
Minutes• 
 

Senate Finance Committee 
December 1, 1988 

 
  

Members: Bob Bruininks, John Clark, David Dittman, Warren Ibele, Gerald Klement, Cleon Melsa, 
  Rick Revoir, Jim Schoon (substituting for Eric Huang), Walter Weyhmann 
 
Guests:  David Berg, Mark Brenner, Bruce Center, Shirley Clark, John Erickson, Roger Forrester, 

Ed Foster, Gayle Grika, Sharon Krmpotich, Nick LaFontaine, Geoff Maruyama, Irwin  
  Rubenstein, Maureen Smith, others 
 
 
1. Minutes 
 
The minutes from the November 3 meeting were approved. 
 
2. Budget Process Proposal 
Guest: Nick LaFontaine, Budget Director 
 
 Mr. LaFontaine observed that the University has a diverse revenue stream and that the budget is 
geared to the legislative cycle. He then commented on each section of the Budget Process Proposal.  
(Context section)  He said that the University is designed to accommodate decentralization.  He reviewed 
non-revenue support systems such as administrative services, plant, and student services. He said that the 
question he anticipated about the proposal was whether it portends a diminishing of college autonomy. He 
said that it does not, and then went over the five recommendations on page 3 of the proposal. The primary 
purpose of the proposed budget plan is to link planning and budgeting more closely. 
 
 In the budget development section he emphasized revenue forecasting in the process at the 
college/center level, and expenditure budget capturing.  He said that he included the Budget Reporting 
section because it has gained a lot of attention, and that all changes in budget should be reported to the 
appropriate individuals.  In the Budget Administration section he cautioned that this form of 
administration is not synonymous with control.  There are incentives and disincentives.  Fund balances 
ought to be prudent but hoarding should be discouraged. In the Implementation Obstacles section he 
emphasized salary objectives, the importance of fixing authority and responsibility with Deans and 
Directors and a rational scheme of support services charges. 
 
 Regarding severability he said that selective implementation is possible.  Professor Dittman asked 
some questions about the cost centers, and how this plan seems to encourage a monopoly of support 
services and, ultimately, under-utilization of these services.  Mr. LaFontaine responded that the intent is 
that centers be sensitive to client need.  Then Professor Dittman said that it is best to measure cost centers 
by the percent utilization of the departments.  The same goes for the Computer Center as for the Physical 
Plant. 
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 Professor Rubenstein gave anecdotal evidence of the benefit of centralized funding:  the CBS 
computer center is provided at no cost to the user and support is widely available.  It is important to have 
such service available at the University.  The costs would be great if user charges were assessed and 
would discourage computer usage. 
 
 Professor Dittman asked about cost centers vs. productivity measures.  Professor Weyhmann 
asked if this report was done independently of other studies.  Mr. LaFontaine said that it was developed in 
September and all members of the Financial Review have seen it.  Mr. Foster added that the Governor's 
Blue Ribbon Commission was very enthusiastic in its support of the plan and singled out Mr. LaFontaine 
in their praise of it. 
 
 Professor Bruininks observed that it appeared that this plan could be used as a control tool.  He 
added that the University's services are not sensitive to the market rates and gave a local printing 
company as an example of a service provided at a much lower rate than what the University has to offer.  
He asked if thought has been given to picking and choosing the services that the University provides. 
Professor Weyhmann asked how academic planning would relate to the budget process.  Mr. LaFontaine's 
response was that academic planning must drive the budget planning and that academic plans would come 
to the management committee as basic material for their consideration. 
 
 Mr. Foster said that the difference between the current process and the proposed process is that it 
now takes a deliberate decision to adjust relative budgets to relative enrollments, and the proposed 
process would be the opposite, i.e. budgets and enrollments would be linked automatically. 
 
 Professor Weyhmann expressed concern that the plan was too production-based.  Mr. Berg said 
that the system is volume-driven; in other words market driven by student credit hours.  Mr. LaFontaine 
added that an appropriate goal may be enrollment reductions.  The intent is to have all decisions 
conscious ones and to force an examination of each situation. 
 
 Professor Weyhmann was still concerned that while this proposal makes it easier to do cost 
analysis; it accentuates costs that are different and moves away from uniformity.  He added that though 
his questions about the plan sound primarily negative, he has a positive reaction generally. 
 
 Mr. LaFontaine said that he is open to all suggestions and input. He added that the new president 
has not had the opportunity to respond to this proposal.   
 
 Professor Ibele ended this item by saying that he will schedule it again for discussion. 
 
3. Civil Service Salaries 
Guests: Roger Forrester, Director of Personnel and John Erickson, Assistant Director 
 
 Mr. Forrester began by discussing civil service salaries and giving a brief history.  He said that 
currently there is a disparity between the state civil service salaries and those of the University.  There 
was open appropriation until 1982-83, when the University decided to stay within funding limits for civil 
service salaries.  This was accepted at the time because of fear of retrenchment.  Mr. Forrester said that 
the climate has changed since then and there are plans for reparations to reduce the disparities of 
University civil service salaries with state civil service salaries. 
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 He described projects being worked on as well as future plans being made in an effort to move 
towards this goal.  The plan is to achieve equity to the state in phases, starting with 3% funding in the 
next biennium.  He acknowledged that there are differing opinions as to the extent of the problem and has 
chosen to focus on lobbying the legislature with the request as it is and to work with the Civil Service 
Committee on this rather than spend time and energy debating the data. 
 
 Mr. Erickson then went through the front page of the data sheet that was distributed to the 
Committee.  He pointed out that the one-month strike of state civil service employees in 1982-83 meant 
that the state had no payroll to meet for 1/12th of the year.  He also said that the University does not have 
a good management information system; you can compare salary but not other variables when looking at 
average salaries. The following were responses to questions asked by members of the Committee: 
 
--State and University civil service salaries crossed and perhaps the University salaries exceeded those of 
the state in the late 70's and early 80's. 
 
--In the lower level classifications the salary at the University is higher than in the private sector.  In the 
higher level positions the private sector pays better. 
 
--Our total turnover rate is 8%-9% annually at the University.  We do not have the information to 
compare this rate to that of the private sector.  The University has a favorable buyer's market in its hiring 
of employees. 
 
--The increase requested for civil service in this biennium is 3%, 2% the first year of the biennium and 
1% the second year. The decision on how to distribute that 3% has not yet been made.  Comprehensive 
surveys will be sent to all civil service employees in order to aid in preparing plans, proposed and 
contingency. 
 
--Comparable worth has been treated as a separate problem.  Three things need to be achieved:  pay 
equity, phased catching-up, and reasonable inflationary increases. 
 
 Professor Ibele ended this item by advocating the initiation of a comprehensive survey.  He 
recognized that while this would be the only way to begin to solve the problem, a salary survey was also 
done with faculty but with limited effect on faculty salary improvement. 
 
4. Tuition 
Guest: Acting Vice President and Provost Shirley Clark 
 
 Provost Clark began by saying that President Sauer has said everything he knows about the issue 
and in fact everyone has been talking about this issue.  It is an issue of great concern to the Board of 
Regents. Now is the time, however, to move beyond rhetoric and have the benefit of intensive studies.  
There are three parts to consider in such a study: 
 
1. Examination of the University structure 
2. Internal issues - pricing 
3. Relation to State's policies 
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 Provost Clark then reviewed the composition of the tuition task force, emphasizing that it is 
working in a short time-frame since the recommendations are needed as soon as possible. 
 
 Professor Ibele added that there appear two opposing views that exist about students and tuition:  
one, that students are working too hard to afford to stay in school and two, that they have both more time 
and money than a generation ago.  There is no desire to ask families to pay more than a generation ago, 
but not less either. 
 
 Mr. Berg responded that data exists that shows that there is no difference in the family's ability to 
afford tuition today than twenty years ago, but whether students can pay is another question.  Posted 
tuitions are much higher now, but student aid has increased as well.  The problem is in getting that aid to 
the student. 
 
5. Permanent Salary Supplement 
 
 Professor Ibele referred the Committee to the letter from Professor Jorgensen, explaining that the 
Faculty Consultative Committee desires comment from this Committee.  He began the discussion by 
saying that he was not comfortable with the fact that this letter seems to imply that there is no requirement 
or recognition of good teaching by the Regents' professor selection process. 
 
 Professor Dittman said that it seemed to be a low-cost system of reward and recognition, with no 
ill-effect on researchers but a nice effect on teaching.  The Committee deliberated on the significance of 
the effect of such a reward on the retention base. 
 
 Professor Clark said that SCEP is reviewing this proposal as well and is concerned that perhaps it 
further sharpens the distinction between teaching and research.  The question was asked whether SCEP 
has considered national competitions for teaching awards.  Provost Clark commented that there are very 
few teaching awards in relation to research awards. 
 
    -- Kelly Craigmile 
 
University of Minnesota 


