
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
Tuesday, March 6, 2001 

2:15 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Charles Speaks (chair), Stanley Bonnema, Charles Campbell, Daniel Feeney, Stephen 

Gudeman, Joseph Konstan, Michael Korth, Eric Kruse, Elo Charity Oju, Jane Phillips, 
Terry Roe, Cory Stingl, Susan Carlson Weinberg 

 
Regrets: Jean Bauer, David Chapman, Wendell Johnson, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Rose Samuel 
  
Absent:  Michael Volna, J. Peter Zetterberg 
 
Guests: Professor Marvin Marshak (Faculty Legislative Liaison) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) new issues referred by FCC (cost structure of Facilities Management, payouts for 
accumulated vacation time for Civil Service employees); (2) quarterly capital budget report; (3) football 
stadium (University principles and status of discussions); (5) legislative and other matters; (6) department 
deficits] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Speaks convened the meeting at 2:20 and made several announcements.   
 
 --  The meeting schedule for the Committee has been set for next year and will be distributed to 
Committee members.  The meetings will be the same time and place as they have been for a number of 
years:  Tuesday afternoons. 
 
 --  The Faculty Consultative Committee has referred two items to the Committee that were raised in 
FCC discussions with faculty senators.  One is the cost structure of Facilities Management and how it 
makes small projects very expensive, and the related question of the use of outside contractors without 
going through Facilities Management.  Vice President Kruse and the head of Facilities Management will 
be invited to join the Committee. 
 

The second issue is the cost to departments of paying for accumulated vacation time for Civil 
Service employees.  This also should include a discussion of the same issues for bargaining-unit 
represented employees.  Other related matters are the extent to which department heads have the authority 
to approve when vacations are taken and discussion about employees who will NOT take vacation.  He 
said he hoped the Committee could report back to FCC by the end of the year on these matters.  Vice 
President Carrier will be invited to join the Committee to discuss these issues; Professor Speaks expressed 
the hope that the Committee could be provided with appropriate policy documents in advance. 
 

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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2. Quarterly Capital Budget Report 
 
 Professor Speaks turned now to Vice President Kruse for a presentation on the capital budget.  
Mr. Kruse distributed three large handouts (used in presenting the information to the Board of Regents) 
and quickly walked the Committee through their contents. 
 
--  The following are the sources of the $930 million capital budget: 
 
 455 million (49%) state funds 
 307 million (33%) University debt 
 56 million (6%)  Other University/department funds 
 46 million (5%)  gifts 
 65 million (7%)  Auxiliary services 
 
 Of this $930 million, $509 million is for projects in process with unexpended balances and $326 
million is for projects in process with expenses that have been paid.  The remainder is for completed 
projects this year and projects on hold or terminated. 
 
 Right now the University is on the high end of a spending cycle; the amount will decline and then 
increase again with the next capital appropriation.  Professor Gudeman inquired how much the University 
will ask for in the next legislative session that appropriates capital funds; Mr. Kruse said he believed the 
amount would be about $250 million for the 2002-04 biennium.  This raises again the problem of the 
demands on the University budget created by debt, Professor  Gudeman pointed out; Mr. Kruse said the 
Committee should speak with Associate Vice President Pfutzenreuter on that matter because his -- Mr. 
Kruse's -- responsibility runs only to building the buildings. 
 
 Of the $509 million in unexpended balances, 19 projects (7.6% of the total number of projects) 
account for 80% of the funds ($406 million); the other 229 projects account for the remainder ($102 
million).  There are 149 projects with a cost under $250,000.   Mr. Kruse also noted that there have been 
very few variances or amendments to the capital budget.  The Board of Regents has "drawn a line in the 
sand" and declared that projects will not be added or amended unless there is a really good reason for 
doing so. 
 
 Mr. Kruse briefly reviewed large campus maps identifying the location and status of each of the 
capital projects.  He said he would welcome questions. 
 
 Professor Campbell inquired if the Board of Regents received the materials in advance of their 
meeting; upon being told that they did, he suggested it would be equally helpful if the Committee were 
also to receive them in advance. 
 
3. Football Stadium 
 
 Professor Speaks inquired if Mr. Kruse wished the stadium discussion on or off the record; Mr. 
Kruse suggested it begin on the record and then go off if needed. 
 
 Mr. Kruse explained that the University continues to work with a number of "stadium scenarios" 
and has sent a letter to the Metropolitan Sports Facilities Commission indication how the MSFC plans for 
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the renovation of the HHH Metrodome will not meet University needs.  The Vikings have in the past 
rejected the renovation plans and the University is reaching the same conclusion.  The fit of the 
University program in the Metrodome is difficult; locker, recruiting, and the "collegiate look and feel" are 
nowhere near what the University needs because the Metrodome is largely a rather sterile downtown 
facility.   The renovation proposal also provides no additional "financial opportunities" for the University 
(no information was provided) and the governance structure for the Metrodome is difficult (no changes 
were proposed).   
 
 The University continues to work with the Vikings on a joint-use stadium on campus.  He and 
Mr. Pfutzenreuter have developed a set of principles that are guiding the discussions; those principles 
have been approved by the President and reviewed by a number of the members of the Board of Regents.  
Those principles are: 
 

Football Stadium Principles / Conditions for Support 
University of Minnesota 

 
1) The project scope will include all stadium, utility, parking, environmental and site preparation 

costs. Provisions must be made for the financing and construction of related transportation 
infrastructure. 

2) The project cannot detract from current or future investment by the state in academic 
programs or capital projects. 

3) The project cannot have any negative impact on the University’s balance sheet, debt capacity 
or debt rating. 

4) The University will not be responsible for any capital project costs. 

5) The stadium will be located on the Twin Cities Campus – East Bank, on a site provided by 
the University through a long-term lease.  The project will take appropriate action to mitigate 
potential impacts on adjacent neighborhoods.   

6) The stadium, and all related development, will have a collegiate ‘look and feel’ appropriate to 
the campus, meet the University’s programmatic requirements, and include a retractable roof.  

7) The University will participate in the management and oversight of the stadium design, 
construction, project delivery and all other related construction activities located on 
University property.   

8) The stadium will be designed and operated to maximize revenue opportunities for the 
University. Each team will retain game day revenue. Both teams will commit to a 30-year 
lease agreement and the joint marketing of football related activities.  The project must 
provide for the replacement of existing surface parking on the proposed site due to the need 
to maintain current parking revenue streams for current operations. 
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9) The University will participate in the management and oversight of the day-to-day stadium 
operations, including all non-football related events. On non-game days, the University will 
have priority for scheduling other University activities.   

10) The University will not pay any maintenance, depreciation or operating costs beyond its 
current contribution towards Metrodome operations. 

 The Committee then went off the record for further discussion.   Among the points in the 
exchanges were these: 
 
-- A concern about legislative perceptions were there to be a stadium on campus:  the funds would 
likely be seen as part of the appropriation to the University, thus subtracting from the funds available for 
academic projects. 
 
-- The relationship between private giving for a stadium and private giving to the University for 
academic pursuits; the stadium proponents should not have unfettered access to University alumni lists. 
 
-- The need for new parking facilities (inasmuch as a new on-campus stadium would be located 
where there are currently five parking lots, east/southeast of Mariucci Arena); it was noted that two new 
ramps are proposed as part of the project -- at no cost to the University -- to replace the lots and they 
would provide MORE parking than is now available and the revenues would accrue to the University 
except on Viking game days.  The higher cost of (ramp versus surface lot) parking for students was seen 
as a potential problem. 
 
-- The Vikings have demonstrated they believe they can break a lease; what would happen if they 
tried to do so in a stadium shared with the University? 
 
-- Will there be an environmental impact statement?  And what would be the impact of such a 
stadium on the University?  Would there be tractor pulls?  (It is likely that there would have to be other 
events, such as concerts, shows, and tractor pulls, in order to pay for the stadium, but the University 
would retain control so there would not be concerts during Finals Week, and so on.) 
 
-- The University WOULD be getting something, and would have some costs; what the University 
must do is decide if what it is getting would be worth it. 
 
-- This would be an elaborate collegiate stadium in which an NFL team is playing, rather than an 
NFL stadium in which a college team is playing, according to Mr. Kruse.  The stadium would have a 
retractable roof. 
 
 Professor Speaks thanked Mr. Kruse for his report and comments.  (The Committee continued 
discussion of the stadium issue later in the meeting.) 
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4. Legislative (and Other) Matters 
 
 Professor Speaks now welcomed Professor Marshak to the meeting to discuss legislative and 
political matters.  He and the Committee agreed that the discussion would be off the record.  The points to 
be noted are these: 
 
-- This Committee will need to think hard about the financial issues the University will face once 
the legislative process is complete. 
 
-- The Committee should engage the administration in a discussion about the tradeoffs that the 
University may face in terms of tuition increases and retrenchment. 
 
-- The Committee should meet with Executive Vice President Bruininks and express its views. 
 
-- The Committee, and the faculty and students, should continue to contact legislators about the 
University's budget. 
 
 Professor Marshak said he could not understand why the state, which has been so successful for 
decades in investing from one generation to the next, would change that practice.  At present in the United 
States, however, private consumption is more highly valued than is public investment; the budget 
discussions in Minnesota reflect that change in values. 
 
-- Next year the Committee should take a careful look at data on students, staff, and faculty, college 
by college, to see if wise educational decisions about the allocation of funds is being made.  It seems 
unlikely any group is looking at that question. 
 
-- Reviews of the deans are not occurring except for special reasons; the Faculty Consultative 
Committee has not been as aggressive recently about insisting that such reviews are conducted. 
 
-- Later in the meeting, in another discussion, there was the strongly-expressed view (to which 
Committee members assented) that the Executive Vice President should be involved in any stadium 
discussions. 
 
 Professor Speaks thanked Professor Marshak for his report, observations, and advice. 
 
5. Department Deficit Resolution 
 
 The Committee next turned its attention to a draft resolution concerning department deficits.  
Professor Campbell asked that Professor Roe speak first, inasmuch as he had had reasoned opposition to 
adopting a resolution. 
 
 Professor Roe said that there are mechanisms in place to recover deficits but that exercising them 
could be worse than the problem they are to solve, so the Committee is trying to invent a new one -- 
which could also make the situation worse.  If the intent is to level the playing field by taking money from 
accounts that have surpluses to cover accounts that are in deficit, there will be a problem.   
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 That is not the intent, Professor Speaks said.  Professor Campbell, however, said such an outcome 
is implicit in the resolution because that is how administrators would cover deficits.  If that happens, 
Professor Roe warned, individuals would never again generate surpluses in accounts and would spend 
money as fast as possible -- which would lead to MORE deficits.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter is asking the 
Committee for support and it is impressed that he is trying to get hold of the problem of perpetual deficits.  
If the Committee does not like the way he proposes to tackle the problem, it should suggest alternatives. 
 
 There are different ways to look at the problem, Professor Konstan said.  If a single person 
responsible for a set of accounts has a deficit in some and not in others, there is no problem.  Revenues 
could be charged to cover a deficit.  A larger unit (e.g., a college) could be held accountable for the 
deficits.  One point the Committee should emphasize, he said, is that well-managed accounts should be 
protected from those that are not.  Whatever the unit level and the administrator who has authority over 
accounts, the message is that they should keep their hands off accounts that are managed by the rules and 
they should go after those who have incurred deficits. 
 
 What is the responsible unit, Professor Roe asked?  In most cases it is the department, Professor 
Campbell said; the department can ask the dean for financial help but it may or may not be extended. 
 
 Professor Speaks said there appears to be agreement that large and sustained deficits are wrong; 
the concern is the remedy.  Professor Roe agreed that large, sustained deficits are a problem but pointed 
out that Mr. Pfutzenreuter is concerned about the large number of small deficits.  And when deficits occur 
because bills are not delivered to places that should pay, they are ridiculous, Professor Campbell 
observed. 
 
 The solution may be through the President and Executive Vice President, not Mr. Pfutzenreuter, 
Professor Speaks suggested.  It is they who allow the deans to allow the departments to accrue deficits.  
Fiscal management is part of the deans' and department heads' responsibility, Ms. Weinberg commented, 
and it should be part of their contracts and their reviews.  Professor Konstan agreed that the focus of a 
resolution should be to get the President, Executive Vice President, and Senior Vice President (for the 
Academic Health Center) involved. 
 
 Professor Konstan said he was uncomfortable with the fact that the system does not allow one to 
tell if a deficit is appropriate or not.  In some cases they are entirely appropriate (e.g., construction 
accounts, which are spent and then reimbursed).  The intent of the Committee must be clear:  it is only 
concerned about inappropriate deficits.   
 
 The Committee agreed that it did not wish to drop the matter (thus giving the impression that it 
was not concerned) and agreed that Professors Campbell, Konstan, and Roe would collaborate on revising 
the resolution.  It also agreed that it must talk with Executive Vice President Bruininks at the same time 
that Mr. Pfutzenreuter is at a meeting.  It was also suggested that the Committee ask for quarterly or semi-
annual progress reports on how departments are progressing on eliminating deficits. 
 
 Professor Speaks adjourned the meeting at 4:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


