
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning  
Tuesday, March 25, 2008 

2:00 – 3:45 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Judith Martin (chair), Rose Blixt, David Chapman, Ruonan Ding, Adam Faitek, Steve 

Fitzgerald, Lincoln Kallsen, Thomas Klein, Joseph Konstan, Mikael Moseley, Kathryn 
Olson, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Terry Roe 

 
Absent:   Jon Binks, V. V. Chari, Russell Luepker, Kathleen O'Brien, Justin Revenaugh, Michael 

Rollefson, Gwen Rudney, Thomas Stinson, Michael Volna, Warren Warwick, George 
Wilcox, Aks Zaheer 

 
Guests:  Vice Provost Gerald Rinehart 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) budget-model subcommittee recommendations; (2) financial market turmoil and 
the University; (3) legislative update; (4) student-funded capital improvements; (5) contract parking and 
faculty sabbaticals] 
 
 
1. Budget-Model Subcommittee Recommendations 
 
 Professor Martin convened the meeting at 2:00 and began by noting that the Committee had 
discussed previously the report of the joint ad hoc subcommittee on the budget model.  At the last 
meeting it concluded it wished to review recommendations prepared by some members of the 
subcommittee and to take action on them.  She provided a draft resolution for the Committee to consider. 
 
 Mr. Klein reported that he and Professor Zaheer met the previous day with the Senate Research 
Committee (SRC).  Earlier some members of SRC had reservations about sending forward 
recommendations, but at the meeting there was great interest in making recommendations and SRC 
wanted to know what this Committee was going to do.   
 
 Professor Martin asked if the Committee wished to adopt recommendations for the Faculty 
Consultative Committee and the Senate.  She said she believed the Committee had taken the view that the 
report was important enough that it should not languish on a shelf.   
 
 Professor Konstan wondered about how to draft the resolution so it would lead to useful 
discussion at the Faculty Senate.  Members of this Committee have discussed the budget model many 
times but members of the Senate generally would have much to learn.  Can there be a preamble or 
introductory language?  Professor Martin said the resolution would explain that this Committee, jointly 
with the Senate Research Committee, appointed the subcommittee to examine the budget model and to 
make recommendations for changes.   
 
 Professor Roe cautioned that any discussion at the Senate should not be allowed to wander into 
debate about whether this is the optimal budget model.  This is the budget model that exists; the question 
is how to improve it and to identify things the budget office can do to make it work better.  The resolution 
needs to address the important concerns identified by the subcommittee.  Professor Martin observed that 
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the Senate never got the chance to vote on whether this is the right budget model; this Senate discussion, 
however, needs to be about questions identified by colleagues. 
 
 The Committee agreed that any resolution should list the high-priority recommendations, taking 
the view that forwarding a dozen or more recommendations would weaken the impact of the statement.  
Mr. Kallsen agreed that identifying a few as most important would more likely affect the work plans for 
those involved in the budget process than would a laundry list of recommendations.  
 
 The Committee discussed the several recommendations; Professor Martin said that she and Mr. 
Klein would draft a statement for the Committee to vote on by email within the next 24 hours.  Professor 
Olin suggested that the resolution explain that there are other recommendations not included that will be 
brought forward later. 
 
 The resolution approved by the Committee and later also endorsed by the Faculty Consultative 
Committee (as modified in subsequent emails among FCC and SCFP members) for the Faculty Senate 
docket is as follows: 
 

MOTION: 
 
  The Faculty Senate recommends to the President that: 
 

1. The Vice President for Research should be an integral part of the process by which 
decisions are made to allocate University financial resources, to ensure adequate commitment of 
resources to the research mission. 

 
2. There should be changes to the way that cost-pool rates are set and reviewed.  
Specifically, (a) establish college revenue budgets before setting cost-pool unit expense budgets 
and link them, so that if college revenues decline, cost-pool charges also decline, (b) establish 
performance metrics and quality standards for all cost-pool funded units and establish a 
corresponding mechanism to protect colleges if cost-pool units perform below standards, and (c) 
require all cost pools to report on the input received from the colleges. 

 
3.  A system of incentives should be established for cost management, and colleges should 
be guaranteed that they will retain the savings they generate. Mechanisms should be in place to 
insure that colleges and administrative units can retain their savings and that these will not be 
offset by allocations from state funds.  

 
4. A faculty committee should be created to formulate regulations to simplify the process 
for funding interdisciplinary research.  (Interdisciplinary research and centers that cross college 
boundaries are not directly addressed in the new budget model.) 

 
COMMENT: 

 
The Senate Committee on Finance and Planning (SCFP) and the Senate Research 

Committee last year appointed a joint ad hoc subcommittee to examine and make 
recommendations about the University's new budget model.  The subcommittee submitted a 
report last fall; this recommendation to the Faculty Senate represents a distillation of some of the 
recommendations made by subcommittee members on SCFP in addition to the report. These are 
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the recommendations that SCFP believes most important at this time.  There are other 
recommendations that the Committee will bring to the Faculty Senate at a later date. 

 
The report of the ad hoc subcommittee can be found at 

http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfp/budgetreport.html. 
 

2. Financial Market Turmoil and the University 
 
 Professor Martin asked Vice President Pfutzenreuter to comment on the possible impact on the 
University of recent turmoil in financial markets. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained briefly the complex markets and vehicles the University uses to issue 
debt.  In essence, the University will be out of the most volatile markets in the very near future and had 
only a small portion of its funds in those markets to begin with.  The University, he assured the 
Committee, is not facing any big problems as a result of financial turmoil, although there are universities 
and cities that had hundreds of millions of dollars involved and they do have problems.  The University 
did not.  The difficulties in the market will potentially cost the University only a few thousand dollars. 
 
3. Legislative Update 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter also provided the Committee an update on the maneuverings at the Capitol on 
the budget. 
 
4. Student-Funded Capital Improvements for Students 
 
 Professor Martin welcomed Vice Provost Rinehart to the meeting and asked him, along with Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter, to discuss the possibility of new funding from students for student-related facilities. 
  
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained that the administration has known, as part of the six-year capital 
planning process, that there is a substantial pent-up demand for facilities related to student life—
expansion of the recreations sports center, playing fields, improvement of the St. Paul Student Center, and 
so on—and they are trying to decide what to do.  Those three projects alone could cost $100 million and 
would include nothing spent on recreational facilities on the West Bank, which some believe to be a 
missing element in the University's facilities for students.  (Mr. Pfutzenreuter confirmed that the 
University owns the field across from Mondale Hall on the West Bank but noted that it is badly polluted 
underground and would need major work to make usable.) 
 
 The demand for these facilities cannot be put off forever, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and the next six-
year capital plan items need to be penciled in.  One option is to leave the decision to the student-services-
fee process, but these projects involve issuing debt and the fees committee cannot vote for it one year and 
against it later.  It is not unusual for universities to have a distinct fee for student facilities; the President is 
talking with the students and the Board of Regents about possibly initiating a fee that would build up over 
time to support debt service for new facilities. 
 
 Traditionally these kinds of facilities have been seen as amenities, Mr. Rinehart explained, but 
more and more they are seen as important by students and parents (it is such facilities, for example, that 
students ask to see on campus tours because they are used to having them in their high schools).  
Moreover, research both at the University and nationally demonstrate a tie between use of these kinds of 
facilities and GPA and graduation rates.  So these facilities must be available for the University to move 
in the directions it wishes. 

http://www1.umn.edu/usenate/scfp/budgetreport.html
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 Right now the University is at or near the bottom of the Big Ten in the amount of both outdoor 
and indoor space available per student, Mr. Rinehart reported.  He is previously from the academic side of 
the house but can see that the University has not paid sufficient attention to these kinds of facilities. 
 
 The reaction of students has been mixed, Mr. Rinehart said.  Those who are involved with the 
facilities (unions, athletic facilities) know their value.  Other students ask what the value is to them and 
whether would it just increase their costs.  Any fee would not affect current students but the issue cannot 
be put to a student vote:  students tend to take a more short-term view while these facilities would be 100-
year investments.  So this would need to be a (University) fee but not a student-services fee set through 
the fee process.  There would, however, be a substantial student role in deciding on the allocation of the 
funds that would be raised by the fee.   
 
 Unfortunately, in the current budget situation, this may not be a good time to talk about new fees, 
Mr. Rinehart commented.  The Council of Graduate Students asked about student space and social space 
for graduate students:  departments have the space but not the means to enhance it.  Could the fee 
proposal perhaps include a partnership with departments on improvement of their space?    
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter said the University has for some time received signals from the state that it 
should not bring proposals for these kinds of facilities to the legislature.  The state is not interested in 
funding them.   
 
 Mr. Faitek asked if they had any idea of the amount of the proposed fee.  Mr. Rinehart said a 
similar fee at Ohio State is $200 per year, which would represent the most the University would seek.  
That amount would allow for $100 million in debt, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said. 
 
 How much are students paying for the new football stadium, Professor Martin asked?  $25 per 
year, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  When will that end, she then asked?  In a very long time, Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
responded. 
 
 Mr. Moseley said that the student service fee is now set up, it provides access to facilities and part 
of that fee is dedicated to updating facilities.  Mr. Rinehart reported that students currently pay $116 each 
year for Coffman operating expenses and $120 for Coffman-related capital expenses.  In Rec Sports, 
students pay approximately $30 for operating expenses and $54 for capital-related expense.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter pointed out that there is still a 50/50 share (student services fees and O&M funds) in paying 
for the operating costs of recreational sports centers.  Program decisions, however, are left to the student-
services-fee committee, Mr. Kallsen added; the fee being discussed here would be concentrated on 
building and renewing facilities. 
 
 Ms. Blixt asked if the University Foundation, in considering a capital campaign, would find any 
of these kinds of facilities to be attractive to donors.  Mr. Rinehart said he believed they would be but that 
any campaign would focus on the academic mission.  Other institutions, however, have engaged in fund-
raising for these facilities. 
 

Ms. Olson said that rather than improving departmentally controlled graduate-student spaces, 
resources would perhaps be better spent on public spaces and making lounges (for example) more public.  
There definitely are have and have-not departments in terms of the quality of space available to students 
and it is valuable to have spaces available for the graduate-student experience.  As someone who has paid 
graduate-student fees, she said she would want to know where the money was going.  Mr. Rinehart 
cautioned that improving graduate-student spaces was simply one idea for how funds might be used.  The 
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first priority would be public spaces.  Mr. Fitzgerald and Maggie Towle served on a group that has 
considered ideas about public spaces.   
 
 Professor Konstan said that investing in these kinds of spaces" is a no-brainer."  But he had a 
couple of questions.  One, to talk about a $100-million debt implies there is a one-time need; he said the 
effort should allow for the ability to meet new needs.  Two, in terms of the use of fees, if the projects are 
essential to the University and improve graduation rates, they should be the type of fee that assistantships 
also pay for—they should not be exempt.  A tuition surcharge would mean they would be included in the 
cost of assistantships.  That is an institutional decision, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and the University can tell 
departments that the assistantships must pay the fee.  There has never been such a central mandate, 
Professor Konstan said; there could be, Mr. Pfutzenreuter replied. 
 
 Mr. Moseley said he believed the fee was a great idea.  He said he is an active user of the 
facilities, as are his friends, and they've noticed that the University doesn't compare well with Big Ten 
schools in housing and recreational space.  When he looks at his bill from the University, with a $500 
college fee, the student service fee, etc., this one does not seem like so much, but he would want to be 
sure he knew what he was paying for.  He said there is not enough communication with students so they 
know what they are getting for their fee dollars.  He said an annual email explaining how the money is 
used would have the same problem that all mass emails do and conceded he did not know what the 
solution was.  What is important is that the communication is there so that those who are interesting in 
knowing what is going on can do so, Mr. Faitek said.  Mr. Rinehart agreed it would have to be transparent 
and that students would see exactly where the money was going.   
 
 Mr. Moseley commented that he is paying as much in fees as he is in tuition, to which Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter responded that he would roll a lot of the existing fees into tuition and be done with them.  
There are too many fees, he said, but he has not been able to get them converted to tuition, although it is 
an issue that he continues to raise.   
 
 It was suggested that Mr. Rinehart consider a parallel to the proposed "Total Compensation 
Statement" for employees, an annual statement to students on how their fees are being used.  He agreed to 
contact Ms. Singer about her proposal. 
 
 Ms. Blixt said that every college website should include information about what its fees are for so 
that students know what they are paying for.  Her college does so.  Later in the meeting, Professor Martin 
asked Ms. Blixt to provide the Committee with the model her college uses.  Ms. Blixt added that it is 
better to call it a collegiate fee, because if it is called a technology fee, students get upset when there are 
no improvements to technology.  One Committee member agreed that transparency is important and 
commented that there had been a fee on St. Paul for computers but that the money may not have been 
used as was expected.   
 

Mr. Rinehart was asked if he had any sense for how the University compares with its peers in 
terms of fees on students.  Mr. Rinehart said the CIC does share student-fee information but that it is 
usually not comparing apples to apples.  He said he would bring the information to the Committee.  Mr. 
Faitek said the information would help in setting a fee increase.  The questions are what are students now 
paying, what are they paying relative to their peers at other institutions, and what quality of services are 
they receiving for their fees, Professor Martin summarized. 
 
 Committee members had a discussion about the distinction between fees and tuition.  Professor 
Konstan noted that in IT (where the fee is about $350 per year), students are involved in the fee process 
and probably would prefer to keep them separate from tuition because it gives them more control over 
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where the money is going, control they would lose if fees were rolled into tuition.  These college fees 
were also imposed at a time when there was a boom in technology needs, Mr. Pfutzenreuter observed.   
 
 If students can follow where the money is going, Mr. Moseley said, they would be more 
supportive.  In his college there is a technology fee—but in his three years, he hasn't seen any 
improvement in the technology available to students.  The only new perk is that they receive unlimited 
printing.  He said he does not feel he is getting his money's worth.  It would be helpful if students could 
receive an update each semester, but right now there is nothing. 
 
 Ms. Olson asked if there is any central group that analyses what colleges are doing with fee 
revenues and if the fees are in the students' interest.  There is not, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said; his office does 
not have the staff to engage in that kind of analysis.  There is a robust fee-approval process, but they can 
only look at the outliers.  It would make sense to examine the impact of opting-out of IT services on 
budgets formed by student tech fees, Ms. Olson suggested.  Mr. Klein said the Mr. Pfutzenreuter's point 
on where the decision-making responsibility lies is important.  That issue came up in the budget-model 
discussions and the question needs to be visible.  Unless a specific responsibility is assigned to the Budget 
Office or another unit, the decision rests with the colleges.  They do expect colleges to review their fees, 
Mr. Kallsen said, and that they will expect them to be in the best interest of students.   
 
 One question that might be asked, Professor Konstan suggested, is this:  If something is not 
important enough to be part of the compact process, is it important enough to charge students a fee for?  It 
may be that a college wants to do something and the Provost says it's a good idea but there is no money; 
the college could feel more comfortable establishing a fee.  Many of the fees in place now, however, seem 
more opportunistic.  Ms. Blixt commented that colleges have to pay their bills; as long as they can show 
that a fee provides a direct benefit to the student, they can justify a fee.  Mr. Moseley agreed.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter reiterated his view that these fees are almost all just tuition in another guise.   
 

Mr. Moseley said he has no problem paying an additional $200 if he can see a direct benefit.  He 
asked, however, if colleges are charged to review their fees.  Are students involved in such a review?  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said the decisions are all within the colleges.  When the technology fees started, colleges 
were required to check with student advisory boards, but as those fees have migrated to collegiate fees, 
other mechanisms have been used.  So the moral is that colleges must be clearer about they are doing, 
Professor Martin concluded. 
 
 Ms. Olson said that it is not helpful to have the fees on individual college websites; they should 
be linked in a way that is coherent.  Ms. Blixt, however, maintained that if a student is in a particular 
college, he or she will want to know the fees IN THAT COLLEGE.   
 
 Professor Martin said the Committee will wish to hear more later on the proposal for fee-funded 
facilities.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter commented that the future of the proposal will probably depend to some 
extent on the budget situation.   
 
5. Public Spaces in Buildings 
 
 Professor Martin said she would like to start a discussion about (the lack of) public spaces in 
University buildings, such as places for faculty or students to have coffee or for students to study or 
lounge. 
 
 The issue was triggered in part by a proposal to use the third floor of Blegen Hall on the West 
Bank for labs, Mr. Rinehart said, space with tables and chairs that is now open for anyone to use (and is 
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one of the most valuable student study spaces on the West Bank, commented Professor Martin).  There 
needs to be a group responsible for public spaces or they will be eaten up by other needs.  But all space is 
allocated to departments or colleges under the budget model, Professor Martin observed, so who will pay 
for the space that is left over?  That might be part of the use of any fee-funded facilities, Mr. Rinehart 
said.  And many students do not know where the public spaces are. 
 
 Mr. Klein said he would be interested in knowing where public spaces are in the cost pools and 
college.  That would lead to the question of who currently owns spaces and what it means to put more 
money into the public spaces.  If space is not assigned to a college, it is part of Facilities Management, 
which suggests one possible path to follow in funding public spaces. 
 
 There is space assigned other than to colleges, Mr. Fitzgerald pointed out.  Public areas that are 
not assigned to departments or colleges are assigned to Facilities Management.  In the budget model, 
some costs are allocated or pro-rated across the tenants of the building.  Public areas that are not assigned 
but could serve as a useful study area (hallways, entry alcoves, etc) are a grey area, however, and 
constitutes space where students could study if it were properly fixed, equipped, and so on.  There are 
some existing pockets of study space in public areas but he agreed that student study space is generally at 
risk.  The committee with Professor Pharis and Ms. Towle identified the need to increase student-learning 
space outside of classrooms, so there is an argument for the University to put money into those spaces and 
make them better. 
 
 Professor Martin observed that there is student study space and other public spaces inside 
colleges, but the public spaces accessible to all are fundamentally different.  The challenge facing the 
University in every discussion, she said, is where education is going.  It certainly appears to be moving in 
cross- and interdisciplinary directions and this discussion is all about identifying spaces where people can 
exchange ideas—exactly the kind of space this University (or at least Twin Cities campus) does not have, 
space that does not belong to anyone.  There is a disjuncture between the spaces available and where 
education is going.  
 
 The essence of the question about public space is a budget-model issue, Mr. Fitzgerald said.  
Follow the dollars.  In a resource-constrained environment, when departments, colleges, and the central 
administration do not have a lot of money, who pays for public space?  Or the institution can decide, if 
public space is a priority, what must be adjusted if something different is to happen, Professor Konstan 
said.   
 
 Professor Martin said the discussion could continue at a future meeting. 
 
5. Contract Parking and Faculty Sabbaticals 
 
 Professor Martin noted a letter that had been sent to Mr. Baker, Director of Parking and 
Transportation Services, inquiring about releasing faculty from their obligation to pay for contract parking 
while on sabbatical.  Ms. Blixt reported that there is already a policy in place that speaks to the question.   
The Committee agreed that at this point it had no role to play in the question. 
 
 Professor Martin adjourned the meeting at 3:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


