraries-Twin 
Cities requires. I also urge that a similar restoration of funds be car
ried out with regard to the Law Library. 

I look forward to hearing from you about this. 

lt 

cc: President Keller 
Budget Executive 
University Libraries Central Administrative Group 
Kathleen Price, Director, Law Library 
Rick Heydinger 
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PROPOSED MOTION 

Regarding the Report of the 

Special Committee on Unified and Increased Preparation Standards 

For Information - February 20, 1986 

MOTION: 

That the University Senate endorse establishment of unified preparation 
requirements for students entering Twin Cities, Morris, and Duluth colleges of 
the University of Minnesota to pursue baccalaureate degrees. These standards 
require evidence of competence commensurate with four years of study in English; 
three years in social studies, mathematics (including geometry and intermediate 
algebra), and science (including one biological and one physical science); two 
years in a foreign language; and one year in the arts (music, dance, drama, or 
art). These preparation requirements should become effective for students 
entering in Fall, 1990 (in the case of foreign languages, Fall, 1992) in order 
to allow for extensive communication of requirements to school districts and 
high-school students in Minnesota and major feeder schools in other states. 
The Senate Consultative Committee should report to the Senate (a) at least one 
year in advance of these dates on the status of preparations for implementing 
these requirements; and (b) no later than two years following implementation on 
the impact of the requirements. 

COMMENT: 

The Special Committee on Increased and Unified Preparation Standards 
believes that increasing and unifying preparation standards will improve the 
quality of teaching and learning at the University, thus improving access to a 
quality education for all students. The draft report of the Special Committee 
includes implementation recommendations that reflect the Special Committee's 
extensive review of potential impact of increased and unified preparation 
standards on access to the University and on academic and student-services 
programs. A key recommendation is that a transition period of five years be 
allowed before the proposed preparation standards become requirements. During 
that time, the University should undertake an extensive public relations and 
communication program to inform school districts and the people of the state of 
the new standards and to provide consulting and technical assistance where 
needed to help schools make the necessary curricular and academic-advising 
changes to prepare students to meet the standards. In addition, during this 
period the University faculty should review and revise the University curriculum 
to meet the needs of students who are more uniformly prepared to work at 
advanced levels. 

W. Andrew Collins 
Chair 



_. '. UNIVERSITY OF }iiNNESOTA-TWIN CITIES 

4t; Evalueting Team (Chair listed first): 

, 

Dr. Francis H. Heller 
Roy A. Roberts P~ofessor of Law & Political Science 
University of Ka?sas 
School of Law 
Lawrence, KS 66045 
(913) 864-4550 
Administration 

Dr. E. David Cronon 
Dean, College of Letters & Sciences 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 
102 S. Hall 
Madison, WI 53706 
(608) 263-2303 
20th Century U.S. History 

Dr. Linda S. Wilson 
Vice President for Research 
University of Michigan 
UM VPR 4080 Fleming Admin. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48109 · 
(313) 764-1185 
Research Admin/Grad. Educ/Univ Admin. 

Dr. Jeanne E. Gullahorn 
Associate Dean of the Grad School & Prof of Psychology 
Michigan State University 
246 Administration Bldg. 
East Lansing, MI 48824 
(517) 355-0300 
Psychology/Graduate Studies/Social Sciences 

Dr. Edward H. Jennings 
President 
The Ohio State University 
205 Bricker Hall-190 N. Oval Mall 
Columbus, OH 43210 
(614) 422-2424 
Central Admin./Finance/Health 

Dr. William T. Brazelton 
Associate Dean, Technological Institute 
Northwestern University 
2145 Sheridan Road 
Evanston, IL 60201 
(312) 491-5182 

·Engineering-Cham/Administration/Currie Dev. 

Dr. Brian F. Chabot 
Associate Director of Research for 

Mr. Martin Runkle 
Director 
University of Chicago Library 
1100 E. 57th Street 
Chicago, IL 60637 
(312) 962-8744 
Library Admin/Library Auto. 

the College of Agriculture and Life Sciences and Associate 
Professor of Ecological Systems 
Cornell University 
3104 Snee Hall 
Ithaca, NY 14853-1504 
'"--" --- ---
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REPORT OF FCC'S NOMINATIONS COMMITTEE 

Irwin Rubenstein. Richerd Goldstein, Jack Merwin, Frank Soreuf 

SUGGESTED NAMES FOR A NOMINATING COMMITTEE FOR THE ASSEMBLY 
COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

2·3 JAN 8G 

Suqqested Names: 

Kent R. Bales 
David L. Giese 
Charles Fairhurst 
Anne D. Pick 
Lee D. Stauffer 

Alternates: 

Mercia M. Eaton 
Phyllis S. Freier 
Wesley B. Sundquist 
Mario F. Bognenno 

English 
General College 
Civil & Min Eng 
Child Devel 
Env Hlth 

Philosophy 
Physics 
Ag Econ 
Indust Rels 

Chair 

Chair? 


