
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 Tuesday, June 3, 1996 
 3:15 - 5:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Fred Morrison (chair), Thora Cartlidge, David Hamilton, Gerald Klement, Gary Malzer, 

Catherine French, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Peter Robinson, Charles Speaks, Craig Swan, 
James VanAlstine 

 
Regrets: Benjamin Senauer 
 
Absent: Jason Frick, Robert Kvavik 
 
Guests: Senior Vice President Joanne Jackson, Carolyn Parnell 
 
[In these minutes:  next year's budget; enterprise projects (computing system redesign); various issues; 
information technology] 
 
 
1.   1997-98 Budget 
 
 Professor Morrison convened the meeting at 3:15 and asked Mr. Pfutzenreuter to review the 1997-
98 budget proposal.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter distributed copies of the President's letter transmitting the budget 
to the Board, and high-lighted major points in the budget proposal. 
 
 On tuition, the revenue increase will be held to 2.5%.  About 7000 upper division students at 
Crookston and the Twin Cities will see no increase; about 7000 lower division students will see an 
increase of less than 2%.  Others will see increases of about 5%, which reflects the Regents' policy to 
move to a common undergraduate tuition. 
 
 The plan also includes $13.2 million for faculty salary increases, as well as a 2.5% salary increase 
for all employees.  There are new investments in academic units (e.g., biological sciences reorganization, 
strengthening departments in IT and CLA), technology infrastructure, implementation of IMG, and other 
areas. 
 
  The University has been doing better since 1993; the 1997-99 appropriation is a considerable 
boost.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter warned that the BASE budget for the start of the 1999-2001 biennium, however, 
will revert to a slightly lower level than the 1998-99 budget (but not as drastically lower as the 1996-7 
base was supposed to revert to in 1997).  Mr. Pfutzenreuter reviewed several pages of financial 
information with the Committee, including the new investments that will be made with the $113.9 million 
increase in funding for 1997-98.  He noted that from 1997-98 to 1998-99, the total state appropriation 
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declines slightly (from $541 million to $535 million), but recurring funds increase (from $512 million to 
$519 million). 
 
 The new investments fall in the following categories: 
 
 General wage increase   12.2 million 
 Faculty salary increases   13.2 
 Price level increases   3.5 
 Enterprise Applications projects  8.2 
 Other process redesign   3.3 
 Technology/infrastructure  6.2 
 Facilities operation/maintenance  13.0 
 Programmatic investments  38.9 
 Financial aid (merit-based)  1.8 
 Other needs    13.5 
      _____ 
 
 Total     113.9 
 
 The "Enterprise Application projects" (computer system replacement in student records, human 
resources, financial management, etc.) has not been approved for the full $49 million budget requested; 
those responsible for it have been approved for about $10 million in spending over the next 3-6 months, 
and the request will be brought back to the Board of Regents in September.  Facilities includes new 
buildings coming on line, the steam plant, and moving people and units so old space can be taken off line. 
Other financial needs includes such things as a reserve for the transition and additional salary costs. 
 
 The $113.9 million will be financed by the tuition increase, the additional state funds, and a 
University responsibility for $26.8 million (to come from assessments, reallocation, and new revenues). 
 
 The Committee briefly reviewed trends in University funding since 1991; one Committee member 
noted that if the University were to have received inflationary increases since 1991, it would have 
received in 1997-98 about what it requested in the biennial request.   
 
 It was agreed that the more detailed tables of data, presenting information by categories and 
indicating provostal and vice presidential allocation decisions, would be distributed to the Committee. 
 
 Professor Morrison thanked Mr. Pfutzenreuter for the presentation, noted that the Committee had 
reviewed the budget data several times, and said it was comfortable with the result.  He commended Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter for his hard work. 
 
2.   Enterprise Application Systems 
 
 Professor Morrison turned now to Senior Vice President Jackson, who explained that she had been 
at a meeting earlier in the day with President Hasselmo, President-elect Yudof, and Senior Vice President 
Marshak about the enterprise projects (which are the several computing system redesign projects).  It is 
assumed there will be $8.2 million raised through an assessment on salaries (although it has NOT been 
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decided where the money is coming from); there are plans to spend about $10 million over the next 3-6 
months.  That $10 million includes about $1.4 million for servers if the projects are to go ahead; the 
money will come from University balances, since no decision has been made to go forward on the 
projects. 
 
 President-elect Yudof wants about 3-6 months to become comfortable with the projects and what 
the benefits are, because the total cost of the projects is a significant amount of money for the University 
to spend.  There will be an effort this summer to review or change what is in the budgets, so that Dr. 
Yudof will be comfortable carrying to the Regents a request to spend the total $49 million, over four 
years, for the University to obtain the state-of-the-art systems it needs.  Alternatively, he could decide not 
to move forward, or do it over a period of six years.  The 2.5% assessment on salaries is the way to share 
the burden of the costs, but the actual method of paying for the projects has not been determined--the 
money could come from a loan, from reserves, etc. 
 
 Ms. Jackson then reviewed items that had been removed from the enterprise applications budget.  
The Committee then discussed the budget instructions about withholding funds; if the colleges followed 
instructions, they should have funds set aside for the enterprise systems costs, and the departments should 
not be affected. 
 
 Professor Morrison summarized the comments by observing that Dr. Yudof wishes to re-look at the 
cost, scope, and direction of the plans, and decide by September how far they should go.  It was noted that 
to fix the year 2000 problem--without improving the systems--would cost $14 million; by comparison, the 
enterprise systems projects seem less costly.   
 
 What may come out of the delay, Ms. Jackson said, is more a question of timing, emphasis, and 
way to pay for the projects, and perhaps less use of consultants.  Consultants are $8 million of the cost; 
different elements of the cost of the projects can be reviewed.  She also said, in response to a question, 
that replacement of the general ledger system is part of the projects.   
 
 Professor Morrison said the Committee should consult on these issues during the summer, before 
Dr. Yudof makes any final decisions. 
 
3.   Other Issues  (Food service, Gateway project, parking rates, MRRC, faculty salaries) 
 
 Professor Morrison then asked Ms. Jackson about the food service timetable.  She reported that 
nothing is going to the Regents in June and the University continues to negotiate to determine the best 
arrangement in terms of both economics and quality.  A decision will be made early in the fall.  Food 
services are operating at a deficit, and it has been suggested that $800,000 from the Coke contract and 
other sources be used to balance the budget. 
 
 The Committee should discuss this early or middle of the summer, Professor Morrison said, in 
order to make its views known before a decision is made. 
 
 He then inquired about the Gateway project.  Ms. Jackson said there should be a decision before 
the end of the summer about how to build and fund the project (the foundation/alumni center to be built at 
the corner of Oak and Washington).  This is not a public-private partnership, since the private side of the 
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funding is the University Foundation; it is a public-public partnership.  She said she did not want to see 
the building built using administrative fees, and then have the units ask for an increase in fees.  Her 
responsibility, she told the Committee, is to see that the plan is financially sound.  Moving on this project 
will allow space to be decommissioned; it is supposed to proceed in late fall, with occupancy in 1999. 
 
 One Committee member, noting that the project plans include moving the office of the Board of 
Regents to it, inquired if moving the Regents' staff so far from the administration is a good idea.  Ms. 
Jackson said the desire was to have the Regents' office in a more public space; moving them would also 
provide more academic administrative space in Morrill Hall. 
 
 A question was also posed about the arrangements that will be made to replace the parking spaces 
the Gateway project will eliminate.  The University gave space to the Carlson school that included 
parking spaces and absorbed the cost of their replacement.  There is a University policy, it was said, 
requiring that when a project takes parking spaces, the project must pay to replace them.  It is a mistake to 
give those spots away free, and it is to be hoped they are not given away for ANY project in the future.  
Parking is a valuable resource, and projects that eliminate it should be required to pay. 
 
 The project includes a parking ramp, Ms. Jackson noted, and there is additional space available 
(although more distant) at the Holman Building.   
 
 Professor Morrison said that this issue also needs to be discussed during the summer. 
 
 Asked quickly about the future of the Mineral Resources Research Center, on the river road near 
Child Development, Ms. Jackson said the administration is trying to identify how to decontaminate it and 
make it useful for potential occupants.  It will not be a dormitory, as once proposed.  The building is 
worth repairing, rather than demolishing, Ms. Jackson said in response to a question; making it usable 
could lead to decommissioning other space. 
 
 Ms. Jackson said she had no comment on the parking rate increases.  Her biggest problem is that 
the parking reserves were taken for other purposes; the parking budget would be in good shape had that 
not occurred.  She said she hoped there was more long-term planning in the future. 
 
 One Committee member concurred, noting that the reserves were taken for the Weisman and for 
the Carlson facility, "with fancy bookkeeping," and those reserves should have been retained for ramp 
replacement.  Those decisions reflect on earlier administrations, not this vice president, it was said.   
 
 It was annoying, said one Committee member, to read in the DAILY that the increases were 
adopted following consultation with this Committee. 
 
 Professor Morrison said he continues to receive letters about the buses, has received a total of about 
300, and has responded to all of those with legible signatures. 
 
 On the issue of faculty salaries, Provost Cerra has written to Senior Vice President Marshak to 
assure him that all funds for salary increases in the AHC have been distributed to the colleges (except for 
$50,000 for emergencies, out of a total of $1.4 million).  The question of the distribution of funds within 
the colleges is best investigated by the provostal faculty consultative committee, it was agreed. 
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4.   Information Technology Network Infrastructure 
 
 Professor Morrison next turned to a draft resolution prepared by Ms. Cartlidge concerning system-
wide, high-capacity network infrastructure; he noted that this had been on the Committee's agenda since 
last winter, and a report is now being made. 
 
 Ms. Cartlidge explained that the draft resolution endorsed the Office of Information Technology 
requirements to upgrade the information technology infrastructure, but it may also need to be rethought in 
light of the delay in the enterprise application systems.  The resolution supports a single institutional 
high-capacity network with appropriate links to campuses, buildings, and remote sites. 
 
 Committee members discussed various aspects of the resolution, the need for a strategic plan and 
long-term solution, whether or not to endorse such a resolution at this time, whether discussions should be 
held jointly with the Senate Committee on Computing and Information Technology, what the 
implications for the budget are, and agreement on standards and how to deal with changes in technology.  
Ms. Parnell provided insight on the funding questions and the amounts needed to keep service at an 
acceptable level.  Her chief concern, she said, was not HOW the essential needs were funded, but rather 
that SOME mechanism for funding them be established so that she would not have to write "red flag" 
memos. 
 
 Also discussed were the costs of "private" networks, charges for email addresses, whether funding 
should be user fees or central, what the different levels of infrastructure improvements would be and their 
associated costs, the need to evaluate the choices in the context of other budget decisions the University 
must make, the possibility of outsourcing some infrastructure items, and the need for short-term as well as 
long-term planning and responding to immediate department and college needs.  The instance of 
departments acting reflects frustration at their inability to get what they need, and could be work not done 
to standards.   It was suggested that the backbone be a public cost, while building wiring could be a unit 
cost, under IMG; units could make a conscious decision not to upgrade, which would be consistent with 
devolved responsibility. 
 
 The telephone system was also considered; Ms. Parnell said the system is aging and needs to be 
upgraded.  It will need attention by 2000, and vendor support disappears by 2002; the costs of the 
telephone system are not incorporated in the budgets for information technology infrastructure.  It is 
possible an upgraded or new telephone system could be financed once the costs of the present system are 
paid off in February, 1998. 
 
 The Committee concluded it would not adopt a resolution, but Professor Morrison said that it 
should work with the Senate Committee on Computing and warmly supports improvements in the 
infrastructure.  It was agreed that Ms. Cartlidge would work with the Senate Committee on Computing on 
a strategy and on appropriate language for a resolution.  It will be worth the time of the new 
administration to develop a plan in this area.   
 
5.   Summer Meetings 
 
 It was agreed that there would be two meetings early in the summer, to take up enterprise systems, 
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the Gateway project, the food service question, and information technology infrastructure.  It was also 
agreed that there would be a meeting in August, and a retreat on September 11. 
 
 Professor Morrison adjourned the meeting at 5:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


