
Minutes* 
 

Faculty Consultative Committee 
Thursday, July 31, 2008 

3:00 – 5:00 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Emily Hoover (chair), Gary Balas, Carol Chomsky, Shawn Curley, Dan Dahlberg, Janet 

Fitzakerley, Marti Hope Gonzales, Carolyn Hayes, Judith Martin, Michael Oakes, 
Cathrine Wambach 

 
Absent: None counted for a summer meeting 
 
Guests: Dean John Finnegan (School of Public Health); Lincoln Kallsen (Office of Budget and 

Finance), Orlyn Miller (Director of Planning) 
  
Other: none 
 
[In these minutes:  (1) committee business; (2) discussion of budget data with Dean Finnegan; (3) Science 
Teaching and Student Services facility] 
 
 
1. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Hoover convened the meeting at 3:00.  The Committee discussed briefly questions it 
would like to address to guests at the upcoming retreat and decided to forward its list of issues pending to 
the central officers. 
 
2. Discussion of Budget Data with Dean Finnegan 
 
 Professor Hoover welcomed Dean Finnegan to the meeting to discuss an analysis of the 
University's budget that he has conducted.   
 
 Dean Finnegan began by noting that he is serving this year as chair of the Twin Cities Deans 
Council and that the Council has been having discussions for some time about what has happened since 
the University switched to an all-income, all-costs budget.  In 1997, he recalled, the University adopted 
Incentives for Managed Growth (IMG), sometimes referred to as "every tub on its own bottom."  Now it 
is on "every tub on its own bottom plus."  The University has now gone through two full budget years on 
the new model; his question, and the deans' question, is "what happened?"  How has the change affected 
the colleges? 
 
 He started to do an analysis and began pulling data together, Dean Finnegan related, and said he 
learned a couple of things in the process.  First, moving to the new model has had advantages.  One is its 
transparency (which is not complete but it is a lot more transparent than the previous budget system).  The 
previous system was a high-tax model with different rates for different colleges; they never knew why the 
rates were what they were nor did they know where the money was going.  The new model is an advance 
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in that colleges now know where their non-sponsored funds are going to support facilities and support 
services that all need (sponsored funds go to the projects for which they are provided).  He said he is not a 
believer in "no new taxes"; the institution needs collective/common goods and support structures to do its 
work.  But no one model fits all colleges because income and expenditures vary.  Of the bills that his 
college pays, the largest chunk goes to central administration, and they do not know where that money is 
going or if it well-spent.  Their second-largest expense is charges for the Office of the Vice President for 
Research, which is logical because Public Health has a large amount of external grant funding—but they 
cannot drill down to see where the money within the Vice President's office is going, but at least they 
know what money is going there.   
 
 Dean Finnegan drew the attention of Committee members to a bar chart containing the amount of 
(1) non-sponsored revenue and (2) cost-pool charges attributed to colleges for 2006-07.  He said that he 
had wanted to know if there is a difference in the distribution of "hard" dollars to the colleges ("hard" is 
tuition, state funds, indirect-cost funds—those funds that are not grant funds).  When the University 
changes to the new budget model, the colleges were told they would be held harmless (by providing state 
funds to make up shortfalls).  That is not exactly what happened—as a basic principle, it did, but the 
decision also froze hard-dollar legacy decisions that were not revisited.  The "topping off" for colleges 
depended on the percentage of state funds they had received before, and he found differences in the 
distribution of state funds across colleges.  He said he cannot tell if the differences are for good reasons, 
but they should be revisited.  (Some examples from the table, all numbers approximate:  Education and 
Human Development received $75 million in revenue and $27 million in charges; Liberal Arts received 
$205 million and was charged $75 million; the Medical School received $140 million and was charged 
$60 million; CFANS received $75 million and was charged $27 million; IT received $165 million and 
was charged $55 million.)  He said, in response to a question from Professor Dahlberg, that he had not 
calculated ratios but that that needed to be done.  He vetted the numbers with a lot of people, and they 
have been criticized.  (Dean Finnegan also pointed out that the revenues exclude clinical income; if they 
were included, the Medical School, Nursing, and Vet Medicine would look a lot different.) 
 
 These data stimulated questions and concerns from the deans about rising cost-pool costs.  
Facilities costs, for example, for 23% in two years.  They are not opposed to support structures, but why 
these rapid increases?  Dean Finnegan next presented a bar chart showing the growth in cost-pool charges 
to the colleges for 2005-06 over 2004-05 and 2006-07 over 2004-05.  (Some examples (approximating 
from the bar chart):  Education and Human Development cost pool charges increased 17% and 37% over 
the two years; Carlson 12% and 27%; Design 12% and 38%; CFANS 13% and 39%; Biological Sciences 
18% and 44%; IT 17% and 35%; Medical School 29% and 43%; Public Health 32% and 44%.)  Some 
colleges have seen smaller increases than others.  As he looked at the data, he started to create additional 
information because he was interested in the effect on the colleges—and asked why the budget office had 
not asked these questions.  They did not do so because they are separate from the colleges and don't 
contemplate the effect on individual colleges.  The data have been criticized, he said, but he has 
responded that they cannot be shot down and he needs to be told how they should be fixed. 
 
 When the cost-pool increases are set at an average of X%, how can the increases get to 23% and 
more, Professor Martin asked.  Those are averages, Dean Finnegan said.  They are now entering the third 
year of the new budget model and will see if the increases hit an asymptote.  One major concern of the 
deans is that when the University changed to the new budget model, there was supposed to be a "public 
utilities commission" sort of body to review proposals for increases in cost-pool charges that exceeded 
inflation.  That body was never established, so there is no group that reviews cost-pool increases except 
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the President and senior vice presidents.  They are also responsible for University investments, so it 
would be wiser if those functions were separated. 
 
 Professor Balas pointed out that the Vice President for Research has an external committee that 
reviews proposed increases before they go to the Provost.  Some units have been more meticulous about 
reviews than others, Dean Finnegan commented.   
 
 His observations are about the system overall and he is not attacking the cost pools, Dean 
Finnegan emphasized.  But there is a need to rethink some parts of the system.  First, for example, right 
now the cost-pool budgets come first, which is the tail wagging the dog.  The colleges do the core work of 
the University and should come first in the budget process, with the funds remaining going to the service 
units.  At the most, those related most to college operations should precede college budgeting.  Second, 
the President and senior vice presidents—four people—must make important decision about institutional 
investments; he said he does not believe they have the time or capacity to also be an operations oversight 
group.  There should be a "public utilities commission."  The end users who pay the bills are quite 
separated from the units they are supporting.  Some units have made an effort to build bridges to the 
deans but there is a gap between the deans as "customers" and the services provided.  That gap sets up a 
situation where there is no incentive to reduce costs.  (For example, if a college reduces the number of 
computers it has, it does not matter because there are fixed IT costs so the average cost across the 
institution goes up and the cost is simply redistributed.) 
 
 The deans' ability to save money to spend elsewhere is limited, Dean Finnegan observed.  They 
cannot go out into the market in most areas, for example, and there is no true "market" internally.  He 
cautioned that there are no "black hats and white hats" in this, but a question that needs to be asked is, in 
3-5 years, what businesses is the University in that it should  not be?  What should be outsourced or 
changed?  He said he does not have answers to those questions but they should be discussed.   
 
 All organizations evolve, Dean Finnegan related, and the management literature talks about a 
management maturity/capacity model.  An organization low on the scale has ad hoc processes, roles and 
responsibilities are not articulated, and there is a lot of heroic individual action; high on the scale means 
an organization has organization-wide standards and processes that allow more predictable budgets and 
that the organization is more stable.  Organizations fall in different places on the scale.  Corporate 
American has moved towards the higher end while universities are just beginning to move that way 
because of constraints on resources.  That, he said, is his frame of reference.   
 
 The Committee next reviewed a table of bar charts indicating the allocation of O&M (state) funds 
by college in 2005-06 and 2006-07.  In some most cases there were significant increases in the second 
year, but not necessarily proportionate to the amount the previous year.   
 
 One table has generated considerable controversy, Dean Finnegan told the Committee, one 
entitled "State Dollars Invested per FTE Faculty, 2007" (excluding state specials and not counting clinical 
faculty).  The numbers have a wide range, from $125,000 in Education and Food/Agricultural/Natural 
Resources to about $155,000 in Humphrey to $160,000 in Design to $110,000 – 120,000 in CLA, Law, 
and Carlson.  Biological Sciences is highest at about $240,000; next are Dentistry ($200,000) and IT and 
Vet Medicine (each at about $180,000).  The remained of the Academic Health Center colleges are at 
about $120,000, except for the Medical School, which comes in lowest at about $95,000.  What do the 
numbers reflect, Dean Finnegan asked.  It could be legacy decisions, it could be that some deans are 
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better at obtaining investment dollars within the system, or it could be central administrative decisions to 
invest more in certain colleges.  Biological Sciences looks like it is doing extremely well, but when one 
learns about the number of labs it has, and the number of people required to maintain them, unlike Public 
Health, in comparison, the numbers are not so surprising.  When one asks questions, one begins to 
understand the disparities.   
 
 The next table's bar charts reported, by college, "Dollars Earned per State Dollar Invested, 2007" 
(that is, tuition, fees, indirect-cost funds, and sponsored funds revenues per state dollar).  This table also 
generated controversy, Dean Finnegan reported, but the point is that the University needs to show value 
added because of state support.  There is again a significant range in the numbers.  At the low end are 
Continuing Education, Dentistry, Nursing, Biological Sciences, CFANS, Design, and Public Affairs (all 
generating less than $2.00 per state dollar invested), others in the $2..00 to $3.00 range, and some over 
$3.00 (Education, Management, Law, Medical School all at about $4.00) and then Public Health at 
$10.00 (because of NIH funding, Dean Finnegan said).  The table indicates EVERY college is generating 
more money than the state invests in it, contrary to the views of perhaps some in the legislature that the 
University is just another snout in the public trough.  These data also have nothing to do with 
contributions to the state, Dean Finnegan said; they are "only simple, stupid dollar numbers" but they do 
suggest the colleges are doing well for the University.  If clinical income were included, Dentistry, Vet 
Medicine, and the Medical School numbers would go way up.   
 
 Professor Wambach commented that the data create an interesting internal debate about the use of 
the state subsidy.  Dean Finnegan agreed and said the decision needs a more sophisticated process. 
 
 The next illustration was a 3x3 table, with cost-pool allocation rate (charges) high, medium, and 
low, and O&M allocation (revenues) high, medium, and low.  The optimal box to be in is high revenues 
and low charges (there are no colleges in that box).  The worst would be low revenues and high costs 
(there are also none in that box).  Some are high/high (Biological Sciences, Humphrey, Continuing 
Education, and CFANS), some are in low/low (Pharmacy, Law, Management).  The others are in medium 
revenues but high costs (Medicine, Design, Public Health) or high revenues and medium costs (Dentistry, 
Vet Medicine, Nursing, and IT).  CLA is in the middle, medium/medium. Education has low revenues 
and medium costs.  One could ask, for example if Education is under-resourced, which one would 
perhaps not ask about colleges that have high or medium revenues.  Vice President Pfutzenreuter 
maintained the data don't tell anything of value, but when engaged in discussion, agreed that there may be 
some merit to the idea of viability numbers and comparing across colleges to assess fiscal viability. 
 
 Professor Martin surmised that the information told the deans a great deal.  Dean Finnegan 
concurred.  Some were surprised, he said, and two of the three in the lower corner (Law and 
Management) are heavily dependent on tuition.  By comparison, CLA is in the middle.   
 
 Professor Chomsky clarified that these data were not produced by the Twin Cities Deans Council 
agreement, but by Dean Finnegan, but that they sparked discussions among the deans.  Dean Finnegan 
confirmed Professor Chomsky's description and said he shared the data with the deans and others in June, 
collected notes, and can now do a next iteration.   
 
 The deans are also asking about the next iteration of the compact process, given the new budget 
model.  The process began with President Yudof and consisted of a brief profile of the college and a 
contract between the college and the President and Provost.  As time went on, it changed, and in essence 
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the University began tying the allocation of operating funds to areas in which it wanted the institution to 
achieve.  The next evolution has been talk about collaboration and interdisciplinary activities—but the 
compact process is silo-based and a number of the deans do not believe it is in sync with what the 
University is trying to accomplish.  Individuals are doing more and more with colleges across the 
University; how is that reflected in compacts?   He said that he again does not have the answer but that 
deans have raised the question and it is one the Provost is considering. 
 
 Dean Finnegan said he would like to see an increased level of maturity and capacity in the 
decisions the institution makes; while he does not want to bureaucratize the process, it is important to 
improve decisions so the University can achieve its goals.  A number of issues will come out of these data 
from the Twin Cities deans in order to help understand the colleges and to understand University 
investments.  He said he was confident about strategic positioning but concerned about the operational 
side of the institution.   
 
 Professor Wambach asked about another graph in the handout from Dean Finnegan, one that used 
bar charts to indicate (by college) the 2007-08 institutional subsidy minus the cost-pool charges.  It 
appears that most of the O&M money goes to Biological Sciences, Dentistry, Vet Medicine, CFANS, and 
IT when one considers the net, she said.  Dean Finnegan agreed;  Public Health, Management, and Liberal 
Arts, pay back significantly more than they receive (between $4 and 5 million), as do Education and 
Continuing Education (although in only small amounts).  CFANS, CBS, and Vet Medicine receive 
slightly over $5 million more than they pay; IT receives about $22 million more than it pays.  The other 
colleges receive varying amounts more back than they pay, all between roughly $1 and 3 million.  His 
college is paying more in support costs than it receives from the University, which prompted him to ask 
what is going on, Dean Finnegan said.  One response (not from one of the central officers) was that "this 
is Minnesota, from each according to his ability, to each according to his need" and important units do not 
have to be supported.  The problem is that guarantees mediocrity for all and excellence for none, Dean 
Finnegan said, and raises the question of how the institution is making decisions.  Does it hold units 
sufficiently responsible for performance?  In a mature model, the institution holds itself accountable for 
performance-based outcomes.  He has told the School’s executive team that Public Health does not need 
to make a lot of money—but it must not lose a lot of money, either.  It does not have to worry about 
producing a 50% return for stockholders but he is concerned when Public Health is seen as so 
entrepreneurial that it does not merit the same level of investment as units with productivity challenges 
yet to be overcome. 
 

The agenda for the Twin Cities deans is decision-making.  The question is how "we as a 
university" can think in a longer timeframe about where it wants to go without getting whipsawed by the 
legislature every other year.  It may need a ten-year development plan, something the President has talked 
about and taken initial steps in the document "Creating Minnesota's Future." 

 
All of these comments, Dean Finnegan emphasized, are his opinions, not those of the Deans 

Council.  
 
Would a similar analysis help within colleges that have departments, Professor Chomsky asked.  

She noted she comes from a college without departments (Law), but wondered if rethinking the numbers 
could also help inform decision-making within colleges—and, she added, at the same time recognizing 
that every college is different.  Dean Finnegan said it was a good point.  In his college, when they think of 
the faculty as an asset rather than a liability, they can develop an algorithm for when an investment in a 
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faculty member will pay off.  Public Health has gone from 92 to 131 faculty in the last four years based 
on strategic investments, which has changed the way decision-making occurs in departments.  They pay 
attention to productivity—not of individual faculty, but of the departments, and doing so helps prevent 
situations from getting out of hand.  The investments in faculty paid off a year earlier than the algorithm 
projected, he added. 

 
What next, Professor Martin asked.  The Finance and Planning Committee would like to be an 

ally, she said, and to the extent it can it would like to help the four people making decisions do better.  
The Committee is not the enemy, she commented.  The central question is how to keep the University 
moving forward and continuing to be an asset for the state, country, and world, given what the financial 
conditions appear to be, Dean Finnegan said.  The University lost a lot of time and momentum in the mid-
1990s because of the tenure debate and no one wants to see that again, but one can see a perfect storm 
coming in the economy.  No politician has ever lost an election by attacking the University and higher 
education, he concluded. 

 
Professor Gonzales thanked Dean Finnegan and commended him for "a sterling start" and said 

the numbers made a great deal more sense that much of what the Committee has seen.  Professor Hoover 
also thanked him for the presentation. 
 
2. Science Teaching and Student Services Building (STSS) 

 
 Professor Hoover next welcomed Mr. Miller, Director of Planning, to the meeting to discuss the 
STSS building.  Professor Balas said that the Committee invited him to provide an update on the building 
and speak to a few outstanding issues left over from the Provost's advisory committee.   
 

Mr. Miller began by saying that at this point his office has handed off the building to the project 
manager to complete; he was involved more heavily in the planning process.  In terms of status, they are 
completing design development; if that is in good shape, next will come construction documents, the last 
stage before construction.  The existing building will be used this fall and then demolished.  Construction 
on STSS will begin in the spring of 2009 and be completed in 2010, with classroom occupancy fall 
semester 2010 (student services staff may wait to move until after the year has begun). 

 
There was a lot of discussion about the configuration of the classrooms, Mr. Miller recalled.  

There has been a significant reduction in the amount of space allocated to student services in order to 
widen corridors and make other changes that enhance the classroom space.  He discussed with the 
Committee various elements of the design, including the location of doors, traffic patterns, preparation 
and storage areas, security, and equipment.  He said the open floor spaces have been consolidated and 
enlarged so they are more flexible, allowing for work stations, group study, and casual study space.  
Security is a conundrum, Mr. Miller said, because there is need for secure areas (for equipment, materials) 
but they want to have as much open space and informal learning space as possible—the building should 
be as close to 24/7 as possible, but those space and time goals conflict with security.  They are working on 
those issues.   

 
Professor Balas said the student study space sounds fabulous—but they should ask students if 

they'd use it.  Mr. Miller agreed there probably has not been enough conversation with students.  Mr. 
Kallsen observed that this is an issue they have struggled with:  there is no "owner" of open/study space 
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around campus.  They do need to involve students in discussions about configuration, furniture, plugs, 
and so on.  But it is not too late to do so, he said.   

 
Professor Dahlberg said it sounded like there were compromises for the Chemistry Department in 

terms of the size and configuration of the demonstration prep facilities (fume hoods, storage, and so on.  
Mr. Miller said that, in his opinion, Chemistry has identified its needs and is getting what it wanted, and 
what they needed is partly related to the types of courses that will be taught in the new building and the 
courses that will continue to be taught in Smith Hall. 

 
Professor Hoover said this facility has raised questions about building buildings that are to be 

used by multiple departments and even multiple colleges.  It is comparatively easy to plan a facility when 
it is primarily for one department; a multi-use facility is different.  Mr. Miller said this was relatively new 
for them as well; one challenge is figuring out how to put the right teams together to design such a 
building.   

 
Professor Hoover thanked Mr. Miller for joining the meeting and adjourned it at 5:05. 
 

      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


