
 Minutes• 
 
 Senate Finance Committee 
 June 2, 1988 
 
 
Present: Mark Brenner, John Clark, Shirley Clark (chair), David Hamilton, Sally Jorgensen, Gerald 

Klement, Geoffrey Maruyama, Cleon Melsa, Tom Scott, Joan Steuermer, Mark Umland, 
Walter Weyhmann 

 
Guests: David Berg, Mary Bilek, Carol Campbell, Gayle Grika, Nick LaFontaine, Maureen Smith 
 
 
The May 5 minutes were approved with the following deletion in the second paragraph of item 3 on page 3:  
"Professor Maruyama added to this that the University may actually have less money to invest than other 
agencies.  The state determines the guidelines, so they are not likely to reduce the allocation because of 
investments."    
 
Wrap-up on AIDS Task Force discussion 
 
Professor Hamilton reported that the Senate Research Committee had met with Dean Robert Kane of the 
School of Public Health.  He remarked on the eloquence of Dean Kane's presentation that addressed research 
and, in a narrower sense, behavior modification.  Dean Kane said that the School of Public Health could be a 
potential home for AIDS research at the University but they had not thus far been asked.  The SRC supported 
the idea of research in respect to behavior modification. 
 
In response to a question about sources of research money Professor Hamilton reiterated the view that was 
presented in the previous SFC meeting by Mr. Johnson and Professor Hanft; that in order for the University to 
compete with other institutions for federal grant money there would need to be seed money for these projects. 
 This would need to exceed the graduate school Grant in Aid fund.   
 
Noting the general agreement of the Committee with the Research committee's support of the AIDS Task 
Force report, Professor Shirley Clark presented two possible actions that this committee could take: one, to 
send a letter in support of the principle of the AIDS Task Force report to the Provost and the Consultative 
committee, or two, to send a letter with specific recommendations. 
 
Professor Maruyama observed that just as the Faculty and Staff Assistance Program may end up folding into 
existing structures, perhaps this could be folded into existing structures.  There is going to be an informational 
mailing on the Faculty and Staff Assistance program and perhaps the publicity effort could be combined. 
 
In response to a comment that perhaps the research money had best be pursued through standard avenues, 
Professor Hamilton responded that he thought that Dean Kane would say that the amount of money available 
for research is already limited, that there are too many applications and that the average amount granted is 
$10,000 which is not enough.  New money is needed.  ICR would not be an appropriate source because it is 
currently running a huge deficit.  He noted some precedents for state specials that provided for research into 
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specific disease issues such as Leukemia and Multiple Sclerosis.  
 
Professor Weyhmann agreed with the idea of a State Special as a part of the legislative request because that 
separates it from the Operations and Maintenance Budget. 
 
There was then some discussion of AIDS research priorities.  One committee member thought that there ought 
to be a "before" and "after" baseline survey of knowledge of AIDS and that the education efforts are clearly 
coming from other sources. 
 
It was noted by another committee member that since we are in the middle of the crisis, and the end is unclear, 
there cannot be a before and after.  In light of this, perhaps research efforts would be put to better use in 
behavior modification.   
 
To conclude this discussion, Professor Shirley Clark said that she would go ahead and draft a letter for the 
Provost and the Consultative Committee. 
 
Senate Structure 
 
The Committee discussed the implications of the incorporation of the Senate Planning and the Physical 
Planning and Space Allocation into the Senate Finance Committee. 
 
Professor Brenner reported that there were already plans for the SPC to meet with this Committee once a 
quarter in the 88-89 academic year.  The comment was made that perhaps the chair of the Physical Planning 
Committee should be contacted to pursue a similar arrangement. 
 
Legislative Request   
 
Professor Shirley Clark began by summarizing the discussions that took place in FCC and SCC earlier in the 
day.  She listed the suggested budget priorities that came out of those meetings.  In SCC there was discussion 
of the problem of "budget English" and the difficulty in understanding the total budget.  Chair Phil Shively 
had categorized three clusters of budget items:  physical operations, academic improvements, and 
Commitment to Focus planning. 
 
Some items mentioned by Committee members were the following:   
 --SEE (in the sense that they are important aspects of the Swan report) 
 -- class size and funding for teaching assistants,  
 --quality of undergraduate education, and  
 --general teaching aids in the classroom; from chalk to audiovisuals. 
 
Mr. Berg distributed a chart listing Supply, Expense, and Equipment Expenditures per Student and Funding 
Needed to Reach Third Place Among Big 10 Public Universities.  This information was compiled from the 
AAU Data  Exchange. The Committee spent some time looking through this document and asking questions 
about its specifics.  Mr. Berg commented that this was a method of comparing, and not necessarily a desirable 
model.  He mentioned that on this chart Liberal Arts and Agriculture is funded more highly than the Health 
Sciences and this may be incorrect. 
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The discussion turned to the topic of reserves when Mr. Berg mentioned that we are going to be asked to make 
a set of standard reports on the reserves, and that it would be a good idea to schedule an SFC meeting on this 
topic. 
 
Vice President Campbell remarked that several studies have concluded that a $40 million reserve level is 
somewhat on the low side.  She added that this needs to be discussed openly at the outset of the legislative 
session.  In response to a question about the use of the reserves, she listed three different uses:  revenue 
shortfalls, contingent expenses which the state cannot control such as health care, and as a source of quasi-
endowment. 
   
Committee members agreed that there needs to be some strategizing on the part of the University in defense of 
maintaining reserves. It was mentioned that the legislature may not understand the need for reserves.  A 
Committee member wanted to know to what extent strategy has already been a topic in central administration, 
and Vice President Campbell responded that while some items are well underway, there has not been much 
discussion of this specific topic. 
 
Bringing the discussion back to the legislative request priorities, Professor Brenner commented that we have 
to know "how big a hole" we need to fill in order to address budgeting needs.  The line of retrenchment needs 
to be known. 
 
The discussion turned to the subject of ICR money.  Professor Hamilton reported that the Senate Research 
Committee has developed a set of principles regarding the allocation of this money.  This set of principles will 
be brought to this committee as a formal report.  He added that the libraries as well as high technology funding 
should come from the state if the University becomes a top-ranked research university. 
 
Mr. Berg mentioned that we will be asking for total offset, so new money will be available to fund libraries, 
etc.  In response to a question about the category of this money, Mr. Berg said that rather than being a part of 
the 0100 budget, ICR money is in its own category.   
  
The meeting was adjourned at 5:30. 
 
    Respectfully Submitted, 
 
    Kelly Craigmile 
 
University of Minnesota 


