
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Tuesday, May 9, 1995 
 3:15 - 5:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Virginia Gray (chair), Thora Cartlidge, Mark Davison, Thomas Hoffmann, Karen Karni, 

Gerald Klement, Patrice Morrow, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Doris Rubenstein, Anne Sales, 
Thomas Scott, Craig Swan 

 
Regrets: David Berg, Craig Dexheimer, James VanAlstine 
 
Absent: William Gerberich, Allen Goldman, Roger Paschke 
 
Guests: Senior Vice President Robert Erickson 
 
Others: Ken Janzen (Regents' Office) 
 
[In these minutes:  Parking rates; tuition subcommittee; biennial budget; report on classrooms from 
Facilities Management] 
 
 
1.   Parking Rates 
 
 Professor Gray convened the meeting at 3:15 and noted that there has been considerable discussion 
of the proposed parking rate increase; the Committee should either adopt a resolution or write a letter.  
She noted that one Committee member had given some thought to the issues and turned to the materials 
Committee members had received. 
 
 The question, said one Committee member, is whether 9% is justified and whether the loading 
dock in the Carlson School building is a legitimate charge against parking.  Neither handicapped access 
nor a loading dock is a legitimate charge against parking; if they are needed, they should be a part of the 
building costs.  Committee members made several points in the ensuing discussion. 
 
-- There is a precedent for loading building expenses on parking; the same thing was done when the 

Weisman Museum was built.  There was not enough money, so parking was ordered to build a 
garage underneath it. 

 
-- It is not clear that the words "loading dock" are correct; it appears to refer to the movement of 

people, not trucks.  There is not, moreover, a shortage of funds for the building as originally 
planned. 
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-- The inflation rates in energy and insurance will be nowhere near 9%, and salaries will certainly not 
increase by that amount. 

 
-- There was an explicit attempt to make commuting costs the same as the costs of using public 

transportation.  That is not a matter of "policy," however, but is a response to criticism the 
University has received for making commuting less expensive than mass transit; this was part of 
the justification for the rate increase.  If so, however, then the income should be used for different 
purposes. 

 
-- It is not at all clear that funds will be used to improve mass transit.  A garage is being built that will 

benefit the libraries and CSOM and further encourage use of cars.  A big issue in transit 
discussions is regional planning; there has been no suggestion the University is integrating itself 
into those plans, with private bus lines or additional public transportation.  The latest proposal for 
HOV/bus lanes does not address University needs because they do not go to the campus.  Since 
University employees are spread all over the metropolitan area, it should not operate in a vacuum 
but should look outward. 

 
 Another Committee member cautioned that the previous assertions were not entirely valid.  The 

University has had many conversations with city, county, and state officials about circulation, 
access, and parking with respect to campus master planning, it was reported, and alternative 
transportation possibilities are being discussed. 

 
-- Two issues have been raised; one is the amount of the increase in the rates, the other is the (low 

comparative) rate charged for garage spaces.  On the latter, the parking people argue there are not 
that many spaces so the amount of money involved is not great.  Moreover, some garage spaces are 
occupied by senior administrators while others are occupied by "regular folk."  Should everyone 
pay more, or should there be different ways to get the contracts? 

 
-- Cast in the form first of a motion, one Committee member said the rate increases could not be 

justified either because they would lead to improved access or because they would improve mass 
transit. 

 
-- Reference was made, at the last meeting, to a 1991 report; the Committee should consider that 

report before reaching any major conclusions about policy.  But the information presented last time 
did not support the magnitude of the proposed parking increase. 

 
 At the conclusion of the discussion, the Committee unanimously adopted the following resolution: 
 
  The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning expresses concern about the 

proposed increase in parking rates for 1995-96, as well as about certain elements of the 
spending plan proposed by Parking Services.  The Committee believes that the information 
provided to it does not justify the rate increases.  The Committee opposes the proposed rate 
increases and requests the administration to reduce them. 

 
 Asked about who makes the decision on parking rates, and when, Mr. Erickson said the 
recommendation would go to the President, and would be made by the end of the fiscal year. 
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 It was agreed that next year's Committee should look into the broader set of issues concerning 
parking. 
 
2.   Tuition Subcommittee 
 
 Professor Gray next reported that she had, as promised, talked to Professor Adams about the 
establishment of a standing subcommittee on tuition and fees.  This Committee can create subcommittees, 
she said, and proposed that she and Professor Adams could jointly appoint its members; they could be 
drawn both from this Committee and from outside it. 
 
 One Committee member reported on conversations with Dr. Cabral in Academic Affairs, who has 
pointed out that there is a Tuition Advisory Committee (TAC) composed primarily of students, but he did 
not see the creation of a subcommittee of Finance and Planning as a problem.  Committee discussion 
initially assumed the TAC could be subsumed into the subcommittee, but it was pointed out that a TAC is 
required on each campus by Regents' policy. 
 
 The purpose of the subcommittee would be to serve as a gatekeeper on the imposition of fees as 
well as to consult generally on tuition and fees.  With the advent of Responsibility Center Management, 
asked one Committee member, would the subcommittee have any role? Would that role need to evolve?  
Another Committee member observed that the role of a central committee could be less important than 
committees reporting to the provosts.  This subcommittee, it was then said, would not replace those 
committees, but would serve as a clearinghouse and central oversight body. 
 
 One Committee member recalled that when the Senate reorganized its committee structure, it 
avoided creating subcommittees.  Will the creation of a tuition and fees subcommittee lead to the 
perceived need for similar subcommittees to deal with the capital request and so on?  It could harm the 
capacity of this Committee to deal with a broad range of issues by fragmenting the issues that receive 
attention.  That was a concern, said another Committee member, but subcommittee members could 
become experts on a subject that the full Committee does not have time to deal with at length. 
 
 The real interest to be addressed, said one Committee member, is that these questions all feed into 
the governance system.  The TACs on each campus do not; they are more analogous to the student 
representatives to the Board of Regents.  If there were no significant dissent from the students, the part of 
the Regents' policy creating the TACs might be amended to allow for the existence of the subcommittee. 
 
 The precedent is of concern, it was argued, and the example of the Senate Committee on 
Computing and Information Systems may be applicable.  SCCIS has a sunset clause; its continued 
existence must be reviewed at the end of each period to determine whether or not it is still needed.  
Perhaps the subcommittee should be created, but with a proviso that the question of its continued 
existence would be revisited in three years.  The Committee concurred. 
 
 It was agreed that the Committee needed to have a charge and the proposed membership drafted; 
Ms. Sales agreed to do so for the next meeting. 
 
 The charge to the subcommittee could be quite different, noted one Committee member, depending 
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on whether it operates under RCM or under the existing Regents' policy calling for uniform tuition rates.  
If each unit is responsible for its own revenues, there may need to be N committees for the N units.  Mr. 
Erickson said it could be assumed the Regents' policy would remain in place.  Nonetheless, observed 
another Committee member, one can ask what the meaning of uniform tuition is when units propose 
additional fees, and one can ask what the subcommittee role would be in that situation.  It is hard to 
imagine, agreed another, that a provost or dean would be stopped from getting revenue because of a 
subcommittee recommendation.  This is all advisory, it was pointed out, and only an opportunity for the 
governance structure to review tuition and fees.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter cautioned that the subcommittee could 
be advising the wrong people in the administration if RCM is adopted; the provosts and deans will be 
making recommendations and decisions, so the subcommittee would have to advise them, not central 
administrators. 
 
 The Committee decided it would take up this issue again at its next meeting. 
 
3.   Biennial Budget Partnership Proposal Update 
 
 Professor Gray next asked Mr. Pfutzenreuter to review the status of the University's biennial 
request.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter distributed a handout and walked Committee members through it. 
 
 He began by reviewing four factors creating additional financial pressures on the University's 
budget:  fewer state funds than request, less tuition revenue than predicted, increases in fringe benefit 
costs, and new budget issues.  The Governor has recommended approximately $27 million less than the 
University requested, and it is likely that the legislature will approve an amount close to that 
recommendation.  Tuition is down by $3.3 million this year, which reduces the base for the next two 
years, creating a shortfall of nearly $10 million.  Fringe benefits will increase by approximately 8% rather 
than the 5% projected, and there are several new budget needs that total an additional $13 million over the 
original Partnership Proposal. 
 
 Committee members discussed the shortfall in tuition with Mr. Pfutzenreuter, who explained the 
various reasons that seemed to come into play.  He said that for planning purposes, he is NOT assuming 
the University will make up the shortfall, and that it will carry into the next biennium.  While the 
percentage decrease is not large, the amount is.  He suggested the Committee talk with Mr. Berg about 
demographics. 
 
 There was then a lengthy discussion of technical issues related to calculation of fringe benefit 
expenses.  There appeared to be at the end a general understanding of why it is difficult to predict these 
expenses precisely.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter noted at one point that if graduate student tuition increases by 
7.5% rather than 4.8%, the cost of the fringe benefit pool for graduate students will increase by $600,000, 
so it in essence becomes a cut to colleges employing graduate assistants. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter then reviewed the additional expenditures that were needed.  Two of the items on 
the list, expansion of the Duluth Medical School and funds for Wheat/Small Grain research, were not part 
of the University's request but have been proposed by the legislature; he said it would be unwise to 
comment on them.  The other items include:  deficits in the Office of Student Financial Aid; additional 
costs for interpreters for deaf students; federal aid match for financial aid; central merit scholarships; 
student systems maintenance; the impact of higher tuition on graduate fringe benefits; and reorganization 
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costs (which will be offset by central administrative reductions).  Committee members offered a number 
of comments on these items, both at this point and later in the meeting. 
 
-- Every unit could run deficits and then ask the administration to bail them out; some of these 

expenses seem to fall in that category.  This outlines the problems, Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained; 
some units may have to pay. 

 
-- These things are important, but they are not related to the quality of academic programs. 
 
-- A lot of academic programs feel chronically underfunded for the quality of the programs they need 

to deliver, but if they are fiscally prudent, they do not end up on this list.  It isn't clear what one 
must do to get on the list. 

 
-- These items should be considered in light of the components of the original Partnership Proposal, 

not in isolation. 
 
-- These items should be removed entirely from the budget discussions. 
 
 The total "problem," Mr. Pfutzenreuter concluded, amounts to $58.3 million dollars (for the 
biennium), when one takes into account all four of the elements creating additional financial pressures.  
This problem exists above the Partnership Proposal to the state.   
 
 The problem for 1995-96 will amount to somewhere between $19 and 27 million dollars, 
depending on the timing of the funds appropriated by the legislature.  Under the proposals by the 
Governor and the House, the University would have to make a budget adjustment of $26.4 to 27.4 million 
in 1995-96 and a $3.5 or 3.6 million additional adjustment the following year.  The Senate proposal 
would require a 1995-96 adjustment of $18.5 million, but an additional $24 million adjustment the 
following year.  This is all compounded by the fact that the projections for 1998-99 call for an increase in 
the appropriation of only $7 million over 1996-97, because a large portion of the 1995-97 appropriation is 
non-recurring (that is, of the $60 million increase recommended by the Governor, only $7 million would 
carry into the 1997-99 biennium).  The House proposal is silent on whether its recommendation is one-
time or recurring; the Senate is explicit that all but the re-appropriation of the 1994 supplemental 
appropriation is recurring.  The Governor will have a say in the nature of these funds, Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
observed, and is likely to want it settled before he signs a bill. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter outlined the possible solutions to the budget problem.  They include: 
phasing/savings in the Partnership Proposal investments (originally $143.7 million); central 
administration budget reductions; modification of Partnership Proposal tuition revenue assumptions (the 
original assumption was 4.8%; the administration has told the legislature the increases are more likely to 
be 7.5%); additional academic and administrative reductions/reallocations; and adjustments to the 
compensation pool funding. 
 
 Asked if the last possibility means no salary increases, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that was not 
necessarily correct.  The solution will depend on which of the choices are selected, and it may end up 
being all five.  He noted that the increased tuition increase would bring in $4.7 million (of the $27 million 
needed for 1995-96). 
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 In terms of the new budget needs, Mr. Erickson explained that some are unavoidable because they 
are federal mandates.  In other cases, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, the problems cannot be fixed by the budgets 
of the units; Student Financial Aid has an $800,000 computer problem that is largely the result of not 
addressing it for years.  The central merit scholarships are funds provided, and already spent, for 
recruiting students; the admissions office makes the offer when recruiting.  That, it was said, could be 
supported by fund-raising. 
 
 The Committee also discussed briefly with Mr. Pfutzenreuter the performance funding proposal 
from the House. 
 
 Finally, Mr. Pfutzenreuter reviewed the status of Indirect Cost Recovery funds.  The allocations 
will need to be cut by about $1 million, he reported.  The University had to write off money because of 
grant overspending.  Mr. Erickson explained that a number of researchers spent money in anticipation of 
grant renewals that were not subsequently made (and that ORTTA records could not catch), so the ICR 
funds could not be collected.  This proposal is a one-time clean-up for a problem that has accumulated 
over a number of years, and departments will be charged back the amounts. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter told the Committee of the timeline.  It must be understood that the budget 
problem must be solved by May 25, which is the docket deadline for materials for the June Board of 
Regents' meeting.  Discussions have been started with the President's Executive Council (the Senior Vice 
Presidents, the Provosts and Chancellors, and Vice President George), and will continue; it will formulate 
recommendations to the President.  The President will meet with the deans on May 15 to begin 
discussions with them.  When does the faculty wish to review the recommendations, he inquired? 
 
 It was agreed that Professor Gray and Mr. Pfutzenreuter would find a meeting time to discuss the 
recommendations; she then thanked him for the information. 
 
4.   Report from the Subcommittee on Facilities Management 
 
 Professor Gray turned to Professor Davison for a report from the Facilities Management 
Subcommittee.  Professor Davison reviewed the report the Subcommittee had received on the classroom 
study (the minutes of the Subcommittee meeting are attached to these minutes). 
 
 Asked what use would be made of decommissioned classroom space, Mr. Erickson responded that 
there are a number of options.  There will be an effort to aggregate space so that entire buildings can be 
demolished.  Classrooms could be converted to offices, which would mean more efficient use of the 
space, and would permit other office space to be taken off line.  In addition, some units have less space 
than they should, according to the standards of the Minnesota Facilities Model.  There was brief 
discussion of renovation of Haecker Hall, on the St. Paul campus; Mr. Erickson explained that Provost 
Allen is looking at space on the St. Paul campus in an effort to use it most effectively.  The review of 
space use is a massive project that needs to be coordinated. 
 
 In response to question, Mr. Erickson said the capital request does include $20 million for 
classroom upgrading, as recommended by the study, and also includes a request to conduct a similar 
study of research space.  There has also been discussion, Professor Davison reported, of doing a study of 



Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
May 9, 1995 
 

 7

office space, so the entire space inventory of the campus would be evaluated. 
 
 After a few brief additional questions, the subject was concluded and Professor Gray adjourned the 
meeting at 5:05. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
------------------------------------ 
 
MINUTES 
 
FACILITIES MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 
Friday, March 17, 1995 
Nolte Library 
10:15 - Noon 
 
Present: Roger Martin (acting chair), Tony Biel, Ginger DeRosier, Elizabeth Grundner, Martin 

Gwinup, Don Kelsey, David Kittleson, Christopher Loring, Vilis Vikmanis 
 
Regrets: Mark Davison, Sue Markham, Mary Walser 
 
Absent: Clint Hewitt, Faye Thompson 
 
Guests: Harvey Turner (Facilities Management)   
 
 . . . 
 
4.  Presentation and Discussion on the Classroom Study 
 
Professor Martin introduced Mr. Harvey Turner who distributed a copy of a presentation guide for the 
study and provided background information on the document.  The study is directly linked to the 
University's U2000 efforts.  Highlights from the review of the presentation guide were: 
 
-- While classrooms represent less than 5% of the space on campus, many students spend more than 

50% of their time on campus in classrooms. 
-- The study focused on the 1) quality of the current University facilities and the related future needs, 

2) the quantity of classrooms, 3) faculty opinions of classrooms and teaching.   
-- The study demonstrated that the University is offering a quality education, but needs to consider 

the future needs of students and faculty with respect to the learning environment. 
-- The University is going to be in a retrenching atmosphere for the next 10-15 years at least.  

Therefore, management of under-utilized areas will need to improve. 
-- The University has historically under-funded upkeep for the general purpose classrooms 

($15,000/yr. 1960-87, $22,000/yr. 1987-91).  For FY 1995, these classrooms are supported with 
$234,000/yr.  The study states this figure needs to be $1 million/year by FY 2000. 

-- A quality classroom is a place where a student is able to: 
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 -See the instructor and all visual material without strain, 
 -Hear auditory presentations free from noise and distortions, 
 -Be physically comfortable and functionally productive. 
 
-- Some of the most modern classrooms exist within several new suburban high schools in the Twin 

Cities or private businesses.  The best facilities at the University are not state-of-the-art.  The 
University has requested $20 million from the legislature to update the classrooms by 2000.   

-- The purpose of the study was to 1) develop a plan to upgrade classrooms, 2) promote responsible 
stewardship, and 3) provide planning tools to assess programmatic space requirements and 
allocation options.   

-- The study used a 119 point checklist for 422 classrooms (a copy of the checklist was in the 
handout). 

-- Approximately two-thirds of the classrooms are below acceptable standard for functionality and 
physical condition as defined by the University.   

-- Neither the general purpose nor the departmental classrooms currently meet recommended 
utilization rates of 32-hours per week (general purpose average around 20 hrs/wk.; departmental 
average approximately 12 hrs./wk.). 

-- Peak course scheduling occurs in only three class periods, but should occur in at least five class 
periods. 

-- Increasing average utilization to 32 hours per week per classroom with at least 65% of the seats 
occupied would free up 160,000 sq. ft. -- equivalent to three Morrill Halls. 

-- The University could seek donations from alumni to sponsor upgrading specific classrooms. 
-- The 32 hour model is for the 8 a.m. - 5 p.m. time period only.  Extension activities that begin at 

5:30 or later cannot be held to the same standard. 
 
Mr. Turner outlined the major recommendations based on the study: 
 
 1)Automate classroom scheduling, 
 2)Restructure management and oversight of classrooms and related services, 
 3)Reduce classroom inventory to programmatic demand, 
 4)Implement a multi-year plan to modernize a reduced classroom inventory, and 
 5)Establish and enforce standards to measure success of new classroom management and design. 
 
Along with this advice are four budget recommendations: 
 
 -Purchasing classroom scheduling software and computer hardware:  
 $100,000 (one time) 
 -Classroom maintenance/repair: 
 $500,000 (annually) 
 -Technological equipment maintenance and repair: 
 $100,000 (annually) 
 -Classrooms hot-line communications: 
 $ 75,000 (one time) 
 
Mr. Turner said that modernizing classrooms is based on studies that have shown how students learn 
better in a collective/interactive model than in a lecture/recitation model.  Improved technology including 
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hardware and software that can facilitate unique learning environments may allow for less in-class 
requirements and more efficient use of classrooms and faculty effort.  The final copies of the study are 
currently available.  The Regents have requested that similar studies be conducted on the coordinate 
campuses. 
 
Q How was it determined that students spend 50% of their time on campus? 
A The student survey included those from every college.  Students can tell the University which 

classrooms are adequate.  In addition, their reasoning is substantive and logical.  Formal and 
informal means were used to collect the data.   

 
Additional points offered by the group: 
 
-- Student-to-student interaction would be restricted if technical methods of education were over-

emphasized. 
-- The study adds a certain degree of substance to U2000. 
-- The University is going to be reducing its size, and is specifically planning to decommission 

several buildings on the east bank and transferring the classes to the upcoming available space on 
the west bank.  During this period, the number of large classrooms is to be reduced.   

-- The legislature agrees that the University should emphasize adequate classroom facilities and may 
be willing to provide the needed $20 million to do this.   

-- The University may be contradicting itself as it seeks to emphasize the classroom environment 
while also striving to maintain its position as a top research institution. 

-- The University will not need to divert funds from other efforts if it receives the $20 million 
mentioned above.   

-- The University has six times the number of meeting rooms that the average Big Ten university has. 
-- The University needs a general classroom building in the CLA area. 
-- The use of virtual-reality as a pedagogical tool must be pursued cautiously.  Professional societies 

are calling for students to have more hands-on experience and to explore learning through more 
small group activities.   

-- Curricula will be redesigned as modern facilities are made available. 
-- Modern facilities will require a larger maintenance budget per square foot.   
-- Some states have required that their higher educational facilities use their classrooms more than 32 

hours/week. 
 
Q What is the next step regarding the study? 
A The following events are to happen in 0-3 months after the funding is received: 
  
 1) Implement management design standards and renewal plans which includes all of the following 

items, 
 2) Purchase and install classroom scheduling system, 
 3) Consolidate classroom scheduling under one central authority, 
 4) Appoint managers to a permanent classroom advisory council with regularly set meetings, 
 5) Initiate use of classroom utilization standards to measure management effectiveness, 
 6) Set a specific date, and appoint a single high level, five person committee to plan 

implementation of a consolidated registration system, 
 7) Adopt a recommended classroom design standard for classroom construction, renovation, and 
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renewal, 
 8) Fund classroom improvements and technology upgrades for the top five classrooms on the 

renewal list, and 
 9) Appoint two classrooms from the "decommission list" from service. 
 
 There are also plans recommended for 3-6 months, 6-15 months, and within 5 years.   
 
Q Will the difference in schedules (semester and quarters), and the varying class schedules need to be 

normalized to achieve the efficiencies desired? 
A Significant improvements can be made without conforming to the Law School semester schedule.  

The main point that must be understood is that there needs to be a single point of responsibility for 
scheduling all classrooms.  The University cannot afford the inventory that it currently operates, 
and will need to reduce its size within the very near future.  There are other inefficient systems as 
well.  There are nine different grading systems on the Twin Cities campus. 

 
Q Will departments who traditionally had specific classrooms under their control be able to have 

preference for these facilities? 
A These departments will be able to be assigned preference in the scheduling software.  There also 

will be a distinction between classrooms and class/laboratories. 
. . . . 
 - Kevin Gormley 
 
University of Minnesota 


