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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

BOARD OF REGENTS

Work Session

October 10, 2002

A work session of the Board of Regents was held on Thursday, October 10, 2002, at 10:00 a.m. in the East Committee

Room, 
600 McNamara Alumni Center.

Regents present: Maureen Reed, presiding; Anthony Baraga, Robert Bergland, Frank Berman, Dallas Bohnsack, Richard
McNamara, 

David Metzen, H. Bryan Neel, and Lakeesha Ransom.

Staff present: Interim President Robert Bruininks; Executive Director Ann Cieslak; and Associate Vice President Richard
Pfutzenreuter. 

  

 

Chair Reed called the work session to order, indicating that the purpose of the session was to discuss current costs and

sources of funding in support of the University’s three-part mission of instruction, research, and public service. The session

was responsive to the Board’s decision to explore long-term financing of the University.

Interim President Robert Bruininks and Associate Vice President Richard Pfutzenreuter emphasized the importance of this

discussion relative to the biennial budget request, the six-year capital plan, the compact planning and budgeting process, and
the University Plan, Performance, and Accountability Report, four interrelated planning tools that establish the

University’s priorities and determine how to finance its aspirations and goals.

Peter Zetterberg, Senior Analyst, Office of Institutional Research and Reporting, led the discussion of revenues and

expenditures, how they align, and their predictability relative to the University’s research, teaching, and outreach missions.
Highlights of the presentation included:

1. the major sources of funding to finance the University’s mission activities and differences in funding sources by
campus;

2. the University’s current allocation of funds to instruction (39.0%), research (32.5%), public service (17.2%),
and auxiliary services (11.3%) and the differences in these allocations by campus;

3. the level and pattern of expenditures by source for coordinate campuses and for colleges on the Twin Cities
campus;

4. the level and pattern of University revenues and expenditures compared to peer public institutions; and



5. trends in University revenues by source from 1945 through 2001.

Issues discussed included the following:

1. the relationship between grant funding and indirect cost recovery formulas;

2. the effect of allocating non-Twin Cities campus costs to the Twin Cities campus;

3. the impact on revenues and expenditures of total enrollment, program offerings, and organizational structure;

4. the value of revenue and expenditure ratios in assessing returns on investments;

5. the lack of comparability among peer institutions; and

6. the difficulty in demonstrating and communicating improved efficiency and productivity.

Reed asked that Regents identify which of the policy questions they consider of greatest importance for future work sessions

on this topic, including the following questions raised during today’s discussion:

1. How efficient is the University in the use of revenues for each aspect of its mission?

2. Is the University generating a satisfactory return on its investments?

3. Is the revenue from certain sources sufficient to fund that mission and, if not, what opportunities are there to
enhance revenues?

4. What strategies can be used to effectively communicate the University’s return on investments and efficiencies
realized?

5. What is the strategy for communicating the importance of efficiency throughout the institution?

6. Can the budgeting process accommodate future growth in outreach and public service or will these activities be
curtailed in lean years?

Bruininks suggested the following:

1. How do we think about efficiency?

2. How do we address issues of efficiency?

3. How do we assess whether we are using resources efficiently?

4. How do we address issues of efficiency and productivity?

Reed identified the following key conclusions of the discussion:

1. Comparisons among institutions of higher education are complex and perilous.



2. Revenue streams, especially in the public service arena, are complex and benefit selected schools rather than

the 
University as a whole.

3. Elements of the University’s mission are often blended so that it is not feasible or advisable to separate them.

4. Communication of efficiency improvements is challenging but essential.

The meeting adjourned at 11:35 a.m. 
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