
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Finance and Planning  
Tuesday, May 4, 2010 

2:00 – 3:45 
238A Morrill Hall 

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

Kersteter, Lyndel King, Thomas Klein, Joseph Konstan, Judith Martin, Fred Morrison, 
Paul Olin, Michael Rollefson, Mandy Stahre, Warren Warwick, John Worden 

 
Absent:  David Chapman, Jennifer Dens, Lincoln Kallsen, Kathleen O'Brien, Richard 

Pfutzenreuter, Gwen Rudney, Terry Roe, Karen Seashore, Thomas Stinson, Michael 
Volna, Aks Zaheer 

 
Guests:  Associate Vice President Laurie Scheich (University Services), Bob Baker (Executive 

Director, Parking and Transportation Services) 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) congratulations; (2) "audit" proposal; (3) update from Parking and Transportation 
Services] 
 
 
1. Congratulations 
 
 Professor Luepker convened the meeting at 2:05 and called first on Professor Martin.  She 
congratulated Professor Konstan for receiving the award for Outstanding Contributions to 
Postbaccalaureate, Graduate, and Professional Education, and Professor Rudney for receiving the Morse-
Alumni Award for Outstanding Contributions to Undergraduate Education.  Committee members gave 
Professors Konstan and Rudney a round of applause. 
 
2. "Audit" Proposal 
 
 Professor Luepker next asked Committee members to review the draft "audit" proposal he 
prepared in response to the discussion at the previous meeting with Professors Braun, von Dassow, and 
Messing.  Their message was not completely clear on the details, he said, but there were items that he 
could extract from the presentation, and the general proposal clearly falls within the purview of this 
Committee.  The proposal Professor Luepker presented was this: 
 

At the 4/20/10 SCFP, we heard from three faculty members about their concerns regarding the 
size of University Administration in these times of economic constraints.  I said that we would 
give this serious consideration and respond to them.  Although their message was sweeping 
suggesting a ‘mission audit,’ and somewhat contradictory, there were elements that could lead to 
a more informed committee, faculty, staff and students.  We often hear from various University 
units, largely in the context of activity reporting or describing new programs. 

 
Suggested below is a basic approach that would be implemented over the next year.  The primary 
goal would be to educate us, we are consultative, not having line authority. 

 
                                                 

* 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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A brief outline:  
 
1.  Presentations by units 

a.  15 minutes presentation 
b.  15 minutes questions 
c.  Slides or handouts as desired 

 
2.  Format (type of information would vary by unit) 

a.  Mission/Specific Aims/Objectives 
b.  Accomplishments in past year 
c.  Plans for the future 
d.  Staff 
 

3.  Units Included 
a.  Administrative 
b.  Colleges 
c.  Outstate Campuses 

 
 There are units the Committee hears from regularly, Professor Luepker observed, and some that it 
has never heard from.  This is not a witch hunt, he emphasized, even though some may believe units are 
"up to things" or that they are hiding money.  Committee members need to be educated and to understand 
so that they can be better consultants.  The proposal he prepared calls for 30-minute sessions, with 15 
minutes for presentations, and include a stipulation on what the Committee wishes to hear about.  The 
proposal includes both administrative and collegiate units; it would be worth having the deans join the 
Committee for a discussion because they vary greatly in funding and numbers.  The proposal is a response 
to the presentation from the three guests at the last meeting, but more important, it will help the 
committee move forward in its understanding. 
 
 Professor Konstan said his first reaction was that this is not what the guests asked for; his second 
reaction was that this is a good proposal anyway.  He said he was not sure this is the right Committee; he 
has read minutes from various committees and believes this is one of the few that asks deep and critical 
questions.  When he saw Professor Luepker's plan, he thought it was brilliant—and that there should be 
Senate study sessions, perhaps preceding Senate meetings, so everyone in the Senate would have the 
knowledge about colleges and units.  Professor Konstan also maintained that it would not be possible to 
obtain, in 30 minutes, the information a dean would want the Committee to have about a college.  The 
Committee will need to have the compact documents, and perhaps a subcommittee should study units in 
depth.  People in governance should know about these units, and the knowledge should not be limited to 
the 20 people on this committee; it should be the 200+ people in the Senate. 
 
 Professor Luepker demurred.  He said he has served in the Senate, which has had varying levels 
of attendance, and wondered if people would attend if an extra hour were added at the beginning.  
Whether 20 or 200, both numbers are only a small fraction of the total number of faculty at the 
University.  But he is amazed at the number of people who read the Committee's minutes.    The general 
topic of the reviews, however, is one that everyone as a citizen of the University should know about. 
 
 Professor Morrison said a more prescriptive format is needed; the Committee also needs to see 
the staffing plan, an organizational chart and explanation of what the positions on the chart are and what 
they contribute to the effort (not civil service or bargaining unit staff), and a description of the funding 
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source(s).  The Committee can ask if the unit is spending staff time appropriately or if there is an surplus; 
knowing the funding source is important because that may affect how one things about a unit.   
 
 Professor Morrison said he disagreed with Professor Konstan about Senate study sessions. If they 
were held, only Senators from the unit being studied would be likely to show up.  It would be possible to 
publicize Committee meetings more than is the case now in addition to distributing minutes. 
 
 Professor Martin agreed with Professor Morrison.  She also said she did not believe it appropriate 
to call the proposal an "audit" because that it not what it suggests.  Second, those asking the questions 
were interested in things administrative, and while it might be desirable to analyze college and campuses, 
she was not certain that enough useful can be said in 30 minutes because they are so complex.  What is it 
the Committee wants to get out of the exercise?  Understanding or a critical perspective? 
 
 Professor Luepker agreed with Professor Martin's point; the expected outcome must be kept in 
mind.  He also agreed that "auditing" is not the right word.  Perhaps "evaluation" or "self study."   
 
 Mr. Klein recalled that former Chancellor Sargeant at Crookston had a scope rule of thumb:  Start 
with those who show up.  He suggested starting with the Committee; if the effort has legs, it will expand 
to the 200+ members of the Senate.  In response to Professor Martin, he said that rather than try to 
understand a unit, the Committee should ask for key metrics the unit has defined for itself so the 
Committee can understand if the unit is moving in directions it wants to go.  The Committee needs to 
avoid the trap of getting buried in a lot of details, but needs to learn if the unit is meeting its financial 
goals.  For example, are the financial changes in CLA in accord with the University 2015 plan, developed 
by CLA?  The idea is to quantify the objectives, Professor Luepker commented, and how to know if the 
unit has met them.  That could capture the essence of the unit's work, Mr. Klein said and answer the 
question; is it making progress? 
 
 Mr. Driscoll said, in response to Professor Martin, that the Committee should not be afraid of 
complexity.  The proposal is heavy on service delivery but does not have a lot on the client side.  Do 
students feel their needs are being met?  The Committee needs to look at both halves and it could ask the 
student associations if they feel the missions are being met. 
 
 Professor Olin reported that the Academic Health Center Finance and Planning Committee 
brought in the finance officers from each college for 30 minutes and talked about enrollment, state 
funding, tuition, gifts, and what the colleges are doing to handle the current financial situation.  There was 
a standard template of information requested but it was interesting to see how different the colleges are.   
 
 Professor Konstan said he was hearing two objectives.  One, to familiarize the Committee with 
the diversity of how units operate, and provide a template for providing information on teaching, revenue, 
etc.  But, two, there is nothing about fundamental questions:  Should the University have a College of 
Taxidermy?  If the institution does not, every decade, find about 15% of things it should stop doing, it 
will not have the money for renewal.  Someone needs to be the prosecutor:  Why is the University 
engaged in this activity?  It needs to establish questions and get answers before the meeting.  The first 
objective is friendly and non-confrontational while the second could be more confrontational.  Does the 
University need X office?  The Committee will not get to those questions when it lets people bring in 
presentations.   
 
 Professor Luepker said he was inclined to agree with Professor Martin that the colleges are too 
complex and fall beyond the charge to the Committee.  Professor Martin said she serves on the CLA 2015 
committee and its preliminary report is online.  It is a good report and the college is talking about 
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downsizing.  In the background work they learned that 70% of the college's money comes from tuition 
and that it has the largest enrollment in the University.  The state funding for CLA amounts to about 
$3,300 per student.  Others with far fewer students but more grant funding, by comparison, receive about 
$10,000 per student in state funds.  Does the Committee want to get dragged into these kinds of 
discussions?  Professor Chari said it should; Professor Luepker said the state allocations are largely 
historical patterns.  One question the Committee might ask, Professor Martin suggested, is whether it is 
reasonable to carry forward the allocations in that fashion.   
 
 Professor Morrison offered two ventures, different from those suggested by Professor Konstan.  
One, look at the administration and try to determine if everything it is doing needs to be done.  That is 
different from considering the colleges, where one can see if they need to pursue all ventures.  The three 
guests were much more interested in the administration, and the Committee should do the administration 
or the colleges, but not bounce back and forth between them.  Professor Olin asked if Professor Martin 
had any sense for whether the collegiate blue-ribbon committees are looking at programs that are taught 
elsewhere.  Professor Martin said that CLA has done so.  In his college, the blue-ribbon committee never 
got close to the idea that there was any program the college could do without, Professor Konstan reported, 
and each unit had a representative on the committee.  Wasn't that the point of the blue-ribbon committees, 
Mr. Driscoll asked?  Professor Olin commented that he keeps hearing that units will be smaller, but he has 
not seen any movement in that direction.  Professor Martin said the CLA committee will continue to meet 
and its final report is due in October. 
 
 Professor Olin's point is well taken, Professor Luepker commented:  He does not have the sense 
that other colleges have approached the task in the same way that CLA has.  The Advancing Excellence 
steering committee on which he and Professor Martin serve will hear the blue-ribbon reports. 
 
 What is really important and needs to be reinforced, Professor Chari said, is that whatever 
responsibilities the Committee takes on, they should be sharply focused and defined, or it will get dragged 
into the big question of mission.  The question of mission is a good one but it can only be approached 
through focused questions; the Committee should look at how administrative units perform without 
questions about supporting the mission.  He said he hears pressures in both directions.  He said one 
cannot understand a unit without knowing the mission, but getting involved in the mission won't 
accomplish much. 
 
 Mr. Rollefson noted that he works in the office of the Vice President for Research, where they 
meet with a budget advisory committee.  The OVPR discusses various budget proposals and 
identifies the office's highest priorities for investment.  From this review a greater understanding 
is achieved and some items are removed from the list of those that are forwarded into the 
compact process.  They provide a one-page report identifying funds and staff and meet for an hour to 
discuss it.  He also noted that the former Waseca campus is now a federal prison.  The argument was that 
the state has too much capacity in higher education.  Is that still a question?  It has not been addressed, 
and he recognized that it is politically difficult, but it is a statewide issue that the University cannot 
address alone. 
 
 With respect to tuition versus state funding, Mr. Driscoll reported that Vice President 
Pfutzenreuter talked on that topic at one of his classes.  He suggested the Committee should see the 
information that was provided to the class.  Mr. Driscoll also agreed that there are too many institutions of 
higher education for the number of people in the state.  That, however, Professor Martin said, is not 
something the Committee or the University can fix. 
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 Ms. Kersteter said the Committee needs to keep in mind what it will do with the information it 
gathers.  Will it make recommendations?  Can it gather the kind of information it needs to do so?  This 
falls under the budget and planning responsibilities of the Committee, Professor Luepker said.  The 
University will be going through budget crises and the Committee needs to provide advice.  
Understanding what units do will be helpful. 
 
 Professor Konstan said that examples of units about which the Committee might inquire are the 
office of graduate education and the office of undergraduate education (although they would take more 
than 30 minutes each).  The Committee should look not only at the financial aspects but also at whether 
some functions are centralized and others are not.  The offices are a mix of specialization, service, and 
economies of scale; the Committee could review the arguments about what they are doing, why here and 
not there, and so on.   
 
 After a variety of comments on the blue-ribbon committees, Mr. Klein suggested the Committee 
could ask for insight on financial efforts at the college level separate from the work of the blue-ribbon 
committees in the colleges.  The discussion could expand discussion and create space for different 
opinions in a college and lead to inquiries about whether the blue-ribbon committee did its job in 
addressing financial issues.  He agreed the Committee should stay away from open-ended questions.  If 
some blue-ribbon committees are not doing their job, the questions from the Committee could encourage 
them to do so.  Professor Luepker, however, suggested that it might be more appropriate to pass to the 
Faculty Consultative Committee questions about the blue-ribbon committees.  Mr. Klein agreed that 
would be logical but noted that all of them had a fiscal aspect and this Committee could ask whether they 
addressed it. 
 
 Professor Luepker said he would revise the proposal in light of this discussion and bring it back 
for Committee review. 
 
3. Update from Parking and Transportation Services 
 
 Professor Luepker now welcomed Associate Vice President Scheich and Mr. Baker to provide a 
report from Parking and Transportation Services (PTS).  He noted that Vice President O'Brien, who 
would usually join the Committee for this report, was in mediation sessions concern light-rail transit.   
 

Mr. Baker handed out copies of information about PTS and walked the Committee through the 
contents.  He reviewed the vision and mission statements and the goals of PTS.  The goals are to 
encourage transportation alternatives on and between the Twin Cities campuses, provide quality service 
with an emphasis on customer relations for all individuals and departments, including those with specific 
needs, unique situations and physical challenges, design, build and maintain campus parking and 
transportation systems that are operationally sound, safe, efficient and aesthetically pleasing while 
minimizing conflicts between modes, evaluate and maintain a climate of fiscal integrity, and provide 
financial integration to support overall transportation objectives of the University including transit, 
bicycle, pedestrian and parking. 
 
 He noted a few quick facts about PTS.  For example, they have 8 parking garages and 8 ramps, 
132 surface lots, 15 connector buses and a number of other vans and circulators; they are responsible for 
14.3 miles of campus streets, 46 miles of campus sidewalks and plazas, and 5.95 miles of bike lanes and 
paths; and they have about 6700 bike racks/hoops, and have 862 vehicles in the fleet (all campuses), 
including 68 hybrids.  Professor Martin asked if the number of miles of bike lane has increased.  Mr. 
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Baker said it has and that the number of bikers has risen dramatically in recent years.  They have also 
increased the number of racks and bike lockers. 
 
 Their audience demographics include over 51,000 students, nearly 17,000 faculty and staff, and 
about 15,000 visitors, so approximately 80,000 people per day.  They also provide service for events, of 
which there were 1,075 during 2008-09 (meaning any formal gathering with more than 200 people).  He 
also provided data on the population density and travel modes of faculty, staff, and students, obtained 
through surveys that are periodically updated. 
 
Population Density of Students, Staff, and Faculty 
 
3%    Live on campus 
5%    Live within 1 mile of campus 
29%    Live within 5 miles of campus 
26%     Live within 10 miles of campus    
32% Live within 30 miles of campus 
5%   Live more than 30 miles from campus  
 
Approximate Travel Modes of Students, Staff and Faculty 
 
8% Bike 
8% Carpool 
24%  Bus 
5% Walk 
53%  Drive Single Occupant Vehicles 
2%  Other 
 
Mr. Baker said they have been pleased with the travel modes but they have seen the percentage who drive 
single-occupancy vehicles creeping up, something they do not understand.  It may be related to the price 
of gas, he said.   
 
 In terms of parking, PTS has a lot of parking spaces. 
 
Total  19,361 spaces 
Contract 12,230 spaces 
Public  6,431 spaces, including 

Motorcycle  136 spaces 
Meters   359 spaces 
Disability 3-hour 88 spaces 
Official Veh/Vendor 286 spaces    

 Projected Moped 400 spaces 
 
By Facility 

Parking Garages: 6 Facilities 2,620 spaces 
Parking Ramps: 8 Facilities 7,641 spaces 

 Surface Lots: 132 Facilities 8,700 spaces 
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By Area 
 East Bank 12,497 
 West Bank 2,482 
 St. Paul  3,982 
 
 Professor Luepker asked where Fairview fits in.  Do they own any lots on campus?  Mr. Baker 
said that some Fairview faculty and staff have contract spots at the University but that Fairview operates 
facilities separate from the University's, and he has no information about them. 
 
 Mr. Baker reviewed the statistics on buses, some of which are reproduced here. 
 
Campus Shuttle Service (includes the Campus Connectors, East Bank Circulator, Washington Avenue 
Bridge Circulator and St. Paul Circulator) 
  
Total Riders for 2008-09   3,707,236 
Total Annual Cost   $3,589,813 
Approx Cost Per Passenger  $0.97 
Approximate Annual Mileage  493,059 
 
Paratransit service is a curb-to-curb transportation service for people with permanent or temporary 
disabilities.  
  

Total Ridership for 2008-09 4,107 
Total Annual Cost  $97,025 
Cost Per Passenger  $23.62 
Average Daily Ridership 16.43 
Annual Mileage  14,893 

 

Commuter Service (U-Pass/Metropass is a deeply-discounted, unlimited-ride bus pass offered to 
University students, faculty and staff) 
 
Fall 2009 U-Passes Sold (Students Only) 21,873 
Fall 2009 Metropasses Sold (Staff/Fac Only) 2,242 
Total      24,115 
 

The commuter service continues to grow, Mr. Baker reported.  U-Pass sales have increased 
steadily since 2004-05, from about 33,000 to nearly 50,000 in 2008-09.  Metropass sales have increased 
over that same period from 1,341 to 1,923 (it peaked at 2,243 in 2007-08, but that may have been because 
the 35W bridge collapsed and they reduced the Metropass price a great deal for that period).  Mr. Driscoll 
asked how often PTS negotiates with the Metropolitan Transit Commission; Mr. Baker said they 
negotiated a five-year contract two years ago that allows for increases for inflation and system-wide rate 
increases.  The contract provides a 40% discount for University users.  Professor Konstan asked if the rate 
charged is the cost of recovery or if it is subsidized.  Mr. Baker said that transit never makes money and is 
always subsidized.  The University subsidizes the passes. 

 
Mr. Baker next reviewed the results of their 2008-09 customer-satisfaction survey of parking as 

well as shuttle customers.  The results were satisfactory. 
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Mr. Baker turned next to financial matters.  He first identified several foundation points: 

 
-- The department is self-supporting with no legislative funding. A portion of the Student 

Transportation Fee is allocated to support the on-campus transit system and U-Pass program. 
-- All costs--operating, indirect and capital--are evenly spread throughout the entire parking system. 
-- If central funding is used to subsidize parking costs, less money will be available for academic 

purposes. 
-- As low-cost surface lot spaces disappear and are replaced with higher cost structural facilities, 

additional revenues must be generated to balance the budget. 
-- Parking revenues are used to support transit and other transportation alternatives (e.g., the bike 

program) 
-- Parking rates are based on facility types and their associated costs, with lot spaces as the least 

expensive and garage spaces as the most expensive. Public parking rates are influenced by market 
factors of facility type, location and demand. 

 
Parking and Transportation Services 2008-2009 Overview (not including Fleet) 

 
Annual Budgeted Income      $33,398,825 
FTEs         141 
Number of Spaces              19,361 
Number on Waiting List (without contract)    1,947 
Number of Motorist Assistance Calls     1,044 
Number of Bus Rides (campus transit)          3,707,236 
 
They have 80 full-time staff; the remainder of the FTEs is student employees.   
 
 It used to be that PTS subsidized academic initiatives, Mr. Rollefson recalled.  Are they out of 
that business now?  They try to be, Mr. Baker responded, but sometimes the University needs to use PTS 
dollars.  Ms. Scheich said that PTS expenditures are now more closely tied to transportation and the 
infrastructure related to it.  They also pay for sidewalks, Professor Martin observed.  Along with roads, 
the Motorist Assistance Program, etc., Mr. Baker added. 
 
 They are in the process of evaluating the waiting-list choices.  Giving people three choices is 
costly to manage and it is difficult to maintain the system.  They may start giving people one choice, not 
three, and they are trying to make the system entirely electronic so that staff members do not have to call 
people.  There are spaces available for anyone who wants one, Ms. Scheich commented, but it may not 
always be in the location one wants.  Professor Chari pointed out that PTS could charge different 
amounts, more for high-demand ramps and garages.  A number of schools do that, Mr. Baker said, but 
judging high-demand is not always easy.  The lot adjacent to Bierman is high-demand for Bierman staff 
but is otherwise considered more on the periphery of campus.   
 
 Ms. Stahre said that graduate students are concerned about night/after-hours parking.  Can there 
be a program for them?  There is, Mr. Baker said, and he suggested she talk with GAPSA.  Late-night 
contracts are available.  
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 Mr. Baker reviewed the sources of income and expenditure categories for 2008-09.  The income 
totaled $33.4 million; expenditures (including stadium-related funding) were $44.5 million.  Daily and 
contract parking account for about 72% of PTS revenues, special-events parking another 6%, and transit 
most of the remainder.  The expenses were stadium parking lots (21%), other capital projects (24%), 
payroll/fringe (12%), and various other categories.  Professor Martin asked whether, since there is 
sufficient capacity, there is less need for a lot of new ramp construction in the future.  They did complete 
the schematics for a new facility near the new biomedical facilities and multi-modal light-rail station, but 
with the downturn in the economy and the shrinkage of the research-facility plans, they will shelve the 
schematics and bring them out when they might be needed.  Professor Martin asked if they are also still 
thinking about a multi-modal facility on the west bank; "not much," Mr. Baker replied, because there is 
no money for it.   
 
 Mr. Baker reviewed the proposed 2010-11 PTS budget.  There are essentially no rate increases 
proposed, except for minor increases in reserved contract parking ($1.00 per month) and in the Metropass 
charge ($2.00 per month, because they subsidized it for a period after the bridge collapse, but now need to 
get the rate back into alignment with what the University is paying).  They are sensitive to the economic 
conditions, Mr. Baker commented.  Professor Konstan asked if there is a "target premium" for reserved 
contract spots; there is not, Mr. Baker said, but they believe the spots are undervalued.  They have also 
proposed a $1.00 increase in the student transportation fee because the contract with the vendor to provide 
the campus bus service includes a clause allowing increases for inflation.   
 
 Mr. Rollefson commented that the University's parking rates are a bargain compared to what it 
costs to park downtown.  He asked if there would be a slight reduction in rates because of the 27th pay 
period.  Their budget is based on 26 pay periods, Mr. Baker said.  He said that they do look at market 
rates and he agreed the University's rates are a good deal compared to downtown, but PTS faces the same 
costs as downtown ramps and has also provided some of the best-designed parking facilities around (they 
look nice, they are kept painted white, and there is extra lighting—all of which cost money). 
 
 Professor Chambers said that with waiting lists, PTS should be able to judge demand and 
establish differential rates for facilities.  Mr. Baker agreed and said that they could charge three times the 
current rate for the Washington Avenue ramp and still sell it out, but they are trying to be fair and to keep 
some logic in the system.  Professor Chari recalled the observation by former Northwestern University 
president Arnold Weber that the president's job is to "providing parking for the faculty, sex for the 
students, and athletics for the alumni."  Professor Konstan suggested that one approach the University 
might take to improving the four-year graduation rate is to increase the parking rates for undergraduate 
students who stay beyond four years. 
 
 Mr. Baker provided data about the parking at football games for the opening season of the new 
stadium.  The basic story is that they had about 18,000 parking spaces for about 9400 vehicles per game, 
so they do not need to reserve as many spots.  There were a considerable number of shuttle riders (from 
the west bank and St. Paul), however, and had they all driven to the east bank, there would have been 
more problems.  Of those who drive, there were about 2.5 passengers per car. 
 
 Professor Chambers asked about the revenues from football parking.  It was about $700,000 in 
net revenue, Mr. Baker said, which is one of the reasons they have not proposed a rate increase for 
parking next year.  It was a little more than they had projected, and the money will be used to replenish 
reserves on the stadium-related projects and facilities, Ms. Scheich reported. 
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 To look ahead, Professor Luepker said, Vice President O'Brien is involved in the light-rail 
negotiations and presumably there will be a full agreement between the University and the Metropolitan 
Council.  This project will mean a lot of traffic re-routing; have they thought about that?  They have, Mr. 
Baker said, and the street modifications will start in about three weeks.  They will send email messages to 
the University community and provide a website where anyone can sign up for weekly updates.  He noted 
the changes in streets that will be occurring, both because of the light-rail and with the Weisman 
construction.  The inter-campus shuttle will have to be re-routed during construction of the light rail, and 
they need to find a solution to putting too many buses on Pleasant Street (behind Chemistry/in front of the 
new STSS building).   
 
 Professor Luepker thanked Mr. Baker and Ms. Scheich for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 
3:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


