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Faculty Consultative Committee (FCC) 
October 6, 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:  Annual Operating Budget Development Process and Communicating 
University Finances to Interested Faculty and Staff; Public Engagement Council; Big Ten 
Academic Alliance Update; November 3, 2016 University and Faculty Senate Meetings; 
Debrief from October 6 Campus Conversation on Campus Climate; Nominating 
Subcommittee] 
 
PRESENT:  Colin Campbell (chair), Joseph Konstan (vice chair), Catherine French, Dan 
Feeney, Kathleen Krichbaum, Michael Kyba, Monica Luciana, George Trachte, Susan Wick, 
Robert Blair, Shawn Curley, Peggy Nelson, Amy Pittenger, Peter Tiffin 
 
REGRETS:  Janet Ericksen, Greta Friedemann-Sanchez 
 
ABSENT:  Ruth Okediji 
 
GUESTS:  Mike Volna, interim vice president and chief financial officer/treasurer; Julie 
Tonneson, associate vice president, University Budget & Finance 
 
OTHERS ATTENDING:  Olivia Johnson, Minnesota Daily reporter 
 
Professor Campbell convened the meeting, welcomed those present and called for a round of 
introductions. 
 
1.  Annual operating budget development process and communicating University finances 
to interested faculty and staff:  Professor Campbell welcomed Mike Volna, interim vice 
president and chief financial officer/treasurer, and Julie Tonneson, associate vice president, 
both from the Office of Budget & Finance.  He noted that Mr. Volna and Ms. Tonneson were 
invited to provide information about the University’s finances, and also to brainstorm ideas 
with the committee about how to communicate the University’s finances to interested faculty 
and staff. 
 
Ms. Tonneson began by distributing a handout containing information about the University’s 
budget development process.  She then proceeded to walk members through this ‘snapshot’ of 
the University’s finances highlighting the following: 

• The FY2017 University budget is $3.8 billion in revenues. 
• The budget is split into two major categories, sponsored funds ($575 million) and non-

sponsored funds ($3.2 billion). 
• Sponsored funds represent the estimate of direct spending only. 
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• Non-sponsored funds are further broken down into local unit generated revenues ($1.5 
billion) and centrally distributed and attributed revenues ($1.7 billion).  The local unit 
generated revenues are funds that go directly to units as they are earned.  The units are 
responsible managing these funds and keeping costs in check.  While central 
administration monitors these funds to a degree, and helps deal with issues related to 
these funds, minimal time is spent on these funds in the budget process.  The centrally 
distributed and attributed revenues, however, receive the most attention not only by the 
Board of Regents, but also throughout the entire budget process.  Centrally distributed 
and attributed revenues include the state appropriation (O&M), state specials, tuition, 
indirect cost recovery, and central reserves. 

• Each of the Twin Cities’ colleges/major academic units as well as the system campuses 
have a diversity of revenue sources.  Different colleges care about different things 
during the budgeting process, e.g., undergraduate tuition, sponsored grants.  All the 
Twin Cities colleges as well as the system campuses get state appropriation money to 
support their activities. 

• Current (FY17) non-sponsored funds budgeted expenditures are $3.1 billion.  Sixty one 
percent of the University’s expenditures are to cover salaries and fringe.  All 
universities that receive federal grants have to report into the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS), a system of interrelated surveys conducted annually 
by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), their spending by function.  
Theoretically, with this information, it is possible to compare across institutions what is 
spent by function (there is some subjectivity in interpreting definitions). 

• The University’s operating budget cycle is comprised of four different components.  
First is the development of the biennial budget request (the request for money from the 
state for two years at a time).  After this is complete, the two annual budgets within a 
biennium are built (for example, FY16 and FY17), and then finally is the long-range 
financial planning, which is a rolling six-year forecast of revenues and expenditures. 

• The budget process is primarily focused around the large discretionary funds, 
particularly state appropriation and tuition.  In this process, decisions are made about 
resource allocation within the University.  The major components of the resource 
allocation process in the annual budget process include 1) operating budget framework 
and long-range financial planning (high-level estimate at balancing the University’s 
budget), 2) budget model (formulas, allocation of revenue, cost pools, etc.).  The budget 
model translates the assumptions made in the framework down to a unit level.  Finally, 
the last component is 3) the decision making process.  

• When President Kaler talks about the higher education budget model being 
unsustainable, he is not talking about the University’s budget model, but, instead, he is 
referring to higher education in general and the University being able to fund what it 
wants to do, especially in an environment when the University is not getting large 
increases from the State of Minnesota, and has constraints on tuition increases.  Given 
these constraints, the University cannot afford its base operations given costs continue 
to increase every year.  To deal with this situation, the University can work to grow its 
other revenue streams, which are not equally distributed, and also to change what it 
does. 

• Earned revenues go 100% to the academic units that generate them.  (Tuition is 75% 
based on the unit of instruction, and 25% based on unit of enrollment.)  The state 
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appropriation is distributed 100% to the academic units (colleges and campuses – each 
system campus is a resource responsibility center [RRC]).  With the money the colleges 
and campuses receive, they then have to pay for all of their direct expenses as well as 
indirect/overhead expenses. 

• Every college and campus is able to determine its own internal process for developing 
its budget.  Some colleges and campuses are very inclusive and involve a lot of people 
(faculty and staff) in this process, and others are not as inclusive (more of a top/down 
approach).  Ultimately, the deans and chancellors are responsible and accountable for 
their financial activity. 

 
Members’ questions and comments included: 

• In response to a question from Professor Konstan about endowment or gift funding, Ms. 
Tonneson said the University receives very little endowment or gift funding that is 
unrestricted.  While the University likes unrestricted gifts, the reality is that they are 
very hard to get. 

• Are large endowments at other institutions typically restricted as well, asked Professor 
Kyba?  Ms. Tonneson said institutions with very large endowments may have more 
unrestricted funds, but by and large donors like to give money for a particular purpose. 

• How much is the state appropriation, asked Professor Trachte?  The general fund 
appropriation is approximately $650 million, said Ms. Tonneson, and this includes the 
O&M appropriation ($560 million), and state specials ($90 plus million). 

• Why is there such a large difference in the percentage of state appropriations to the 
colleges and system campuses, asked Professor Tiffin?  Ms. Tonneson replied that the 
distribution of the state money is not formulaic; rather it is a base plus/minus process.  
Each year that base is adjusted in the context of the overall amount available, and each 
unit’s unique set of needs and alternative revenue opportunities. 

• Professor Nelson asked about the timeline for the budget process.  Ms. Tonneson 
explained that the budget process starts in the fall with the support units, and then with 
the colleges in January.  Most major decisions in the budget process are made in the 
spring. 

• Do all universities use the same budget model as the University, asked Professor Tiffin?  
No, said Ms. Tonneson, and went on to explain that there are two primary models, the 
model that the University uses where everything gets distributed out to the colleges and 
campuses, and a traditional higher education budget model, which the University used 
to have.  In the traditional model, the revenues come in centrally and get co-mingled 
and then are allocated out to academic and support units. 

• In response to a question from Professor Konstan about undergraduate aid, Ms. 
Tonneson explained that the undergraduate aid in the budget is in two major categories, 
1) money that goes to admissions for recruiting purposes, 2) University of Minnesota 
Promise Scholarship (U Promise - http://www.upromise.umn.edu/faq.html), a need-
based aid program that is independent of merit scholarships.   

• Regarding the debts and leases portion of the allocated costs to academic units, asked 
Professor Krichbaum, if a school does not have debts or leases do they still pay in?  No, 
said Ms. Tonneson.  She went on to explain that while there are some cost pools that are 
connected to activity, e.g., utilities, debt, leases, most of the cost pools are proxy-based, 
and are not measured by actual usage, e.g., the Library. 
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• The support service unit cost pool at $108.8 million for FY17 seems really large, 
commented Professor Campbell, and asked what is included in this cost pool.  Ms. 
Tonneson said the support service cost pool contains the most units, e.g., Board of 
Regents, Audit, Controller, Budget & Finance, Human Resources, Provost Office, etc. 

• Is there anything that the University should be doing to give units an incentive to save 
money by becoming more efficient, asked Professor Konstan?  Ms. Tonneson said the 
budget model is all about incentives, but sometimes it is difficult to tie one action with 
another. 

• Professor French indicated that she had served on the Senate Committee on Finance and 
Planning (SCFP) back when the Incentives for Managed Growth (IMG) budget system 
was introduced and the compact planning process.  At that time, there were some 
difficulties in finding how some of the “common good/service” items such as the 
libraries and administration would fit into that model as well as interdisciplinary 
activities.  She asked whether the current model addresses those issues.  Ms. Tonneson 
said these things can be address in the current model, but they need to be made a 
priority.  As priorities change over time, the budget model is tweaked.  Professor French 
commented that it would be good to get the faculty involved in the process to provide 
input on what issues should be made a priority, e.g., to address interdisciplinary issues, 
etc.   

• Professor French commented that with the current model, units do not seem to have 
control over their own destiny.  If they increase tuition revenue, as an example, they 
may end up subsidizing other program areas in need of funding rather than having a 
resource for their own new initiatives.  Is the advantage of the current budget model 
versus the traditional budget model that it is more transparent?  Yes, said Ms. 
Tonneson, transparency is one of the advantages.  Professor French said it might be nice 
if there were incentives for units to save money so that they could see that they have 
some control over their own destiny. 

• Is there a role for faculty in the annual budget process to provide meaningful input, 
asked Professor Konstan?  Ms. Tonneson said while getting input would be valuable, 
like everything there are time and resource constraints in collecting this input.  In her 
opinion, there needs to be a way to get informed input and this is hard to do because the 
vast majority of the University community does not have a systemwide perspective on 
the budget. 

• Where does the University’s compact process fit into the budget development process, 
asked Professor Feeney?  Ms. Tonneson explained that the compact process started 
under President Yudof, and had a standard format.  Today, while several of the same 
questions that were included in the formal compact process are asked during the budget 
process, the answers are part of a unit’s budget response, which are used to make 
decisions throughout the budget process. 

• In response to a question from Professor Feeney about subsidizing some colleges at the 
expense of others, Ms. Tonneson said that this needs to be done to an extent, and noted 
that there is a lot of activity that happens that cannot be foreseen.  If a unit, for example, 
lost a large revenue source through no fault of its own, the University has a duty to help.  
It is important to understand also that the solutions for any given challenge will differ, 
but the unit(s) involved always contribute either through increases in other revenues or 
significantly larger reallocations. 
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• Professor Wick asked what can faculty and the Senate Committee on Educational 
Policy (SCEP) do to advocate for increasing the budget of the Office of Classroom 
Management (OCM) given faculty members want to teach in upgraded spaces.  Ms. 
Tonneson suggested working with OCM, but also showing support to Vice Provost for 
Undergraduate Education Bob McMaster and Provost Hanson. 

• Are the schools in the Academic Health Center (AHC) treated any differently than the 
other colleges in the budget process, asked Professor Krichbaum?  No, the AHC is not 
treated any differently than the other schools, said Ms. Tonneson. 

• Given the dean of the Medical School is also in charge of the AHC, does this person 
have more input into the allocations to the AHC schools, asked Professor Konstan?  Ms. 
Tonneson said this person is asked for their opinion, but there are a lot of others 
involved in this process as well. 

• Professor Konstan asked if it is possible to compare the size of units across institutions 
that use different budget models.  It is difficult to compare the size of units across 
different universities with different budget models, said Ms. Tonneson.  She added that 
these comparisons go way beyond which budget model an institution uses, e.g., it goes 
to their relationship with the state, other funding sources, etc. 

• Professor Luciana asked whether Budget & Finance has a chart similar to that on page 3 
of the handout that reflects Twin Cities’ colleges/major academic units expenditures in 
addition to their revenues.  Ms. Tonneson said she does not have a chart already created, 
but could create one.  She said she would need to know which categories of 
expenditures should be included in the chart.  The spending categories used are more 
object level or line item spending like salaries, fringe, etc.  Professor Luciana said she 
would be interested in seeing the proportion of cost pool charges and how it varies 
across units as a percent of their budget.  Yes, this can be done said Ms. Tonneson. 

 
In light of time, Professor Campbell thanked Ms. Tonneson for her presentation.  Ms. Tonneson 
said if the type of information she presented today was useful, the Office of Budget and 
Finance would genuinely like to have a conversation about how best to get this information out 
to the University community.  Professor Campbell asked members to contact Renee Dempsey, 
Senate staff, and let her know if they would be interested in serving on a subcommittee to think 
about how best to communicate the University’s finances to interested faculty and staff. 
 
2.  Public Engagement Council:  Professor Campbell called on Professor Blair to explain to 
the committee what the Public Engagement Council (PEC) is.  Professor Blair said the PEC is 
the University’s consultative body for issues pertaining to the University’s public engagement 
agenda - http://www.engagement.umn.edu/about-engagement/public-engagement-council.  He 
added that the PEC is looking for a FCC member to serve on this body. 
 
Professor Campbell nominated Professor Blair who has served on the PEC previously and who 
is interested in serving on it again to fill the FCC seat.  Members voted and unanimously 
elected Professor Blair to fill this seat. 
 
3.  Big Ten Academic Alliance Governance Leadership Conference update:  Professor 
Konstan reported that he and Professor Campbell attended the Big Ten Academic Alliance 
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Governance Leadership Conference September 28 – 30 at Michigan State University.  He then 
took a few minutes to highlight the main takeaways from this conference.  

• Compared to a number of other schools, faculty at the University of Minnesota should 
feel good about the level of engagement faculty involved in governance have with 
senior administrators.  Additionally, unlike some other schools, the University also has 
a high level of staff support for governance, which facilitates Senate committees 
actually getting things done. 

• Faculty at a number of other institutions have a higher level of engagement with their 
Board of Regents than at the University of Minnesota. 

• Several of the schools in attendance had a greater sense of loyalty to their campuses 
than does the University of Minnesota. 

 
Overall, Professors Konstan and Campbell concluded this was a good conference. 
 
4.  November 3, 2016 University and Faculty Senate meetings:  Professor Campbell reported 
that the November 3 Senate agendas are very thin.  He encouraged members to think about 
items to bring to the Senate for discussion.  According to the bylaws, said Professor Campbell, 
the Senate is supposed to meet at least twice per semester, and because the November 3 
meeting is the only meeting scheduled for this semester, he feels strongly that it should not be 
cancelled.  Possible discussion topics that were mentioned by members included campus 
climate, student mental health, freedom of speech, and unionization. 
 
5.  October 6, 2016 Campus Conversation on Campus Climate:  The committee took a few 
minutes to talk about today’s Campus Conversation on Campus Climate (http://campus-
climate.umn.edu/comment/146) that took place from 12:00 – 1:00.  Professor Nelson said she 
watched the event online and reported that a group of students took charge of the event and 
spoke passionately about the recent “Paint the Bridge” incident.  She noted that it was clear 
from the remarks students made that a number of students felt that President Kaler’s response 
to this incident was woefully inadequate. 
 
Professor Campbell announced that there is a teach-in (http://ias.umn.edu/2016/10/07/wall/) 
tomorrow in the Crosby Room at Northrop Auditorium at 10:00 a.m.  The moderators are 
Professors Martha Bigelow, Bianet Castellanos, Karen Mary Davalos, and Erika Lee. 
 
Professor Konstan commented that freedom of speech is not free speech until someone is 
offended.  It seems meaningless to talk about supporting free speech except when it is hateful 
because this is another way of supporting something that one already agrees with.  He 
wondered how he would have felt if he were a racist attending today’s event with people 
chanting racism has got to go.  The issue is not about supporting hate speech or speech against 
other people, it is about a political agenda.  Traditionally, it has been the liberals that have 
defended free speech.  Now, however, liberals seem to be wary of the hurt that speech is 
causing.  It is as if the liberals who are concerned about the harm speech can cause and the 
liberals who believe speech is good are fighting against each other.  While there is nothing 
wrong with having healthy dialogue, at the end of the day this cannot be simply a fight, but it 
needs to be an educational process requiring everyone to think through all the issues.   
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Professor Pittenger said she too watched this event online and sensed that there was a group of 
students who felt that the student voice was not invited to participate in today’s Campus 
Conversation so they had no choice but to overtake the meeting.  As an institution, the 
University needs to think about how it more meaningfully, intentionally, purposefully, and 
transparently includes the student voice.  She said she also sensed from a number of the 
students who got up and spoke that they felt concerned about their personal safety on campus. 
 
Professor Campbell took a few minutes to share his observation about what happened at 
today’s event versus what occurred at the June Board of Regents meeting.  In response, 
Professor Konstan suggested that it might be worthwhile to hold a venue and invite students to 
speak and articulate their concerns; the University does not do that very often. 
 
Professor Campbell thanked members for a good discussion. 
 
6.  Nominating Subcommittee:  Professor Campbell turned the meeting over to Professor 
French, chair of the Nominating Subcommittee.  Packets of information to facilitate the 
identification of a slate of candidates to fill the open FCC seats were distributed to Nominating 
Subcommittee members.   
 
Professor French noted that the three seats that will be coming open are those of Professors 
Campbell, Curley, and Okediji.  She went on to explain that the Nominating Subcommittee is 
responsible for identifying candidates willing to stand for election to fill the seats of members 
whose terms are ending.  The goal is for the FCC to have broad representation and not to be 
disproportionately represented by only a handful of colleges/schools.  Although FCC members 
are to represent the University as a whole, rather than their individual units, broad 
representation promotes representation of a broad range of perspectives and more effective 
communication of important issues back to the units across campus.   
 
After providing additional information about different factors the committee should take into 
consideration as it comes up with names of potential nominees, Professor French asked 
members for ideas about possible nominees.  Members came up with a few names. Professor 
French suggested rather than sitting here and trying to come up with additional names now that 
members should do some homework and review the materials that they had been given with an 
eye to coming up with additional names.  She then adjourned the meeting noting that the 
Nominating Subcommittee will likely meet again following the October 20 FCC meeting. 
 
Renee Dempsey 
University Senate Office 
 
 
 
 
 


