
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE (SCFP) 
October 20, 2015 
Minutes of the Meeting 
 
[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 notes reflect the views of, nor are they binding on, 
the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents] 
 
[In these minutes: Administrative cuts in central administration; the trend in extramural research 
funding; new business] 
 
PRESENT: Chair Dan Feeney, Aravid Boddupalli, Michael Korth, Varun Sood, Erik van Kuijk, 
Emily Meyer, Sarah Chambers, Jill Merrium, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Catherine Fitch, Robert 
Goldstein, Jennifer Gunn, Kara Kersteter, Karen Seashore, Lincoln Kallsen, Sandra Potthoff  
 
REGRETS: Tracy Peters, Pamela Wheelock 
 
ABSENT: Laura Kalambokidis, Paul Olin 
 
GUESTS: Julie Tonneson, associate vice president, University Budget and Finance; Brian 
Herman, vice president, Research 
 
1. Welcome: Professor Feeney welcomed the committee and the members introduced 
themselves. 
 
2. Administrative Cuts in Central Administration: Feeney explained that there was an 
understanding of the difficulty administrative units and colleges faced regarding the reallocation 
of funds.  The committee wanted to understand how central administration was dealing with the 
reallocation as well.  Richard Pfutzenreuter, vice president, University Budget and Finance; Julie 
Tonneson, associate vice president, University Budget and Finance; and, Lincoln Kallsen, 
director, University Budget and Finance presented information regarding how the University’s 
central administration was working towards it’s goal of $15m in administrative cuts.  With a goal 
of $90m in reallocation of administrative expenses over six years, $15m was the annual goal.  
 
To meet performance measures required by the state legislature, the University must provide a 
list of what made up the $15m in reallocation.  The list of FY2016 reallocation is to be presented 
to the legislature in 2017.  The FY2015 list would be completed by the end of the year.  FY2015 
did not need to be presented to the legislature, but it would be presented to the Board of Regents 
(BOR).  Pfutzenreuter presented slides of an administrative benchmarking report presented to the 
BOR in September to the committee.   
 
Pfutzenreuter said that there wasn’t a uniform definition of what an “administrative cost” 
was.  The data compiled, and the report composed, regarding administrative reallocation was 
largely based off of job codes.  When jobs codes changed with the job family study, it slightly 
disrupted the process.  The data presented to the committee was adjusted for the job family study 
as best as could be done.   
 



Kallsen said this was the fourth year of analysis and presented to the committee a power point 
presentation, which can be found HERE.  All University expenditures, both personnel and non-
personnel, fit into one of three categories: direct mission delivery; mission support and facilities; 
or leadership and oversight.  Kallsen reminded the committee that the costs in the categories 
occurred throughout the University.  Kallsen gave an update on methodology and discussed the 
impact the job family study and ESUP had.  An expense summary for administrative cost 
benchmarking was presented with numbers reflecting totals with ESUP and totals without ESUP 
factored in.   
 
Kallsen reviewed both personnel and non-personnel expenses in the three categories of 
expenses.  In each category, personnel related expenses stemmed from job codes.  Non-personnel 
expenses stemmed from function codes such as research, instruction, and public service in the 
direct mission delivery category.  Also, function codes such as academic support, student 
services, operations and maintenance, and rent and leases in the mission support and facilities, 
and the leadership and oversight categories made up non-personnel expenses.  Kallsen noted that 
the push towards mission delivery was heavily influenced by sponsored dollars.  The flat level of 
sponsored funding held back an expansion of mission delivery. 
 
The President’s directive was to move from expenses related to leadership and oversight, and 
towards spending in mission support and mission delivery.  There was a trend of growth in the 
percentage of these areas for both personnel and non-personnel costs.  Kallsen noted the 
volatility of some non-personnel costs.  Purchases of large pieces of research equipment in a 
specific year, for example, could alter the spending trends even though overall non-personnel 
costs remained stable.  Mission and student aid categories made up 66% of new spending 
growth, with mission support seeing 30% spending growth, and only 4% spent on leadership and 
oversight.   
 
Tonneson reviewed FY2015 spending trends with the committee.  New data for FY2015 showed 
that the total spending remained at $3.2b, which was $41.6m (1.3%) in growth from 
FY2014.  Personnel costs went up less than the salary plan increase.  This was partly due to 
position elimination and salary savings through reallocation.  Non-personnel costs increased less 
than personnel costs.  Student aid had the most growth of any category.  Direct mission delivery 
was 49.2% of expenses in FY2015.  Tonneson addressed the fluctuations of mission support and 
facilities (personnel and non-personnel) spending with the committee as well.  
 
Leadership and oversight was 7.4% of overall spending.  Executive leadership, academic 
leadership, director, supervisor, and managerial titles were in this category.  While the dollar 
amount spent did rise slightly, the percentage of the total spending in this category did not 
change. 
 
Professor Jennifer Gunn asked how lawsuits were reflected as expenditures.  Pfutzenreuter said 
that the University had an insurance company with a financial reserve and any payout from a 
claim of any kind flowed out of the insurance company.  This did not show up as an expense in 
the model.  Property insurance was purchased through the open market and the University’s 
property insurance paid out any related claims.  Those costs were rising due to occurrences 



within the open market.  The University also held medical resident insurance.  Property and 
medical insurance show up as insurance related expenses. 
 
Professor Karen Seashore said that the job family study was still fairly new at the unit level and 
units would learn to manipulate it.  She said that with manipulation, numbers would change 
again and she was wondering if and how that might affect the numbers being 
presented.  Seashore said that managers would learn to reclassify positions to their 
liking.  Kallsen said that the good thing about the job family study was that titles were 
transitioning from being very generic to holding a meaning and understanding of job 
duties.  Tonneson said that regardless of title, the spending comes from the same category of 
costs.  
 
Professor Sandra Potthoff asked what work duties qualified someone to be a 
supervisor.  Tonneson said that a supervisor was defined by supervising three or more people.   
 
Tonneson presented the reallocation primer to the committee.  When a budget framework was 
done with a high level budget, a budget plan is made consisting of what the incremental changes 
in resources for the next year would be as well as the incremental changes in spending.  As a part 
of this process, an internal reallocation target would be set as a part of the budget 
framework.  The resources freed up from reallocation were combined with changes in state 
appropriation, tuition, and other resources.  This combined total paid for the combined total of 
the cost increases.   
 
Reallocations to balance the budget occur in any of the three spending categories, while only cuts 
in mission support and facilities, as well as in leadership and oversight, count toward the $90m 
goal.  Unit targets are sent out with the budget instructions and the units respond with what they 
would propose to cut/reallocate to reach the targets.  Depending on the financial situation of the 
unit, paired with the goals of the institution, some units may be required to reallocate more or 
less than the original targets.  Some, like the Library in recent years, may not be required to 
reallocate at all because of their financial situation. 
 
Tonneson also addressed what tuition and state-funding equivalencies would be to the planned 
reallocation.  For example, in FY2012, a 9.2% increase in tuition or a 7.1% increase in state 
funding would have prevented the need to reallocate $40.5m. 
 
The majority of the impact from reallocation rested on positions through position eliminations 
and salary savings.  The majority of non-personnel (operations) spending reductions came from 
reductions to recurring budgets for supplies, travel, etc.  
 
Tonneson showed the change in the cost pools overtime to show that reallocation did work to 
keep cost pools down.   
 
For FY2017, the BOR requested that the pace of reallocations continue. 
 
3. Trend in Extramural Research Funding:  Brian Herman, vice president, Research presented 
a power point, which can be accessed HERE.  FY2014 saw $741m (6.8% increase) in research 



awards.  FY2014 saw an increase of $47.2m in funding through 337 more awards compared to 
FY2013.  So far, FY2015 has seen almost 2% in growth of research awards. The University was 
becoming more competitive and doing a better job in regard to garnering research funds.  More 
than half of the colleges increased their funding last year.  In FY2014, the funding levels were 
comparable to the maximum amount ever received without ARRA funds.   
 
Herman reviewed a chart of the top 15 institutions in terms of research expenditures.  The Twin 
Cities campus ranked #9 in the country, #30 in the world, #22 out of all US universities, and #9 
out of all US public universities.  Of the Big Ten institutions, Minnesota was third on the 
list.  Both Wisconsin and Michigan went down in rank while Minnesota went up.  The 
University also ranked third in the CIC with sponsored research awards received.     
 
Herman addressed moving forward through the “Triple Helix,” a partnership between University 
capabilities, business needs, and the state legislature.  Herman addressed the Office of 
Research’s strategic planned called Five Years Forward: Through Collective Inspiration and 
Discovery.  Herman addressed the four cornerstones of Five Years Forward; enhance research 
excellence, advance trans disciplinary partnerships, accelerate transfer of knowledge for the 
public good, and promote a culture of serendipity.  Under the category of promoting a culture of 
serendipity was “convergence colloquia.”  The Office of Research gathered people from both 
inside and outside the University to discuss a specific topic.  The participants were from both the 
nonprofit and for profit sector and they met for about two thirds of a day.  Previous topics 
include smart cities, environmental justice, renewable energy, and aging.  Grants were given to 
new partnerships and collaborations that form during the conference.   
 
Herman said that international research opportunities were also being worked on.  One third of 
publications that come out of research’s activity were international in nature.  There was a 
significant analysis on where research was occurring, who the University’s partners were in 
research, and where there was potential to grow additional international research activity.    
 
4. New Business: Feeney explained that a member asked to discuss the Fairview Hospital 
merger and that the topic would be put onto a future agenda.   
 
Feeney solicited input from the committee regarding the need of the scheduled November 3rd 
working meeting.  He said that a report would be created at the end of the year, and he wanted to 
know if the November 3rd working meeting was needed if the committee was also scheduled to 
meet on November 24th.  The committee decided that the November 3rd meeting was not 
necessary. 
 
Gunn was interested in discussing the five criteria the legislature required from the University to 
receive the full budget allotment.  Gunn was interested in who created the criteria and the metric 
by which the criteria would be measured.  Kallsen explained the process.  A discussion of the 
sustainability of cost pools occurred.  Cost pools would be on the January agenda.  Feeney said 
that if the committee thought there should be changes to the way cost pools were designed, that 
issue could be addressed.  He said that the members needed to remember that the cost pools 
would always exist.  
 



Seashore had questions regarding the costs associated with ESUP.  She wanted to address both 
permanent and implementation costs.  Feeney said that ESUP would be on the agenda for 
December’s meeting.     
 
Feeney announced that November’s meeting would be dedicated to meeting with Kathy Brown 
regarding the job family study and other human resources related topics. 
 
Hearing no further business, the meeting adjourned. 
 
Avonna Starck 
University Senate     
 
	  


