
 Minutes• 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Tuesday, December 17, 1991 
 
 
Present: Burton Shapiro (chair), David Berg, William Gerberich, Karen Geronime, Virginia Gray, 

Paul Hess, Michael Hoey, Craig Kissock, Robert Kvavik, Jeff von Munkwitz-Smith, Mary 
Sue Simmons, Charles Speaks 

 
Guests: Senior Vice President Robert Erickson, Ken Janzen (Regents' Office) 
 
 
1.   Enrollment Management 
 
 Professor Shapiro convened the meeting at 3:20 and welcomed Associate Vice President Kvavik to 
discuss enrollment management. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik began by explaining that enrollment management, like space management, is one of 
those issues that cuts across vice presidential areas and that has not, in the past, been well-coordinated.  
The University has a surfeit of data but has not paid as much attention to it as it should.  The Enrollment 
Management Committee [hereinafter EMC], which he chairs, is charged to attend to issues of graduation 
rates, competition for students, the flow of funds to units where students enroll, and associated enrollment 
issues. 
 
 The effort is still in its formative stages; at present the EMC is looking at the data and at student 
recruitment.  It's jurisdiction, Dr. Kvavik noted, is limited to the Twin Cities.  One issue they have already 
identified, he reported, is the decline in freshman enrollment; current trends suggest that the University 
could drop significantly BELOW the number of students it planned on for 1993 in its agreement with the 
legislature.  A drop of 1000 to 1500 students below the original projections would lead to a loss of 
revenue, so it now appears that the University will have to build its freshman base again.  It has not been 
the University's intent to let enrollment decline below the numbers agreed upon with the legislature. 
 
 Committee members inquired variously about data which Dr. Kvavik distributed; several confusing 
points were clarified. 
 
 Asked whether or not any of the college plans for enrollment were tied to their restructuring and 
reallocation plans, Dr. Kvavik acknowledged that there is a tension between the two.  The colleges will be 
asked about enrollment during the internal budget hearings that will take place later in the winter.  CLA, 
for instance, wishes to reduce its student numbers even further--but that will only lead to a further decline 
in University enrollment and a corresponding loss of income.  But should the administration tell CLA it 
cannot reduce its enrollment, Dr. Kvavik inquired?  One of the major issues underpinning consideration 
of enrollment questions is the extent to which dollars should follow students. 
 
 One Committee member inquired about differences in graduation rates 1) for transfer versus non-
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transfer students, and 2) for those who enter through General College versus those who do not.  Mr. Berg 
responded that while he did not have the data at hand, he could report that transfer students graduate at 
the same rate as "native" University students (and the data for longer enrollment periods indicate that 
transfer students graduate at a slightly higher rate than "native" students.   He also reported that those who 
enter through General College graduate at a lower rate than those who enter other collegiate units, 
although the data in this respect are not particularly useful because up until very recently there were 
students in the system who never intended to obtain a baccalaureate degree--they were in the two-year GC 
programs.  Dr. Kvavik also reported that the percentage of freshmen entering the University through GC 
will be down to about 25% next year, as compared to 30% earlier. 
 
 Dr. Kvavik cautioned that they are only at the very beginning of the process; eventually they will 
be concerned with the composition of classes, in terms of considerations such as ability, diversity, and 
recruiting the kind of student who can best take advantage of the kind of undergraduate education that the 
University offers.  The University has never recruited students before; one of the charges to the new 
Director of Admissions will certainly be to develop plans for more aggressive recruiting.  At present the 
EMC is only looking at numbers, but it will be considering the actual numbers in the colleges so that 
funds can be directed to where students enroll.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik said he would not go so far as to say that the funding basis for units will be enrollment-
driven rather than programmatic.  He did observe, however, that over the years funds have not been 
directed to where most of the students are and that changes in this respect must occur if the University is 
to provide quality undergraduate education. 
 
2.   Discussion of College Plans 
 
 Professor Shapiro next inquired how the Committee wished to deal with the college plans which 
Academic Affairs had provided to all Committee members.   
 
 Dr. Kvavik noted that these plans were documents for the academic vice presidents; the contents 
will be fixed in the budget hearings later in the winter.  The question for the Committee, he suggested, is 
the trade-offs between tuition, inflationary run-ups in salaries and SEE, and program cuts, and the 
ramifications of those trade-offs--rather than looking at cuts of two faculty here, a TA there, etc. 
 
 It appears, said one Committee member, that some colleges made hard choices while some made 
no choices at all.  Another observed that the Committee is not going to try to substitute its judgment for 
that of the colleges--but questioned if the colleges had not, in fact, made across-the-board cuts.  The 
Committee was assured they would not, but the impression one gets from reading the plans is that the cuts 
WERE across-the-board.  Another observed that there are "a lot of 3%s" in these documents; where's the 
pain?  It appears that the University absorbed the cuts--it had the money--and made a few programmatic 
changes.   
 
 There was general agreement that no purpose would be served by going through the college plans 
individually.  It was important that the Committee members could read these plans, it was said.  The 
Faculty Consultative Committee was recently assured by the President that the cuts would not be across-
the-board; now the Committee can see that they WERE across-the-board, by and large. 
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 One Committee member inquired rhetorically if it or someone else could have done a better job and 
whether or not it was perhaps necessary to make the cuts in this fashion.  But what about a possible next 
round of cuts, if the University is unsuccessful in the legislature?  Will this same strategy be used?  No 
one has a crystal ball, it was agreed, to know what would have been the most politically wise thing to do, 
but the Committee last Spring was under the impression that there would be "signature cuts" and the 
message would be communicated to the legislature.  Other universities, especially the private institutions, 
are making significant changes. 
 
 Another Committee member reiterated the view that in some colleges it appeared there was no plan 
other than to find 3%.  Some plans, moreover, contained no numbers.  The Committee can conclude, one 
observed, that it looked below the level of the vice presidents and has not changed its mind about the way 
it believes the cuts were made.  CLA is a notable exception to the general pattern. 
 
 It is clear, however, that there has been a great deal of pain in Finance and Operations; they have 
faced real losses.  On the academic side, by comparison, it isn't "real people" who have been lost--the 
reductions have come through retirements and resignations.   
 
 The Committee has been concerned, it was recalled, that when deans and vice presidents try to 
minimize the impact of cuts on academic programs, over the long term there is a negative effect because 
everyone is "nickel and dimed" and there is no planned change.  One Committee member reported on a 
conversation with a reporter, who had been told that the impact of the cuts will be hard to see because 
they lead to long-term decline--one less class offered, one less article published.  Another way pain is felt, 
it was observed, is when programs are cut but the programs keep operating; the students feel the result 
when the student load for an advisor triples and they no longer have any contact of quality with their 
advisor.  
 
 The Committee adjourned at 4:15. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


