
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning  
Monday, January 25, 2010 

11:00 – 12:00 
510 Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present:  Russell Luepker (chair), Jon Binks, Sarah Chambers, Devin Driscoll, Steen Erikson, Kara 

Kersteter, Lyndel King, Joseph Konstan, Kathleen O'Brien, Paul Olin, Richard 
Pfutzenreuter, Gwen Rudney, Terry Roe, Michael Rollefson, John Worden 

 
Absent:  none counted for a meeting called on short notice 
 
Guests:  none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) statement on space use and cost; (2) FY11 draft budget framework] 
 
 
1. Statement on Space Use and Cost 
 
 Professor Luepker convened the meeting at 11:00 and reported that Senate Consultative 
Committee members had had a number of constructive comments on the Committee's statement on space 
use and costs.  It became apparent to him that the statement had gotten into the trees too much and 
ignored the forest, so he rewrote the Committee's response to the questions from Facilities Management 
as a set of principles and asked that the Committee be involved when rules and standards are developed—
and also acknowledging that rules and standards are required. 
 
 The statement will be circulated to Committee members for comment. 
 
2. Fiscal Year 2011 Draft Budget Framework 
 
 Professor Luepker turned to Vice President Pfutzenreuter to report on the draft framework for the 
2010-2011 budget. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter distributed copies of a handout containing several elements of a plan for FY11 
and explained the context.  The handout is designed to get everyone familiar with the planning framework 
and the rest of the process, which is to develop a budget for adoption by the Board of Regents next spring.  
Last fall they reviewed the cost pools in the compact process; this semester they will do the academic 
units' compacts, and now circle back to the cost pools because they are preparing to issue budget 
instructions.   
 
 What has changed is that the state faces an additional $1.2 billion deficit.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said 
they expect the impact to hit the University in FY11, because the federal stimulus act requires that state 
funds cannot be reduced below a certain level without a requirement that federal funds be returned.  The 
budget framework assumes no cut this year beyond the $36 million that federal law permits be cut (which 
assumes that the Governor and Legislature honor the "maintenance of effort" required by federal law).  
This plan does assume the $36-million cut.  Nothing in these proposals cannot be changed. 
 

                                                 
* These minutes reflect discussion and debate at a meeting of a committee of the University of Minnesota 

Senate; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes represents the views of, nor are they 
binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
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-- Provide a 2% compensation increase for all employees.  (The cost for those funded on O&M and 
State Specials is $31.5 million; faculty and P&A staff would be $17.6 million and all others would be 
$13.9 million; the total cost, from all funds, would be $48.9 million.) 
 
-- Recognition of the cost of 27 pay periods for all applicable employee groups.  This is a one-time 
cost of about $41 million; it excludes B-based and other faculty with appointments less than the full year. 
 
-- Tuition increase for 2010-11 would remain at 7.5% (4.4% for Minnesota resident undergraduates 
after stimulus funds are used to "buy down" the increase for them).  This uses all tuition income from the 
"rate" increase to balance the budget ($46.9 million).  It does not leave a discretionary 1% with the units 
(so takes back $6 million that was projected to be left with units).  It leaves enrollment growth or 
additional increases above 7.5% (where the market allows it in the case of professional schools) with 
academic units; the numbers do not assume enrollment growth.   
 
-- There would be substantial reduction in new recurring initiatives pool (down $11.8 million).  $6.1 
million was allocated in the fall, leaving $8.4 million unallocated.  There are $15.5 million in unallocated 
stimulus funds.  33% of the possible state budget reduction would be solved with less investment ($12.2 
million).  There are $15.5 million in unallocated stimulus funds, which can be used with the $8.4 million 
or to help units bridge cuts. 
 
-- Include 10 "furlough" days, possibly five days over the 2010-11 holiday period plus five more to 
be determined. 
 
-- Overall budget cuts/reallocations at 2.75% ($44.4 million).  The original cut/reallocation was 
1.25% for the institutional budget framework ($20.4 million) to cover compensation increases, cost pools, 
etc.  Units were expected to set aside an additional 0.75% for internal reallocation; there would now be an 
additional 0.75% to cover a possible additional state budget reduction.  67% of the additional state budget 
reduction would be solved with cuts ($24 million). 
 
-- Downpayment on 2011-12 financial-aid budget tails.  The financial-aid tails in FY12 are 
estimated to be between $18 and $23 million (matches, Founders, middle-income scholarships) because 
the stimulus funds will no longer be available.  50% ($3.9 million) of the middle-income scholarships are 
no longer supported by the stimulus funds and go back to the O&M recurring budget for FY11. 
 
The University will not know about any state budget cut until the Governor makes a budget proposal, and 
there is a question whether the legislature and Governor can agree on cuts to cover the added $1.2 billion 
state deficit or if the Governor will again unallot, Mr. Pfutzenreuter commented.  These proposals 
produce a balanced budget, deals with a potential $36 million cut in state funds, recognizes the 27 pay 
periods, and reduces investments. 
 
-- Professor Luepker asked Committee members to comment on the items separately, beginning 
with the 2% compensation increase. 
 
 Professor Konstan asked whether central administration is funding the 2% increase, even though 
the language says that the money is coming from savings.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said it is a slippery slope to 
say that central administration is funding the increase; central administration has no money and attributes 
dollars to the units; this is a mandate for reallocation in the units.  Professor Konstan said that it seemed 
that tuition-generating colleges and campuses are told they are to generate 7.5% more in tuition through 
increases and that if this increased tuition exceeds the unit's mandated increased costs, then the 
administration will take away state O&M funds to reallocate them to other less tuition-generating 
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colleges.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that one must look at the whole picture; the administration will take 
funds away, but there will be tuition increases, compensation increases, and cost-pool increases.  So will 
dollars come from high-tuition-generating colleges to help support high-salary, low-tuition-generating 
colleges in order to cover salaries—or will those units face higher deficits?  In the high-tuition-generating 
colleges, those with a lot of undergraduates, the tuition-increase revenue usually exceeds compensation 
costs and cost-pool increases, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  In order to avoid more than 2.75% cuts to some 
units, the administration may take back some central funds, but units will continue to receive their tuition 
income.  The academic officers could decide to cut more than 2.75% in any one unit; the 2.75% is an 
average. 
 
 Mr. Rollefson asked what the logic is for the salary increases.  The University has just had a 
salary freeze, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and state employees receive step increases even though salaries are 
frozen, and the budget is not likely to be better in 2012-13—so the University could face salary freezes 
again.  To have freezes for three out of four years when peer institutions are giving increases would not be 
a good idea. 
 
 Mr. Erikson said that the salary increase and proposed furloughs cancel each other out.  There are 
a number of institutions that are CUTTING salaries.  Units are making cuts, and this salary increase will 
make the situation worse; there will have to be layoffs.  It is more important that the institution do well 
and that it have the faculty and staff to do the work.  Professor Roe agreed that this is incongruent and it 
will take a lot of communication to eliminate the incongruency. 
 
 Professor Konstan said the message should be that the University knows people are underpaid 
and it can't afford an increase today, but it will increase salaries and impose furloughs, and it will not 
expect work as usual during furloughs.  When more normal times return, the furloughs will go away but 
the salary increases will remain.   
 

Professor Roe said he would prefer that units have a retention pool instead of the small 2% salary 
increase. 
 
 Professor Luepker said one could argue that the civil service and bargaining-unit employees 
could be given an increase, but not faculty and P&A staff, and that this is a time for sacrifice.  The unions 
argue they are bearing the brunt of the reductions because there will be layoffs, but presumably some civil 
service and P&A staff will also be laid off.  
 
-- The 27 pay periods:  Mr. Rollefson asked if this proposal is a change in philosophy.  At one time 
the faculty and P&A staff were simply to have their annual salary divided by 27 rather than 26 pay 
checks.  This would not have created additional costs for the University.  It is; all employee groups would 
be granted an additional 27th pay check under the current proposal, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  Is this linked 
to the furloughs, Mr. Rollefson asked?  The University is giving everyone the 27th check and then taking 
it back through furloughs.  Professor Morrison asked, apropos of the furloughs and 27 pay periods, if 
there would be nothing for B-based (nine-month) employees, or will they receive furloughs as well?  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said that he did not have the answers; this is a matter that Human Resources is working on.  
This would be a flat cut to nine-month faculty, Professor Morrison said, with no offsetting benefit (the 
27th check), which will hit CLA, Law, IT, and perhaps some other units, but would not hit Medicine and 
Agriculture and not the P&A staff.  The savings from the ten furlough days would come from all 
employees, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, and that amount exceeds the cost of the 27th pay period. 
 
 Is this a one-time event or will it recur every 11 years, Professor Konstan asked.  Will a solution 
start accruing in 2012?  This plan does not solve the problem so it does not recur, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.   
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 It will take resources (staff and administrative time) to figure out the furloughs, Professor Roe 
commented; it would be less costly to the University for the faculty to go back to 26 pay periods instead 
of incurring a furlough. 
 
-- The tuition increase:  Professor Luepker noted that this has been the plan for a long time, 
although one cannot be happy about it.  It will be used to pay compensation costs, cost-pool increases, 
and make investments, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.   
 
 Professor Konstan asked if colleges are expected to still contribute their 7.5 percent tuition 
increase over FY 2010.  They will talk about the financial impact at compact meetings, Mr. Pfutzenreuter 
said; the administration could decide to give a unit money to make up lost tuition revenue.   It would have 
to come from the $8.4 million in unallocated funds. 
 
 Professor Luepker said that this plan is gradually bringing money back to central administration, 
which will decide how it is allocated, by taxing units and taking funds from increased enrollment.  Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said this approach is no different from what has been done in the past.  There is a 
disincentive in the budget model without unencumbered dollars for academic units to meet costs.  The 
central administration is not grabbing money and redeploying it; all the funds need to be used for 
compensation, cost pools, and budget cuts, and there will be none left over.  That balance is not right. 
 
 Professor Konstan said his interpretation is that it is not clear that earning more money is money 
the units can keep, so there are perverse incentives.  If a unit saves money, it does not know if the savings 
will be used to offset deficits in other units.  Units may wait until the rules change rather than make hard 
decisions to do things differently.  This message is that the administration is taking money wherever it 
can get it and spending it as it can; until that perception changes there will be no incentive to make the 
hard decisions that result in increased efficiency. 
 
-- Reduction in new initiatives pool:  Professor Luepker asked if the University can afford to fund 
new programs in these tight times.  Mr. Rollefson asked if it was a conscious decision to withdraw the 
original 1% pool of discretionary funds ($6 million, withdrawn as part of the tuition proposal) from the 
colleges while maintaining an $8.4 fund for academic investments in central administration.  It was a 
choice to have the collegiate funds eliminated while the central pool remained.  The money wasn't being 
moved from colleges to central; originally the intent was to have a pool of discretionary dollars in both 
places, but now only the central pool will remain. Assuming so, Mr. Rollefson noted that this decision 
may generate discussion among concerned parties.  That is a valid question and an accurate observation, 
Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  There could have been an amount less than $8.4 million, but the academic 
officers wanted some money to direct to academic priorities. 
 
 Mr. Erikson asked if some of the money might be spent on facilities improvements, although he 
said he did not know what the payback would be.  They could be spent that way, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, 
and some may be.  In the current year, Facilities Management needed to cut custodians and some of the 
funds were used to cushion those cuts.  Professor Luepker said that this pot of money, the $8.4 million, is 
for new initiatives, and one can ask if it should instead be invested in programs such as energy 
conservation that save the University money.  The money will not allocated to recurring expenses, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter pointed out.  Mr. Erikson pointed out that the quality fair and the Service and Continuous 
Improvement office offered a lot of ideas about saving money.   http://www1.umn.edu/osci/index.html 
 
-- Furloughs:  Professor Chambers maintained that if the administration believes that faculty and 
staff furlough days are necessary in this tight budget, it should enlist employees in working 
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collaboratively on how to implement such measures on the assumption that they are responsible citizens 
of the University who care about its stewardship.  If B-based (nine-month) faculty will be treated 
differently than other faculty in terms of annual compensation (e.g., pay periods), that issue should also be 
approached diplomatically and with consideration for equity. 
 
 Will there be energy savings if the furloughs are grouped, Professor Olin asked?  That is the 
primary reason to close during the holiday period, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  The University could also 
consider closing during a period around the Fourth of July or Thanksgiving as well, Professor Olin 
suggested. 
 
 Professor Morrison asked if the General Counsel has said anything about furloughs.  The 
University had a grievance when it tried to furlough civil service employees about 30 years ago, and it 
lost—so it had to pay the employees for the days that it had furloughed them.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said he 
did not believe the General Counsel had looked at the question.   
 
 Professor Luepker reported that the Department of Medicine has already imposed five furlough 
days, but people cannot skip their clinical duties, so they may be simply working without being paid.  If 
the University does that with civil service employees, the Department of Labor will impose fines, 
Professor Morrison commented. 
 
-- Budget reductions of 2.75%:  Is this a tax on units, Professor Luepker asked?  Units must 
contribute 1.5% to meet a potential state budget cut, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said—so it is a tax to meet the cut.  
This is on top of the already-planned 1.25%, Professor Konstan observed. 
 
 Professor Roe said it was his sense of the 2.75% cut that it is what will lead to P&A and civil 
service layoffs, TA cuts, and so on.  Professor Luepker agreed that it will lead to a loss of jobs, while 
those still here will receive a 2% increase.  Central support had to cut an additional $4.8 million, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter observed.   
 
 Professor Morrison asked if the cost pools would also be cut.  They are just being finished, Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter said, and they were cut the $4.8 million he just mentioned.  But the cost pools will go up to 
cover debt and utilities—and the single largest element of the increase (about half) will be financial aid.  
The type of scholarship students receive affects the increase for any particular unit.  Is that included in the 
institutional framework, Professor Morrison asked?  It is, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.  Then the cost pools are 
irrelevant, Professor Morrison responded—irrelevant in terms of what a college pays.  It pays the 
institutional framework, not the cost-pool increases.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said the 2.75% cuts and tuition 
increases are averages; academic leaders may cut some units more and some less.  It is difficult to 
generalize.   
 
 So it is safe to assume that the 2.75% cuts will not be across-the-board, Mr. Rollefson 
summarized.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter concurred. 
 
 Mr. Worden asked if there is a way to cut student services rather than increase tuition.  Have they 
looked at that possibility?  There is no big cut to make, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said.   
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter said the administration will soon be going through the cost-pool budgets and he 
can identify for the Committee what is going up and what is going down.  Professor Luepker commented 
that the Committee will be very interested in the results.  
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 Mr. Driscoll asked about cuts and reallocation:   He noted that Vice President Pfutzenreuter had 
come to the Committee last semester and discussed target cuts for the 2011-13 biennium.  That was 
before the November budget forecast estimated $1.2 billion and $5.4 billion deficits for the 2009-11 and 
2011-13 biennia, respectively, which in turn has led to this revised framework. He asked Mr. 
Pfutzenreuter if his office had begun to re-imagine what the percent cut target would look like given this 
new information.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that they expect 5-8% cuts in the next biennium, about the same 
as what is happening in this one, with the 5.5% followed by the 2.75% cuts. 
 
-- Downpayment on student financial aid tails:  Professor Konstan asked where the decision was 
made to make extend long-term commitment to this kind of financial aid given the decline in state 
support.  This budget assumes that the budget will absorb support for middle-income students, but 
without state support this must come at the expense of other budget priorities.  There needs to be a broad 
discussion within the University about affordability vis-à-vis the mission.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter agreed that 
such a discussion is needed now that tuition revenues exceed state support.  The University has spent $8 
million on the new scholarship program, and financial aid will be one of the fastest-growing parts of the 
budget.  Professor Konstan said that if the Committee agrees, it should adopt a motion asking the 
President or Provost to start such a discussion.  Professor Luepker agreed that the rationale needs an 
explanation.   
 
 Mr. Erikson recalled that the Committee had recently talked about the $90-million Northrop 
project, and the University is requesting an $80-million Physics building.  He wondered if this is the right 
time to pursue such projects.  He said he understood that there will be opportunity costs if it does not, and 
that the cost will increase if they are delayed, but he noted the example of the Music Education building:  
It would cost $16,000 per year to mothball it versus $450,000 to demolish it.  At this point, it might be 
wiser to spend the $16,000 instead of the $450,000, which could be used to keep jobs until conditions 
improve. 
 
 Professor Morrison seconded earlier statements made:  First, this budget proposal takes ALL 
possibilities for internal improvements from the units and focuses ALL the money in central 
administrative funding mechanisms. He said he was not sure this is wise.  Second, the more he has 
listened to the discussion, the more he thinks the plan is out of touch with reality. The reality is that there 
is a permanent change in the size of state funding.  This proposal changes things around the edges but it 
relies on the traditional model of broadly based cuts.  The traditional model doesn't work any longer and 
the University needs to do a complete re-think.  It may need to look at the budget differently.  It may have 
to look at it more like a business:  If the money for an activity adds up, the University will do it; if not, it 
will not.  We need to look especially hard at the expenditures of state appropriated funds and deal directly 
with them. The University also needs to change its approach to the legislature: The University must 
identify the costs of each product supported by state funds and say that it can no longer produce the 
product without the necessary revenue.  This could be a dangerous approach, he added, but it may be less 
dangerous than repeatedly cutting most units by 3% to 5% annually. 
 
 Professor Roe observed that when the stimulus funds are gone, students will see real tuition 
increases, so there will be additional pressure for financial aid.  It is also clear that tuition increases more 
in order to provide financial aid—so students/families with means are subsidizing students/families with 
less.  That will become more apparent and could become a bigger problem than in the past. 
 
 Professor Luepker said he agreed with Professor Morrison; this is moving deck chairs around to 
deal with the crisis.  He said he was sensitive to the immediacy of the problems, but the responses are 
always based on immediacy and the University never gets to long-term planning.  The budget committee 
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that he and Professor Martin serve on has not gotten to such questions.  The institution is not the same 
was it was 20 years ago and there will need to be hard decisions.  This plan is not those decisions. 
 
 Professor Luepker asked if the Committee should make a statement.  The handout is labeled a 
proposal, but ultimately the President will need to make decisions, which he has the authority to do.  This 
is a consultative committee; should it write to the President to convey its concerns?   
 

Professor Konstan said he believed it should, about financial aid and with two additional 
messages.  First, there something wrong with the plan in that it does not give deans the opportunity to 
deal with their problems and opportunities and keeps everything central.  Second, if the administration is 
using the 2.75% to constrain colleges, the same constraint should be on the President and central 
administration.  He said he would like to see an item on the list that closes colleges or large programs; 
that could create momentum to begin strategic planning.  This plan continues to bleed a little from more 
each college, which is not only unsustainable but also diverts much of the University's productive talent to 
cope with the broad cuts. 

 
Professor Olin said there is need for a hard look at whether there could be more centralized 

functions and if there are things that can go to faculty governance.  Does every college need an 
admissions office?   

 
Professor Chambers asked if there had been a response to the work of the fall retreat or if it had 

been an advisory report.  Professor Luepker said he had seen it as advisory.  It called for strategic 
planning, Professor Chambers recalled.  Professor Luepker said he was concerned about the timeline:  
There are blue-ribbon panels working in the colleges and the theory is that they will have useful ideas.  
But the University is waiting for Godot to come solve problems; if that does not happen, the colleges will 
dream up new programs.  Someone will ask what is being cut.   

 
Professor Luepker said that he would abstract items from the discussion and draft a statement for 

the President.   
 
Mr. Pfutzenreuter agreed that the University tends to look at the next year; the future finances 

task force tended toward looking farther out, the Board of Regents is tending in the same direction, and so 
is the President.  It would be better to get a plan on the table that would make this seem less of a crisis.   

 
Professor Luepker thanked everyone for attending a meeting on short notice and adjourned it at 

12:20. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
* * * 
 
Following the meeting, a number of Committee members exchanged email messages about the budget 
matters, appended here. 
 
I have been ruminating on the budget guidelines we discussed yesterday, particularly the issue of pay 
periods and furloughs. (I also share the concerns about the absence of discretion/flexibility at the 
collegiate/unit level that was expressed clearly by several committee members.)  
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Did I understand correctly that the guidelines are considering an extra pay period for some classes of 
employees with annual salaries?  Clearly, any employee on an hourly wage should receive 27 full pay 
periods, but I cannot understand why all annual salaried employees would not simply receive 27 slighter 
smaller paychecks that add up to the appropriate annual salary.  
 
I'm also concerned about the equity of furloughs which will fall especially hard on many hourly wage 
employees. I wonder if there should not be consideration of fewer furlough days for such employees, say 
the 5 scheduled over a holiday in a way that the U could recoup facilities savings (or 3 over the holiday 
and 2 to be determined by the employee), but more for most salaried employees to be scheduled at their 
own discretion?  My point yesterday  was not that faculty could not be convinced of the need for 
furloughs, but that the assumption should be that faculty would schedule those days responsibly and need 
not be told how to do so. 
 
* * * 
 
I was not there yesterday, but conversations with a Wisconsin colleague suggested that individual 
scheduling for all furlough days worked well there last year (or as well as any effective salary cut can 
work). The only criterion for faculty was that they could not take a furlough day at any time that would 
interfere with teaching or committee work. Why could self-scheduling not work for every employee? We 
allow people to schedule their vacation time, and this is not that different from a university recording-
keeping point of view. I believe that the furlough costs were deducted each pay period.  
 
I realize that this proposal is more complicated, but it may reduce the sense of inequity that is bound to 
accompany the furlough decisions even if we try to introduce modest equity considerations. 
 
* * * 
 
I talked to some UW faculty who resented how these criteria were conveyed. In a time when faculty are 
not being financially rewarded, I think it helps morale to treat them as citizens of the university who will 
act responsibly. I would imagine that only a very few faculty might cancel a class or skip a meeting, not 
enough to issue requirements that seem to assume that they would make such a choice. Perhaps I'm being 
naive, but I think most faculty will end up doing the same amount of work as they would have anyway, 
but for fewer days of salary. Faculty value their relative autonomy from micro-managing, especially in a 
time in which there seem to be increased, unfunded mandates (e.g. documenting student learning 
objectives, SLOs). 
 
* * * 
 
I also have some concerns about the furloughs but I have needed some time to gather my thoughts.  I 
would like to see some numbers on the amount of money saved with a holiday "shut-down" of the 
University.  If the cost savings are significant, it may be worth pursuing.  That said, there are workers 
who need to have a presence on campus during that period (essential facilities people, animal care, patient 
care, etc.) and those whose schedules may not allow them to miss an additional five days during that 
time.  I fall into that group.  Our admission application deadline is December 15 and I often work extra 
time during the holiday week to process them.  I would like to see a policy for implementing a furlough 
among those employees.  It may be as simple as allowing them to self-schedule an equivalent amount of 
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furlough days during another time.  
 
My other concern about the furlough involves protecting employees.  There have been reports that 
furloughed public employees in California have received pressure to work during their furlough days.  
Some employees are choosing to work on their furlough days as a way of hanging on to their jobs.  Others 
are doing so in response to outright coercion or threats.  How can we have stringent protections in place to 
keep this from happening to U of M employees?  Are such protections even possible?  
 
Regardless of how it is implemented, if the University decides to furlough employees, it needs to be 
announced as soon as possible.  Employees need to be able to plan for reduced paychecks. 
 
* * * 
 
Who among us is not going to resent what is, effectively, a temporary salary cut?  No amount of 
packaging can make this feel good.  This situation does present a significant communication challenge for 
the administration, because even in my department (where the chair has encouraged regular discussions 
among faculty and P&A over the coming cuts) people really don't quite believe it and think that there 
must be another way. 
 
* * * 
 
If it is applied across the board, however, it might be easier for civil service (and similar classes) and 
P&A to accept.  Much of the time, they are the ones who are laid off because tenured faculty cannot be 
touched.  And, P&A and civil service people are not dumb. They see their colleagues losing jobs at the 
same time that new top level positions are being created and vacancies filled—no pain at the top levels of 
the University is the perception.  It is difficult for many in those kinds of positions to believe there really 
is a crisis when they are the only ones who seem to lose their jobs and the top levels of this large 
bureaucracy remain untouched.  
 
While the message is not going to be easy, I think it will be easier if the rules are the same for faculty, 
P&A and civil service (and similar classes). I think there are a lot of P&A people, also, who feel a deep 
commitment to their units, who also will do the same amount of work as before but for less salary. I have 
not talked to others at Universities where furloughs have happened, but I do suspect that a key is that they 
be perceived to be applied equitably. If, on the other hand, furloughs are applied only to faculty and P&A, 
not to unionized employees--well, that could have deep implications for the future, as well.  
 
I don't think my observations are new or unique, but I don't remember them being raised directly at the 
meeting yesterday. 
 
* * * 
 
I agree with most of what's been said—and this will be painful and difficult.  It's true that the Civil 
Service and Bargaining Unit employees will be the first to pay the price when jobs are cut, and it will 
definitely raise resentment if the folks at the top don't "share the pain."  
 
My question is: is the Board of Regents actively discussing a recommendation to declare a fiscal 
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emergency?  It seems that this current situation qualifies.  I may be mistaken, but I believe this would 
allow the University to take actions not otherwise allowed by existing contracts. 
 
* * * 
 
A fiscal emergency would be a very heavy hand if thought of as a way to elude contracts.  As I 
understand it, in a fiscal emergency, the U would have to start selling assets before taking other measures. 
And this isn't a market in which assets (like land) would garner much return. 
 
I certainly agree with the sentiments on this list that the administration has got to show that cuts are 
hurting everywhere, or all credibility will be lost. 
 
* * * 
 
My apologies for not being at the meeting yesterday, but I have a question that I am not sure can be 
answered.  Would the furloughs also apply to graduate students or even undergrads who are paid hourly?  
I understand that the focus is on staff, but I am wondering if the expectation would also be that grad 
students would shoulder some of this burden as well? 
 
* * * 
 
Vice President Pfutzenreuter said that the option of furloughs was still under development by HR.  
Presumably, he will come back to the committee when more details are fleshed out, but perhaps it would 
be appropriate for Russell to convey some of the concerns of the committee as expressed on email and 
suggest that he return with reps from HR and Legal after more details (including costs/savings) have been 
developed but before decisions are made.  Personally, I would also like to better understand the extra pay 
period issue as it applies to employees with annual salaries. 
 
* * * 
 
I am struck that there was a comment made near the end of the notes regarding centralizing more services 
to help save money, when a lot of the pressure to restructure the graduate school was aimed at DE-
centralizing a lot of functions so colleges could have more power in decision-making.  I think any 
decision made needs to show both costs and benefits in order to find a good fit. 
 
 


