
Minutes∗ 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
Tuesday, May 14, 2002 

2:15 – 4:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Charles Speaks (chair), Prince Amattoe, Brittny McCarthy Barnes, Jean Bauer, Charles 

Campbell, David Chapman, Robert Cudeck, Daniel Feeney, Gary Jahn, Cynthia Jara, 
Wendell Johnson, Thomas Klein, Michael Korth, Elo Charity Oju, Richard Pfutzenreuter, 
Terry Roe, Thomas Stinson, Michael Volna, Warren Warwick, Susan Carlson Weinberg 

 
Absent:  Stanley Bonnema, Greg Fox, Marvin Marshak, J. Peter Zetterberg 
 
Guests: Laura Coffin Koch (Faculty Academic Oversight Committee for Intercollegiate 

Athletics); Amelious Whyte (Office of the Board of Regents) 
 
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) statement to the Board of Regents on the budget; (2) parking and transportation 
principles; (3) capital appropriation and 2002-03 operating budget; (4) the subsidy to intercollegiate 
athletics] 
 
 
 Professor Speaks convened the meeting at 2:15 and welcomed two new members to the 
Committee, Professor Thomas Stinson (Agricultural and Applied Economics and State Economist) and 
Mr. Thomas Klein (Minnesota Extension Service).   
 
1. Statement to the Board of Regents on the Budget 
 
 Professor Speaks thanked Committee members for the rapid responses on the statement he read to 
the Board of Regents at its forum on the budget.  The Faculty Consultative Committee had unanimously 
endorsed the statement as well, he reported.  The statement read as follows: 
 

The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning, which comprises faculty, staff, and 
students, expresses its strong endorsement for the FY03 budget that President Yudof has 
submitted to the Board.  The Faculty Consultative Committee joins Finance and Planning in this 
endorsement.  In particular, we enthusiastically support the administration’s efforts to improve 
our four- and five-year graduation rates; the 13-credit minimum and banded tuition proposals, in 
concert with other initiatives, will help this University achieve that important objective.   

 
As the President has been informed, The Faculty Consultative Committee has adopted a 

statement that also expresses strong endorsement of the Administration’s proposed budget, 
including the unfortunate need for a 16% increase in tuition.  None of us is enthusiastic about this 
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tuition increase, but the alternative—more draconian cuts to the budget—is much less palatable 
and will severely weaken the University. 

 
We also wish to express our appreciation to the Administration for having involved the 

governance system so extensively in their deliberations as this budget proposal was being 
formulated.  A special ad hoc Subcommittee from the Faculty Consultative Committee and the 
Senate Committee on Finance and Planning was formed and we met extensively with Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter and President Yudof.  We are gratified for having had the opportunity for this level 
of consultation during a very difficult process. 

 
We urge adoption of the FY03 budget that you have before you, but the efforts of the 

University community must not end when the FY03 budget is approved. 
 

• We must adopt institutional priorities, priorities that clearly articulate what we want this great 
University to be; 

• It is insufficient to say that our academic investments and institutional priorities must be in 
alignment; institutional priorities must drive our investment decisions, and we must 
assiduously avoid the reverse process in which our priorities are established by the 
investment decisions that are made; 

• We also must act now to formulate a comprehensive set of principles, including budgetary 
principles, that will enable the University to confront future fiscal emergencies in a 
programmatic manner; and  

• We—the Regents, the Administration, and the faculty, staff, and students—must work 
together in a collegial fashion to deal intelligently with the challenges that we inevitably will 
face during the next few years. 

 
We are confident that we can accomplish all of this, and that the University of Minnesota 

will emerge as an even better institution. 
 
 The statement will be provided to the Senate for information in the fall. 
 
2. Parking and Transportation 
 
 Professor Speaks recalled that the Committee had, at its previous meeting (when he had been 
absent), decided to dispense with the Parking and Transportation "principles" that had been provided 
earlier.  Those principles were really statements adopted over time by Parking and Transportation that 
were not reviewed and approved by any administrative authority.  The question is, does the Committee 
wish to adopt principles to recommend to the administration? 
 
 The Committee did adopt a statement concerning parking in 1997, it was noted; that statement 
should serve as the basis of principles the Committee might wish to develop.   
 
 Acting Vice President Fox expressed concern about the discussion of the event rate parking.  The 
Committee was told the rates were "at market" and it could only respond to what it was told.  Professor 
Speaks said he told Mr. Fox that if the Committee drafts principles to govern parking, he would invite Mr. 
Fox to a meeting to discuss them.   
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 Professor Feeney pointed out that as low-cost parking is replaced by high-cost facilities, and 
surface parking is lost, the new garages and ramps must be funded by debt service.   The price of  new 
buildings that take land used for surface lots does not include the cost of replacing parking spots at a 
higher cost (one example would be a new football stadium parking ramp).  The cost of construction of 
new parking facilities should be included in new building costs, he said; unless they are, the costs of new 
parking facilities are passed on to parkers. 
 
 Ms. Weinberg said she was opposed to writing principles for parking; the Committee does not do 
so for bookstores or other units.  There should be a statement on how parking operates, however.  Ms. 
Barnes agreed.  Professor Campbell said he did not know what the difference between the two would be. 
 
 The Committee deliberated whether to reaffirm the 1997 statement, but concluded it would not 
because it had too many points specific to the Gateway Center.  It needs to adopt general statements, 
perhaps with examples, that will live for awhile, Ms. Barnes said.  Professor Campbell noted that Mr. 
Baker had told the Committee that the "principles" under which Parking and Transportation operates were 
not all ones they chose, and they would argue with some of them.  The real question, he maintained, is 
what is the appropriate way to decide how to use parking revenues and services for non-parking services?  
(The same could be said about the bookstores, he added.) 
 
 The limit on parking rates appears to be what people downtown pay.  Is that an appropriate goal, 
Professor Campbell asked--market economy rates?  What is the right profit level?  How high can rates be 
raised?  He said he had no answer to these questions but he did have reactions to such things as using 
parking revenues to build a tunnel between two non-University buildings (Gateway Center and the 
Radisson). 
  
 Parking and Transportation is seen as an entity that can generate a lot of money above its costs, 
Ms. Weinberg observed; costs are assigned to it, which Parking and Transportation then uses to justify the 
rates it sets.  It makes more sense to look at the non-parking items in the budget, she said.  It may be that 
parking rates should be set at whatever the market will bear and the excess revenues used to pay for 
common goods.  She said she worries that more and more costs will be transferred to Parking and 
Transportation. 
 
 Professor Roe said that charging parkers for services other than what they are consuming creates 
an inequity.  Bridges and sidewalks are in a gray area but some costs charged to parking revenues go too 
far.  The result is that one group in the University (parkers) are being charged for services that others use. 
 
 It was agreed that Professor Campbell would draft a statement on parking and that he would send 
it to Mss. Barnes and Weinberg for comment.  Professor Speaks said he would like to have a statement 
for the Senate Consultative Committee and the Senate for as early as possible in the fall. 
 
3. Capital Appropriation and Operating Budget for 2002-03 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter first reported on the capital budget vis-à-vis developments at the state 
legislature.  The legislature provided funding for the vast majority of the University's request.  MnSCU 
did even better.  The stadium legislation was still up in the air; he predicted that it was likely there would 
be a Twins' stadium bill as well as some funding for the University and the Vikings to do a stadium pre-
design and reach agreement on a memorandum of understanding (with the idea that the legislature might 
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provide some funding for a football stadium before March, 2003, using at least in part any surplus in the 
coffers of the Metropolitan Sports Facilities Commission). 
 
 Professor Speaks recalled that the Committee had decided it would make no statement about the 
proposed $60-million parking ramp associated with the new stadium unless there has been some action by 
the legislature that suggests the facility might become a reality. 
 
 Professor Campbell said he remembered from the last bonding bill discussion that there was 
attention on the part of the legislature to the number of students at the University and at MnSCU.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said that subject had not come up this time.  Professor Speaks said it appeared the 
University did reasonably well but MnSCU had received even more money; did they submit a larger 
request?  They did not, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said; they received appropriations for a greater percentage of 
their request. 
 
 The operating budget to be presented to the Board of Regents in June is mostly incremental.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter reviewed the areas of spending (centrally-allocated funds, which include state funds, 
attributed tuition, and ICR funds): 
 
Faculty/staff compensation 53% of the total 
Academic/compacts  14 
Facilities and debt  13 
Technology   4 
Security   4 
Other    12 
 

On average, 35% of the compensation increases will be funded by the colleges, from increased 
tuition income.  Professor Speaks said that in the case of CLA, the college will fund 79% of the 
compensation increases.  Total faculty and staff compensation increases total $35.8 million.  Support 
units must pay for half the compensation increases, which amounts to about a $3.6 million retrenchment; 
most of those funds are coming from vacant positions and will not lead to lay-offs.  People were told to be 
careful on their spending and they were.  Faculty salaries will increase 4%, civil service and P&A staff 
will see 3% increases. 

 
There will be $9.5 million in academic and compact investments, including 16 new faculty in 

computer science, increased funding for the libraries and classroom technology, permanent funding for 
writing intensive courses, investment in the biological sciences and nanotechnology, base increases in 
advising, career development, and student services, base increases in the coordinate campuses and several 
AHC colleges, and a portion of the money will be allocated in final compact decisions. 

 
Security, technology, facilities, and other expenses will total $22.3 million, as follows: 

 
-- increased security equipment and personnel (about $2.7 million); a high priority is to 

make buildings at risk safe, which includes monitoring; eventually there will be need for 
a facility to consolidate security staff 

 



Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
May 14, 2002 
 
 

5

-- new upgrade in PeopleSoft (about $1.9 million in recurring funds that will be used to 
build a core staff so the University can stop hiring expensive consultants; when the 
PeopleSoft upgrade is completed, these staff can be used on the next set of projects 

 
-- operate new and renovated buildings 
 
-- debt service, utility inflation, and increased lease costs 
 
-- additional need-based financial aid (about $2 million, to mitigate the effect of tuition 

increases on low-income students) 
 
-- property and liability insurance cost increases (about $1.6 million) 
 
-- begin restoration of central reserves (they are down to $10 million; Board policy requires 

$40 million but Mr. Pfutzenreuter will recommend that the amount be reduced to $20 
million, a proposal the Board appears to be comfortable with). 

 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter outlined how the University would address the "budget challenge" created by a 
reduction in the state appropriation (down $23.6 million) and increased expenses ($14.6 million, of which 
the $2.7 million in increased security costs are one example)--the total change is $38.2 million (23.6 plus 
14.6).  There will be increased indirect cost recovery funds, a higher-than-planned tuition increase, a 
reduction in administrative and program costs, and deferral or reduction in planned investments.  Of the 
$38.2 million, students will pay for about 20% and the University will absorb the other 80% through 
academic unit reductions (a special 2% assessment totalling $12 million), central unit cuts (by only 
partially funding staff salary increases), reduction in the faculty salary increase, indirect cost revenue 
increase, and delay or reduction in investments.   
 
 What investments will be delayed, Professor Speaks asked?  There will be delays, reductions, or 
cuts in such areas as the Vice President for Institutional Relations (e.g., the Alumni Association, the 
Foundation) and the College of Continuing Education as well as reduced costs negotiated as part of the 
new health care plan.  There will also be an effective reduction to academic units because of the cut in the 
faculty salary increase, Professor Speaks observed, as well as the reduction in some programmatic 
improvements. 
 
 Will the Regents approve the budget, Professor Speaks asked?  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said he believed 
they would.  Professor Speaks said that it is his understanding that many of the deans believe that the 
reductions of $38.2 million for 02-03 can be absorbed but that such cuts are not sustainable after next 
year.  What will things be like in 03-04 and 04-05?  If the state economy has not improved in the next two 
or three years and the deans are right, what will the University do in 04 and 05?  The state only puts 
additional money into higher education when the economy is good, Mr. Pfutzenreuter commented, so it 
could be a tough two years.   
 
 What happens if the Governor or legislature cuts the budget, Professor Stinson inquired?  Units 
have reserves, Mr. Pfutzenreuter pointed out, as does the University.  If the Governor found the state was 
$200 million short in recurring funds and reduced the spending rate (not on a one-time basis), the 
University might have to use reserves as bridge funds to reduce recurring spending.   
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 What has changed since the last revenue forecast, Professor Speaks inquired?  Professor Stinson 
said the state is not doing better and may be doing slightly worse.  The economy is improving but the 
state is not collecting increased revenues as a result--items have to be SOLD to increase sales tax revenue, 
for instance, and tax withholding revenues are below the forecast.  Professor Stinson also spoke to the 
Regents about the Minnesota economy vis-à-vis other states, Professor Speaks recalled; is there a 
different pattern at this time, he asked?  That is not clear, Professor Stinson replied.  Some other states are 
having problems worse than Minnesota's.  California may face a shortfall of between $25 and $28 billion.  
But Minnesota has not been protected from the economic downturn as much this time as it was in 1990-
91.   
 
 All of this only emphasizes the importance of one the points in his presentation to the Regents' 
budget forum, Professor Speaks said:  "We also must act now to formulate a comprehensive set of 
principles, including budgetary principles, that will enable the University to confront future fiscal 
emergencies in a programmatic manner."  The University cannot just react; the President must 
reinvigorate the Provost's Budget Advisory Committee to develop principles that the new Provost can use.  
He said, in response to a question from Ms. Barnes, that there were students on the original Budget 
Management Task Force, which was later transformed into the Budget Advisory Committee.  There is 
need to talk with the new Provost and the President about what the committee should be doing and how it 
and this Committee should work collaboratively.  Ideally, the Budget Advisory Committee should not be 
chaired by the Provost, since it is supposed to advise the Provost. 
 
 The University is not likely to raise tuition by 16% again, Professor Roe commented--or is it?  
The President has not believed so, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  How high tuition can go is still an open 
question.  The question the University faces is what the strategy should be in the next legislative session 
vis-à-vis tuition.  The University could propose increasing tuition by X and Y percent each year of the 
next biennium, in parallel with a request for state funds, and tell the legislature that if it appropriated more 
than the University requested, the tuition increases would be reduced accordingly.  In any event, Professor 
Roe concluded, the University is unlikely to have the same degrees of freedom in dealing with tuition that 
it has had in the past. 
 
 Are other sources of income from services and contracts and grants factored into the budget, 
Professor Cudeck asked?  They are; sponsored research has grown every year, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, but 
there is no salvation there because research costs have grown at the same time.  Professor Campbell noted 
that the NIH budget doubled in the last five years and the House has talked about doubling the NSF 
budget over the next five years as well.  On the negative side, however, President Bush has set in motion 
a proposal that could have a significant effect on the University:  no Department of Defense research 
could be published without prior approval.  Because the University will not take funds with that condition 
attached, research funding (and indirect cost recovery funds) could be reduced.   
 
 The most simplistic way to look beyond 2003 is to assume the University will fare worse at the 
legislature and will not repeat the 16% tuition increases, Professor Speaks said.  That will force the 
University to look at its investment decisions and decide if it wants to continue to spend money the way 
that it is now. 
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4. The Subsidy to Intercollegiate Athletics 
 
 Professor Speaks welcomed Professor Koch to the meeting and reported on the regental 
discussion of the institutional subsidy to intercollegiate athletics and recalled that this Committee had 
issued statements in December and January, both of which had been unanimously supported by the 
Faculty Consultative Committee.  The Board decided to continue the subsidy for at least two more years 
but also to try to keep it from increasing; it will revisit the issue in the future.   
 
 This Committee has kept its focus very narrow; it has not made recommendations about how to 
operate intercollegiate athletics, Professor Speaks said.  The question for this Committee has only been 
the level of the subsidy and what the target level should be.  It has also never said that the subsidy should 
be cut instantly.  In January the Committee said the subsidy should be in alignment with the subsidy 
provided at other Big Ten schools, less than or equal to about 10% of the athletic budget (or a subsidy of 
about $4 million per year).   
 
 The Committee has issued two statements; is that sufficient or should it issue another one about 
the subsidy, Professor Speaks inquired?  It is difficult for the Committee to know what is reasonable to 
reduce, how Title IX compliance would be affected, and so on, Professor Campbell said, but it is 
reasonable for the Committee to ask the Regents to do something.  If cuts are required, they should be 
considered in light of the draconian cuts that may be facing academic units.  He said he wished the 
Committee would ask for a plan. 
 
 Professor Speaks distributed copies of a draft statement which, he said, the Committee could 
direct that he throw away, send in his own name, or send as a Committee statement.  Whatever action it 
decides on should come before the June Regents' meeting if the Committee is to have any impact on the 
discussions.   
 
 One of the statements he made to the Regents' budget forum, Professor Speaks said, is that it is 
insufficient to say there are institutional priorities and investments must be brought into alignment with 
priorities; the University must say that priorities DRIVE investments.  Is this such a priority?  He said he 
could live with a statement by the President and Regents that athletics is a high priority, it cannot be self-
supporting, and should have X level of subsidy.  That, however, is not the way the current situation came 
about. 
 
 He sent a copy of the draft to President Yudof earlier, Professor Speaks reported; the President 
responded with a couple of concerns but he did not object to the statement itself.  The statement has been 
amended to respond to those concerns. 
 
 The reality is that there will be a subsidy, Professor Roe said.  He would like to see a rationale 
about how the subsidy benefits the institution.  The question is how much less than $10 million can be 
achieved?  Professor Campbell said he did not object to a subsidy but it would be more palatable if it were 
related to Title IX.  When the state subsidy for athletics was folded into the University's general budget, it 
was not with the idea that the funds would be taken from athletics and used elsewhere.  The spirit of the 
decision is that it is appropriate for state funds to be used to support the goals of Title IX.  A 10% subsidy 
of about $4 million per year would be about the right amount for Title IX support.  Professor Speaks said 
the arithmetic of the state subsidy carried forward to the present worked out to about $4 million.  There 
was no agreement with the state that the money would continue to go to athletics, he said, but in his view 
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the University has a moral obligation to continue to provide funds for women's athletics and that they 
should be increased by some factor above the last state appropriation. 
 
 Ms. Barnes said she believed the subsidy and Title IX should be separate issues.  Title IX 
principles should be an expectation of athletics and they should comply with the principles on their own.  
The administration should not be responsible for ensuring compliance.  It is more dangerous for women's 
athletics if the two issues are lumped together, she said, and she would be uncomfortable with any 
statement that linked the subsidy to Title IX.   
 
 Professor Cudeck said he agreed.  Athletics is so important, emotionally, to some people that it 
seems to be beyond rational consideration.  He said he worried about making a statement out of keeping 
with the sentiments of the Regents and the public.  When tuition is increasing and the state budget is 
decreasing, athletics cannot be divorced from the rest of the institution; everyone is in this together and 
cannot be special and protected. 
 
 Professor Speaks noted that the University has thus far responded to Title IX by expanding 
athletics.  He said he wished to see men's and women's athletics survive and thrive together.  But there has 
not been, for example, any motivation to rise beyond last in the Big Ten in fund-raising, for example.  
When there is a threat to eliminate teams, however, there is a fund-raising effort that people believe will 
succeed.   
 
 Professor Roe said he would like to see a binding budget constraint that is made known. 
 
 Professor Koch inquired if the Committee had spoken with Vice President Brown about what it 
would mean for the competitive level of intercollegiate athletic teams if the subsidy were reduced to $4 
million.  One goal the University holds for athletics is to have top teams, so there must be a subsidy.  The 
University could cut the number of teams to the minimum required by NCAA Division I.  An important 
discussion the University needs to have is whether athletics offers an opportunity to compete or offers 
competitive teams.  There could also be a discussion of the value the University expects from 
intercollegiate athletics. 
 
 Professor Speaks said he believed that as long as the subsidy is as large as it is, there is 
diminished incentive to increase fund-raising and ticket sales.  A reduction in the subsidy to $4 million, 
however, could be offset by increases in those other revenue sources.   
 
 The subsidy must also be viewed in the context of the University's main mission, Professor 
Campbell said.  The college he attended did away with its major intercollegiate athletic program; the 
image of the university is not set by intercollegiate athletics.  That may be more readily accomplished at 
private institutions, he added.  But one can also look at fine European universities that have no athletics.  
U. S. universities only have athletics because the public expects them to have them.   
 
 Professor Speaks agreed with Professor Koch's observation that the University needs to have a 
discussion about whether it needs athletics and what role the programs should play.  He noted that the 
Committee had just talked about the 16% tuition increase next year and the possibility of a 10% increase 
the following year; if there were no subsidy to athletics, the tuition increases could be cut to 13% and 7%.  
So there is an opportunity cost to the subsidy. 
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 The prospects for athletics balancing its books without significant fund-raising are not good, 
Professor Speaks said.  Three teams make money, twenty teams do not, and of the three, basketball and 
hockey are probably producing close to the maximum revenue possible.  There is the potential for new 
revenue in football, but even if every game were sold out, the increase in revenue would amount to about 
$3 million (as against the $10 million currently needed for the subsidy).  This has led Tom Moe to argue 
that the program needs a combined-use stadium on campus to generate additional attendance and more 
revenue (for which the University puts up the land and builds a new parking ramp projected to lose about 
$3 million per year).  It is a tough situation, he concluded. 
 
 There needs to be some goal for reducing the subsidy, Ms. Weinberg said; perhaps the goal of $4 
million cannot reached as quickly as the Committee would like.  The new combined department could 
perhaps be asked to show how the subsidy could be reduced over the next ten years.  Professor Speaks 
said he had no sense that the Board of Regents had as a goal reducing the subsidy at all.   
 
 Can the Committee discuss the issue, Ms. Barnes asked?  As long as the discussion is tied to the 
level of institutional subsidy, Professor Speaks said; the other issues are not its business.  The 
Committee's business concerns the subsidy, the amount, and its relationship to other unfunded priorities. 
 
 The Committee (following email editing following the meeting) agreed that the following letter 
should be sent: 
 

President Mark Yudof 
University of Minnesota 
202 Morrill Hall 

 
Dear President Yudof: 

 
The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning reaffirms its previously adopted 

statements on Institutional Subsidization of Intercollegiate Athletics (December 6, 2001; January 
22, 2002), copies of which are attached.  Specifically, the SCFP believes that “the current practice 
of providing an annual subsidy to intercollegiate athletics from institutional operating funds 
should be evaluated in the context of other institutional priorities, financial obligations, and 
opportunity costs.  University priorities are not in the right order when $10 million is allocated to 
athletics while improvements related directly to the core mission languish because of a lack of 
funds.” (December 6, 2001) 

 
Restructuring intercollegiate athletics by itself is insufficient; there also must be a 

concerted effort to bring the athletic financial house in order, and that includes a strong effort—
over time—to reduce the institutional subsidy of athletics.  As Regent Keffeler said at the meeting 
of the Board of Regents on March 8, 2002, the appropriate level of subsidization is a policy issue, 
and the institution must decide what the target subsidy will be, how long it will take to reach that 
target, and what steps will be required to implement the policy.  At the meeting of the Board on 
May 9, 2002, the Regents seemed prepared, in principle, to agree to continue the subsidy at its 
current level for another one or two years. 

 
Comparisons of the size of this institution’s subsidy with the subsidies provided to 

athletics by other universities are perilous and of uncertain validity, and they do not entirely get to 
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the heart of the issue.  The central focus should be how much financial support this institution 
should provide in the context of other important institutional priorities and financial obligations.  
Put differently, the level of institutional support for athletics should be considered in the context 
of opportunity costs.  If the subsidy is continued for FY03, we do so at the same time that 
collegiate budgets are being cut by $11-12 million.  Is that the priority statement that the 
University wants to make?  

 
As we contemplate continuation of the $10 million subsidy, consider but four additional 

examples of institutional priorities that we believe should receive strong consideration for 
funding: 

 
• $3 million represents a 1 percentage point increase in tuition that no longer would be 

necessary; 
• $1 million would fund 2/3 of the $1.5 million recurring that is necessary to sustain our 

classroom technology upgrade initiative; 
• $1 million would fund the salary and fringe benefits for 52 half-time graduate assistants; and 
• $1 million would fund the salary and fringe benefits (in CLA) for 13 new faculty positions as 

well as one P&A and one Civil Service support staff. 
 

We have choices to make, and the investment decisions that we make should reflect our 
institutional priorities, rather than having the investment decisions establish our priorities.  If the 
$10 million subsidy for intercollegiate athletics continues, we are saying that athletics is a high 
priority of the institution.  The decision to subsidize athletics does not focus on the situation that 
all students face; as a result of that subsidy, students will be confronted, for example, with larger 
classes, fewer faculty, or less-well-equipped classrooms.  These seem to us also to be high 
priorities of the institution. 
 

The faculty and staff will be alarmed, perhaps even angered, to learn that many valued 
academic initiatives cannot be funded as long as the $10 million subsidy for intercollegiate 
athletics continues.  Students will be alarmed, indeed probably angered, to learn that they face 
continued double-digit increases in tuition at the same time that the $10 million subsidy for 
intercollegiate athletics continues; were the subsidy eliminated and no other institutional 
expenditures incurred the proposed tuition increase could be reduced from 16% to less than 13%.  
We believe that many faculty, staff, and students will probably accept—though most likely with 
reluctance—the reality of a modest, rational subsidy of intercollegiate athletics if the level of the 
subsidy flows from a clearly articulated policy that is formulated following broad consultation.  
We further believe, however, as stated previously on January 22, 2002, that 

 
• “we have no alternative to a recommendation that the University take action to scale back the 

use of institutional funds for intercollegiate athletics, 
• we firmly believe that the University must do whatever is necessary, in the very near future, 

to reduce its present and projected financial commitment to athletics, and 
• the magnitude of the subsidy, direct and indirect, should be brought into alignment with the 

subsidies provided by the other public institutions in the Big Ten and, in any event, should 
not exceed 10% of the total operating budget for intercollegiate athletics in any given year.” 
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We believe it is essential that the University act now to adopt a policy that specifies an 
acceptable target level of institutional subsidization for intercollegiate athletics and that specifies 
a time frame for reaching that target.   

 
We understand that a pullback in institutional support will be painful for the University 

and for individuals—student-athletes, coaches, and staff—but it is our conviction that the 
University must put its priorities in order; as it does so, spending decisions must follow. 

 
 Professor Speaks adjourned the meeting at 4:25. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


