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Minutes of the Academic Planning Committee meeting 
held on May 15. 1987 in the Cardinal Room. K.C. 

============================================~===== 

Present: Professors Barger. Castronovo. Krishnan, Maraffa. 
Slawecki and Deans Ruggles and Yozwiak. 

Excused: Prof. Elias 
Absent: Profs. Alam, Tribble and Provost Gillis. 
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Meeting was called to order at 1.00 p.m. 

Minutes of May i. 1987 was approved as presented. 

The draft report on Department Goals submitted by the Chair 
was discussed. With some changes, the draft was approved 
for submission to the Senate. 

4. Chair thanked the Members of the Committee for their contri
butions and cooperation during the year and congratulated them 
on the achievements of the Committee. 

cc: Chair, Senate 
Secretary, Senate 
Circulation Desk, Maag Library. 



May 11, 19::::7. 

R. Krishnan, Chair , APC~/ 
To 

Memb ers-, i=)PC 

Su_bj",~ct: Report on Department Goals-Planning. 

A draft report on academic planning-department goals is 

attached herewith. You may like to review it and make necessary 

( 
changes so that we c a n fin a lize the report in our next meeting 

on 1~5th. 

Thank~-;. 
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Report of the Acad emic PI~nning Committee on 
~cademic Plann Ing 

===~========~~==~=========~=====~====~==~==~ 

The Academic Planning Committee has been spinning its wheels for 
the last two years without I~ nowing exact l y what Its rol e in 
'ac ademi c plannIng' i s . The l ast year 's committee felt that it 
s hould try to estab lish a procedure to obtain Department plans 
from the acad emic departments a n d review/evaluate them a nd set 
p rioriti es . Based on this idea. they developed some g UId e lines 
for preparation of Department Goals and requested the Departments 
to submit tnelr g02ls. Most cf the Uepartments ~ld sUbmit some 
statements. However, many of them sImply described what the 
Depart ments were doirlg on a day-to -d ay basis rather than future 
plarls - goals/objectIves they would like to a c hieve in the future 
years and how they plan to achieve them . Not only t hat. There 
was no uniformi ty in the type of information provided either. In 
addition. some of the Departments we r e either hesitant or not 
willing to submit any form of statement as to their plans. 

The Committee this year . after completing the work on Scheduling 
P o lic y , took up the issue of academic planning. Th e re were as 
Inany ideas as to how to deal with the Department Goals /objectives, 
as the number of members of the Committee. In other words, no 
concensus could be deve loped as to t h e p rocess of review/ 
evaluation of t he plans - Department Go~ls- r~ceived. The 
Committee ended up deci d ing to sUlnmarize the Goals by School and 
submit it to the Senat e to facilitate communication between the 
varous parts of the a c a demic community. These summaries are 
attached in Appendix A. 

Some of the difficulties the Co mmittee faced in undertaking a 
better process are: 

1. l 'he ac ademic department s do not seem to be con v inced as to the 
necessity of developin g long range p lans and/or they are not 
familiar wit h the process of planni n g. 

2. The process o f a ll o cat i on of resources among a cadem ic depart
nlents till now has been through the admi nistrative channels. 
Th e Department Chair will submit their resource requirem~nts 
t o the Dean, who i n turn will mal~e recommendations to t~ ~ 
Prov ost. The Provost will then make the decision and ~ubmit 

it to the Presi dent /Budget Commit tee . The Senate had had no 
role in deciding the priorjties or ma king r ecommendation s in 
the past. Hence, the academic departments may not have 
c0nsidered the plann ing process initiated b y the Academic 
Planning Committee as relevant or important. 
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It seems, the departments are not at all willing to submit 
their activities to the scrut i ny of a Universit y wide group 
based on on the feeling that each department is unlque and no 
general group will have the knowledge/expertise to evaluate 
their activities and determine their future resource needs 
and/or priorities. 

4. Under the present evaluation and recommendation procedures, 
the Departments do not have any incentive or necessity to 
submit their plans to a Senate Committee or the Senate 
itself. 

Based on the above, the Academic Planning Commitee strongly feels 
that, as it stands, the Committee has very littl e or no part in 
the ac ademic planninq process. 

The Senate, or the Executive Committee of the Senate, ma y like to 
reevaluate the role of the Academic Planning Committee and decide 
what its mandate should be for the future . 




