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Present: Dan Dahlberg (chair), Linda Bearinger, Arlene Carney, Jerry Cohen, Tricia Conway, 

James Cotter, Sharon Danes, Paul Johnson, Juergen Konczak, Michelle Lamere, Frances 
Lawrenz, Jennifer Linde, Federico Ponce de Leon, Susan Rafferty, Steven Ruggles, 
George Trachte, Sanford Weisberg 

 
Absent: Robin Dittman, Steven Gantt, Tryphon Georgiou, Bridget Helwig, Shikha Jain, Timothy 

Mulcahy, Mark Paller, Virginia Seybold, Charles Spetland, Joel Slaton, Barbara 
VanDrasek, Jean Witson 

 
Guests:  Nancy Herther, Professor Doug Ernie (ad hoc Subcommittee on Databases); Thomas 

Klein (ad hoc Budget-Model Subcommittee); Professors Robert Cipolle and Art Erdman 
(Conflict-of-Interest committees), Barbara Shiels (Office of the General Counsel) 

 
Other: Associate Vice President Pamela Webb 
 
[In these minutes: (1) faculty-expertise database; (2) budget-model subcommittee report; (3) conflict-of-
interest rules; (4) committee business] 
 
 
1. Faculty Expertise Database 
 
 Professor Dahlberg convened the meeting at 12:30 and welcomed Nancy Herther, chair of the ad 
hoc subcommittee on faculty expertise databases, and Professor Doug Ernie, who served on the 
subcommittee. 
 
 Ms. Herther recalled that the process began about a year ago, when she chaired the Senate 
Committee on Information Technologies (SCIT).  A question came up about expertise databases—they 
were, in short, a mess, and no one could use them effectively.  As a result, SCIT, this Committee, and the 
Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs jointly appointed a subcommittee to develop a report and 
recommendations; she and Professor Ernie are reporting the results of the subcommittee's work.  They 
hope to bring a recommendation to the Senate at its May meeting, and the report contains a draft motion 
for consideration. 
 
 The basic recommendation from the subcommittee is to create a central database tied to faculty 
activities reporting.  They want to avoid problems that occurred with EGMS, for example, by involving 
faculty and P&A staff in the process of developing the database.  They looked at commercial products 
available and talked with other universities and learned that where there have been problems with creation 
of an expertise database, they arose because the key stakeholders were not involved in the process. 
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 They started out looking at the expertise database issue, Professor Ernie reported, because many 
of the existing ones are outdated and no one has the responsibility for keeping them current.  The 
subcommittee thought about methods to keep them up to date and concluded that relying on faculty 
activity reporting would be one way to do so.  That would bring everything into one database and could 
serve a lot of needs:  faculty, staff, student, and the community.  That led them to the recommendation 
that everything be integrated.  The question is first about access to expertise (on the part of the 
community) but also about students learning about faculty and faculty finding colleagues with interests 
they share. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg said he had two questions.  One revolves around issues of privacy (for 
example, faculty members engaged in animal research may not want their research available on the web); 
will there be an opt-out provision?  The second is how to secure different levels; there could be one level 
of information for the general public, another for the University administration.  Ms. Herther said that one 
standard could be a requirement that one have an X.500 ID.  As for opting in and out, one could think 
about fields that would be searchable, but that is a design issue.  The subcommittee did not pin down 
standards and design—it is for the next group to consider design, security, and so on.   
 
 Is there a standardized template, Professor Johnson asked?  That is what commercial systems use, 
Ms. Herther reported.  They are very well designed and can generate reports in NIH or NSF format, for 
example, and they can be tailored to reports that a department may want.   
 
 Why would the faculty provide the information, Professor Johnson asked?  What motivates them 
to help?  Because they already have to provide this kind of information many times in many places, 
Professor Danes added.  Imagine only having to do it once, Ms. Herther said, to which Professor Cohen 
quipped "I wasn't born yesterday."  It will be ANOTHER one, not just once, Professor Johnson agreed. 
 
 The way to make it painless, Professor Cohen said, is to have the central database access existing 
databases.  Faculty expertise evolves; in the sciences, it can be captured in part in the grant process.  The 
database needs to capture information from forms already completed.  The information exists in pieces; it 
needs to be consolidated.  It is difficult to figure out from the subcommittee report what faculty would 
have to do and what could be drawn from elsewhere.  It is much easier for faculty to check a sight to see 
if it is correct than to have to enter information de novo.  Ms. Herther reported that the Carlson School 
and the HHH Institute do capture the information needed.   
 
 Professor Bearinger suggested that in each college there would need to be one person responsible 
for working on the database and keep it current.  
 
 If one vendor has everything, Dr. Carney said, one can pull up a template for what one wants, or 
the college can call up its own template.  That would require inputting information only once.  She said 
she saw the demonstrations by the private vendors; it was impressive what they could do and they can 
develop individual templates.  
 
 There is a downside, Professor Johnson said.  One can receive categories to check (where one 
thinks of oneself as an "expert") that can be far removed from grants.  It is what is of interest to the public 
and media and it is not shades of gray, he said.  He said he was not sure people would know what to list.  
There are intermediate categories—the public probably does not want to know about grant titles.  That is 
a design issue, Ms. Herther said, and there are a number of ways one could design a website.   
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 What came across, in terms of satisfaction, Ms. Herther repeated, was the degree of faculty 
involvement in creating the database.  It cannot be imposed if it is work.  What do the faculty want?  
What do they need?  Faculty and P&A staff need to be at the table with the Office of Information 
Technology and other stakeholders to explore these issues.  These databases have been implemented at 
other universities; is there enough history to have useful information?  They have mostly been imposed, 
Ms. Herther said, but within that limitation, it seems that the faculty are generally happy with the systems. 
 
 How public is the access, Professor Danes asked?  Most people don't have an X.500 ID.  What 
faculty and departments want is likely to be very different from what the public wants.  Can a system be 
successful when it must serve two very different purposes?  Ms. Herther said that there are such 
distinctions and levels of complexity now:  the public can see the courses the University offers but it 
cannot get access to student grades.  The University could provide information on who is doing research 
in certain areas without providing private information. 
 
 Would the public be on the next committee to help create the database, Professor Danes asked?  
She said she has spent 21 years teaching across the state and has become a conduit for information.  This 
system would help, but she said she has a hard time seeing how it would serve very different needs.  
Professor Ernie said the public should be involved and that there are different publics.  Some information 
could be more pedestrian descriptions of expertise (which might not be the kind of information in a 
faculty activity report) while some could be more detailed so that corporations interested in expertise 
could drill down farther.  Some corporations, for example, might well be interested in the titles of 
publications and grant applications.  This would all need to be worked out, he said, and it would be 
important to bring in outsiders to make the database functional for the outside community. 
 
 Professor Cohen said that when he worked in the government, one had to receive permission from 
the inspector general before sending a questionnaire to employees.  At the University, anyone can send a 
multi-page questionnaire any time to anyone.  If there were a database, there should also perhaps be a 
process so that one cannot send out a questionnaire but must go through the individual responsible for the 
database (e.g., Ms. Herther).  It would be a great accomplishment to cut the number of questionnaires that 
faculty receive.   
 
 This database will not solve all the problems, Professor Ruggles said.  (He served on the 
subcommittee.)  It is not better in concept than a myriad of databases that exist.  But it has two 
advantages:  one only has to enter data once, and its coverage will be a lot better than existing databases.  
It is not revolutionary, he said, and will not eliminate the University's bureaucracy. 
 
 What are the next steps, Professor Dahlberg inquired?  Ms. Herther said they would like the 
Committee to approve the draft motion they prepared for the Senate, which reads as follows:   
 

The University of Minnesota should adopt an integrated software system that serves as a 
comprehensive repository of University faculty and staff activity and expertise. This system 
should include the features of an expertise database while supporting annual activity reporting, 
the promotion and tenure process, and other relevant reporting functions. As an expertise 
database, this system should allow students and colleagues in and out of the University to quickly 
find information. Elements essential to such a system include:  
-- The ability to import appropriate existing information from existing Enterprise systems. 
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-- Active involvement of faculty, departments, and colleges, with central administration for 
development of a flexible and robust structure to support the different needs of the 
various disciplines and units. 

-- Careful construction of security measures to protect private, sensitive, or proprietary data. 
-- A mechanism to assure timely updates to the data. 
-- Investment for training to use the system and for ongoing user support. 
-- A user-friendly interface and a variety of avenues for data entry, expertise searches, and 

report generation. 
 

Other considerations to maximize the effectiveness of the system may include integration with 
the grants management system to allow for easy assembly of biosketches and other reports, the 
ability to create curricula vitae, and the capacity to compile departmental/collegiate/university-
wide reports. 

 
 What is understated here is the capacity of the database to help with grant writing, Professor 
Bearinger said.  It could help someone quickly collect data needed. 
 
 It was agreed this subject would be on the next agenda for final action by the Committee.  
Professor Dahlberg thanked Ms. Herther and Professor Ernie for making their report. 
 
2. Budget-Model Subcommittee Report 
 
 Professor Dahlberg now welcomed Mr. Klein to the meeting to discuss the report of the ad hoc 
budget-model subcommittee, a group jointly appointed last year by this Committee and the Committee on 
Finance and Planning. 
 
 Mr. Klein began by reporting that the subcommittee had warm cooperation from deans, 
department heads, and senior administrative staff as it did its work so it was able to obtain a variety of 
perspectives.  He walked the Committee through the report (a copy of which is appended to these 
minutes; the points Mr. Klein highlighted are in bold).   
 
 Apropos point #1, third paragraph, Mr. Klein reported that the subcommittee concluded that 
while administrators may believe they are communicating a lot of information about the budget model, 
the subcommittee found that people are not receiving it.  Apropos point #9, Mr. Klein commented that 
one of the statements heard regarding reserves is that as reserves accumulate, the University can begin to 
look more like a bank than an educational institution.  (There were also comments on obstacles in the 
system to engaging in sound planning.) 
  
 Professor Johnson (who served on the subcommittee) made two points. First, it is important that 
the faculty and the University realize that in aspiring to be among the top three, there is no new money to 
reach the goal.  That means money must be taken from elsewhere and the budget model is one way to 
accomplish that.  They heard a lot about core departments losing funding to interdisciplinary initiatives.  
Second, there has been a lot of stress on colleges and departments to spend down their reserves and 
flexible dollars, which leaves them living year-to-year.  Both of these points are important for faculty to 
understand. 
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Professor Dahlberg (who also served on the subcommittee) said that the budget model and 
strategic positioning are not connected but they were unfortunately juxtaposed in time, although the 
budget model is a mechanism the administration is using to reach institutional goals.  Professor Konczak 
asked if that is not useful-the budget model should be driven by goals, he said.  Professor Dahlberg said 
that while the top three is a goal, the budget model lives forever and must allow the administration to do 
whatever it needs to. 
 
 Professor Konczak said that faculty have been told this will be a top university but there is no 
mechanism to share resources and it is difficult to work across colleges.  Professor Ruggles recalled that 
when Senior Vice President Cerra presented the budget model to the Faculty Consultative Committee 
several years ago, there were a lot of questions about strategic positioning and the budget model.  Dr. 
Cerra told FCC that the whole purpose of the budget model was to create incentives to raise the quality of 
the University.  The limitation of this report is that it does not adequately explore the incentives and how 
they fit with the larger goals of strategic positioning.  The effect of the budget model in CLA has been 
profound—all graduate programs have been shrunk, there is pressure to increase enrollment in basic 
classes, and funds are being shifted from departments that do not make money (e.g., Classics) to 
departments that do.  In sponsored research, the idea is to count the money but some research can be 
mechanical rather than innovative—but it makes money.  So the incentives may be at odds with the goals 
of strategic positioning; the goal now is to make money.  Dr. Cerra took the position that making money 
is a sign that one is doing well—more students and more grant funding means a unit is competing 
effectively in the market.  That is not always true. 
 
 They did explore the main issue, Professor Weisberg said, which is that there is not enough 
money.  No matter the mechanism, Morrill Hall allocates money by formula and does not tell people what 
the formula is and the allocations may not match college goals.  Colleges have to figure out what to do.  
But this is all the result of too few dollars; the University must rob one group in order to give money to 
another, but no one tells the first group it is being robbed. 
 
 Every unit must have state funds, Professor Dahlberg said.  That is where a unit learns if it is 
plush or poor.  Those decisions have nothing to do with the budget model.  Professor Ruggles disagreed.  
He said if CLA loses money as a result of the budget formula, then there is increased pressure to generate 
the money or cut expenditures.  Class size never mattered as much as it does now.  There is no guarantee 
in the budget model that if a unit makes more money, that will help, Professor Dahlberg said; central 
administration can provide fewer state funds if a unit makes more money.  That is true, Professor Ruggles 
agreed, but the deans believe that they make more money, they can also claim that the administration 
should not take money away.  Mr. Klein commented that the subcommittee heard a lot of suspicions 
expressed.  Professor Ruggles expressed doubt that it was a coincidence that graduate programs were 
being reduced and class sizes increased at the same time that the changes in the budget formula were 
introduced.  Professor Weisberg maintained those things would have happened anyway. 
 
 Dean Ponce de Leon pointed out that the University receives $1 in state funding for every $3 it 
generates.  The University is in the money-making business because it must generate income.  Some units 
are money-making and these units want to keep the money they generate. Central administration, through 
reallocations, redistributes funds so that all units can survive and in doing so support the general mission 
of the University.  He said he did not believe the budget model created the problems; the question is how 
to make the rules of the game clear.  
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 Mr. Klein said the subcommittee concluded there may need to be a communications component 
as part of the budget model in the future so there is broader understanding of how it works.  
 
 Professor Cohen said that some are using the budget model to drive policy.  The Academic 
Health Center (AHC) looks at money because that drives the judgment of quality.  The same is not true in 
CLA.  The budget model assumes all units operated under the same rules and it does not work well. 
 
 Professor Bearinger said she wished to underscore the comments of Professor Konczak:  faculty 
must understand the impact of point #10 in the report (about interdisciplinary work), which understates 
the implications of how the budget model plays out.  It must be considered further. 
 
 It was agreed that further discussion of the budget model subcommittee report would be 
postponed to a future meeting.  Professor Dahlberg thanked Mr. Klein for joining the meeting. 
 
3. Conflict-of-Interest Rules 
 
 Professor Dahlberg turned next to Professors Cipolle and Erdman and Ms. Shiels for a discussion 
of conflict-of-interest rules.   
 
 Professor Erdman noted that the Committee had been sent several articles that had appeared in 
the national higher-education press about the ineffectiveness of conflict-of-interest rules, especially with 
respect to NIH.  It is appropriate the Committee be concerned about this subject, he said.  His role is chair 
of the Provost's Conflict-of-Interest Committee; there is in addition an AHC Conflict-of-Interest 
Committee, which Professor Cipolle chairs.  There is also an institutional conflict-of-interest committee, 
chaired by Professor Feeney.  Ms. Shiels helps the committees in their work. 
 
 Professor Cipolle told the Committee that about ten years ago Senior Vice President Cerra asked 
him to chair a group to look at conflict of interest across the AHC.  They have representatives from each 
AHC college, a non-AHC faculty member, public members, and non-voting representatives from SPA, 
technology commercialization, the IRB, and the General Counsel's office.  Everyone receives the same 
information at the same time.  The goal of the committee is to protect the integrity of University research 
and other University activities and it reviews conflicts at an individual level; Professor Feeney's 
committee looks at institutional conflicts.  The AHC committee has done this for a long time, it has been 
a great deal of work, and there is good accountability.  Other institutions look to the University as an 
example of how this process works.  They look at a number of areas of possible conflict:  financial, 
business, purchasing, commitment, and referral, among others. 
 
 Professor Danes asked what conflict of commitment is.  Teaching at another local university 
would be one example, Professor Erdman said.  In the AHC, Professor Cipolle said, it would be engaging 
in a medical practice in competition with the University's practice plan.   
 
 The process is one of self-disclosure with various levels of review, Professor Cipolle next 
explained.  The department head, dean, and staff review the possible conflict, and it is referred to the 
executive committee of the COI Committee if there is a potential conflict.  The executive committee 
usually gathers more information and tries to resolve the conflict before it occurs.  If they cannot resolve 
it, the issue goes to the full committee.  (All human-subjects research goes to the full committee.)  They 
invite the faculty member to participate; about one-third or more do so.  They develop a management plan 
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to deal with the possible conflict; they do not allow actual conflicts to exist.  They deal with the potential 
problems on a case-by-case basis because there is no one-size-fits-all solution.   
 
 Professor Erdman said the committees try to develop a management plan to take the person out of 
the conflict, and sometimes establish committees to oversee the plan.  Nationally, the University is seen 
as a leader in dealing with conflicts of interest.  There is a national organization on conflicts of interest 
that is now part of the Association of American Medical Colleges; he has been asked to serve on the 
steering committee.  The group is holding a conference at Mayo and the attendance looks like a Who's 
Who of NIH funding.  It is gratifying to see the University in the lead on this issue, he said, because it is a 
serious issue, especially in research involving human subjects.  But everyone must pay attention to it 
because there are always potential conflicts, and with department head turnover, conflict of interest may 
not be uppermost in the minds of administrators.   
 
 Ms. Shiels explained that her role is legal advisor to the committees to help them be sure they 
have proposed a resolution of a potential conflict that is consistent with Regents' and university policies 
and with federal regulations.  The University's policies are modeled on, and supplement, the federal 
regulations, and can be found at 
http://process.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/conflict_of_interest_pol.cfm (for individual 
conflicts) and http://process.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/InstitutionalConflict_pol.cfm (for 
institutional conflicts). 
 
 Conflict of commitment is covered in the outside consulting policy, and the concept behind it is 
that individuals should not engage in activities that compete with what they do for the University.  This 
issue is relatively new to the committees and they are just now reviewing possible conflicts.  They do not 
look at general consulting issues, only at competition with the University.   
 
 In 2005, Ms. Shiels said, the University adopted an institutional conflict-of-interest policy.  This 
is an area where there are no federal regulations—work papers, guidance documents, and so on—so it is 
more difficult to get one's arms around it.  One of the articles sent to the Committee noted the number of 
institutions with medical schools that have institutional policies, about 35%, and others are developing 
them.  Universities are still on the learning curve on this issue. 
 
 Professor Weisberg asked what institutional conflict of interest is.  Ms. Shiels read the general 
definition from the policy and said the focus is on business relationships that could compromise the 
University's mission.  She said the policy was developed in response to a national concern that institutions 
have financial interests (equity, royalties) in companies generated through technology transfer agreements 
and at the same time may be conducting research that could affect the value of those interests.  A conflict 
occurs when the institution protects the financial interest at the expense of protecting the academic 
integrity of the research.  Potential institutional conflicts are broader than research; while the concern 
began primarily in the area of human-subjects research, institutional conflicts might involve, for example, 
institutional arrangements with lenders (the recent problems in student aid).  It is an amorphous area, she 
said.   
 
 Professors Cipolle and Erdman are very skilled in conflict of interest issues, Ms. Shiels told the 
Committee.  They have worked on them for a long time and do not share the bleak assessment that was 
reported in the articles provided to the Committee.  The situation is not hopeless.  They do not want to 

http://process.umn.edu/groups/ppd/documents/Policy/InstitutionalConflict_pol.cfm


Senate Research Committee 
Monday, February 25, 2008 
 
 

8

hinder research but they do not want to see conflicts of interest, and sometimes they have to tell an 
individual that he or she cannot both do the research and retain their outside interests or involvements. 
 
 Institutional conflict of interest can be tricky, Ms. Shiels said in response to a question.  What is 
an appropriate business activity of the University versus one that crosses the line and compromises the 
mission?  A major issue arises if the institution is involved in developing a drug or medical device that 
must go through stages of review to receive approval; at the final stage when there are human trials, there 
would be a strong concern about institutional conflict of interest.  One can ask if the trials might better be 
done elsewhere or if the conflict can be managed to allow the trial to proceed here.  Professor Bearinger 
said there can also be spousal issues or involvement of family members.   Do they see more institutional 
conflicts, she asked?  Professor Cipolle said they see one or two every year but there does not appear to 
be an increasing number.   
 
 Professor Cohen asked how items are partitioned among the three committees—the Provost's, 
the AHC, and the institutional.  Professor Erdman said that the AHC committee handles potential 
individual conflicts of interest from the AHC, his committee handles them from all other units, and the 
institutional conflicts are handled by Professor Feeney's committee.  Most animal and human trials issues 
go to the AHC committee, but human-subjects research can go to either committee depending on the 
college of origin, Professor Cipolle added.  All human trials issues automatically go for full committee 
review, Ms. Shiels said.  The AHC committee has more business, she added, although the other has quite 
a few cases as well, the majority from IT.  There is a need for more education in other colleges outside the 
AHC in order to increase awareness, she said; the AHC colleges are generally well aware of conflict-of-
interest rules.   
 
 Professor Cohen asked if there is a potential conflict of interest in the AHC reviewing its own 
potential conflicts of interest.  Ms. Shiels pointed out that each committee has public members and 
individuals from the other side of the University.  That helps increase understanding and to ensure that 
they rely on similar principles.  The genesis of conflict-of-interest concerns was in the health sciences but 
there are plenty of opportunities in other fields for such conflicts, she said, and the idea is to review them 
all with the same rigor. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg said he could imagine people who see a potential conflict of interest come to 
the committee in advance.  What percentage do come first?  And what percentage later?  Professor 
Cipolle said about 35% come in advance.  The other two-thirds are so subtle they may not know there is a 
conflict, Professor Dahlberg asked?  Ms. Shiels noted that everyone must fill out a REPA annually and 
must revise it when there is a change in circumstances.  If one obtains a new research grant from a 
company in which they have an interest or a consulting agreement related to their research, a revised 
REPA needs to be filed.  In addition, individuals must answer conflict questions from SPA, and 
depending on the research, from the IRB or IACUC (animal care committee) or IBC, and so on, so there 
are many opportunities to disclose potential conflicts.  About one-third seek advice in advance but the 
vast majority disclose their potential conflicts when they revise their REPA or through another disclosure 
mechanism.  It is unusual for the committees to catch a conflict of interest after the fact, Ms. Shiels 
assured the Committee.  
 
 Is there a better way to deal with conflicts than department-head/dean review, Professor Ruggles 
asked?  A dean may not know what to do with information about a potential conflict, probably has no 
expertise in the area (perhaps in the AHC but not in colleges where it is more uncommon).  Would it not 



Senate Research Committee 
Monday, February 25, 2008 
 
 

9

be better to have the conflicts go straight to the COI committee?  Professor Erdman said that was a good 
point and there is a lot of turnover in dean and department heads, but it is also a communications and 
training issue.  The department heads and deans would have better knowledge of a specific situation than 
would a central entity.  Dean Ponce de Leon said there needs to be a process to follow, such as reminding 
faculty to submit their annual REPA and a reminder for Deans to review submitted REPAs and assess 
potential conflicts.  The issue is that the conflicts go through the department head and dean, it was said, 
and that could be a flawed system because it assumes the dean will make the correct judgment.  Do they 
receive anything through the anonymous reporting system?  Ms. Shiels said they have not so far.  In terms 
of the deans, to change the process would require that the policy be revised.  The dean is ultimately 
responsible; the committees advise the deans.  The dean could reject the advice of the committee, 
although she's never seen that happen, and if they have experience with a dean not referring potential 
conflicts to the committee, she hopes that dean would be provided information and training.  They prefer 
to see over-referring because they can filter out the cases that are not potential conflicts.   
 
 Why not review all of them, Professor Ruggles asked?  If one checks "yes" to any of the first four 
questions on the REPA, Ms. Shiels said, the individual generally is referred to one of the committees.  
The department head or dean could make the wrong judgment, Professor Erdman agreed, but the 
committee would ask for a lot more information.  The responsibility and authority rests in the units, Ms. 
Shiels added.  Some might argue for taking that responsibility away from them but there are also 
countervailing interests.  The conflict system would benefit from more resources for the training of deans, 
who are the responsible administrators.   
 
 Professor Dahlberg thanked Professors Cipolle and Erdman and Ms. Shiels for joining the 
Committee and making their report.  
 
4. Committee Business 
 
 Professor Dahlberg reported that he had received a request for the name of a member of this 
Committee to serve on the search committee for the Director, Research Integrity and Oversight.  It will be 
a national search.  Professor Bearinger agreed to serve. 
 
 Professor Dahlberg said that if Committee members have further questions about the faculty 
expertise database, they should email them to garye@umn.edu before next week. 
 
 He adjourned the meeting at 2:30. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
* * * 
 
 
Ad Hoc Budget Committee Report 
November 15, 2007 
 
 

mailto:garye@umn.edu
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The ad hoc committee on the new budget model has members from the Senate Committee on Finance and 
Planning and the Senate Research Committee.  The committee was specifically charged by the Chairs of 
these committees 
 

• “To consider what impact the new budget model is having on areas of importance to the faculty 
and staff, including interdisciplinary teaching and research, cost of services and infrastructure 
support” 

• “To ensure that appropriate feedback mechanisms are in place so that colleges, the Central 
Administration, and the two Senate committees are regularly informed about the effects of the 
new budget model” 
 

To this end, the ad hoc committee began regular meetings in late fall, 2006.  We held discussions with 
administrators, college deans, and department heads, broadly representative of the University.  
 
In what follows we first describe our understanding of the new budget model.  We then briefly report 
some of the observations we collected from those who are engaged in trying to make the model work.  
Finally, we summarize our findings. 
 
What is the budget model? 
 
University documents state that the “new” budget model is designed to be a set of stable revenue and cost 
attribution rules for use in achieving the strategic goals of the University.  Of necessity, the new budget 
model is also at the heart of a process for distributing and reallocating resources among units.   
 
The model was first used in the 2006-07 budget year. As implemented, the budget model defines how 
most money flows to and from colleges or equivalent units.  The University calls these units resource 
responsibility centers (RRCs).  The new budget model is intended to apply to RRCs, but not smaller units 
like departments or centers, although some RRCs seem to be implementing the new budget model by 
passing expenses and revenue through to these smaller units.  The guiding principle in the new budget 
model is that an RRC keeps all its revenue and pays all its own expenses.  Although formulaic in 
principle, every RRC must have state funds allocated by Central Administration in order to have a 
balanced budget. 

Revenue and expenses apart from state allocations 
• All revenue earned by an RRC stays in the RRC.  The revenue sources are: 

o All tuition and fees, subject to agreements between colleges on how tuition is shared 
when students in one college enroll in a course in another college.   

o All indirect cost recovery (ICR) funds 
o Direct costs from grants 
o Other sources of revenue include state specials, internal service organization income, 

gifts, private practice income, investment income, endowment income, sales, admission 
fees, and possibly others. 

• All RRC expenses are paid by the RRC.  These include: 
o Expenses that RRCs paid under the “old” budget model including salaries, fringe 

benefits, student aid, supplies and other items.  The list of expenses does not include the 
“IRS” assessment from the old model as this has been abolished. 
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o Many expenses previously paid centrally “off the top” are now paid by RRCs.  These 
expenses are grouped into nine cost pools:   

 Facilities – Operations & Maintenance 
 Utilities 
 Debt & Leases 
 Office of Information Technology 
 Administrative Service Units 
 Research 
 Libraries 
 Student Services 
 General Purpose Classrooms 

The costs of these services are determined by Central Administration and are 
allocated to RRCs using fixed formulas. Some of the formulas are based on actual 
RRC consumption, such as utilities and space; some are based on a proxy for usage, 
including libraries and research Administration. The allocation for administrative 
units is based on a “common good” principle.   

Centrally allocated state funds 
• No RRC has revenue greater than or equal to its expenses. The imbalance is addressed with State 

funds that are allocated to RRCs based on priorities determined by Central Administration, after 
consultation with the RRCs.  
 

Findings 
 
Deans and Department heads generally expressed unhappiness with the new budget model and distrust of 
the decision process at the next higher level.  These problems appear to stem from three basic causes, 
none of which is necessarily intrinsic to the new budget model: 
 

• Incomplete information.  Most faculty do not understand that the budget model is intended to 
determine RRC budgets, but it is silent on how RRCs allocate funds to smaller units.  While the 
revenues and expenses of an RRC apart from state allocations are easy to determine, the 
allocations from Central Administration to RRCs are not formulaic and may or may not 
correspond to RRC or departmental priorities.    

• Inadequate funding.  The main problem with University budgeting is that it is trying to do too 
much with much too little money.  Lack of funding is not the fault of this or any other budget 
model. 

• Internal reallocation.  Internal reallocation of RRC funds is a regular component of the budget 
process.  Reallocation is intended to reflect the goals and priorities of the University, but how the 
priorities are set and how the reallocation process is determined have not always been clearly 
stated.  As a result, in a number of cases internal reallocations have caused anxiety and 
misunderstanding in RRCs and departments.  The deans and department chairs we interviewed 
mentioned many perceived negative consequences of reallocation, including faculty salary 
increases viewed as unfunded mandates; difficulty in securing funds for faculty start up 
packages; potential decline of core departments; difficulty in retaining senior faculty; decline in 
funding for graduate education, and the use of scarce resources for interdisciplinary initiatives 
that may not reflect RRC priorities. 
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Our own overall evaluation is that the budget model itself is neither intrinsically good nor bad.  
However, its implementation has created a number of difficulties we discuss in the next section. 

Distribution of State Funds to RRCs 
1. No RRC at the University has sufficient revenue to have a balanced budget without money from 

the State appropriation.  After an extensive period of consultation, Central Administration 
allocates State money to RRCs.  To the greatest extent possible this process has to be open for 
inspection by interested faculty and administrators.   
 
This aspect of the budget process is viewed with skepticism and concern by many of those we 
consulted, in part because allocations may not agree with priorities set by departments and Deans.  
While complete elimination of these difficulties may not be possible, they may be reduced by 
increasing the information available to faculty and Deans about RRC priorities, University priorities, 
how decisions are made, and who makes them. 
 
One means of increasing information availability on the new budget model suggested to us would be 
for the Office of the VP Finance or the Provost and VP for the Academic Health Center to establish a 
Q&A section of the Budget Office webpage.  At this site, budget and compact funding questions 
could be directed, the question researched and a response posted that would make the information 
available to the entire University community. Questions not suitable for broad dissemination could be 
handled directly with the person or group asking the question and not posted.  
 

2. Budget allocations from the State are based on priorities determined by Central Administration, but 
based on our interviews, it is not clear if these priorities are set with input from the RRCs or if the 
rationale for setting the priorities is clearly communicated.  With the explicit goal of the University to 
become one of the top three Public Research Universities, the committee was quite surprised the Vice 
President for Research is neither an integral part of the budgeting process nor directly involved in the 
discussions with the RRCs which determine the distribution of the state funds.   

Cost pools 
3. A frequent complaint we heard was that the costs from the cost pools are allocated to RRCs 

without any input from the RRCs.  While this may have been necessary in the first year of the 
new budget model, each of the cost pools could now work to establish a mechanism, perhaps 
through advisory committees, that would help set budget priorities and establish equitable 
methods for distributing expenses.     

 
4. Since RRCs operate with very limited budgets and thus cannot be expected to support cost pools that 

are ineffective or too expensive, the committee was surprised the RRCs did not have a mechanism to 
influence their charges or services.  It appears the RRCs must pay their cost pool bill without the 
ability to establish quality standards, require a response to their needs, or demand a response to 
complaints.  

  
5. In 2006-07, RRCs faced budget decreases shortly before the beginning of the academic year, but 

RRCs were not permitted proportional decreases in their cost pool allocations.  Thus RRCs cut 
funding to academic programs, while the cost pools appeared to be protected.  This seems to us to be 
contrary to the stated goals of the University. 
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6. Small variations in departmental revenue can be devastating to departments that are committed to 
cover their fixed cost pool allocations.  RRCs seem to be the appropriate unit to bear the risk of 
paying cost pool allocations rather than passing charges onto departments or other units. 

 
Retention of savings 
 
7. One purpose of the budget model is to provide units with incentives to use resources more 

effectively and save money, for example by building appropriately sized buildings, saving on 
administrative matters like payroll processing, or reduction in utility use.  There are not, 
however, mechanisms to insure that RRCs can keep their savings, and assurances that these 
will not be offset by decreased allocations of state funds. 
 

8. There does not appear to be a means to insure that RRCs will not be punished for protecting activities 
that promote the aspirational goals of the University, even at the expense of higher costs.  For 
example, the sharing of tuition for co-teaching arrangements when one or more instructors are from 
an outside RRC seems to be difficult to negotiate.  In addition, not all cost savings are desirable.  For 
example, a college’s costs can be reduced by increasing class sizes, increasing the use of adjunct 
faculty, or teaching more undergraduate courses and fewer graduate courses; none of these are likely 
to improve measures of the University’s success in its mission.  

Reserves 
9. Reserves are necessary for the long-range stability of RRCs.  Some reserves are encumbered, for 

example in a faculty member’s research account, others are for particular purposes, such as start up 
funds for a new hire or to cover unexpected short falls due to unexpected events.  Reserves of these 
types should not be considered by Central Administration as possible sources for reallocation of 
funds.  
 

Interdisciplinary research and centers 
 
10. The new budget model describes how Central Administration allocates funds to RRCs, but it does not 

address how RRCs allocate money to their constituents, which include both departments and centers 
that are completely housed within one RRC, or centers that may span several RRCs.  Consequently, 
the new budget model appears to have no formal impact on the operation of interdisciplinary 
centers or interdisciplinary research.  According to our discussions, these activities are 
generally funded based on ad hoc agreements between RRCs on how centers are to be 
supported.  To say that the new budget model has no effect on interdisciplinary research would 
be naïve; to say that it has a predictable effect common to all or many interdisciplinary efforts 
is equally naïve. 

 
Final Note 
 
The committee members would like to acknowledge the cooperation, candid discussion and generous 
sharing of their time by department heads, deans and central administration. We believe we have a better 
appreciation of the University’s financial structure as a result of the efforts of these individuals.  We look 
forward to the Research and Finance & Planning Committees’ review of our findings.  
 
Committee Members 
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