
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning  
Tuesday, June 4, 2013 

2:15 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Russell Luepker (chair pro tem), Gary Cohen, Dan Feeney, Catherine Fitch, Susan Hupp, 

Lincoln Kallsen, Kara Kersteter, Talha Khan, Russell Luepker, Jill Merriam, Paul Olin, 
Michael Rollefson, Ann Sather, Arturo Schultz, S. Charles Schulz 

 
Absent:  Will Durfee, Fred Morrison, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Jahon Rafian, Terry Roe, Gwen 

Rudney, Thomas Stinson, Michael Volna, Pamela Wheelock, Aks Zaheer 
 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Laurie Scheich (Auxiliary Services); Julie Tonneson, Carole 

Fleck (Office of Budget and Finance) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) overview of Auxiliary Services (Twin Cities); (2) 2013-14 operating budget; (3) 
Administrative Services Benchmarking and Diagnostic Study update] 
 
 
1. Overview of Auxiliary Services (Twin Cities) 
 
 Professor Luepker convened the meeting at 2:15, explained that Professor Durfee was out of 
town, and welcomed Associate Vice President Scheich to provide an overview of Auxiliary Services at 
the University.   
 
 Associate Vice President Scheich provided copies of a handout and reviewed the contents with 
Committee members.  She began by noting the organization chart for the Vice President for University 
Services, of which Auxiliary Services is a part (along with Capital Planning and Project Management, 
Facilities Management, Public Safety, and University Health and Safety).  Auxiliary Services has a 
budget (2012-13) of $161 million and includes the Bookstores, General Services (printing, bindery, 
mailing, office equipment services), Housing and Residential Life, Parking and Transportation Services, 
Contract Administration (dining services, UCard, vending), and U Stores. 
 
 Ms. Scheich noted the components of the four largest units in Auxiliary Services (housing, dining 
services, parking and transportation, and bookstores) and explained briefly what each does. 
 

With respect to housing, she noted that there are 6,300 beds on campus and 600 are being added 
with the new residence hall on 17th Avenue.  So, Professor Luepker observed, the vast majority of Twin 
Cities students live somewhere other than a residence hall.  That is correct, Ms. Scheich said; this is not 
considered a residential campus, although they have added 1200 beds in the last decade.  Is the goal that 
students live in University facilities, Professor Luepker inquired?  That all students live on-campus is not 
their goal but they do assess demand regularly, Ms. Scheich responded.  When the most recent demand 
study was conducted, it appeared that there is demand for an additional 1200 beds, so they will be adding 
the 600 beds in the new residence hall on University Avenue next year and then review where demand 
stands after experience with it open.  They are also watching the increased amount of housing being 
constructed near the campus. 
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Professor Schultz inquired if there is any way the University can provide oversight of new 

housing being constructed around the campus.  A number of these new 12-13-story high-rise buildings 
are using wood-frame construction and could go up in a flash if there were a fire and the sprinkling 
system did not function properly; some of the buildings could be catastrophes in the making.  
Additionally, their resistance to a severe windstorm is questionable. Ms. Scheich said that they do not 
routinely have discussions with those responsible for new construction around the campus, although they 
do inform students when they learn about problems with landlords. 

 
Professor Cohen observed that Aramark has had the food concession for a long time; Ms. Scheich 

said it has been since 1998 and was thoroughly reviewed and then renewed in 2008.  It was a competitive 
process, she assured the Committee.  Professor Cohen asked how long the contract is; Ms. Scheich said it 
is for 12 years, with a possibility of renewal for an additional 4 years.  Professor Cohen asked what 
accountability mechanisms exist.  Ms. Scheich said that they have annual business reviews with each 
vendor and establish benchmarks and talk about how to meet them and improve service.  Vice President 
Wheelock has started a comprehensive review of dining services in light of the fact that the University is 
about half-way through its current contract with Aramark.  Mr. Rollefson asked if food service staff are 
University employees.  They are, Ms. Scheich said, and are jointly managed with Aramark, Human 
Resources, and Auxiliary Services, and University policies are enforced with all employees, including 
student employees.  So the University is really buying Aramark's management experience, Mr. Rollefson 
concluded.  Ms. Scheich agreed. 

 
Ms. Scheich also reviewed the business plan for Auxiliary Services business lines and primary 

services. 
 
The budget for Auxiliary Services is $161 million in the current year; they have 919 FTE 

employees, Ms. Scheich reported.  They are self-funded except for $1.1 million in central funds that 
support campus mail, the U Card office, Conference Event Services, and bike programs.  Apart from the 
small amount of central funds, about 75% of their revenue comes from external sales (food in the union, 
for example) and about 25% from internal sales to other departments.   

 
The three largest revenue sources in Auxiliary Services are housing ($41.9 million), parking 

($35.9 million), and the bookstores ($34.4 million).  University Dining Services' annual sales are 
approximately $40 million and these are not included in the University's budget.  The largest expenses are 
the cost of goods sold, payroll, and maintenance and utilities.  They also fund depreciation for facilities 
renewal and replacement, Ms. Scheich pointed out.   

 
Professor Luepker inquired if Auxiliary Services pays cost-pool charges.  They do for some 

services such as OIT, Ms. Scheich said.  They pay for their own space and operating costs are billed 
directly to them, not paid through a cost pool. 

 
Ms. Scheich turned to the four areas of strategic direction that Auxiliary Services is working on: 

 
--  Customer Service - Provide quality goods and services at market competitive prices that meet 
customers’ needs and exceed their expectations 
--  Continuous Improvement & Innovation - Continuously improve and streamline performance in 
an effort to control cost of attendance and create more efficient and effective processes and 
services 
--  Self-Sufficiency - Eliminate dependence on central funding by implementing cost cutting 
measures and service improvements 
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--  Workplace Culture - Create a respectful and inclusive workplace that supports the recruiting, 
hiring, developing and retaining of exceptional employees. 

 
Ms. Scheich touched on customer service, part of their core mission, and said that they routinely conduct 
customer-service surveys.  Their results are typically above the national averages.   
 

Ms. Scheich also reviewed what continuous improvement means, and it includes controlling the 
cost of attendance.  She noted a graph plotting increases in tuition & fees, auxiliary-related costs (e.g., 
room and board, course materials, transportation), and the total cost of attendance for the period 2005-06 
to 2012-13.  The increases in auxiliary-related services were significantly lower than the increases in 
tuition and fees during that period.  What is important to her, Ms. Scheich commented, is that Auxiliary 
Services helped keep University cost increases down.  With tuition increases set at zero for the next two 
years for undergraduate resident students, Auxiliary Services costs will exceed tuition increases.  There 
will be an increase in costs of 3.9% for FY14, with a majority of the increase attributed to servicing the 
debt and operating costs on the new University Avenue residence hall.   

 
So if one lives off campus, the increases in auxiliary-related costs does not apply, Professor 

Luepker observed.  That is correct, Ms. Scheich said, because those students would not have room & 
board charges—but the University's room & board charges are competitive with the market, so students 
who live off campus will probably see comparable cost increases. 

 
Professor Luepker asked if Auxiliary Services operates in the black and makes a profit.  Ms. 

Scheich said that they aim to break even, and they have some good years and some that are not quite so 
good.  But they are not in business to make a profit.  If they have a margin, they put it into reserves for 
facilities renewal.  This is a big difference from academic units, Mr. Kallsen pointed out. 

 
Mr. Rollefson recalled that Parking and Transportation used to make a lot of money, which the 

central administration then used for various purposes.  Ms. Scheich said that Auxiliary Services is not 
able to fully fund depreciation on all new parking ramps, and central administration has parking- and 
transportation-related projects that it wants funded, which is reasonable.  But this is not a "golden age" for 
parking revenues, she said, because there have been no rate increases in five years.  Mr. Kallsen added 
that while the administration has not taken any money from Parking and Transportation in recent years, it 
has assigned certain responsibilities to the department in order that the funding need not come from 
central University sources. 

 
Professor Cohen asked what the overall ratio between demand and supply is in contract parking.  

It is much better than it has been in the past, Ms. Scheich reported, although not everyone can park 
exactly where they want to.  Professor Cohen asked if there is replacement parking for students who used 
to park on the site of TCF Bank Stadium.  There are lots behind the stadium, Ms. Scheich said, and 
students are also eligible for contract spots, especially in the East River Road ramp. 

 
Ms. Scheich reviewed recent efficiencies that have been achieved in Auxiliary Services: 
 
--  University Bookstores 

• Implemented used textbook program in 2007 saving students $660,000 in FY12 
• Implemented textbook rental program in 2009 saving students $1.485M in FY12 
• Decreased payroll expenses over past 10 years saving $600,000 FY12  

--  Parking and Transportation Services 
• Increased parking contract space allocation generating $700,000 in additional revenue 

since 2011 
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• Installed automated payment machines reducing costs by $1.35M annually (which has 
allowed PTS to fund additional projects around the campus) 

--  University Dining Services 
• Centralized dessert production saving $114,000 annually 
• Reduced management staff by 4 FTE saving $279,000 annually 
• Closed retail dining venues over winter break saving $48,000 annually (about which they 

received complaints the first year but fewer last year) 
--  Printing & General Services (and they try to do small projects to help departments) 

• Realigned units eliminating 2 manager positions 
• Reduced staffing over past 5 years by 28 FTE or $1.6M in annual savings 

--  University Stores/U Market Services 
• Actively marketing remanufactured toner cartridges saving U departments approximately 

$250,000 per year 
• Negotiated new pricing with primary lab supply vendors saving departments $475,000 

annually 
• Negotiated new pricing and “just in time” delivery for office supplies saving departments 

$490,000 annually 
• Assumed materials management and distribution functions for FM 

--  Housing & Residential Life 
• Completed plumbing system upgrades in 3 halls saving over $130K annually 
• Over past 5 years, reduced student & full-time staffing by over $550K annually  

 
Ms. Scheich reviewed what self-sufficiency means for Auxiliary Services (develop sound, well-

defined business plans, align and leverage resources, increase revenues generated through the sale of 
goods and services in a non-mandated use of services environment, adjust workforce levels to increase 
productivity and ensure a high quality customer experience while delivering greatest value, and self-fund 
all capital and facility renewal projects).  She went on to review workplace culture, something she said 
she emphasizes, because Auxiliary Services has very different businesses and what pulls them together is 
workplace culture.   
 

--  Promote an Inclusive and Respectful Workplace Environment 
• Recognized for Respectful Workplace Program Efforts 
• Encourage staff participation in local, regional and national workshops 

--  Value and Celebrate Diversity 
--  Offer Employee Engagement and Recognition Opportunities 

• Provide staff training and professional development opportunities 
• Assist students in their personal growth and development 
• Recognize and celebrate outstanding performance 

--  Promote a Sustainable Workplace Environment 
• Utilize sustainable products 
• Buy local and organic products 
• Incorporate sustainable practices into the everyday actions of employees. 

 
They are committed to efficiency and effectiveness and a financially-strong organization.  They also 
follow all applicable University policies. 
 
 Ms. Scheich turned the current challenges they face. 
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--  Providing market competitive products and services while meeting customer expectations in 
the University’s living wage environment  (e.g., they cannot offer a hamburger for a dollar 
because they believe in paying a living wage) 
--  Maintaining a critical level of business activity in certain business lines during periods of 
decreased funding levels across the University 
--  Addressing customers’ increased expectations for electronic, mobile and/or web based 
versions of products and services 
--  Increasing student satisfaction while working to control the cost of attendance 
--  Aligning campus accessibility, safety and product delivery requirements with evolving campus 
transportation trends (the light rail line through campus is going to offer a huge challenge). 
 
Their current major initiatives are these: 
 
--  Construct a new 600 bed residence hall and dining facility 
--  Automate on-campus parking facilities 
--  In partnership with Academic Affairs, identify a campus e-book delivery and distribution 
model 
--  Implement U Stores comprehensive review recommendations 

• e-Procurement 
• Materials Management 
• Centralized Distribution 

--  Conduct comprehensive review of on-campus dining 
--  Recast and define Printing & General Services business model. 
--  Support U-wide efforts in developing a “second-year experience” program for students (in 
concert with Academic Affairs; this is a "missed group") 
--  Coordinate Gopher Game Day support operations 
--  Plan and prepare for Vikings use of TCF Bank Stadium in 2014 
--  Continue to provide leadership and direction for CCLRT arrival on campus 
--  Plan for upcoming Auxiliary Services leadership transitions 

 
 Mr. Rollefson asked if the University will make money on sales of alcohol next year.  Ms. 
Scheich said the contract provisions on alcohol sales have been renegotiated.  When the contract was first 
negotiated, no one had any idea there would be alcohol at athletic events, so those provisions needed 
revisiting.  The University will see a higher return next year.  What about parking fees on football game 
days, Professor Luepker asked?  Ms. Scheich said that Parking and Transportation retains the revenue for 
use for campus infrastructure costs. 
 
 Professor Cohen recalled that there have been discussions about disruptions on various parts of 
the campus on football game days; have those discussions reached her, he asked Ms. Scheich.  They did, 
she responded, and they work with departments on their events.  She pointed out that there has been more 
non-football parking available in the second and third years the stadium has been in use for football.  Are 
they better positioned to avoid charging event rates for campus visitors, Professor Cohen asked?  Ms. 
Scheich said they believe they can accommodate visitors for non-football events.  They have some 
flexibility on game days, but there will inevitably be some conflicts.  With respect to problems in 
Dentistry that Professor Olin has mentioned before, he said they have been resolved—but they have to 
address them anew every year and people end up paying game-day rates.  Ms. Scheich promised to check 
on the problem. 
 
 Professor Schulz asked how Minnesota compares with the Big Ten in auxiliary services, and in 
terms of selling souvenirs and the like.  They do make those comparisons, Ms. Scheich said, and 
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Minnesota will be 11th out of the current 12 Big Ten  institutions in the cost of housing in FY14, which is 
good news for students' cost of attendance.  They try to stay at the lower end of the rate structure.  In 
terms of the sale of apparel and souvenirs at a level comparable to Michigan, they need intercollegiate 
athletics to help by improving its performance in certain sports, she noted. 
 
 Mr. Rollefson said he thought Ms. Scheich and her colleague "do a bang-up job" and he asked 
how the University compares with institutions that outsource some of these services.  Ms. Scheich said 
that they have just made such comparisons for U Stores and found that Minnesota is considered an 
industry model; they made a decision to outsource dining a number of years ago.  They do, however, 
periodically review the status of operations to determine if changes should be made. 
 
 Professor Luepker thanked Associate Vice President Scheich for her presentation. 
 
2. 2013-14 Operating Budget 
 
 Professor Luepker turned to Ms. Tonneson to provide an overview of the 2013-14 budget. 
 
 The president will present the proposed budget to the Board of Regents on June 5 for information, 
there will be public comment the same day, and then it will be presented to the Board on June 14-15 for 
action, Ms. Tonneson reported.  
 
 She then outlined the increased resources ($72.1 million) and expenditures ($71.8 million).  The 
increased resources come from the state appropriation ($31.4 million), tuition revenues ($8.7 million, but 
none from resident undergraduates), unit resources ($19.7 million), and one-time institutional funds 
($12.3 million).  The expenditures will be compensation ($13.2 million), student financial aid ($2.9 
million), academic initiatives ($43.9 million), and mission support and operations ($11.8 million).   
 
 The biennial appropriation increased 5.8% the first year and 2.5% the second year over the base 
appropriation, for a total increase of 7.1% for the biennium.  The University had requested an increase of 
$32.2 million the first year, or 5.9%; the appropriation was $32 million, 5.9%.  For the second year, the 
University requested 27.2 million, or a 4.7% increase; the appropriation was $14.3 million, or 2.5%.  The 
Academic Health Center loan-forgiveness program ($1.5 million requested in the second year) was not 
funded, nor was the Accountability Fund ($11.5 million requested, also the second year).  The latter 
proposed a set of performance measures the University would meet to obtain the funds; Ms. Tonneson 
reported that the University received the measures but not the funding. 
 
 Professor Schulz pointed out that Medical School students graduate with over $100,000 in debt; if 
the state expects them to stay in the area, the loan-forgiveness program needs to be funded.  How can the 
Academic Health Center help make the case?  Ms. Tonneson said that the item was in one of the two bills 
but did not survive the conference committee.  Professor Schulz said he would like people from the AHC 
to help work on this item.  Professor Luepker noted that the Committee will hear later in the summer from 
the professional school deans about the funding for graduate and professional education. 
 
 Ms. Tonneson provided a graph of state appropriations to the University since the year 2000; 
there were increases in 9 of the 16 years (counting through 2014-15) but 2013-14 is the first increase in 6 
years.   
 
 Ms. Tonneson itemized the sources of the $12.3 million in one-time institutional funds and the 
$19.7 million in unit resources.  The former is comprised of system-level earnings, cancellation of 
allocations, and income from investments in future years; the latter consists of increases in revenues 
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(indirect cost funds, sales, clinical income, etc.), uncommitted tuition revenues above the budget, and 
reallocation of resources to higher priorities.  The reallocation comes from the .8% reallocation target for 
every unit (some were more than .8%, some were less), which funds were achieved as a result of position 
elimination, reductions in general operating expenses, $10 million already identified as administrative 
cost reductions (not in mission delivery), and further reductions expected. 
 
 As she had indicated, the state did adopt performance measures, Ms. Tonneson said.  They 
include increasing by 1% the Twin Cities undergraduate graduation rate for low-income students over 
fall, 2012, averaged over three years; increasing by 3% the total number of Twin Cities STEM degrees 
averaged over three years; increasing by 1% University graduation rates averaged over three years; for 
fiscal year 2014 a $15-million reduction in administrative costs; and increase invention disclosures by 
3%, fiscal year 2014 over 2013.  On the administrative costs, the University has already identified $10 
million and they are confident they can identify an additional $5 million by the end of the 2014 fiscal 
year. 
 
 Professor Cohen asked if the legislature spelled out what it defines as administrative costs.  It did 
not, Ms. Tonneson said; the University defines them and will provide the legislature a list of the 
reductions.  Professor Cohen recalled that there are administrative costs in the colleges as well; if a 
college reduces the number of associate deans from 4 to 3, does that count?  It does, Ms. Tonneson said. 
 
 Professor Luepker said he has looked at the list of reductions in administrative costs; some would 
say they are administrative costs while others might say they are support services for students or other 
educational support.  The focus of the legislature and the public are on expenses in Morrill Hall, but there 
will be changes in colleges and other units.  Ms. Tonneson said that while there had been talks with the 
legislature, there was no debate about administrative structures in the colleges and their connection to the 
performance measure on administrative costs.  The legislature did not want to define administrative costs 
in law.  Professor Luepker recalled that the Committee had looked at administrative costs in a few 
colleges and found them very complex and frequently the result of historical practices.  When there are 
reductions in support units, does that mean the cost-pool charges will be reduced?  It does, Ms. Tonneson 
said, and they have been reduced in the past, but if support units give salary increases, the charges will go 
up.  Professor Luepker observed that colleges face a .8% reduction but will not receive the 2.5% increase 
in funding needed for salary increases, a total of 3.3%.  Ms. Tonneson pointed out the college will receive 
an increase in state funding and will see some increased tuition and other revenue.  They look at the 
incremental changes in revenues and costs for each unit and try to balance them, she said, but not all get 
to a zero difference—that depends on leadership decisions.     
 
 Ms. Tonneson reviewed the highlights of tuition and fees for 2013-14.  There will be no increase 
in tuition for resident undergraduates for the next two years; the difference between resident and non-
resident tuition for undergraduates will increase by $1000 on the Twin Cities and Duluth campuses 
(Crookston, Morris, and Rochester charge the same for residents and non-residents because they have 
different markets); graduate and professional tuition will be aligned with market conditions and peer 
institutions, and there will be a general graduate tuition increase of 3% that will vary across units; the 
Carlson School will be in the second year of a phase-in of a tuition surcharge; there will be no increase in 
any campus or collegiate fees for the first time in decades; course and miscellaneous fee increases will be 
minimal, and most are stable or decreasing; and the international student academic support fee will begin 
in 2013-14, which will be used to help international students be successful at the University.  Overall, the 
undergraduate tuition and fee changes are at historic lows:  Crookston is -0.1%, Duluth is +0.2%, Morris 
is +0.3%, and the Twin Cities is +0.7%.  The primary reason for the increase on the Twin Cities campus 
is the slight increase in room and board expenses and an increase in the student services fee for 
recreational sport facilities, an increase recommended by the students. 
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 Professor Cohen asked if the revenues from the lease of the TCF Bank Stadium to the Vikings 
could be used to mitigate the student fee supporting the stadium.  Ms. Tonneson said there had been no 
discussions along that line.  Professor Olin said it would be fair to use some of the revenues to offset the 
student fee; Ms. Tonneson said that proposal had not been built into the budget.  Professor Cohen 
suggested that she and Vice President Pfutzenreuter ask the president about the possibility; she said they 
would do so. 
 
 Ms. Tonneson touched on the incremental costs/investments.  $13.2 million will be for a 2.5% 
compensation increase; $2.9 million will be for increased merit-based financial aid; $43.9 million ($40.4 
recurring and $3.5 nonrecurring) will be for academic investments, including MnDrive; and $11.8 million 
in mission support, of which $8.8 million is non-recurring (about $6.5 million in facility costs related to 
Cancer/Cardio and the nanotechnology building). 
 
 For the 2014-15 fiscal year, the projected financial obligations (increases) will be $42.2 million, 
which assumes a 2.5% compensation increase, modest increases in facilities costs, and modest academic 
investments.  The funds will come from the increased state appropriation, new graduate, professional, and 
non-resident tuition income, and unit reductions/adjustments. 
 
 Professor Schulz asked if there had been any discussion of the impact of sequestration on 
indirect-cost funds and how to deal with a potential decline.  There have not been any significant 
discussions of the topic as they relate to the FY14 budget, Ms. Tonneson said.  The biggest impact for 
next year will be on the School of Public Health and it has a plan to deal with it.  Her impression is that 
indirect-cost revenues for the next year will be relatively stable, with only a slight drop, and two colleges 
are projecting an increase in indirect-cost funds; the impact varies by funding agency.  Professor Schulz 
noted that the president has asked the Medical School to develop a strategic plan, and it would be a good 
idea to include grant-getting and indirect-cost revenues as part of the agenda.  Professor Luepker 
suggested the Committee may wish to hear about the plan. 
 
 Professor Luepker thanked Ms. Tonneson for the presentation. 
 
3. Administrative Services Benchmarking and Diagnostic Study Update 
 
 Professor Luepker welcomed Ms. Fleck to provide an update on the study of administrative 
services. 
 
 Ms. Fleck reported that she is the University project liaison with Huron Consulting, the group that 
is conducting the benchmarking and diagnostic study.  In response to legislative concerns about the 
University's administrative costs, the University signed a contract with Huron to look at efficiencies in 
four functional areas (finance, procurement, information technology, and human resources) across all 
campuses and within both central and distributed units.  She described the objectives of the study and the 
work that is being done and said that Huron is close to finishing the 12-week study; the final report will 
be ready next week.  Huron will report to the Board of Regents on June 14, after which the full report will 
be available on the OpEx website. 
 
 Ms. Fleck made a few general comments.  (1) The University is already undertaking major 
initiatives to promote efficiency and effectiveness with University-wide impact.  Examples include 
systems upgrades, strategic sourcing, e-procurement, implementation of electronic time and labor, job 
classification study, consolidation and virtualization of servers, desktop support, and the creation and 
implementation of a new IT governance model.  These are ongoing efforts and it is important that the 
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public is aware of these efforts.  (2) The University is very similar in structure to its peers—historically 
operated as coordinated collections of collegiate and non-collegiate units as opposed to a single 
enterprise.  (3) The staff is highly distributed across campuses and report primarily to the leadership of 
their unit, not to central administration.  As a result, a number of functions can be fragmented.  In 
addition, the University’s job classification system is not current—job titles don’t reflect work that is 
being done. 
 
 The report is due to the legislature within 45 days of delivery to the University and an 
implementation plan is required within 90 days. 
 
 Professor Luepker said that this Committee has great interest in the report and would like to 
participate in the discussion of responses to it.  Ms. Fleck agreed that would be appropriate for the 
Committee to be updated as to the conclusions and recommendations outlined in the final report and to 
discuss next steps to be pursued by the University. 
 
 Professor Feeney asked if there had been any focus on human resources in the aggregate.  It 
seems that there is much miscellaneous training, some of which seems superfluous, but units must pay for 
it anyway through the cost pools.  If the goal is to control costs and reduce cost-pool charges, that expense 
could be examined.  Ms. Merriam reported that Vice President Brown is looking at it.  Ms. Fleck agreed 
that this is the type of review that could be taken as part of the next steps.  Any implementation of 
recommendations outlined in the report will require time and discussion and will be part of a bigger 
project. 
 
 Professor Luepker said the Committee will look forward to hearing more about the report.  He 
asked if it will be what the legislature wished to see.  Ms. Fleck said that hopefully they will be happy 
with the report; sometimes it seems the public is more satisfied with conclusions when they come from an 
independent third party rather than from the University itself. 
 
 Professor Luepker thanked Ms. Fleck for her report and adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


