
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 December 3, 1991 
 
Present: Thomas Scott (chair), James Arcand, Mario Bognanno, Denise Eloundou, Judith 

Garrard, Michael Handberg, Norman Kerr, David Lee, Stanford Lehmberg, Tom Lopez, 
Karen Seashore Louis, Lois Regnier, Burton Shapiro, Charlotte Striebel, Denise 
Tolbert, Aaron Tunheim, James VanAlstine, Christine VeLure, Jeff Winker, Shirley 
Zimmerman 

 
Guests: Senior Vice President Robert Erickson, Patricia Kovel-Jarboe, Assistant Vice President 

Susan Markham 
 
 
1.  Update on Finance and Operations 
 
 Professor Scott convened the meeting at 12:15 and welcomed Senior Vice President Erickson 
and Assistant Vice President Markham to the meeting to discuss changes in Finance and Operations.  
The general view of faculty and students, Professor Scott joked, is that any budget cuts should be in 
Finance and Operations, because that is where all the money is and it doesn't make any difference to 
faculty and students.  That, of course, is not really true, he observed, and explained that it would be 
useful for the Committee to be informed of the changes occurring in Finance and Operations, given the 
budget cuts and reorganization, and especially to understand the likely impact on faculty and students. 
One particular concern, he added, is the possible devolution of responsibilities from central offices to 
colleges and departments. 
 
 Senior Vice President Erickson began by commenting that the mandate to Finance and 
Operations units is to support the University's academic programs in the most effective way they can.  
Most of Physical Planning will be merged into Facilities Management (with the exception of Campus 
Master Planning, a new activity, and the real estate and health/safety functions).   
 
 The University is going through its greatest change in many years, Mr. Erickson said, in terms 
of budget cutting and infrastructure alterations.  The most significant change is the adoption of CUFS, 
which provides an important ability to manage the University; little else will have as much of an 
impact.  The concept behind CUFS is "responsibility accounting"--the levels of the institution making 
the decisions are also to do the monitoring.  The myth has been that there has been central checking; 
that was true in only a few cases.  It is his belief, he said, that information and control should be 
located where the decisions are made rather than at the central level.  He recognizes that the transition 
to full implementation of CUFS may cause problems and raise issues, so he has asked that the audit 
staff be available to work with departments.  There has been massive training of staff, he reported, and 
there will be more.  They are trying to be sure that people are aware they need to do the checking and 
that they are trained to do so. 
 
 About half of the cuts in Finance and Operations, Mr. Erickson reported, are being made in 
units which report to Ms. Markham.  $1.5 million has been taken from Facilities Management 
(primarily through reductions in services); an additional $1.2 million is being targeted before Physical 
Planning is merged into Facilities Management.   
 
 Ms. Markham then explained that not all is yet under control, and will not be for awhile, and 
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that she will need cooperation and patience in changing the way the University does business in 
Physical Planning and Facilities Management.   
 
 In Facilities Management, the restructuring has created a decentralized operation; a massive 
operation of 1300 people and 18 million square feet has been divided into geographic zones.  Each 
zone has a single point of accountability; the intent is to bring the services closer to the people being 
served, to create permanent assignments, and to respond to the message that service for the academic 
mission must be provided.   
 Over the past six months there has been an upheaval in Facilities Management, and at first 
employee morale went up; with the recent layoffs, it has declined because of a concern about jobs.  
One myth must be laid to rest, she told the Committee:  the unions are NOT the reason for the 
problems.  Organized labor, in fact, has been one of the biggest supporters of the changes, in large part 
because they bring University practices into conformity with with rest of industry in the delivery of 
services.  What is painful about the process is that "culture change" must occur.  At present about 50% 
of the employees support the changes and about 50% are "on the fence."   
 
 Ms. Markham also explained that the $1.2 million in cuts in Physical Planning will require 
significant changes.  The entire service philosophy will be different; instead of doing everything in-
house, the University will contract for services and Physical Planning will manage projects.  
Accountability, instead of being distributed among several units, will be in one place.  Also being 
sought are changes in the legislation governing the Designer Selection Board which would permit the 
University more flexibility in selection and use of firms for construction and remodeling.  The change, 
to a full-service contract with one person in charge, should solve the problems created by the 
piecemeal approach of the past (where some work was done inside and some by the outside 
contractor).  Coming up with the $1.2 million will not be be easy and will be more than just changing 
an organizational chart; the savings will accrue in increased cost-effectiveness in the delivery of 
services. 
 
 In terms of Facilities Management, Ms. Markham told the Committee, in the past everyone 
received the same level of service whether they wanted it or not.  Now they will talk with customers to 
tailor the levels and kinds of services that will be delivered, within the limits of available resources.   
 
 One Committee member inquired if the changes would include more timely essential repairs 
and maintenance and whether or not emergencies would be better dealt with.  Ms. Markham said that 
up to now there have been no maintenance budgets for BUILDINGS, only for the campus.  There are 
funds available for emergencies, but one of them (panels on Wilson Library) is a much larger problem 
than there are funds available to deal with it.  They are now conducting building audits to find 
deficiencies (and there are a lot of them, she commented; it is a sad state of affairs).  Once the audit is 
complete, they will try to decide, on a priority basis, what to do with the resources available.  Capital 
budgeting, Ms. Markham told the Committee, has to be more than planning new buildings; it must 
also include taking care of what the University already has.  The history around the place has been to 
take care of building systems; now it will be taking care of the buildings.  She concluded by declaring 
that she would not be in her job if she could not deliver repairs and maintenance in a more timely and 
cost-effective manner.  She acknowledged, however, that the change was taking longer than she had 
expected, primarily because of the "culture" issue that had to be addressed. 
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 Discussion turned briefly to the lay-offs in architecture and engineering and in the building 
trades, and then to maintenance funds for new buildings.  One Committee member noted the serious 
concern about the failure of the legislature to provide maintenance funds for new construction and 
inquired if that problem would be addressed.  Mr. Erickson expressed the strong view that in the future 
any capital project must include identification of the maintenance funding.  There are two decisions in 
a capital project:  1) the cost of the building itself, which is the lower of the two costs, and 2) the funds 
for support and maintenance of it, which over the life of the building are much larger than the capital 
cost.  The University has been kidding itself about these costs, and that must stop.  Given the deferred 
maintenance problems of the University, all it is doing is digging itself into a deeper hole.  An 
inventory of space is currently being conducted; decisions must be made on what facilities will be 
kept--and maintained--and which will not as well as how well they are being used.  Asked about the 
maintenance costs of the proposed Basic Science Building, Mr. Erickson said that it was a good 
example of inadequate planning for costs:  it will consume 6 megawatts of power, which will 
constitute a 10% increase in power consumption on the campus.  It will also substantially increase 
demands on Facilities Management.  He implied that funds for these expenses have not been 
identified, but noted that one could argue that since it will be a research facility, ICR or other funds 
could be used. 
 
 Asked about the existence of any plan to address the question of renting versus owning space, 
Mr. Erickson said there is no overall plan.  The capital budgeting and repair process is a bandaid 
approach with everything done piecemeal.  It should, however, include anticipation of space needs and 
a way to provide them in the most economical fashion.   
 
 Ms. Markham responded to a question about maintenance of classroom space by reporting that 
she works closely with Elizabeth Grundner on what will be done.  She also commented that she has 
been used to a different service level than what is provided by the University--what is done here does 
not even compare modestly with most maintenance standards.  She observed that while the University 
may not want downtown office standards, there does need to be agreed-upon levels of service. 
 
 Ms. Markham also told the Committee, in response to an inquiry, that she hoped the process of 
remodeling or construction could be sped up--through the use of architecture and engineering service 
contracts and approval from the Board of Regents for changes in the procedures so things could move 
more quickly.  This would help to alleviate the problem of funds for construction being inadequate 
because of the time lapse between original estimates and actual construction. 
 
 Mr. Erickson then explained that the University has begun to assess buildings to decide whether 
to keep them or raze them.  Memorial Stadium will be demolished this Spring; as space in North Hall 
is vacated it will not be re-occupied and the building will be torn down in a few years, although no 
date has been set.  He emphasized that the primary factor in building occupancy is safety.  Sometimes 
people and units will be inconvenienced when a building (such as Memorial Stadium) is declared 
unsafe and not fit for rehabilitation, but the decision on safety grounds is an easy one:  if the building 
is not safe, it will not be occupied. 
 
 Asked about the future use of the Memorial Stadium site, Mr. Erickson said that issue will be 
reviewed by the Campus Master Planning office.  He observed that one typically unrepresented 
constituency--that for green space--will have to be taken into account in future campus plans. 
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 Professor Scott thanked Mr. Erickson and Ms. Markham for meeting with the Committee and 
asked that they join it again in the Spring for another report. 
 
2.  Report on Restructuring and Reallocation 
 
 Professor Scott next welcomed Ms. Patricia Kovel-Jarboe, staff to the Technical Assistance 
Committee, to the meeting to discuss the status of the Restructuring and Reallocation plan.  She began 
by explaining the role of the committee (there are actually two, one of which is dealing with the issues 
specific to closing the Waseca campus).   
 
 One Committee member posed two inquires about the employees who work in programs 
supported by the vetoed State Special funds:  (1) if those employees are given severance notices, but 
the funds are restored, can the notices be cancelled and the employees continued without going 
through searches or re-posting of the positions? and (2) has the Technical Assistance Committee 
prepared information about the benefits and programs that terminated employees can draw on? 
 
 Ms. Kovel-Jarboe said information has been made available on working with employees who 
will be terminated; it may not have been circulated widely enough, however.  She also said that the 
termination notices can be withdrawn and the employees continued without searches or re-posting. 
 
 It was noted by one Committee member that "diversity sensitive staff reductions" are called for 
but there are no data to determine whether or not this admonition is being observed.  There is a need 
for statistics on terminations by age, sex, and minority status.  Ms. Kovel-Jarboe agreed but reported 
that little is known about who is being terminated; names are not attached to any plans for staff 
reductions.  Where notices have been provided to Civil Service and P&A staff, the numbers have been 
compiled--but that is only a small proportion of the total.  If one includes the voluntary retirement 
options, it was pointed out by another, it may not be possible to know yet because many people may 
not make up their minds until the last minute.  Ms. Kovel-Jarboe also pointed out that since the 
termination/severance package option has been extended to June 30, data may not be available for 
some time.  It is also the case that many units may simply be waiting--hoping--that some employees 
will simply "go away" and thus resolve the problem without termination.   
 
 The real problem, Ms. Kovel-Jarboe pointed out, is that by the time one can obtain reliable data, 
the decisions have been made and the employees already terminated.  She agreed with the observation 
that "guesstimates" could be made, and said that the Technical Assistance Committee understood and 
agreed with the point, but that it has not identified a way to elicit the data.   
 
 There was also brief discussion of the impact of the reductions on student employment; Ms. 
Kovel-Jarboe said that one goal has been not to eliminate any graduate student positions.  Her 
instinctive view, however, is that a number of student Civil Service positions will be eliminated.  
There is no indication, she said, that units are replacing permanent Civil Service employees with 
students, although in theory that could happen. 
 
 The Committee and Ms. Kovel-Jarboe conversed momentarily about the status of the 34 tenured 
Waseca faculty, 
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 Professor Scott thanked Ms. Kovel-Jarboe for her time. 
 
3.  Reports of the Chairs 
 
 Professors Lehmberg and Shapiro reported on the issues which have been dealt with at the 
Educational Policy and Finance and Planning committees [reported in the minutes of those committees 
and not repeated here].  Ms. VeLure reported for the Student Senate Consultative Committee that they 
are in the final stages of producing a handbook on searches for student members of search committees 
and that the student seat held by Waseca will be moved to Duluth.  She also inquired, in light of the 
policy recommendations from SCEP [the following item in these minutes] if it would be possible to 
prepare for students a handbook of policies that affect them.  They are also developing a plan to make 
student members of the Senate and its committees more accountable for their performance.  Professor 
Scott then reported on a number of items. 
 
4.  Policy Recommendations from SCEP 
 
 Professor Scott next turned to Professor Lehmberg to explain the policy proposals from the 
Senate Committee on Educational Policy.  One of them calls for faculty to grant make-up 
examinations which students miss for legitimate reasons (e.g., verified illness or participation in a 
University-sponsored event, such as band or athletics); the other would prohibit moving final 
examinations to the last day of class or to times other than those which appear in the final exam 
schedule.  The latter policy has been in place since the 1960s but was adopted by a non-Senate 
committee which no longer exists; this action would make it Senate policy.  It also provides a 
procedure by which, under appropriate circumstances, final examinations COULD be moved if 
necessary.  Professor Lehmberg also explained that the policy calling for students to be provided the 
opportunity for make-up exams took three sessions of SCEP to work out and required very carefully 
drawn language. 
 
 The Committee discussed whether or not these policies should be included on course syllabi; 
sentiment appeared to be against requiring it but there was agreement the policies should be published 
in such places as class schedules and college bulletins.  It was also agreed that if the Senate adopts 
them, they should be printed or summarized in Footnote.   
 
 With respect to moving final examinations, questions about joint CEE/Day and other types 
classes were raised; Professor Lehmberg pointed out that a policy to cover every single possibility 
would have taken many pages.  This policy establishes an intent, which is clear, and it applies to those 
instances where there is a published examination schedule.  It is also intended to cover a variety of 
teaching styles, so that if an instructor wishes not to have a final examination, but to use the time in 
some other way with the class, the proposed policy would not prohibit it. 
 
 It was moved and seconded to endorse the policy on not moving final examinations and to 
place it on the docket of the Winter Quarter Senate meeting; on vote taken, ten were in favor of 
the motion, none were opposed, and one abstained. 
 
 With respect to requiring faculty to give make-up exams in the case of legitimate absence, the 
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Committee spent some time trying to differentiate between an examination and a quiz.  Professor 
Lehmberg pointed out that SCEP could not devise language that would be incapable of 
misunderstanding and it did not want to try to develop legalistic language defining quizzes and exams. 
 The proposed policy relies on common understandings of what constitutes a quiz and what constitutes 
an examination.  If a course grade rests, inter alia, on a mid-quarter and final, those two tests would be 
understood by most to be "examinations"; in contrast, a course which included a series of small tests 
periodically given would be understood by most to be relying on quizzes.   
 
 Where a student believes he or she has been unfairly dealt with under the terms of the proposed 
policy, Professor Lehmberg said, the normal route of appeal would be used--presumably first to the 
department chair and then in accord with whatever the college provided in the way of a grievance 
mechanism.  The Committee spent several minutes debating whether or not it would be useful to 
include the policy on the syllabus and the extent to which faculty members can hold students 
accountable for information contained on a syllabus (the student members of the Committee arguing 
vigorously that if the information is printed and distributed, irrespective of volume, then the faculty 
every right to hold students accountable; faculty members generally expressed reservations in light of 
their experience that there is already so much information in many syllabi that students often do not 
read it all).   
 
 It was also noted, by one Committee member, that no one can write a policy for determined 
miscreants; this one, like the other, clearly establishes intent and expectations for both students and 
faculty; there may be some difficulties with it, but the general rule is clear. 
 
 It was moved and seconded to endorse the proposed policy and place it on the docket of 
the Winter Quarter Senate meeting; on vote taken, the motion was adopted unanimously. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 2:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 


