
 Minutes• 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 January 29, 1991 
 
 
Present: Burton Shapiro (chair), Avner Ben-Ner, David Berg, Bergt Bieler, David Biesboer, Bill 

Chambers, Edward Foster, Lael Gatewood, Virginia Gray, Michael Hoey, Fred Morrison, 
Jeff von Munkwitz-Smith, Roger Paschke, Mary Sue Simmons, Charles Speaks, John 
Sullivan 

 
Guests: Warren Ibele, Ken Jansen (Regents' Office) 
 
 
1.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Shapiro began the meeting by distributing copies of the letter he sent to Regent Casey 
conveying the endorsement of the Committee of the reallocation plan.  He solicited comments; 
Committee members had no changes to suggest.  The letter will be paraphrased at the Regents' open 
forum the next day; it will also be printed in the docket of the Senate meeting. 
 
2.   Memorial Resolution for Gus Donhowe 
 
 Professor Shapiro next drew the attention of Committee members to the draft resolution for Gus 
Donhowe.  He told the Committee that he had not planned to say anything about it but then made a few 
spontaneous remarks. 
 
 The way he had grown up, he related, he had "a funny feeling about people who deal with finance, 
people in business, people who deal with money"--particularly someone who is very, very bright and who 
has that kind of power.  As a result, in the beginning he was very wary in dealing with Gus.  "He was an 
extraordinary human being.  I have never met someone who was so bright.  He never used a note in the 
two years he dealt with the Committee.  He was astonishingly self-effacing, very articulate, and among 
the most painfully honest people I have ever met in my life.  I know his family will miss him, I know that 
the people who worked closely with him will miss him, and I know I, for one--who wished I knew him 
better--will miss him enormously.  He was a very special human being." 
 
 The Committee unanimously endorsed the memorial resolution.  It will be printed in the docket of 
the Senate. 
 
3.   Resolution on the Steam Provider 
 
 Mary Sue Simmons distributed to the Committee copies of the recommendation on the steam 
provider from the Subcommittee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation.  She reported that the members 
of the Subcommittee "became more deeply involved in steam than we ever thought we would be."  The 
brevity of the recommendation, she said, provides not a clue to the amount of time the Subcommittee 
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spent in meetings and conversations with a lot of administrators as well as faculty members in Mechanical 
Engineering.  They extensively reviewed all the documentation and participated in all of the 
presentations.  The result was that they strongly supported the Utilities Committee recommendation to 
begin negotiations with DEI/Arkla, Inc., to provide steam and to rely on natural gas rather than coal. 
 
 The Subcommittee decided to remain silent on the question of a back-up because it strongly 
endorsed the proposed switch to natural gas. 
 
 Mr. Paschke said that the resolution as drafted is consistent with what the administration is 
recommending to the Regents.  If a gas solution is rejected or if the negotiations fail to produce a contract 
acceptable to the Board, he told the Committee, the administration will look to the Regents for direction 
on which other alternatives to explore.  There are, he agreed, risks with the internal plan, and there may 
be other alternatives which the Board may wish the administration to examine.  Given the opportunity, 
however, he said he believed the University could successfully negotiate with DEI. 
 
 There remains concern among Board members that it will not be possible to burn coal under the 
DEI plan and discussions with the Regents on the subject are continuing. 
 
 Committee members deliberated for some while about other possible elements that might be 
included in a resolution and decided to accept the Subcommittee recommendation as forwarded. 
 
 It was moved, seconded, and voted unanimously to endorse the recommendation from the 
Subcommittee on Physical Plant and Space Allocation to support the administration 
recommendation to the Board of Regents that negotiations be started with DEI/Arkla, Inc.  The new 
student member of the Committee, who was attending a meeting for the first time, asked that he be 
recorded as abstaining because he had not been privy to any previous discussions. 
 
4.   Discussion of Reallocation 
 
 Professor Shapiro was asked when the Committee would discuss the reallocation case statements 
(which were distributed to Committee members at the meeting).  He said they would constitute the entire 
agenda of the next meeting.  It was agreed that Senior Vice President Kuhi and Associate Vice Presidents 
Foster and Kvavik would be asked to attend.  Professor Shapiro also distributed a sheet containing 
slightly amended reallocation amounts, changes which were made because of an earlier mistake or 
miscommunication. 
 
 The documents, Professor Shapiro commented, are variable in the amount of detail they provide.  
One should not be annoyed at the lack of detail; these, he reminded the Committee, are simply abstracts 
of a much larger amount of supporting information and data.  Moreover, Dr. Foster observed, the 
documents were written for the Board of Regents, at a level of abstraction which permits the Board to 
focus on policy questions rather than administrative detail. 
 
 One Committee member inquired when additional details would be available on the system-wide 
initiatives.  Dr. Foster said the President has taken the stance that the University will not talk about them 
until there is money to go with them.  The distribution of funds across the initiatives might change from 
year to year; there might be occasions when it makes sense to put almost all of the money into only one of 
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the initiatives.  As far as a more detailed description of what will be intended is concerned, Dr. Foster 
pointed out, the language of the now-withdrawn legislative request provided that detail. 
 
 Professor Shapiro recalled that there is considerable concern among Committee members that 
nearly one-third of the reallocated funds are to be spent on these system-wide initiatives. 
 
 Dr. Foster was asked why the University should fund, out of its own shrinking resources, 
telecommunications for Greater Minnesota (one of the items on the list of system-wide initiatives).  He 
explained, in response, that it will consist of two-way video with the coordinate campuses and the 
Rochester center. 
 
 It would be useful, one Committee member suggested, if Senior Vice President Kuhi were 
informed that for the Committee to continue its support of the reallocation plan it will need additional 
information about the system-wide initiatives.  Not necessarily numbers, it was noted, but "if this is a $7.6 
million slush fund, I don't think this Committee should be sending out letters like the chair sent out to the 
Regents saying we're in favor of it."  That is why the letter contained the phrase "in principle," Professor 
Shapiro commented, because the Committee reserves the right to disagree with details. 
 
 Another Committee member reflected that she had finally realized this is not the normal sort of 
document the Committee receives--where there is an identifiable amount of money going to an 
identifiable program.  This is, rather, a set of moving targets or goals; it is not clear when the money is 
coming in so it is not clear exactly when it will be flowing out--other than that it will be directed toward 
these objectives.  The Committee discussions must be held with that context in mind, it was said, because 
some of the questions being asked do not mesh with the game plan of the administration in developing the 
documents.  It would, however, be useful to know more about the game plan. 
 
 The phrase "K-12 Initiatives" could mean re-opening the lab school, it was pointed out, and it 
could mean a number of other things.  Unless the Committee is informed what it means, it would be very 
difficult to endorse it.  A firm commitment to spend X dollars for this project in this year is not needed; it 
should be possible to prepare brief descriptions, similar to the case statements, on what is planned. 
 
 Professor Shapiro agreed.  He told the Committee that he had been informed that the case 
statements are not carved in stone; they are general blueprints that can modified in a year or two or five.  
The administration need not lay out details of what it will do and then be locked into a plan; since this is 
nearly a third of the reallocation, however, the Committee cannot provide a blanket endorsement of the 
plan.  Dr. Foster agreed that summary statements could be provided but said that nothing had changed 
since the preparation of the language supporting the biennial request. 
 
 Professor Ibele reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee had met just before this 
Committee meeting and had approved the reallocation plan;  similar questions about the system-wide 
initiatives, however, had been raised there as well.  He had also been in a meeting with the President, who 
understood the concern.  The President has written to him, Professor Ibele reported, asking for 
commentary on the plan by February 15; he has assigned FCC members the task of enumerating those 
elements of the plan which seem objectionable or obscure.  This Committee discussion is fully in accord 
with what the President is seeking, he said. 
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 The Committee adjourned at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


