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[In these minutes:  academic appointments; resolution on vandalism; budget problems for 2000-2001] 
 
 
 Professor Morrison convened the meeting at 2:10 and announced that he had two quick items of 
Faculty Consultative Committee business to be addressed before the principal agenda item, the budget, 
would be taken up. 
 
1. Academic Appointments 
 
 Professor Morrison announced that he and Dr. Bruininks are talking about ways to approach the 
two reports about academic appointments that have been prepared.  They are drafting and will bring back 
to the Committee an implementation document, with standards and processes outlined.  He reported that 
Professor Bales (Chair of the Joint Subcommittee on Academic Appointments, which issued the first 
report) finds this an acceptable way to proceed. 
 

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

Senate or Twin Cities Campus Assembly; none of the comments, conclusions, or actions reported in these minutes 
represent the views of, nor are they binding on, the Senate or Assembly, the Administration, or the Board of 
Regents. 
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2. Vandalism Against Research Facilities 
 
 Professor Morrison next distributed copies of a resolution that he proposed the Committee adopt 
and forward to the University Senate for approval.  The resolution, adopted by unanimous vote, will be in 
the Senate docket and read as follows: 
 

STATEMENT ON RESEARCH VANDALISM 
 

The Faculty Consultative Committee abhors the recent attacks on plant research on the 
St. Paul campus of the University of Minnesota.  These attacks undermine the basic mission of 
the University and are a threat to the free inquiry that must be the hallmark of an institution of 
higher learning and of a free society.  These attacks have also, at other times and places, have 
placed the lives of people in the research facilities  in danger, sometimes life-threatening danger.  
The attacks are, in both a philosophical and a physical sense, an assault on the precepts that guide 
the life of a university.  

  
The Faculty Consultative Committee, the Senate Research Committee, and the Academic 

Health Center Faculty Consultative Committee adopted the following resolution on April 7, 1999, 
following attacks on animal research laboratories in the Academic Health Center: 

 
We are dismayed and alarmed at the recent acts of vandalism committed in 

University research facilities.  These acts are a threat to academic freedom and to the 
integrity of the University.  They reflect an anti-intellectualism and irrationality that is 
frightening.  We are also saddened by the harm that such attacks have on research 
intended to advance human health.   

 
We encourage the University administration and the civil authorities to take all 

necessary steps to identify and prosecute those who committed these acts of vandalism 
against University research facilities.  We also extend our deep regrets and support to 
those faculty members, staff, and graduate students whose work has been affected, and 
ask that the administration provide resources to restore the records and facilities of those 
faculty members and graduate students. 

 
The Faculty Consultative Committee repeats these sentiments and again urges the 

University administration and the civil authorities "to take all necessary steps to identify and 
prosecute those who committed these acts of vandalism against University research facilities."  In 
addition, we ask that the administration pay closer attention to building security, access systems, 
and how the costs of security and systems are paid.  We believe that consideration should be 
given to identifying security as a common good, rather than assessing individual departments that 
might be at increased risk of vandalism or violence. 

 
We also again express our regrets and support to those whose research has been affected, 

and request that appropriate resources be made available to restore the research to the status quo 
ante to the maximum extent possible. 
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COMMENT 
 

The Faculty Consultative Committee believes this an appropriate response to the recent 
acts of vandalism and asks the University Senate to endorse this resolution.  If it does so, the 
wording will be changed appropriately to reflect the fact that it is a Senate statement rather than 
an FCC statement. 

 
3. The 2000-2001 Budget 
 
 Professor Morrison turned now to Dr. Bruininks to lead a discussion of the budget.  Before doing 
so, Dr. Bruininks reported on the presentation of the capital budget to the legislature, which he said went 
very well.  He commended especially Professor Marshak for his presentation.  The general impression he 
has, he said, is that many favor an increase in the capital budget beyond what the Governor had 
recommended. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks then distributed a handout that contained a summary of the primary conclusions of 
the Budget Management Task Force (chaired by Dean Steven Rosenstone and which included as 
members Professors Morrison, Gudeman, and Campbell) as well as preliminary gross assumptions and 
estimates for 2000-01. 
 
 He drew attention to two of the bullets summarizing the task force conclusions (the full set of 
conclusions is appended to these minutes).  First, "currently identified revenue streams (state 
appropriations, tuition, income from grants and contracts, philanthropic support) are not adequate to cover 
rising and necessary costs facing the University.  This is partly an issue of the adequacy of overall 
resources, and partly an issue of the internal allocation of resources."  Second, "three sets of system-wide 
costs - compensation, facilities and technology - account for about 85% of the budget challenge for fiscal 
year 2000-02 and pose continued challenges in future years."  These three items are the most significant 
cost drivers at the University, Dr. Bruininks emphasized.   
 
 Dr. Bruininks also highlighted two of the recommendations:  "A single assessment on all non-
sponsored funds should be applied to all University units to cover essential University-wide costs" and 
"targeted reductions should be made in activities that are ineffective, inefficient, or deemed to be of lower 
priority."  The University must make choices and it must adopt economies and efficiencies when it can 
find them. 
 
 Professor Morrison suggested that one item absent from the recommendations is the need for 
more or different consultation about the factors that drive costs.  Dr. Bruininks responded that such 
consultation is what is intended in the recommendation that provides "process improvements need to be 
made to ensure that our systems are grounded in core principles; are better interconnected, and involve 
enhanced consultation and communication, improved forward-year financial planning and enhanced risk 
management strategies."  (The all-University Budget Advisory Committee will continue to address these 
issues.) 
 
 Dr. Bruininks then turned to the projections for next year's budget: 
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Summary – Budget Challenge FY 2000-01 
 
    Recurring Nonrecurring 
 
Identified Investment Needs $51,600,000 $6,000,000 
 
Available Resources  $28,600,000 $2,200,000 
    _________ ________ 
University Budget Challenge $23,000,000 $3,800,000 
 
 There is a $23 million gap between recurring funds needed and recurring funds available.  The 
"available resources" item is the money available in the second year of the biennial budget, Dr. Bruininks 
explained.  This set of projections is built on certain assumptions, including the following: 
 
1. Growing compensation, facility, technology and academic investment needs are creating an 

annual gap in University resources to balance the budget (President Yudof, Budget Task Force 
Report). 

 
2. The proposed general tuition rate will increase 5% (or more) for fiscal year 2000-01. 
 
3. The $19.1 million received from the state for compensation will be allocated proportionately to 

support compensation costs in all units.  The University received 69% of the total estimated cost 
increase for compensation in FY2000-01 (assuming a 3% salary increase plus fringe in O&M, 
State Specials and ICR), so that appropriation will be allocated out on the basis of 69% of the 
estimated cost increase for each unit. 

 
4. The Institutional Revenue Sharing (IRS) assessment cap for academic units will be increased 

from 1% to 2.25% of all current non-sponsored funds, and the "sales and services" portion of the 
IRS will be increased from 2% to 3.25%.  These increases will support essential academic 
investments, facility operating costs, libraries and technology. 

 
5. The Enterprise Assessment will be increased from 1% to 1.25% due to increased costs of the 

project and the desire to maintain the payment plan schedule of six additional years (8 years total, 
rather than 10 years total). 

 
6. A "compact pool" of $2.1 million will be available to address any serious impacts in the academic 

units resulting from implementation of any model and for academic investments. 
 
7. Over 40% of the budget challenge will be solved through cost revisions and efficiencies at the 

central administrative level. 
 
8. The nonrecurring challenge will again be solved through cost reductions and utilization of 

balances available in central administrative units. 
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 With respect to #2, the University will need to increase tuition 5% or more; that increase will 
probably be below the average increase of its peer institutions.  It may be that one or more of the 
coordinate campuses may not wish to increase tuition by this much. 
 
 There is $19.1 million appropriated by the state for compensation increases for faculty and staff, 
Dr. Bruininks pointed out.  These funds will be allocated using the 1996 model:  69% of the total 
estimated compensation cost increase of 3% (salaries plus fringe benefits on ICR, state funds, and tuition) 
will be allocated to the units; the mandated salary increase will be 3%; units will be required to pick up 
the remaining approximately 1% of the increase in salaries and fringe benefits (the 1% will cost about 
$5.7 million); units may go above the 3% for reasons of competition, retention, extraordinary merit, etc.   
 
 So, Professor Marshak clarified through questions, the administration will provide approximately 
2% increases in salaries and fringes and the units must pay the additional 1%.  The units may NOT let the 
salary increase be only 2%.  The salary letter will make it clear that the additional 1% must come from 
revenue increases in local unit funds, Dr. Bruininks said.  There is nothing new in this model, he added; 
salary increases have always come from state funds, tuition, and ICR funds. 
 
 Items #4 and #5 are the means by which the $23 million shortfall will be covered, Dr. Bruininks 
told the Committee.  Why is the sales and service portion of the IRS only increasing 1.25%, asked 
Professor Hamilton?  Both elements of the IRS have been increased 1.25%, Mr. Pfutzenreuter explained; 
before the present rate was adopted last year there was great inconsistency in what assessments were 
levied on the various support/auxiliary units; the uniform rate was an attempt to level the playing field.  
These taxes falls primarily on central units, he noted.  Why is that rate not higher, asked Professor 
Morrison?  It is a judgment call, Dr. Bruininks responded, and can be revisited.  Many of these units are 
under considerable competitive price pressures, and the institution is also putting considerable pressure on 
them to cut costs and trim their budgets.   
 
 Professor Kane noted the last sentence of item #4 ("These increases will support essential 
academic investments, facility operating costs, libraries and technology) and asked for examples.   
 
 Dr. Bruininks said he would prefer not to have to take up item #5 at all, and related that he had 
been involved in tough conversations on the topic of the Enterprise Systems earlier in the day.  He said 
the administration had regularly reported to the Board of Regents about the cost increases for the 
Enterprise System Project, and had obtained authorization to spend $55 million (up from the initial 
projection of $42 million), and will now request authority to spend up to $60 million to complete the 
project.  Much of this increased cost, he said, is because the functioning of the software for the student 
systems has not been up to the expected University standards.  He and the other CIC provosts/chief 
information officers have met with PeopleSoft and made clear their concerns.  One result is that 
PeopleSoft is now testing the software more thoroughly and is incorporating the improvements in 
upgrades.   
 
 In terms of the initial decision to use PeopleSoft, Dr. Bruininks said, the University was at a fork 
in the road in 1994 and had two bad alternatives:  it could try to patch up a system that was 30 years old 
in order to make it Y2K compliant or it could move to this new system.  Both alternatives had high risks 
and high costs.  There is, moreover, no easy retreat from the decision.  The University must continue and 
complete the project by July 1. 
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 Is the University wedded to moving payroll to the new system as well, Professor Campbell 
inquired?  Could money be saved if it did not? And will there be warning when the change is to be made 
so that people can take precautions if they wish?  Dr. Bruininks said there would be no savings for not 
making the change in payroll; he said that the human resources programs are the most mature of the 
PeopleSoft systems and he does not expect to see the same level of problems that have arisen with the 
student systems.  In addition, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, the University will for a time run both the new and 
old payroll systems in parallel in order to be certain that checks are issued.  Professor Humphreys 
reiterated Professor Campbell's point about providing notice; some people will take seriously the need for 
precautions.  Professor Morrison observed that precautions against Y2K problems turned out not to be 
necessary, but there HAVE been problems with PeopleSoft, so precautions may not be unwise.  Dr. 
Bruininks said that people will be notified, but observed that the University has tried to make the 
transition failsafe by continuing to operate the old system until any problems are resolved. 
 
 Professor French inquired if the changes made at the University would be lost when a new 
version is installed.  Dr. Bruininks said that many of them would carry through, but some are unique to 
Minnesota and would have to be redone with a new version.  In terms of percentage of cost, about which 
Professor French also asked, Dr. Bruininks said that it is lower at Minnesota than other institutions but 
still a large dollar amount for consultants to fine-tune the software.  The actual cost of the software is only 
about $2.5 million of the total costs.  Will these high costs recur with each upgrade, she then asked?  They 
will not, Dr. Bruininks replied; as the system stabilizes and as efficiencies are built into new versions, 
upgrades will be installed faster and cost much less.  The student system is so new that there were more 
problems.  PeopleSoft may not have realized that scheduling students is much more complex than running 
a payroll because there are so many combinations and permutations in student activities. 
 
 One problem the University has had, Professor Hamilton commented, is that people conversant 
with PeopleSoft get hired away from the University so its pool of experts has diminished--and that is a 
danger.  And competitive retention is not possible in some cases, Dr. Bruininks added; the individuals are 
hired into the private sector at twice their University salaries. 
 
 One issue that needs to be revisited is the increased costs to departments, Professor Morrison 
said; it is something the Committee has been hearing about. 
 
 Professor Gudeman suggested that there should be a look at the PeopleSoft corporation as a 
vendor, its management directions, and so on.  Dr. Bruininks said the University does track those matters.  
PeopleSoft appears to be stable and it is making progress, although at some expense to the University.  He 
pointed out that one is always hearing the last story--one hears about problems and when he checks on 
them, they turn out to be yesterday's story about a problem that has been fixed.  There are problems with 
meeting the needs of graduate and professional students, he said, and they must be part of the 
conversation.  A special initiative is being started to address these issues. 
 
 Discussion turned next to item #6, the $2.1 million compact pool.  In response to a question from 
Professor Morrison, Dr. Bruininks said the $2.1 million is both a programmatic and a cash emergency 
pool, with roughly half of the money for each purpose.  Half will be used to help units with the transition 
and half will be used for academic investments.  This money is separate, however, from the academic 
initiatives that were begun with the 1998 state appropriation. 
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 This means, Professor Morrison said, there is about $1 million for the intellectual future of the 
University, which in his view is not very much.  Dr. Bruininks agreed regarding the new funds for 2000-
01 and said he would try to support the academic investments as much as possible, but at the same time 
cautioned that the University needed to be careful about the transition.  He also emphasized that there are 
other academic investments being made, such as the undergraduate initiative and the allocation of 
positions to units; the $2.1 million is not all that is being invested in the University's intellectual future.  
There is perhaps $20 - 25 million being invested, in total. over roughly a four-year period.  This is an 
additional $1 million to address critical needs that have not been targeted previously but which are still 
compelling.  Moreover, ALL of the money--even that portion of the $2.1 million that might be used to 
cover shortfalls--will go to the academic future, since it will go to academic activities. 
 
 If one were to use the language of retrenchment, Professor Marshak said, this amounts to a 2.25% 
retrenchment:  1% for covering salary increase expenses not covered by a central allocation and the 
1.25% increase in the IRS.  Dr. Zetterberg pointed out that the colleges now keep all the tuition revenue 
(which will increase by $12 million), however, so this is an entirely different system.  Dr. Bruininks 
maintained that the term "retrenchment" is loaded and inappropriate when the revenue base actually 
increases. 
 
 Mr. Pfutzenreuter said that there are changes in the distribution of funds; some colleges have seen 
less money and some have seen an increase.  Funds will go to units to preserve academic values.  Dr. 
Bruininks explained that they are trying to array increased costs for all units so they can evaluate the 
impact of these proposals by unit.  Of the $12 million increase in tuition revenues, $5.7 million will be 
needed to cover the required 1% local cost of salary and fringe benefit increases.  If a unit decides to 
increase salaries more than 3%, an additional part of the $12 million would be used. 
 
 Professor Morrison calculated that the increased IRS charge of 1.25% would cost units about 
$10.5 million; added to the $5.7 million for salaries and fringe benefits, the amount available to the units 
would decrease.  (Ms. Tonneson noted, however, that other fund sources (e.g., ICR) will also increase.)  
Mr. Pfutzenreuter agreed that in some units, revenues will be down, including some in the Academic 
Health Center. 
 
 Professor Gudeman suggested that the term retrenchment be used only if the University's overall 
budget decreases.  What these proposals are about is a set of very complex transactions.  One needs to 
look at the total budget increase, he said, in order to get a sense of what is happening across units.  Dr. 
Bruininks agreed, and said that there is need for a stable budget model so that units can plan.  There will 
be instabilities with which to deal, and they must consider issues of equity, and they need to develop 
measuring and tracking tools that can help them do so.  He agreed that there will be differential impacts--
which there should be if decisions are being made.  On this last point, Professor Gudeman urged that in 
the compact process there be explicit differentiation between funds for academic programs and funds for 
budget corrections.   Dr. Bruininks agreed that that could be done. 
 
   Mr. Pfutzenreuter told the Committees that the University budget WILL go up--by $28 million 
in additional state funds, by $12 million in additional tuition revenues, and ICR funds could increase by 
$6 - 7 million.  The budget will be bigger; some academic units will be better off than others, because of 
tuition and the assessments, and that is what they are now trying to model to evaluate the impact.  Dr. 
Zetterberg added that the current tuition estimate, conservatively, is that tuition revenue will be $6 million 
higher than projected, and it could be $10 million higher, and all of that money will go to the colleges.  
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This is a one-time windfall, Mr. Pfutzenreuter pointed out because it is not budgeted and it is not in the 
$12 million increase that has been discussed.  Even with distribution effects, he concluded, there will be a 
lot of money. 
 
 Irrespective of which numbers are used in terms of needs, Professor Morrison asked, what costs 
are behind the $51.6 million?  Compensation, facilities (new buildings, utilities, and debt service), and 
technology, Mr. Pfutzenreuter responded.  Professor Morrison asked that the Committee receive a copy of 
the list of these projected costs.  (Mr. Pfutzenreuter said he would provide it.)  The issue, Professor 
Morrison said, is why the numbers are always running too high and why academic units must always be 
retrenched. 
 
 Professor Marshak said that it will be very important to get the budget story straight, because 
there will be sharp reactions to a 5% tuition increase, both on the part of students and on the part of the 
legislature.  They will ask how the University can do this when the state is prosperous.  The University 
must have a good explanation of why it needs the money and it must think carefully about the $51 million 
figure.  Mr. Pfutzenreuter recalled that the University had requested $198 million in the 1998 legislative 
session, which was cut to $120 million by the Governor's recommendation, and then further reduced to 
$103 million, so the University's needs were not met. 
 
 Dr. Zetterberg took issue with Professor Morrison's repeated use of the term "retrenchment" and 
said it was inappropriate.  Colleges will have much more money than before and will be able to deliver 
the salary increase funds without cutting programs.  There are some variations across colleges, but they 
are not severe.  Moreover, he said, the $51.6 million should not be described as a "problem" unless one 
wants to describe salary increases as a problem.  The $51.6 million is the increased amount of money the 
University wants to spend next year. 
 
 The problem is the 3%, Professor Marshak announced.  Professor Kane concurred:  when faculty 
see how well the economy is doing and see new buildings going up all over campus, and then are told 
salary increases will be 3%, there IS a problem.  When the talk is about investments, academic priorities 
are always on the low end, she said. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks disagreed and said that has not been true the last few years.  But he said he would 
like to see more dollars in salary increases than the University can afford.  He mused that the University 
has proposed to build a new Art building for $40 million, of which $8-10 million will come from fund-
raising and $10-12 million will come from University bonding; the state has been asked for the balance.  
The University could decide not to seek the funds.  But there are 5000 students who take Art classes and 
faculty leaders have been pushing for the building; it is the "worst space in the universe."  The creativity 
and the push for these kinds of facilities comes from the faculty, he pointed out.  The question is how to 
balance needs; one cannot say that somebody else's building is superfluous. 
 
 The two key words there are "balance" and "priorities," Professor Kane observed.  Professor 
Morrison followed up by observing, apropos priorities, that the University is 27th of 30 in compensation 
among the top 30 research universities.  Is there a commitment to deal with that problem or is there a 
commitment to do less well than the average this year and next year?  The faculty hear over and over 
again that the University will do better than the average; there was a promise to do better for three years 
and it happened twice.  There was never any analysis of the costs, Dr. Bruininks pointed out.  
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Nonetheless, Professor Morrison rejoined, he is dealing with colleagues who are thinking of leaving and 
who ask him if the situation will improve. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks said he believed compensation has to be at the top of the list of priorities in the 
biennial request.  He added that the public must be educated about the fact that faculty are not a random 
sample of state employees--they are among the most highly educated and in the most competitive 
marketplace.  It is hard for the legislature, however, to say that University faculty deserve much more 
than MnSCU faculty or other state employees.  Tuition must also be part of the equation; raising revenue 
must be part of the University's responsibility.  The University must also look for economies and 
efficiencies and must make wise decisions about what to put on the list of things for which it is seeking 
funding.  There are always trade-offs.  Not many people realize, he said, that almost everything on the 
University's request is from advocates, many of whom are the faculty. 
 
 There is no advocate for collective goods, Professor Morrison said.  The faculty always hear that 
salaries are the number one priority in the biennial request, but they end up at the bottom of the list in 
academic allocation.  There is also a structural flaw in the process, Professor Kuhi said; other state 
institutions receive inflationary increases on salaries while the University does not; have any steps been 
taken to change that situation?  There have. 
 
 The legislature does not see faculty differently from state employees, Mr. Pfutzenreuter told the 
Committee.  He said he has not seen a change in this approach in 20 years, and the University will not 
obtain significant salary increases for faculty and staff from the legislature.  In the last biennium, Dr. 
Cerra pointed out, the legislature did not even fund 3% increases; the state has billions of dollars in cash 
while the University's biennial request was cut 50%.  That provides some indication of what the state's 
attitude is, he observed.  The University CAN get core support, Mr. Pfutzenreuter said, but the legislature 
is not the place to look to grow faculty salaries appreciably. 
 
 Then the University needs a strategy to do so, Professor Morrison said, which it does not have.  
Others at the meeting disagreed that there is no strategy.   
 
 Professor Gudeman returned to the issue of whether to use the term retrenchment.  There is 
redistribution, he said, and the Committee needs to see the larger picture, before and after, and divided by 
units, new investments, technology, compensation, and so on.  Dr. Bruininks agreed and said it is 
important to refine analytical and reporting categories.  Some progress has been made, and they will keep 
working on it. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks agreed that there must be a long-term compensation plan and said the University 
must use multiple strategies and multiple funding sources to improve quality, services, and compensation.  
He noted that 75 cents of every dollar the University spends is on people.  It must be recognized that this 
is a human capital industry. 
 
 Professor Humphreys asked what happens if a lower tuition increase is approved by the Regents 
in light of possible adverse reactions by students and the legislature.  The situation gets worse, Dr. 
Bruininks said; every percentage point increase in tuition equals about $2.5 million, and if the increase is 
lower, the budget becomes more difficult to manage.   
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 Dr. Zetterberg then explained to the Committees the results of tuition analyses he had conducted.  
Beginning in 1997-98, the University has moved from having multiple undergraduate tuition rates to a 
uniform undergraduate rate.  On the Twin Cities campus, as students moved from lower to upper division, 
they would see a 20% tuition hike.  What has happened as the University has moved to the uniform rate is 
that upper division tuition has been frozen for three years--it has been held constant while lower division 
tuition has been increased gradually to the same level.  What this has meant is that students who have 
been at the University during this period have paid $600 less than they would have under the old tuition 
structure even with a 5% increase next year.  He emphasized that tuition has been held down the last three 
years and the 5% must be understood in a multi-year context.   
 
 Dr. Zetterberg then pointed to the history of Pell Grants and State Grants for students.  In 1996-
97, the combined Pell and State grants provided a student with $4251, which coincidentally was the 
annual undergraduate tuition on the Twin Cities campus.  In 2000-01, even with a 5% tuition increase, 
Twin Cities tuition would be $4381 while the Pell and State grants would provide a student with $5525.  
The increased funds that the University did not receive in the last biennial request went into state student 
aid instead.  Even with a 10% tuition increase next year, students would be better off than they were four 
years ago because the grant amounts have increased so much. 
 
 Perhaps the University should adopt the North Carolina model, Professor Marshak suggested 
(facetiously).  Only one state has put money in to faculty salaries at rates significantly above inflation, Dr. 
Zetterberg reported:  California, which has increased salaries on all campuses by 10%.  North Carolina 
will be interesting to watch, he agreed:  the trustees have recommended a 40% tuition increase in order to 
fund salary increases at the University of North Carolina and North Carolina State.  The North Carolina 
trustees have concluded that they will never obtain state funds to do what they need to do.  North Carolina 
is historically a low-tuition state, and there is no need-based grant program (so students from lower SES 
backgrounds are better off in Minnesota).   
 
 The 5% increase would also apply to graduate students.  The point about Pell and State grants for 
undergraduates is understandable, but graduate students are not eligible for those grants; how would their 
increase be made up?  It would not be, but about 2/3 of graduate students have their tuition waived.  Many 
graduate and professional students do not have such waivers, it was said, and they are on the bottom of 
the pay scale as well; would they see 5% salary increases?  They would not; they would receive the same 
3% as other employees.  Dr. Bruininks pointed out that Vice President Maziar is seeking to raise the floor 
on assistantships, however, which would help a number of students. 
 
 The increase would hit part-time students the hardest, Dr. Bruininks said; the University must 
keep access in mind.  There is a question being raised nationally about the affordability of higher 
education.  The University must look at the cost side as well as the revenue side.  In this case, the 
proposed increase would amount to about $125 per semester for the average undergraduate, which is not a 
large amount.  He agreed with Professor Marshak that the University must make clear the reasons for the 
increase.  It was later suggested that it is incendiary to use percentages in talking about tuition increases 
and that the University should talk about the dollar increase.  Dr. Zetterberg agreed, said they try to do so, 
but are always asked the percentage. 
  
 The increase might push the legislature to think about what it is doing, Professor Marshak 
observed.  What it has done, Mr. Pfutzenreuter pointed out, is force institutions (by implication) to raise 
tuition because of the money it has diverted into financial aid programs.  Some legislators are explicit 
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about this.  Dr. Zetterberg explained that Michigan raised tuition significantly 10 years ago.  For 
Michigan it worked; they have higher salaries and a national reputation (which they had before they 
raised tuition).   
 
 Professor Gudeman said he has become more convinced this year that tuition must be increased--
this is part of the cultural picture of the United States, where there is more choice and less commitment to 
public goods.  Increased tuition forces the University to be more competitive in seeking students:  it must 
be a better university or students will not buy it.  The legislature is responding to these changes in society. 
 
 Dr. Bruininks explained that there have been preliminary discussions with the Regents about the 
tuition increase.  If the case is compelling and the impact can be shown to be reasonable, and if students 
will support it, then the increase should be approved.  Many campuses have enlisted students in support of 
tuition increases; they are often the most eloquent advocates of supporting faculty and seeking 
institutional support.  The University must be clear about what the citizens and the state will get for the 
increase--or what they will not lose.  There is a compelling argument, Dr. Zetterberg said, that a 5% 
increase buys the status quo.  That would be more difficult to argue if faculty  were given a 10% salary 
increase. 
 
 What about prodding the legislature, Professor Kuhi asked?  Why is California giving 10% 
increases?  They recognize they are living in good economic times and are using the opportunity to make 
up for previous cuts.  The Minnesota legislature seems not to recognize the same thing.   
 
 Dr. Bruininks next pointed out that the University is far ahead of most schools in providing 
student employment.  If the University does not keep its budget up it will lose its best faculty, the 
environment will decline in quality, and student employment will be cut.   
 
 Professor Ratliff-Crain recalled that the Morris campus had increased tuition significantly a few 
years ago, and its tuition is now up 20% compared to 1996.  If it loses a few students because of 
competition, that would cause trouble.  Morris may not want to increase its tuition by as much as the 
Twin Cities.  Dr. Bruininks concurred.  Professor Ratliff-Crain suggested that any statement about tuition 
increases note that Morris would not go up as much. 
 
 Professor Morrison urged that the language dealing with salaries make it clear that the 3% 
average increase is mandated, not optional.  He also asked that data on the actual salary increases 
delivered last year be provided.   
 
 Professor Morrison thanked Dr. Bruininks, Mr. Pfutzenreuter, and Dr. Zetterberg for their 
presentations, and adjourned the meeting at 3:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
__________ 
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President’s Budget Management Task Force 
January, 2000 
Primary Conclusions: 

 
• Many features of the University’s current budget and planning systems work very well. 

 
• Currently identified revenue streams (state appropriation, tuition, income from grants and 

contracts, philanthropic support) are not adequate to cover rising and necessary costs facing 
the University.  This is partly an issue of the adequacy of overall resources, and partly an 
issue of the internal allocation of resources. 

 
• Three sets of system-wide costs – compensation, facilities and technology – account for about 

85% of the budget challenge for fiscal year 2000-01 and pose continued challenges in future 
years. 

 
• All of the traditional partners in the funding of the University must share responsibility for 

providing the incremental resources needed to address the University’s priorities. 
 

• Process improvements need to be made to ensure that our systems are grounded in core 
principles; are better interconnected, and involve enhanced consultation and communication, 
improved forward-year financial planning and enhanced risk management strategies. 

 
• The level of accountability of financial decision-makers must be increased. 

 
• The accountability of support units must be increased by monitoring the costs and quality of 

services and by setting performance standards. 
 

• Specific criteria should be set and used to guide decisions about whether particular costs 
should be distributed to the unit level or funded exclusively through central allocations. 

 
• An overhead charge on all incremental programmatic legislative funds should be continued. 

 
• A single assessment on all non-sponsored funds should be applied to all University units to 

cover essential University-wide costs. 
 

• Targeted reductions should be made in activities that are ineffective, inefficient, or deemed to 
be of lower priority. 

 


