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SENATE COMMITTEE OF FINANCE AND PLANNING (SCFP) 
January 19, 2016 
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 minutes represents the views of, 
nor are they binding on, the Senate, the Administration, or the Board of Regents. 
 
[In these minutes: FY2017 Budget Framework and Cost Pool Decisions; University Mission 
Scope Adjustments and Priorities and Relationship Between Tuition Rates and Faculty Pay 
Raises] 
 
PRESENT: Chair Dan Feeney, Catherine Fitch, Tracy Peters, Lincoln Kallsen, Jill Merriam, 
Paul Olin, Pam Wheelock, Sandra Potthoff, Michael Korth, Jennifer Gunn, Fred Morrison, Erik 
van Kuijk, Robert Goldstein, Emily Meyer, Gary Cohen 
 
REGRETS: Kara Kersteter, Richard Pfutzenreuter, Karen Seashore, Aravind Boddupalli, Varun 
Sood 
 
ABSENT: David Fisher, Laura Kalambokidis, Michael Volna, Karen Ho, Sarah Chambers 
 
GUESTS: Provost Karen Hanson; Julie Tonneson, associate vice president, University Budget 
and Finance 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Vice Provost for Faculty and Academic Affairs Rebecca Ropers-
Huilman, Office of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost 
 
Chair Dan Feeney welcomed the members and explained they might begin to hear about 
potential changes to the University retirement plan.  He said changes would not affect the plan 
itself; rather the change is a re-designation of trustee duties and other administrative changes.  
Retirement benefits will not change, as the proposed changes focus on the reporting structure of 
the plan, he explained.  Feeney said he has a conference call with Kathy Brown, vice president, 
Office of Human Resources (OHR) scheduled regarding this topic. Feeney said the Board of 
Regents (BOR) must provide final approval for the changes to take affect.      
 
1. FY2017 Budget Framework and Cost Pool Decisions - Julie Tonneson, associate vice 
president, University Budget and Finance, provided handouts to members that had been recently 
distributed to University deans and chancellors containing cost pool and budget framework 
information for FY2017.  
 
Tonneson walked members through the annual change for FY2016 and FY2017 cost pools, the 
charges to each cost pool, and shifts between cost pools.  Shifting occurs when support units 
have activities in more than one cost pool and dollars need to be moved from one cost pool to 
another.  She explained the FY2017 cost pool charges listed are the totals if the Office of Budget 
and Finance recommendations are approved and implemented.  The handout also provided the 
dollar and percentage of change between FY2016 and FY2017, if FY2017 is implemented.  
Tonneson explained that five cost pool areas have the potential to see an increase larger than 
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normal.  She addressed two specific areas seeing a rise, explaining that with the numbers 
provided, the Research cost pool would see an increase of 7.6% due to a $2.5 million increase in 
spending for the Human Subjects Research Protection Program.  Second, there would be an 
increase for the Facilities pool due to a $2.5 million incremental investment in the area of repair 
and replacement on the Twin Cities campus, Tonneson explained.  Professor Fred Morrison 
asked Tonneson to discuss the 11.6% increase the Direct Debt cost pools would see.  She 
responded that the increase was due to increasing the allocation of “off the top” debt, which is 
debt not yet assigned to units, and for FY17 this is primarily due to the purchase of property. 
This category also generally includes debt being sold for projects in process, where space is not 
yet assigned.  Once the space is assigned to a department or unit, the debt moves to the new 
owner.  Tonneson then explained the same set of numbers displayed by framework category.  
She walked through totals categorized by compensation, investments, and such.   
 
Tonneson also provided a handout with the same data broken down within each cost pool.  The 
total of each pool was broken into details such as compensation, student aid, utilities, debt, 
leases, warehouse space, contractual and safety initiatives, strategic support initiatives, etc.  
Tonneson noted that the recommendations for Libraries and Public Safety include no expected 
reallocation.  Tonneson then addressed individual questions from members regarding specific 
line items.      
 
Tonneson explained the Human Subjects Research Protection Program’s impact on the cost 
pools totals $2,475,000.  The majority of the funding is for payments to units in recognition of 
faculty participation on the IRB.  Each unit is responsible for determining how to use the funds 
as an incentive for participation on IRB committees or to backfill positions related to IRB 
participation.  Funding also provides Clinical Transitional Science Institute (CTSI) support and 
general monitoring, review, and oversight of the IRB process.  Tonneson explained how the 
incremental cost should fall compared to how it will actually fall through the Research cost pool.  
The difference is then offset by an increase or decrease in O&M allocation.  She said the Medical 
School uses the bulk of IRB services and should owe $1,502,325 based on their usage.  When 
this is put into the Research cost pool, the Medical School only pays $605,893.  The difference 
of $896,432 will then be reduced from the Medical School’s O&M allocation to achieve the 
intended cost of $1.5 million.  In comparison, Science and Engineering will pay more into the 
cost pool than is intended based on human research activity, so their O&M will be increased to 
offset that higher charge.       
 
Tonneson moved on to discuss the FY2017 framework for budget increases.  She reminded 
members that the framework changes throughout the budget process and the information she 
provided is just a snapshot of the data that was compiled.  She noted that the page showed 
incremental changes in revenue and expenses for O&M and tuition portions of the University’s 
budget.   Tonneson discussed the proposal to raise undergraduate, non-resident tuition rates as a 
part of President Kaler’s four-year plan to move the University into the middle of the Big Ten 
schools in regard to those tuition rates.  This was proposed to the Board of Regents (BOR) on 
December 15, 2015, and has not yet been approved.  She also outlined the planned increases in 
the undergraduate resident, graduate and professional tuition rates and the planned spending 
increases for FY17.      
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Feeney asked for a summary sheet explaining what the cost pools are based on and Tonneson 
responded that the information would be on the Budget and Finance website the next day and she 
would email him a copy, as well.  She said she would also send an updated sheet to Avonna 
Starck, Senate staff, to include in the meeting minutes.   
 
2. University mission scope adjustments and priorities/the relationship between tuition 
rates and faculty pay raises – Feeney welcomed Provost Hanson and members introduced 
themselves.  Feeney explained there are two topics on the agenda to address with Provost 
Hanson and they can be intertwined into one conversation.  He explained to Provost Hanson that 
the Office of Budget and Finance has explained current financial situations but the committee 
would like to understand at what point the mission and scope of the University needs adjustment 
because of budget cuts.  He said the University is trying to keep benefits, buildings, and staff in 
place and asked Provost Hanson if the University is approaching a point of significant cuts and 
the effect on the University’s mission. 
 
Provost Hanson said the University always has to align its budget with its sense of the priorities 
of its mission.  She said both fields and directions of research, and the way in which teaching and 
research are carried out change over time; therefore, such changes must be considered carefully.  
She said Universities are not run based on short-term trends, such as immediate demand for 
courses, but, at the same time, it can be dangerous not to pay attention to long-term trends.  It is 
constantly necessary to assess how to address the mission through new kinds of configurations.  
Provost Hanson discussed the report from the Grand Challenges Research Committee, which 
would have some implications for the budget.  Provost Hanson explained that the goals of the 
Strategic Plan were built out of evaluating the University’s strengths and how they come together 
as well as how to improve on those strengths.  She said the University is looking at how to 
leverage strengths, and noted it is natural for the mission to evolve over time in response to 
various internal and external pressures and through organic change. 
 
Feeney asked if Provost Hanson saw any opportunity to build partnerships with other entities 
such as Minnesota State Colleges & Universities (MnSCU) in order to lower costs of certain 
courses.  Hanson replied that the University has many transfer students from MnSCU 
institutions, and that pathway signifies a significant partnership.  She said there is data 
supporting the idea that Minnesota is well served by the University and MnSCU having different 
missions but cooperative relationships, such as cooperation on the transfer curriculum. 
 
Morrison said that many units have responded to financial pressures by reducing support staff, 
resulting in expensive faculty having low level tasks monopolize much of their time.  Hanson 
acknowledged such situations are problems, and the University must consider the wisest use of 
its resources. 
 
Professor Jennifer Gunn said there are approximately 298 “centers” within the University and 
asked if these research enterprises are sustainable.  She questioned if centers provide support for 
interdisciplinary and problem focused work and if they are performing work that might 
otherwise fall onto colleges.  In addition, she asked if there are ways to consider how the 
University is organized and if there is an ability to evaluate such costs.  Hanson responded that 
there is no uniform way to evaluate such costs, and sometimes centers develop out of changes in 
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the way in which some scholarship or research is performed.  That does not mean, however, that 
there should not be regular reviews of an appropriate sort and appropriate sun-setting.  She said 
there is a natural tension on the issue of University funds going to centers versus units that 
provide instruction, but centers often provide new ways for people in different units to 
communicate and perform research.  She agreed that it is wise to continue to evaluate centers to 
ensure they are fulfilling the role they were formed to fulfill and that that role is still useful.   
 
Feeney noted there appears to be a relationship between tuition increases and faculty salaries.  
Provost Hanson said the lockstep appearance is a coincidence and one is not determined by the 
other.  She said the need for salary increments will always be an issue, because of inflation, but 
there is little appetite on the BOR for continued tuition increases.  Provost Hanson then discussed 
recruiting options and the impact of state funding on University revenue.  Professor Gary Cohn 
mentioned the historical trend of funding from the legislature and suggested the previous era of 
significant increases was an exception, and the University is now in an era of smaller increases, 
which should be accepted as the new norm.  
 
Hearing no further business, the meeting was adjourned.   
 
Avonna Starck 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
        
 
 
 
 


