
MINUTES

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning
November 7, 1989

Present:

Guests:

Burton Shapiro (chair), David Berg (MPIS), David Biesboer, James Coad, Associate
Vice President Carol Campbell, David Dittman, Virginia Gray, Senior Vice President
Leonard Kuhi, Tony Faras, Nick laFontaine, Cleon Melsa, Jeff von Munkwitz-Smith,
Charles Speaks

Assistant Vice President Neil Bakkenist, Assistant Vice President Mary Bilek, Senior
Vice President Gordon Donhowe, Associate Vice President Edward Foster, Associate
Vice President V. Rama Murthy, Rabun Taylor (Footnote)

1. Report of the Chaii (Health Care coverage)

Professor Shapiro reported that he, Professor Ibele, and Professor Dittman had met with
Senior Vice President Donhowe and Personnel Director Roger Forrester to discuss the change in
health care coverage to the state plan. Mr. Forrester has since sent a letter which most faculty
and staff should have receiVed.

Boynton Health Service refused to drop its co-payment, because it would then lose money,
so it will not be included in the state plan. FaCUlty and staff at Crookston will "probably" be able
to obtain tertiary care at clinics in North Dakota.

One result of the (belated) consultation which occurred is that there will be a task force
appointed to review health coverage. Professor Shapiro suggested that it should also take up the
question of double-coverage for couples where both individuals work for the University. He also
urged that the task force be appointed sooner rather than later so the faculty understand that the
administration appreciates and cares about the issue; Senior Vice President Donhowe told the
Committee that the machinery for appointing the task force has already been set in motion.

Professor Dittman, who also serves as chair of the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs
(SCFA), reported that SCFA will have a resolution concerning the change in health coverage
placed before the Senate at its November 16 meeting. He also reported that SCFA had met, just
prior to this meeting, and had talked with Dave Swanson, Director of Employee Benefits. SCFA
learned how the negotiations for the new health plan had taken place--and were surprised to learn
that they had begun in 1988. The preferred provider plan had been accepted in June, 1989, and
ielease delayed until October only because of collective bargaining negotiations. There was, SCFA
had concluded with dismay, time for the faculty to have been involved and perhaps to have
lobbied with the unions which dictate the choices in the state health plan.

The University, Professor Dittman continued, is not a voting member of the committee which
makes the choices; that group consists of 10 labor unions and a state management group. The
University sits on it ex officio and is vieWed as simply another state agency which has the option
to purchase the plan--but It is not an influential group in determining the outcome even though it
comprises one-third of the group.

At this point it is a fait accompli, Professor Dittman said; Aware Gold is gone and the faCUlty
who were in it can choose the state health plan. Many faculty, however, are angry about the
situation and want to bring back a plan which prOVides choice. Two items are important: One,
the state plan is a preferred provider organization, so many long-time family doctors are excluded,
and two, mental health and chemical dependency coverage is no longer provided. This latter
change is seen by many, inclUding SCFA, as an extremely regressive step in industrial relations.
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Alternative options for the University will be costly. Without being in the state plan
premiums would go up 20-30%, because University faculty and staff are heavy users of medical
services. Since the University is self-insured, if premiums do not cover the loss pool they would
have to be covered from other University funds. Going to a separate group would be a costly and
risky operation. There is also the question of equity: If the University covers the loss pool, it
would do so with funds from the entire University community--which would mean that those not
using the coverage would nonetheless be paying for it indirectly.

2. College retrenchments

Professor Shapiro welcomed Assistant Vice President Bilek to the meeting. She distributed
to Committee members a table listing the five units which had been identified for retrenchment and
how they had achieved it. Two accomplished the retrenchments through TAjRA funds and
(money from the Dean's office, in one case), one borrowed the entire amount from central
administration, one used a combination of borrowing and retrenchment, and one drew from unit
program funds (Concerts and Lectures; as it had been expected to do). Borrowed funds will be
repaid to central administration.

Ms. Bilek said these retrenchments did accord with college plans developed in 1987. She
observed that a decision would have to be made soon about continuing to strive for the
retrenchment targets; Dr. Kuhi will visit each of the units and try to come to an understanding of
where they wish to go.

Asked about internal retrenchments to deliver salary increases, Ms. Bilek said those amounts
were not included and the colleges have not been asked how they freed up the money needed for
salaries. It was argued that even though retrenchment for salary purposes came in a different
form, it was still appropriate to see if they meshed with college plans and, even if not in a 1:1
match with the plans, if there was some rationale for them.

Associate Vice President Foster observed that colleges have almost always given more of an
increase than provided for with state funds; the money usually comes from unfilled lines,
differences between retiring and new faCUlty, and possibly retrenchment of positions--it is not
automatically from program funds. In addition, he pointed out, since the decision on salaries was
made so late, there was almost no chance that the funds were found in a way which corresponds
to their long-range plans. What the colleges do in the next year or so will be important.

3. The Status of Academic Planning

Dr. Kuhi told the Committee that he wanted to hear its views and concerns about planning
and how the process should be carried out. One of the Committee members remarked that the
University has gone through several years of academic planning and that there are so many
documents it is not clear what plan is being followed. Another concern is that academic planning
is going down one track, financial planning another, and that they are only occasionally related;
buildings are an example--what is it in bUildings that the University should be seeking if it wants to
be a top-5 institution? There are, it was suggested, hundreds of left and right hands not
communicating with each other.

Dr. Kuhi agreed that there is not a well-articulated plan or goal for the University and that
how things fit together was also unclear. Everything, he asserted, should be tied to an overall
academic plan; presumably actions are now tied to Academic Priorities but there needs to be
more discussion of where the University is going. Ms. Bilek added that allocation and
retrenchment of funds have been based on Academic Priorities.

Asked if a plan completed three years ago would drive the University five years hence, Dr.
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Kuhi responded that it would not. He said he sees plans as constantly evolving documents; he is
asking units for updated plans with respect to Academic Priorities.

On the capital request, it was noted by way of example that Agriculture is being retrenched
but it has a high bUilding priority. It appears that if one has a constituency in the legislature, one
can obtain buildings--and that the University takes what it can get, even though it is getting
buildings which are not taking it anywhere. Mr. Donhowe cautioned against concluding that
retrenchment should also mean low capital priority; that, he said, ignores the fact of inadequate
facilities for existing programs. Nor does Academic Priorities account for research growth in
programs. It is, he explained, easier to see the link with priorities in the operating budgets than it
is in the capital bUdgets. Further, Mr. Donhowe observed, one cannot overlook the politics of a
bonding bill; if the University wants year in/year out support, it must recognize that some
legislators see a bonding bill as one of the few places left in the state budget where there is some
pork and one of the ways that something can be brought back to a district. This is not a faulty
view, it is politics. No bUilding request can be flimsy, but the entire request must be balanced
geographically and go across divisions.

Committee members seemed to accept the political realities but stressed that the academic
plans of the institution must be in the forefront of decisions about capital items.

Another concern expressed was that in the review of support units last Spring many seemed
completely isolated from academic planning; some were uninterested in it. Mr. Donhowe said it
was clear that those units which have defined their customers and asked if they are being served
well are the units which are doing the best job. They are trying to clone and extend that attitude.

Associate Vice President Foster posed a question to the Committee: Should review of
college plans take place at the administrative level or should there be broad faculty/student
review? To consult more broadly takes more time, but there are drawbacks to not having faculty
views. Committee members were not of one voice; an average of the views expressed might be
that some consultation is appropriate, for the purposes of checks and balances, but need not be
excessive. Such consultation should, in any event, take place prior to adoption of plans rather
than afterwards.

4. The Management of Eastcliff

Professor Shapiro welcomed Assistant Vice President Bakkenist to the meeting; it is Mr.
Bakkenist's office which was given administrative responsibility for the management of Eastcliff after
the recent publicity aboli1: its remodeling.

Mr. Bakkenist explained that there are two committees which deal with Eastcliff. One is a
technical adVisory committee, composed of faculty and students, which concerns itself with the
day-to-day management of the home--parking, landscaping, the bUdget, etc. The other is a
resource committee--not yet named--which is charged with finding external funding for projects
beyond the scope of routine maintenance. The technical advisory committee has been meeting
since last December; it must approve any expenditure in excess of $2500.

At present there are no funds available for major projects. The question of the carriage
house must await a master plan; there are code problems with the building, but there are parking
problems at Eastcliff--so it might be razed. The cost of a master plan is estimated at $25,000,
which the resource committee must either find or recommend to the Regents that the University
itself spend.
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5. Relationship of the Supercomputer Institute to the University

Professor Shapiro next welcomed Associate Vice President V. Rama Murthy to the meeting
to discuss the Supercomputer Institute. Dr. Murthy gave the Committee an overview of the history
of the development of the Minnesota Supercomputer Institute (MSI) and the Minnesota
Supercomputer Center, Inc. (MSC). MSI is a research program which, in structure, is very similar
to an academic department and which reports to him. It is through MSI that academic computing
research takes place. MSC is the corporate body which actually owns and operates the
supercomputers.

The director of MSC reports to a Board of Directors (of which Mr. Donhowe, Dr. Murthy,
and Dr. Infante are members, as are members of the University Foundation) and is beholden to
the goals of the Board.

The original funding plan had envisioned 1/3 from the state, 1/3 from NSF, and 1/3 from
generated revenues. NSF later declined to designate Minnesota as a supercomputing site-
because the University already had a center--so 1/3 of the funding didn't appear. Much of the
funding for the institute now comes in the form of a state special appropriation; for 1989-90 it will
total $7.786 million. Of that, $1.586 million goes to administration (including research, grants, etc.)
and the remainder ($6.2 million) goes to purchase time from MSC for academic research. Mr.
Donhowe speculated, in response to a query, that the state special will continue.

Dr. Murthy explained that while they are trying to make ends meet, any unused computing
time nevertheless reverts to the scientific community for research, so there is more time available
than is paid for. Computed at commercial billing rates, moreover--$750 per hour--the University
received about $14 million in time for its $6.2 million. He also pointed out that no other
supercomputing center provided the 5000 hours of time that Minnesota has.

The Institute has permitted the University to attract world-renowned scholars in computing
and mathematics. There is no undergraduate education associated with the Institute but there is
an active graduate seminar series on the applications of supercomputing.

The Institute is a mainline academic unit for the University, Dr. Murthy observed, and the
present administrative structure was created in order to obtain certain benefits. It may be
necessary to review that structure.

The Committee adjourned at 4:35.

-- Gary Engstrand


