
 Minutes• 
 
 Joint Meeting 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 May 5, 1992 
 
 
Present: Burton Shapiro (chair), David Berg, David Biesboer, Avner Ben-Ner, Mario Bognanno, 

William Gerberich, Karen Geronime, Virginia Gray, Thomas Hoffmann, Norman Kerr, 
Fred Morrison, Lois Regnier, Irwin Rubenstein, Mary Sue Simmons, Thomas Scott, 
Charles Speaks, Shirley Zimmerman 

 
Guests: Martin Conroy (Morris), Senior Vice President Robert Erickson, Geoff Gorvin (Footnote), 

Senior Vice President E. F. Infante, Ken Janzen (Regents' Office), Maureen Smith (Brief), 
Garrett Webber (Daily) 

 
 
1.   Report of the Chair 
 
 Professor Shapiro convened the meeting at 3:15 and announced that Professor Speaks had agreed 
to serve as chair of the Committee next year. 
 
2.   Discussion of the Budget 
 
 Professor Shapiro then welcomed the two Senior Vice Presidents to the meeting to discuss the 
budget materials which had been distributed to Committee members.   
 
 Dr. Infante began the conversation by reiterating the points he had emphasized at earlier meetings: 
 
 -- The budget is driven by the principles which have been outlined previously, including 

placing money where the students are. 
 
 -- The administration has tried to sustain the Reallocation plan; while difficult, under the 

circumstances, the effort has mostly succeeded. 
 
 -- The recommendations on tuition have been driven by the tuition policy, approved by the 

Board of Regents, to move to a uniform undergraduate tuition. 
 
 Dr. Infante expressed reservations about the uniform undergraduate tuition policy and said it may 
need to be re-examined.  He has difficulties both with a uniform undergraduate tuition, rather than upper 
and lower division rates, and also is troubled by a uniform upper division rate.  It is the present policy, 
however, and will not be reconsidered in conjunction with the budget.  In reviewing Regents' policy on 
tuition over the past decade (to ensure the University is complying with those policies), Dr. Infante 
observed that there is "nothing like the painful contemplation of policy to raise questions." 
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 There are also policy and planning statements that will go to the Regents concerning Crookston and 
Morris.  There will be no surprises in the discussion of Morris; the enrollment target will remain at 2000 
but costs and enrollment may need to be reconsidered in the near future.  The general direction of the 
Morris campus is clear; it has been VERY successful. 
 
 In the case of Crookston, there are two choices:  close it or significantly change it.  The President 
will recommend to the Regents that significant changes be made and that baccalaureate degree programs 
be developed, with care.  The campus will have its own niche, in technological and applied technology 
fields.  The University has already closed one campus, and is ready to discuss further the restructuring of 
Minnesota higher education; depending on what might come about, the changes at the Crookston campus 
could be reconsidered.  At present, however, the University must take action in areas over which it has 
control. 
 
 Mr. Erickson then alluded to the overall context of the budget:  The numbers being discussed in 
these budget documents are the O+M funds (which includes tuition) and State Special funds--which make 
up less than 1/3 of the University's all-funds budget.  The principal portion of Board-allocated funds are 
these, however; many of the remaining funds are restricted (gifts and grants and contracts).  Two other 
small budgets also under the control of the Board are the Research Support budget (the ICR funds) and 
the Reserves. 
 
 It is true that the O+M and State Specials have increased from $618 million to $622 million, Dr. 
Infante said in response to a question, but $3.5 million of that increase are legislatively-targeted funds that 
were not there before (HealthRight, farm mediation, and graduate/professional student aid), so the next 
increase is 1/100th of the budget.  In nominal terms the budget is flat; in real terms, it has shrunk, and 
there is an implied increase in cost per unit of work of about 6%. 
 
 One of the key points about this budget, Dr. Infante emphasized, is that over the three year period, 
State dollars have been decreasing, in both nominal and real terms, while tuition dollars have been 
increasing in both terms.  The other reductions have been absorbed by reduced numbers of faculty and 
staff and the foregone salary increases. 
 
 Dr. Infante was asked where the $2 million is that HECB might need for scholarships; he replied 
that it is spent.  There are a few dollars left over in his office--$86,000--but of that, he has a $50,000 
commitment to the office of students with disabilities for the provision of services.   
 
 One Committee member asked for the rationale for protecting certain State Specials from cuts; Dr. 
Infante responded: 
 
 -- The Minnesota Extension Service has already faced substantial funding cuts, both from 

state and federal sources; under those circumstances, it is difficult to impose additional 
reductions, and MES has a high priority in terms of University outreach. 

 
 -- The Agricultural Experiment Stations in outstate Minnesota have the same high priority. 
 
 -- Women's Intercollegiate Athletics will not be cut because there is a commitment, both by 
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the Big Ten and the University, to achieve gender equity; the administration will not make 
statements about equity and simultaneously cut the budget. 

 
 -- The Minnesota Supercomputer Center has a commitment from the University to purchase 

services. 
 
 -- The Hospital is an important University asset at present in difficulty; it is at a competitive 

disadvantage because it has significantly added costs associated with its instructional 
activities (for which the Special funds are used). 

 
 One Committee member pointed out, by way of example, that CLA is slated to receive a 4.24% 
increase in funds--out of which it must pay for a 6% increase in compensation and a 5% increase in 
supplies and expenses.  Dr. Infante agreed; any unit which receives less than about 6% will be forced to 
contract and any unit which receives more than 6% will be able to expand slightly.  Morris, for example, 
received more than 6%; it has had problems with compensation levels and presumably these funds will be 
used to address that problem. 
 
 Asked how the administration came up with an estimate of 300 jobs being lost because of the cuts--
when no collegiate or departmental decisions have been made--Mr. Erickson explained that it was an 
ESTIMATE based on previous experience and the portion of the University's budget that goes to 
compensation (about 80%).  A reasonable rule of thumb, Dr. Infante added, is that every cut of $1 million 
results in the loss of 20 - 30 jobs.  It is hoped, he said, that support can be shifted to other budgets, in 
those units which have flexibility (such as the health sciences and IT) and that the numbers will be 
ameliorated. 
 
 One Committee member complimented the administration on struggling to produce what appears to 
be the best budget they could come up with under the circumstances; they have done a marvelous job.  
This Committee has frequently worried that planning will be driven by budgeting, especially when a 
budget is needed in two months. 
 
 The administration is also to be complimented on adhering to the Reallocation plan--HOWEVER:  
It is not clear that the Reallocation plan is relevant any more--it was aimed at a University which is very 
different from the University that now exists.  It may be time to revisit Reallocation and to ascertain what 
the University is doing and what it should look like in five years; expectations may be different than they 
were 18 months ago.  There must be planning for what the University WILL be doing in five years--what 
it can afford and what it must abandon. 
 
 Dr. Infante agreed--which is why, he said, that the President has created the Planning Council.  The 
University, moreover, is a land-grant institution, and it is also a part of the Minnesota higher education 
system; much of what it should and should not do is wrapped up in the larger context.  The University's 
relationship to the State and citizens of Minnesota is very different from that of Harvard to the citizens of 
Cambridge.  The University intends to play a significant role in the State arena; it has already closed a 
campus.  To do the best job it can implies that one must have an understanding of Minnesota higher 
education and the University's appropriate role in it.  The current restructuring plan, Dr. Infante declared, 
creates several problems for the University--in the metropolitan area, in Rochester, and in Crookston.  In 
the Twin Cities there is a shortage of access to bachelor's degree programs; Crookston and Rochester are 
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left in a state of suspended animation.   
 
 The University's policy must be one of responsibility to the entire State, and to the mission of the 
institution as well--and there will be tension between the two unless the higher education community in 
Minnesota works together better. 
 
 Mr. Erickson also pointed out that the University's KNOWN expenses in some areas (especially in 
buildings and maintenance) will be increasing substantially in the next five  
years--at a time when increased State funding is unlikely.  Academic planning has been very good, he 
observed, but financial and capital planning have not been as strong. 
 
 What must be addressed, said the same Committee member, is the question that has been avoided:  
Will the University continue to do all the things it has been doing?  In any given budget year, eliminating 
activities is not an option.  But the University MUST consider choices over a five year period--or it will 
end up with the same programs at 80% of their previous funding.  The institution either must reduce or 
change the way it delivers services to ensure quality while cutting costs. 
 
 Another Committee member inquired about the 22% cut in the Undergraduate Initiative; Dr. 
Infante said that reflects Dr. Hopkins's decision to protect the colleges in her office.  Funding remains 
available for the Initiative, he noted, but the Reallocation plan could not be fully protected.  He also 
pointed out that the Arts, Sciences, and Engineering units had "relatively" high percentage increases, 
compared to others--but acknowledged that this relativity didn't mean much. 
 
 Asked about the mission statement and its possible effect on University planning, Dr. Infante 
expressed doubt that the mission of the institution would change in any significant way.  It will have to 
stop doing things, he agreed.  What will also be needed, he said, is close collaboration with other research 
universities in neighboring states, especially in highly specialized programs, a sharper definition of the 
University and other systems at the undergraduate level, and a re-examination of tuition policy (i.e., is the 
uniform undergraduate tuition having the intended effects?). 
 
 Dr. Infante admitted, in response to a question, that he did not have a great deal of confidence that 
the University would actually STOP doing any significant things--but as a land-grant institution, it does 
not have the freedom of action that a place like Brown University does.  There are some very specialized 
programs, however, that do not sustain themselves intellectually--and which are duplicated at Wisconsin 
or Iowa.  These programs should be disassembled; the cost per student at the other institutions would drop 
dramatically but Minnesota would be as well served as with a weak program of its own.  It was almost a 
crime that Wisconsin opened a veterinary school, Dr. Infante argued; there must, in any event, be strong 
complementarity among the programs of the two schools.  Dentistry may afford the same opportunities 
with Wisconsin.  But the University does not have the freedom to drop its Law School or School of 
Management. 
 
 What is needed, it was suggested, is a document that plans that division of labor, rather than having 
it creep in piecemeal.  It may make sense, in the isolated case, to drop a weak program, but there needs to 
be discussion of the overall impact of these separate decisions--a document to guide the vision.   
 
 Mr. Erickson noted that it will be extremely important to the University to systematize the planning 
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process, link it to the budget, and to tie current actions to what the institution wants to be doing down the 
road.  This is the ONLY way the University will achieve what it wishes.  Dr. Infante added that Academic 
Affairs has reviewed the planning documents of the last 7 - 9 years; those are good documents, he said.  
There are missing elements; they tend to concentrate on internal decisions rather than take into account 
the context in which the University operates--there are no statements on the relationship with the larger 
environment, such as the other systems and the universities of neighboring states.  It does, however, "take 
two to tango," and it will be necessary for Minnesota "to play the best tune and see if others will come 
and tango." 
 
 The University must also do better to ensure that there is a supportive infrastructure (buildings, 
computing, administration) that is as effective and efficient as possible (e.g., are the sizes of the colleges 
appropriate?).   
 
 But there must be a "plan to plan," it was suggested--and by engaging in such planning in a 
fishbowl, and taking a leadership role, perhaps others can be persuaded to join in the effort.  Dr. Infante 
responded that the Planning Council will perform that role, to some extent, although there are already a 
lot of plans around; what is needed is implementation.   
 
 It is frustrating, Dr. Infante said, that while it makes sense to do certain things, the University does 
not have the right partners to do them (such as deliver traditional bachelor's degree programs in the Twin 
Cities).  The University has assumed the responsibility, as the land-grant institution, but it isn't delivering 
the service in the best way to carry out its mission.  With a different partner, the University could redefine 
itself. 
 
 Most people in the room, it was observed by another Committee member, discussed this budget last 
week--on the eve of the riots in Los Angeles, and now must try and proceed as though they did not occur. 
In light of these events, the "Forward" to the budget is tepid in its discussion of responding to the needs of 
society in the 21st century.  It may be necessary to rethink the land-grant mission, and it may be necessary 
to redefine the environment (with working students, older students, and a decaying University and urban 
infrastructure).  The Planning Council needs to hear this message. 
 
 Asked about the impact of the budget on diversity, Dr. Infante expressed the hope that it would 
assist in achieving the University's objectives.  He also observed that all of the systems of higher 
education, in this respect, must honor the land-grant tradition in trying to provide programs for the health 
and well-being of the community.   
 
 The involvement of faculty and staff in the Planning Council has not been fully determined, Dr. 
Infante replied to a query, but there will be representatives of the faculty governance system on it.  The 
Council will be supported by a group of "worker bees," chief among whom will be the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and his staff.  The President will serve as chair and there will be 
administrators as well as faculty on the Council; it is expected the Council will be appointed in the next 
few weeks.  He has told the President, Dr. Infante said, that grandiose college planning is NOT needed.  
The documents already exist; the ideas in them must be expressed and perhaps modified to reflect present 
circumstances and the need for collaborative relationships. 
 
 The decisions within the vice presidential areas were essentially made by each vice president or 
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chancellor, Dr. Infante told the Committee, but after a series of long meetings with the senior vice 
presidents.   
 
 Dr. Infante then explained to the Committee that there will be some budget-neutral shifts once the 
documents have been approved (such as the salaries for the faculty transferring from Waseca).   
 
 Professor Shapiro thanked the two senior vice presidents for the quality and timeliness of the 
consultation with the Committee. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 4:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


