Minutes
Indiana University
BLOOMINGTON FACULTY COUNCIL
November 6, 2001
Ballantine Hall 008
3:30 - 5:30 P.M.
Summary of Action Taken: 

Agenda

1.
Agenda Committee Business



(Professor Robert Eno)

2.
Presiding Officer’s Business



(Chancellor Sharon Brehm)

3.
Question / Comment Period*



(Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno)  



(10 Minutes)

4.
Report on Administrative Services and Review

(Judith Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer)

5.
Report on Reorganization of Student Enrollment Services and Update on SIS Project (Student Information System)



(Professor Donald Hossler, Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services)

6.
Follow-Up Discussion on Campus Assessments



(Professor Maynard Thompson, Dean for Budgetary Administration and Planning)

ATTENDANCE

Members Present:  Moya Andrews; Julia Bondanella; Bennet Brabson; Sharon Brehm; Scott Brish; Ann Bristow; Erik Bucy; Carolyn Calloway-Thomas; Richard Carr; Dan Drew; Robert Eno; David Flinders; Ann Gellis; Laura Ginger; Barbara Hawkins; Christopher Haynes; Amy Holtzworth-Munroe; Diana Humphrey; Kevin Hunt; Margaret Intons-Peterson; Elin Jacob; Paul Jamison; Melissa Jones; Elizabeth Lion; Malcolm MacFarlane; Jay Mersch; Joseph Miller; Kelly Mix; Michael Morgan; Richard Nash; Jacob Oakman; Harold Ogren; Craig Ortsey; Wayne Pollard; Mary Pagliero Popp; Gary Potter; Barry Rubin; Albert Ruesink; Moira Smith; Sarita Soni; Rosann Spiro; Maynard Thompson, Victor Viola; Celestina Wroth

Members Absent:  Julie Bobay; Joseph Bonanno; Geoffrey Conrad; Nick Cullather; David Daleke; Lawrence Hurst; Bradley Levinson; George Pinney; Richard Viken; Jeff Wuslich

Members Absent with Alternates:  David Tovell for Abhijit Basu; Estelle Jorgensen for Kim Walker

Visitors:  Julie Knost, Affirmative Action; Judith Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer; Donald Hossler, Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services

AGENDA ITEM #1: AGENDA COMMITTEE BUSINESS

Professor Robert Eno

BREHM: Could we please come to order and we’ll start with, I thought we were going to start with minutes but we are not.

ENO: Don’t have them.

BRHEM: We’re starting with the Agenda Committee Business.  Bob Eno.

ENO: Okay.  A couple of things to announce.  First of all, last time we met, Maynard Thompson gave us an overview of the campus budget and it was based on a document that he circulated to us.  I want to make sure that you know the document is now posted on the web.  It’s BFC Circular B12-2002, it can be linked through the circulars link on our BFC webpage.  I also want to let you know that Sarita Soni is serving as our secretary for today because Julie Bobay couldn’t be with us, so we always have substitute officers at hand from the Agenda Committee for which I’m grateful.  
There are a couple of other things I want to announce.  First of all, as you know last weekend there was a CIC faculty leaders meeting, CIC is the Committee for Institutional Cooperation.  It’s the Big Ten plus Chicago, but since Chicago didn’t show up it was really just Big Ten faculty leaders.  I had mentioned this to you before because it was the reason we discussed athletics when we did, because there was a prospect of a CIC resolution concerning athletics.  Ann Gellis and I went up to the CIC meeting at Northwestern last weekend and you have a copy in front of you of a resolution that was passed on athletics at that meeting.  It’s as it says on the top, it’s on a white sheet, on the top it says pending confirmation after final addition.  There is a resolution that was passed, adopted by the CIC leaders and each of us agreed to propose it to our faculty senates and in addition there is an addendum in which there are certain items that we agreed to propose as potential additions to the resolution itself.  The first of those items is still being drafted, it’s being drafted at Penn State, it hasn’t come in yet, so it’s only after that comes in that the CIC faculty leaders will make a final confirmation of the entire document.  It’ll be official at that time, but we did agree to adopt the resolution that is the first page and a little bit over.  Part of that agreement, as I said, is that we would bring that resolution back to our faculty senates for discussion along with the additional items and I believe that the Agenda Committee will ask you to take this up at the December 4th meeting.  That is why I’ve passed this around, even though it is not in its complete form right now, for you to begin thinking about it; seeing what sort of questions you might want to see addressed, what sort of issues you yourself might want to raise when we talk about this on December 4th. I expect it is very likely that we will address this at that time.  Another thing that the CIC leaders did was to create a task force on athletics to be a continuing follow up-group that would monitor progress along these fronts and that might generate some additional activity at future meetings.  
The other major piece of business the CIC leaders addressed was intellectual property, issues of copyright patents, especially as changes in those areas have been impacted by new technologies, by distributed education and so forth, and we plan to take up that issue in a meeting we hope to have in the spring, in which we are going to be aiming to do something such as set a CIC or Big Ten institution standard for what we think a intellectual copyright policy should look like - if we can find a good common structure that would fit our types of institutions. Ann has had a leadership role in getting that idea configured.  
Today we are going to be talking mostly about budget issues.  We are going to be picking up on some of the things we’ve talked about the last two meetings.  We have Judy Palmer, Don Hossler, and Maynard Thompson talking to us today.  They are going to be talking about issues both on the budget and on the University response to budget stresses that we’ve been feeling over the years.  The response centers along the lines of administrative reorganizations, trying to take our sometimes called “backroom” operations and see how they can be consolidated and reorganized to generate some cost savings or some avoidance of future costs. We are going to be focusing on that today and I think this will kind of bring us through a series of three meetings which should lay the groundwork in faculty governance for better understanding of how finances are working throughout IU, both on this campus and system wide (although the intricacies of that will never be grasped by anyone who is a human being.)  When we meet next time, in addition to talking about athletics, we will finally, I guarantee, we will take up the issues of the AI affairs committee proposals for reform of AI procedures, appointment procedures and grievance procedures and so forth.  We still haven’t collected adequate feedback from various units about their responses to the proposal and we felt it would not be a good idea to go ahead with those until we’d gotten more feedback campus-wide.  That’s all I have for Agenda Committee Business.

AGENDA ITEM #2:  PRESIDING OFFICER’S BUSINESS

Chancellor Sharon Brehm

BREHM: Since I don’t have a mike and I have trouble pitching my voice, it’s easier to do it when I stand.  Can you hear me in the back?  Terrific.  I’d like to also show you, this is the IDS for Friday November 2nd, last Friday.  This was one of the best looking student newspapers I’ve ever seen, in that, in the primary place we have “Educators Respond to September 11th” and then in the center we have “Lecture Addresses History of the Need for Education on Bioterrorism.”  This newspaper demonstrates how remarkably the faculty of this campus have responded to the students and faculty and staff’s need for education and information.  As you may know, we are continuing the forums that began right after September 11th and I’d like to thank Moya Andrews and Bob Eno who have done superb work on putting together a committee and setting up this particular forum on Bioterrorism, and in addition SPEA and Political Science are offering courses, and they somehow quite magically put these courses together in time for the second semester.  The students are very grateful and very appreciative.  I would just like to thank all of the faculty who have participated in these events and to make sure that everyone is aware of this particular student newspaper edition because it really does show that it has noticed and that that the campus is very grateful for your efforts.  Thank you.

AGENDA ITEM #3:  QUESTION/COMMENT PERIOD
Chancellor Sharon Brehm and Professor Robert Eno

BREHM: We now move to questions and answers.  Questions at least, we’ll try to make answers.  Questions?  Yes, Al.

RUESINK: I wonder if you could help by briefly stating how the proposal from CIC compares generally to the PAC10 proposal on athletics.  That would help me with my thinking, providing just a little context.

ENO: Sure.  The PAC10 schools generated a resolution on intercollegiate athletics early last summer and that resolution was the basis under which the Big Ten schools went forward with the resolution this time.  The PAC10 resolution referred to articles that had been written on intercollegiate athletics, articles that included certain items calling for reform.  Those items calling for reform that were pointed to by the PAC10 resolution but not actually part of the prose are items one, two, and three here with, this is new prose but it embeds some of the older prose.  The first part of this resolution is a general position that the group takes which does not actually add anything to the PAC10 resolution.  The PAC10 resolution was very bare and quite specific.  It told the presidents at their June meeting to move forward on these things.  It had elements that wouldn’t be appropriate for another resolution to embed in them.  This is essentially a new setting for the same items that are in the PAC10 resolution.  The items that are on the second side, the bullet point items, are specifically those items that go beyond the PAC10 resolution.  To the degree that Big Ten school’s faculty senates adopt these items, then we will be reconfiguring and going beyond what the PAC10 has done.  The main resolution explicitly says we will be joining the PAC10 and that is essentially the guts of the PAC10 resolution is what is in that first part.  By the way I’ll circulate that final point to you, point number one under the new items, I’ll circulate that to you by email as soon as it comes in, it should be in a day or two.

MACFARLANE: This thing with the bullet that says that every attempt should be made to minimize conflicts between athletics and academics schedules, does that mean the schedules or are we actually encouraging teachers to make reasonable arrangements for students who do have a conflict?

ENO: That was not the intent of the bullet point. Now that you point it out perhaps the phrasing could be made more specific.  The modifying phrase that comes after probably expresses the intent of the previous phrasing.

AGENDA ITEM #4:  REPORT ON ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES AND REVIEW

Professor Judith Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer
BREHM: I’m not seeing any further questions.  We’ll go on to the next item in the agenda.  Judy Palmer, Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, is here to present on Administrative Services and Review.  Judy, we seem to have you at every BFC meeting.

PALMER: It’s a pleasure.  Barry Thomas helps me with all of this technology and he is going to stay close by.  I believe I have about twenty minutes, is that correct, is that the plan?  Okay.  I’m actually going to step through this very quickly but I would like to encourage you to stop me if you have a question about it.  My purpose today is to update you on where we are in the administrative review that has been ongoing now for quite some time.  You’ll recall that the last conversation that we had about this with this group, I believe we had just announced the sixteen recommendations that Arthur Anderson had presented to the administrative task force.  For those of you who may be new to this particular project let me just say that it was launched by President Brand in an effort to continue Indiana University’s already good efforts to control administrative costs.  There is no question that in some areas administrative costs have grown over the years, but many times there are reasons for that.  When you increase the number of students on a campus, or you increase the services to those students, you often times have to increase administrative staff in order to cover that.  Indiana University, and in particular this campus, has done very well in terms of controlling that administrative cost and that was most recently documented in a study published by the Indiana Educational Policies Council.  This was not a study that was commissioned in any way by Indiana University.  It was by an outside group and it looked at research institutions and it said that Indiana University’s administrative costs were lower than most research institutions.  I say that as we begin now to look at what we can do utilizing new technologies and some new opportunities we have available to us.  I’m going to be using some overheads that were used with the Board of Trustees a few weeks ago and prepared by a consultant that assisted the work teams.  
Over the course of the summer, beginning in late June, we had work teams that were formed to review each of the recommendations that were brought forward by Arthur Anderson.  There were sixteen recommendations.  The report that I’m going to give you this afternoon really focuses on thirteen of those recommendations.  I will provide you with some information about the fourteenth recommendation, which dealt with indirect cost and then Don Hossler is going to cover two of the recommendations that specifically relate to the student operations and in particular the student information system that is being developed.  This particular project focuses on the geographic locations of Bloomington and Indianapolis but included University Administration in all of these particular areas.  All of these implementation plans that are now being developed are extensible to all of our campuses and in particular those related to HR and the students will need to be extended at some point to all of our campuses because they are all part of our enterprise-wide technology systems that are being developed.  The work teams were selected and these were composed of our staff that actually have operational responsibilities for most of these areas.  We have consulted and I have met with Professor Bob Eno and Professor Paul Galanti as co-chairs of the University Faculty Council and as Bob your chair here for the Bloomington Faculty Council, to keep them apprised of what we are doing, how this is proceeding and in a very short order you will be seeing the actual report from these work teams.  
I’m going to jump forward now and focus on four areas in particular that the work teams have been working on over the summer.  One related to our auxiliary operations, those are our businesses within the University, Halls, Housing, the Memorial Union, the Auditorium, bookstores.  One of the recommendations from Arthur Anderson dealt with having a performance appraisal of those auxiliary functions looking at a digital dashboard if you will.  Not all auxiliaries are alike, not all have the same objectives, not even the same objective in terms of a bottom line. There may be very solid academic reasons why a campus wants and needs to provide some support and subsidy to an auxiliary.  The definition of an auxiliary would generally indicate that it should be self-supporting, but there may be reasons why a campus would want to assist an auxiliary and it may and should relate to an academic role that that auxiliary plays.  But, we haven’t had a system by which we really take a look at that in a really global sense, and I think our auxiliaries by and large have been doing a very good job. Arthur Anderson said this is a big area of our budget and if you look at the Indianapolis and Bloomington campuses combined, it is a significant portion of our budget.  We need to be looking at that a bit more systematically.  That is what this recommendation would do.  It will involve meeting with the auxiliaries and working back through what they believe their goals to be, working with the campuses to assure those are the goals that you and others have set for them, and then making sure that we have the appropriate budgeting and capital planning systems in place to support those.  
Another group of recommendations, there were two in this area, purchasing and warehousing.  One of the advantages at Indiana University that we have is our size.  When we are dealing in this business environment, size is very important.  One of the recommendations said we should be taking more advantage of our size by issuing more preferred vendor contracts.  Now our consultants working with our staff wanted to dig more deeply into that recommendation.  You will recall that Arthur Anderson was a rather quick review, gave us these sixteen recommendations and the next step would be for those people in the functional operational areas to really look down through that recommendation and see how it would work and how it really applies.  This graph just gives you an indication that we are doing a pretty good job in this area.  Where do you want to be on this particular display?  Well, where you want to be is down in this lower left hand corner.  That means you are doing a considerable amount of volume because there was a hundred thousand dollar volume limit on this particular display, but you want to have fewer vendors so you are maximizing that size.  Now again, everything I’m going to say here sounds like a business judgment and it is, but it has to have as the foundation good quality service.  If there are two or three or four vendors and it’s appropriate to have all of those, this isn’t suggesting we just get rid of those, it says we need to be mindful that we do have the capacity to lower our purchasing costs if we use this most effectively.  Where do you not want to be?  Well, there may be reasons that some people are on the north side on the right of this graph, but we’ll need to take a very close look at that.  Our purchasing folks advise us that there are some things that we can do to enhance our cost efficiencies in some of these commodity group areas.  The warehousing one is a little different approach.  The warehousing will simply get all of the warehouses that we maintain right now to look to see if there could be some efficiencies by doing some combining of warehousing space, the administration of the goods and the inventory in that warehouse and just taking a look at what might be possible there.  We’ve asked as much as possible to have some dollar amounts placed on these implementation plans as they come back to us.  As you can see, warehouse efficiency for every percentage point an efficiency that is achieved.  It is roughly sixty-five thousand dollars.  These numbers are very broad, very general.  There will need to be more work done on them as we move into the actual implementation stage, but we do believe there is some benefit that can be derived here.  
I want to move on to human resources.  Now, the HR area combined two sets of recommendations.  There were three of the sixteen recommendations that dealt specifically with the HR/IS system, the new information system that is being developed, the PeopleSoft system.  The other three related more specifically to activities and operations within the human resource area.  The work team that was established looked at all six of these and they grouped them really into four categories.  One point that was made in the recommendation was that we need to streamline our recruiting process.  We need to take advantage of information and applications that come in and I think this particularly relates on the staff side in the HR, this is not directed in this particular recommendation toward things like the Dean of Faculties office, but more on the staff side, using our websites much more effectively.  Part of this is just getting familiar with how to do it and part of it will involve working more closely together between the Bloomington and Indianapolis campuses with University administration and ultimately all of the campuses.  This is really an area where technology makes the difference for us.  It’s not that people didn’t think about doing this in the past, or didn’t have the concept of working together, but we didn’t have the tools that enabled us to be more collaborative in our activities.  The idea of a service center, if any of you have been involved in the HR/IS development process you will know that this is one of the keys to it, allowing individuals to have more self service as appropriate.  It also increases the availability of some of the information in the systems, so there is a great service enhancement aspect here.  One of the things that we are looking at in these recommendations is a more collaborative working relationship among UA, Bloomington campus and the IUPUI campus.  Broadbanding, an issue that has been a concern to many of us across the University for a long time is the way that the classification system is structured.  Over the years it has been reviewed, there is now a recommendation that would call for some broadbanding, which is something that many larger organizations have moved to.  This is something that will take some time but it will provide then units I think with some desirable flexibility that they now have asked to have and it’s sometimes difficult to afford that within the current classification system.  This will require coordination with our budget and planning operation, but it is something that we believe will strengthen the overall HR operation once it is in place.  
I mention a collaboration, we are talking here about not only intercampus and university administration, but intracampus.  We may have some opportunities to consolidate some functions just as we did when we implemented the financial information system a few years ago to assist our staff to help those people who may not always process a lot of these transactions on a regular basis.  I know in my office we have moved to sort of a central service unit.  This may be something that larger departments or schools will want to consider as we move forward in the HR/IS implementation project.  Functional assessment, this is an area that we’ve already made some progress in as was cited in the Arthur Anderson report, but it moves it to a new dimension providing a more effective and overall performance and assessment basis for our staff.  Obviously we’ll be spending a great deal of time with the professional staff council and other staff groups as we work forward with this particular implementation.  
The fourth area is finance.  We’ve lumped some things together here.  One is non-student loan collections.  Just like any large business organization we have accounts receivable.  We have really managed this in different ways over Indiana University’s history, at one point they were consolidated, at another they were more distributed, now the recommendation is here that given the opportunities we have now, not only with technology but the way we are doing some of the contracting out (and this campus has been very much engaged in contracting out some of the efforts on accounts receivables) that we could maximize again our size in this particular area.  We believe that the regional campuses here will have an interest in joining with us in this one rather early on because they have been accustomed to working in this environment for student loan collectables, which are quite centralized.  Some of you may have digital imaging or document management projects underway in your units, this was one that emerged a bit during the Arthur Anderson review as they met with people and talked with people across the campuses, they found out just how many pilot projects were being managed.  One of the things that I think this whole study is designed to do is to look forward at our cost base as well as looking at the current cost base and saying lets not increase costs where we don’t have to.  This is an area where they’ve recommended that we have a more uniform approach to these pilot projects so that every department doesn’t have to reinvent the wheel and that we end up with a digital imaging process at the University that we can all benefit from.  Fortunately this one was not too far down the path and we’ve been able to get some very early good cooperation from a number of the units that have major projects under way and we’ll be getting some tremendous support from UITS in looking at this particular area.  
Student loan programs, one of the issues that we face squarely with a new student information system, is the issue of having two student loan programs operational at Indiana University.  We have two campuses, Bloomington and South Bend using the Direct Loan program.  We have five campuses using the FFEL program.  The FFEL program is the Federal Family Educational Loan Program.  The work teams have done a great deal of backgrounding on this particular issue for us and we are working with the technology folks because one of the things that we have to be very sure of in this area is that we don’t increase the cost of the PeopleSoft development and the new student information system.  So, we will be looking towards the effect of standardization of this and there is still work to be done on this whole area, but it does relate directly to the new student information system.  
Both of the consultants that have assisted us, one national and one local, have concluded the same, that is they believe based on their experience with other institutions, in the case of Arthur Anderson specifically higher education institutions, and with the consultant that assisted and supported our work teams during the summer, that we measure up very well in terms of our ability to control our costs on the administrative side.  But, having said that, with all of the pressures that we have for funding for academic missions at the University, it is absolutely incumbent on us to take full advantage of the expertise of the staff that we have available and the technologies that we have available now to see if we can’t enhance what we are doing in terms of our cost control.  Will there be a tremendous amount of money cut from the base through this process?  That is not likely to happen in terms of the significant number, there will be some, and that money will go back to the academic units of the campus.  The purchasing recommendation is a very good example of that.  If we are able to negotiate purchasing arrangements that will cost each of your departments less for the goods they purchase, that will fall to your bottom line in your budget immediately.  That is one of the things that we are picking up on quickly because we know that will be an immediate savings.  The changes, the reorganizations, the restructurings that will come about from the development of our enterprise-wide technology systems will be for the most part future cost avoidance.  Arthur Anderson underscored this very clearly when they presented their report to us.  I shared it with you and you had a chance to read it if you looked at the website on their report.  That is, a lot of Universities, a lot of organizations, it’s not something that is unique to higher education, implemented new technology systems but they didn’t reorganize the way they do their work.  They didn’t look at process changes.  They didn’t look at the back of the house functions.  We are not talking about the person that has the contact with the student or with a faculty, but we are talking about a collection of activities that go on, sometimes seven times around our University, with people essentially doing the same thing, a report, a compilation of data that gets generated and turned over to someone.  It’s very costly to have to update people seven times around the University and particularly in the financial aid area, those particular practices change annually in some way shape or form.  So, those are the kinds of backroom processes that we are looking at in an effort to make this institution even more cost efficient and effective than it is today.  
I said I would mention one other recommendation, the indirect cost recommendation, which I know is of interest to many of you in this room, Indiana University is undertaking its renegotiation process on indirect cost rates this year.  That rate will be effective next year.  This is a very important negotiation and ultimately approval for us to receive from our cognoscente agency at the federal level.  The consultants recommended that we consider getting some assistance in terms of negotiating that break.  We have a work team now which has faculty representatives on it that are looking at this particular issue and working closely with our staffs.  My expectation is that in the very near future we will be looking at a process by which we can interview some people to see if they might be in a position to help us with this important task.  My voice has now almost exhausted itself and this is the end of the report but I would certainly be happy to entertain any questions.  Yes.

BRABSON: Judy, I’m concerned about the idea of service centers, whenever I hear the word service center that makes me think that some of the duties presently handled by the University would then go to people who are doing the service.  That is, we will be asked that as individuals we would then be obliged to sort of take care of ourselves.  The second point is that I have no idea what broadbanding is, could you explain that?

PALMER: Well I’m not an HR expert but I will give you my definition of it.

BRABSON: The third thing is that I do not understand functional necessities.

PALMER: All right.  Let me answer your first question.  When I refer to a service center, I’m really talking more about the processing of transactions, not something that you yourself might do.  However, in the HR system there will be an opportunity for employees to have more direct input into that system itself, so changing your name for instance or your exemptions for federal tax purposes.  I’m not sure what all would be in there, but that may be something you could do from your own terminal, that would be the plan, that is more self-service.  A service center, though, would be a place where you could get questions answered, get information about benefit programs, but it might not be duplicated across several units.  We might look for ways that would provide a more critical mass of people with maybe even improved expertise, because we would have the ability to train those folks better and provide them with the information.  It’s not just transferring it all back on people to do.  Your second question with regard to broadbanding: I’m not sure, do you know how many classifications we have right now, you’re working with that team.  Well, we have a large number of classifications for staff at the university.  I don’t know -  Diane, do you happen to know how many there are. No, okay.  Well there are quite a few.  The idea here is that you restructure the salary system and the classification process so people are in broader bands but there are more steps or salary levels within a particular band.  The functional assessment is really aimed at looking at how we are doing in HR.  How long does it take to recruit to a position?  The benchmarks haven’t been set there, but being able to ensure, frankly, with new systems coming onboard, that we are providing good quality service, so this is more of an internal HR measurement so that we are measuring the quality issue as well as the financial issue with each of these recommendations.  

ENO: I have a couple of questions for you, Judy, and comments too.  First of all, since a lot of this is going to be centralized or involve more centralized coordination, I think it is important for faculty to know that there are going to be mechanisms by which faculty can have input into the sorts of cost benefit judgments that are going to come about after this is in place.  For example, in purchasing if we consolidate our purchases, consolidate our vendors for savings that will probably have a good overall effect on the academic mission because savings can be returned to the academic mission, there may be individual cases where departments, units feel that the purchasing pattern is disadvantageous for their needs. Someone has to make a cost benefit judgment, whether in fact the University should shell out a little bit more in their case because their needs are academically legitimate.  For all of these areas, wherever there is a case where we have more centralization, more intrinsic distance from the faculty, students, and so forth there’s got to be some intervening mechanism that is established so we can be sure that we have input and we can make sure that in fact the academic mission is being served in the judgments that are being made.  I have a couple of questions with auxiliary enterprises.  One is that my understanding is that the athletics department and medical clinical services were exempted from the work teams purview in working out the reorganization.  Is there any plan to have those areas examined separately to see if there are ways that reorganization can yield some cost savings?

PALMER: Well, the task force actually at the time it issued the RFI for the original Arthur Anderson work excluded those areas for a couple of reasons.  One, we felt that the cost of getting into the whole medical area by a consultant would probably be very, very great because that is a whole different type of auxiliary.  They were postponed, I think that is a better way to say it.  The athletic department had recently been through some reviews and it was thought that they would come along at a later time.  I don’t think on behalf of the task force that they were excluded permanently.  It was just that there were other things put on the table for the consultants to look at initially.  The same kind of digital dashboard that is being developed here, I think, would be transferable.  

ENO: And, it will be at a future time?

PALMER: Yes.

RUBIN: Judy, one of the concerns I had with the report was it didn’t go far enough.  It dealt mainly with University Administration and didn’t dig down into the individual unit administrative services.  One of the things that I’ve observed over the years I’ve been here is that all of our units have shadow systems that were running to supplement the information systems and processes that the University provides.  Those shadow systems whenever they need to be upgraded are upgraded at departmental expense and yet there doesn’t seem to be any attention given to some kind of centralized focus on that, where there would be attention given to putting together a system that will handle the standard kinds of procedures that every unit has to go through and yet allow for some flexibility so units could deal with special circumstances.  It seems to me there would be enormous cost saving in some system that did that and yet nobody seems to be paying attention to that part of administration.  Plus, the time consuming component for academic administrators that have to deal with those systems really is pretty significant.  So I wondered if you could comment on that.

PALMER: Well, let me just say a quick word about it and I think Don may have more to say on that particular issue.  We would like to address as many of those shadow systems as we possibly can.  What happens when you are doing a major technology implementation is you have to decide on what are the fundamental things that you absolutely have to deliver and then how can you add to it.  If you are going to add to it is there a critical mass of units that will want that same adjustment or additional enhancement.  We went through this with the financial system ten years ago and that is the one that I can speak most expertly about.  That is that we found after time people began to get more comfortable with the new financial information system and I know there are still some shadow systems out there but they are disappearing over time.  It doesn’t happen all at once.  What we hope we do with these systems is provide the data and the information.  It may not look exactly like you would want to have it.  But, is it there, is the root information there, that you can then take that and develop something without a great deal of additional cost to your unit to do?  This is very tough because all of us develop our own ways of wanting to account for things and I think the teams that are working on both the HR and the student have really tried to reach out and find out what people are using, what they find effective and doing their best to incorporate as much as they possibly can, but you make a good point and we found this going on even after the system was implemented in finance.  We found we had to go back and tweek some things.  We had to change it because we didn’t get it quite right the first time.  I think both of these other systems will have to go through that same process.

MORGAN: I’ll tell you one of the things I’m really concerned about is in a report like this you made a comment towards the beginning that sometimes units will have to be larger because when we increase our number of students for example we are going to need more staff.  I’d like to get some indication if I could from a report like this or the report that is available on the web, which I’ve looked at a bit, about exactly how many more people are being hired for contact purposes, purposes that are really connected with students and learning and education within the system and how many people are being brought on for very high level administrative positions because we’re kind of ramifying large structures and so we need more higher administrators.  One way to get at this would be if you could tell me if we could compare two figures for example, just an indication, one would be in comparison to five years ago how many more administrators do we have on the Bloomington campus earning $100,000 or more than we had five years ago compared to how many more advisors do we have working with students on the Bloomington campus.  I think we’d find out and for every $100,000 position for an upper administrator we could hire at least four advisors.  I think we are going to promptly find that our percentage of increase for advisors for people in Dean of Students office that deal with students and student complaints and student problems, that for people who actually deal with students in various kinds of administrative services, financial services and admissions and whatever, that frankly the face-to-face people the number hasn’t really increased the way that it should, given that additional number of students, but the number of higher administrators has increased with whopping salaries on top of it.  I must tell you the report is very professional, it should be, Arthur Anderson doesn’t come cheaply.  I once talked to one of their CEOs: they love a job like this because they can always find something wrong and be able to say some nice things about the operation also.  But, my real concern is the relationship of additional resources for those of us who are working with students on a constant basis, these are all of the paraphernalia, all of the superstructure, the infrastructure.  I’d just like to know the two simple facts, how many advisors did we have on the Bloomington campus at what average salary five years ago compared to today.  And, how many additional upper level administrators at a $100,000 or more that we have now than we did five years ago.  I think that would be an indication of where we are going.

SPIRO: I would like to just kind of rephrase what Michael asked.  It seems to me that the point of the report has focused on processes and efficiencies in processes.  It seems to me as you get more efficiencies in processes you should be able to have fewer people managing those processes.  I think that is whether it is in procurement or whether it is in upper level administrators or whatever.  I guess it would be nice to see some indication of how these increased efficiencies will then lead to fewer people needed to manage those processes.  Organizations around the world really have taken the technology efficiencies and have become flatter, there are fewer administrators and there are fewer managers, there are fewer levels and there are fewer managers within levels.  I’m not sure if the report addresses that.  I haven’t seen the report, I’m new to the committee.

PALMER: The level of detail that you are talking about I think will begin to emerge particularly as the systems development projects move forward.  Right now we are, I’d say, sort of a third of the way in some of those efforts.  But, you are quite right and when an institution is almost two thirds based on people and salaries and compensation, if you are going to avoid costs or make cost savings, a share of that will come from having fewer people in the future, or not adding additional people.  The task force and the charge that was given to us was to develop the plan and then through attrition or retraining there will be people doing different jobs in the future than what they are doing right now.  I think another measure to look at and any time you want to assess…

[Tape Change]

PALMER: …administrative purposes and what percentage of the budget is going for academic purposes.  I don’t have the number right off the top of my head but I believe the Bloomington campus has a good history in terms of controlling that balance between those costs.  My student example was just one example.  We are a public institution.  We have a lot of things that we are required to do, whether it be in the environmental area or other areas and those are when people refer to unfunded mandates, we get our share of those as well.  It’s complicated when you start to assess it but I would just encourage us to think about those two categories because that really shows where the priorities are in the budget process.

SPIRO: A few weeks ago we asked to see those numbers on a historical basis, administrative versus other kinds of costs, kind of a pie chart thing but on a historical basis.  My understanding is that this sheet does not have central administration within these numbers.  Is that correct?

THOMPSON: That is correct.  That’s only Bloomington campus.

PALMER: But it would be administration on the Bloomington campus.

THOMPSON: The Bloomington campus administration, yes.

SPIRO: Those numbers are within these numbers.  It would still be nice to kind of see that breakdown, to see the historical relationship.  I think that is what people keep asking for and we don’t seem to… But again, limited knowledge here.

BONDANELLA: I just have one point I wondered if you could clarify.  You mentioned service centers and centralized services.  Would examples of this be, for example, communication services which are located in Indianapolis, centralizing financial aid services, what are some examples of these?

PALMER: Well the service center that I mentioned here was for HR purposes, it might involve having a team of people that would be expert in recruitment or in the processing of the various HR forms, payroll, benefits.  But, having that more as a service center that would serve several units or departments.  That would be one of the concepts.  Another concept, and I admit that the idea of a service center gets used interchangeably, when we are looking at the SES, what Don is going to talk about in a few minutes, one area that we’ve used as an example would be the processing of much of the back of the house financial aid forms, work that has to go on.  Now, that is the same regardless of where you are.  Does it mean putting everybody in the same place?  I’m not sure because if we use the technology effectively people may be positioned and if you will it could be almost a virtual type office where you don’t have to necessarily have to move everybody around to accomplish the goal that you are looking for.

JORGENSEN: I have a question that really comes from these last two questions.  My concern that while you are shaving the costs of administrative services at the same time the process seems to be undermined by the academic aspirations of other campuses, and the costs are therefore rising in other places, and I’m concerned about what checks and balances you are actually controlling the process of the aspirations of the other campuses to include programs that add to their stature, and it seems to me that that itself is bringing costs, which is undermining the very process you are trying to work at.

PALMER: Well, the assignment given or the charge to the task force was only on the administrative side, not to look at any academic program growth, not to look at any of the academic missions of the University.  Ours was nonacademic administrative services, I think I heard you ask about academic growth in programs.

JORGENSEN: The administrators of other campuses may have an interest in growing their own schools or their own campuses, in a sense that the process that you are trying to undertake is being undermined it seems to me by the decisions of administrators in other campuses.

PALMER: I guess I don’t see it that way because this may provide them with some savings or the cost avoidance in their own administrative areas for investment in the academic side.  

VIOLA: I’d like to address the renegotiation of the contracts.  Over the last five or six years we have seen the continued raid on our service contracts.  Tuition remissions have disappeared, fringe benefits were raised forty percent on our post-docs and then we understand that that money is going to try to take care of the 18/20 deficit.  Capital equipment has just been raised to five thousand dollars which means [inaudible] to buy is fifty percent more expensive.  You mentioned the preferred vendor thing, which I’m sensitive to because it just cost me six hundred dollars to… [inaudible] These sorts of things when I see the services declining dramatically I have here one more response from the travel bureau, I used an e-ticket…  This is about the third time this semester that I’ve gotten held up on being reimbursed and I’ve had to do a lot of these things out of my pocket.  So, could you assure us that at least in the overhead renegotiating that we will not see any higher overhead?

PALMER: Well, the end of our cost rate is something that comes back from the federal government and goes back to the departments that generated that indirect cost recovery by virtue of being awarded federal grants and contracts.  So, it would be in our interest to try to maximize that indirect cost rate as much as we possibly can because it will represent more dollars coming back to the institution and to the units that receive it.

VIOLA: …you are taking money away and working on a very thin margin.  Virtually everything we spend is for personnel and when you take a few percent away that is the margin we have for the equipment for our students to work with.  I don’t see it as a benefit to the institution at all when you are deteriorating the quality of our research.

PALMER: Well, it is a balance and Vice-President Walker has worked on this team with me and with our task force on this particular recommendation, because we recognize that that is an issue and we want to make sure that we handle it properly. On the other hand, it is important for us to be in a position to recover those dollars that units are having to put in to support that research and that is the whole purpose and indirect cost that we are having to spend money to support that research which is not paid back in direct costs.  I understand the issue and we’ll be very mindful of it as we move forward in this process.

BREHM: Shall we go to Don?  Don.  I’m sure all of you know Don Hossler, our Vice-Chancellor for Enrollment Services and our new Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, if we keep adding to your portfolio it will be a joy to behold.

AGENDA ITEM #5:  REPORT ON REORGANIZATION OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT SERVICES AND UPDATE ON SIS PROJECT

Professors Donald Hossler, Vice Chancellor for Enrollment Services 

HOSSLER: I think in some ways the student enrollment services unit is more directly related to comments Judy was making.  I’ll be glad to field questions about how SIS project is going.  I think I’ll start my comments on how student enrollment services concepts are centered, centered implies that it would be in one place but I don’t think it will be.  
I’d first begin by trying to differentiate the two a little because I think to most people they may look the same. My first experience on a faculty budgetary affairs committee was at a small college, there they looked at everything.  So, with the student enrollment services center, what is this?  And, how does it relate to the SIS project?  Implementing the PeopleSoft project is fundamentally a short term project, it’s implementing the software and getting it up and running.  There will continue to be a need for a small group that kind of manages that part of the process, because in our current environment, that we built ourselves, we don’t call them upgrades in quite the same way, but we are constantly tinkering with the systems.  Judy had an example in finanacial aid.  Every year the federal government and the state of Indiana changes regulations for students’ eligibility for federal and state financial aid.  Right now we have to go in ourselves, we have staff whose full time job is to maintain, go in and make those changes.  In the language of the PeopleSoft or some of the others, they call them upgrades.  There will continue to need to be a small SIS group that is constantly implementing these new upgrades as they are purchased.  But, once the big push on SIS is over with, that all the modules of the PeopleSoft up and running, things will really default to this SES group and although I do not claim to be a sociologist, most of my research draws heavily on sociological constructs.  This is not socio-economic status, this is Student Enrollment Services, and you can add a center at the end.  Because the PeopleSoft product, you’ve heard me say from previous talks, is a much more integrated database than anything we’ve had in the past, everything is connected.  Right now if you were going to change, if you have a son or daughter here going here as a student and she moved, she might have to and then someone else might have to manually enter a new address in the registration record system, they would have to enter a new address in the financial aid system, if she was working on campus someplace she would have to enter a new address in the HR system and there might be two or three other places.  This is a small example of how integerated this is, with PeopleSoft you’d only have to change that address once and it will just ripple through that entire database.  It’s much more integrated and that leaves us with two options.

MORGAN: It’s a hundred million dollars.

HOSSLER: The software is only six million, it’s all the other [inaudible]  It’s much more integrated and there are really two choices.  It’s really the tension that Bob has referred to on several occasions.  That is the tension between doing this as efficiently as possible and saving as much money as possible against local control.  Those are not completely exclusive but they are somewhat mutually exclusive choices.  The more we opt for local control the more the costs will go up and the more you will come to meetings and talk about the rising cost of administration.  The more we emphasize efficiency the more there will be angst in the BFC about the loss of local control, that we are not able to have sway as we have had in the past in how these systems operate.  
But, to begin with, we are going to start with this more centralized approach because of the cost and because of complexity of the product.  Most of this SES, perhaps 100% of it, will reside across the Bloomington and Indianapolis campuses.  Some parts of this organization will reside in Bloomington and some parts will reside in Indianapolis, some parts will be funded out of Bloomington, some parts will be funded by Indianapolis and some parts will be funded by University Administration.  It would be hard to give you an exact picture of that because of the fact that it hasn’t all be created yet.  The admissions part is virtually up and running right now, it has to be up and running because the admissions part of PeopleSoft is now live.  Not everything is live but it is live.  Right now, for example, working its way through HR (perhaps gone through HR) is an associate director for SES who will be based in Indianapolis, and that person’s responsibilities at least initially will be to manage all the backroom functionality of the admissions part of this.  
Any day now I think you will be able to, (this probably won’t be the most major announcement that will be made,) but any day now for people that are working in admissions, financial aid, registration and records, or bursar, they’ll care about this.  An announcement will be made about a group of folks from Bloomington and Indianapolis and someone from Judy Palmers office who will be asked to spend the next five months figuring out what else should go in this SES organization and what else really is best left on campus.  Some of the things we have talked about for example, there will be some savings that occur there.  I don’t think as a faculty member there will be any additional time placed on us, a lot of campuses have already done this, faculty just enter their grades right into some piece of software that is web-based and those grades become the official grades of the registrar system.  Now, I have to say that I’ve talked to some folks in the Registrar’s office because right now there is about a three step process of checking that and they are concerned about inaccuracies, but really I know occasionally someone calls me and it becomes really hard to diffentiate between an A and an A-.  Actually that will probably help me because using a keystroke will eliminate that.  The registrar asks, “Well, how will you make sure that it accurate?” Well, it will be just as accurate as what the faculty enter into that.  But that is one thing that might end up in SES, there might be some folks in Bloomington or Indianapolis that could manage that for all campuses in the University.  Financial aid, federal and state regulations are exactly the same on all seven campuses, probably that can be centralized in a way that doesn’t harm any of the prerogatives of any of the individual campuses and actually does save us some money in the process.  What is going to be there in terms of all the areas of registration records, or bursar, financial aid is not exactly known, but that is what that group is going to do over the next five months is figure out their best guess, because until we actually get closer to going live, there may be some things that we learn in the last month.  That is what is going to go into this SES group.  
I think eventually when that subsides there will be a director of SES.  I’m just quite candid here, there are real political issues.  Indianapolis has felt, rightly or wrongly, for a long time that in a lot of these student systems that do have academic implications that they have not had as much influence over them as they would have liked.  I think the primary reason for that is that they were built by Bloomington in the early 80s when Indianapolis was really just a small regional campus and that is right - they weren’t designed for a commuter campus.  They weren’t designed for a campus that does a lot of kind of business training kinds of courses and continuing education models.  That director will be Indianapolis based, that’s the honest truth, there is a sense of quid pro quo here in terms of feeling like the spheres of influence are equal across the two campuses. If the person in my role right now was Indianapolis-based, the director would be in Bloomington.  So once this group has kind of specked out what would be in this SES, some kind of search will be announced.  That doesn’t mean it will necessarily be at more expense.  It’s quite likely in fact that somebody on one of the two campuses already working in one of these offices or maybe working in an office in the College of Arts and Sciences or elsewhere will actually get tapped for that. COAS will not offer up the position.  If it is an existing person in an area like registration or financial aid or bursar, in all probability their salary will just travel with them, it won’t be at additional cost.  They will be asked to take on new duties as a result of assuming this role because their old duties won’t be there anymore, they’ll be eliminated.  
A little bit of truth in advertising though, in the next few years costs will go up because you have to remember for the next few years we’re going to have to continue to run the old system and build the new system, we can’t stop registering people while we assign people to help design the new registration and records system, we can’t stop awarding financial aid while we are simultaneously bringing people in to do it.  That is the reality on any campus.  Purdue has decided to build their own, they have to continue to staff people to keep their current system going and they’ve had to go out and hire new people to build the new one.  I absolutely am certain that after this is done the cost will go down but the reality is we are in a certain sense in the thick of it, having to build a new system and maintain the old one simultaneously.  But, once that is done costs will go down, in fact I anticipate the SES most of those hires will be temporary….  There are people doing some things that they don’t necessarily want to do right now and now you don’t have a job when this is all over.  So, these people will be temporary and we’ll tell them from the outset, when this is done your job will go away.  
I think the real heart of things, I think Bob has been doing a great job representing faculty interests in asking questions about what is the role of faculty governance in SES organization, especially as it relates to I think registration and records and how that impacts faculty, BFC endorsed requirements, the curriculum over a particular program and so forth.  How are faculty going to make sure they have a role in that? I confess my own skills at this are limited, I did this at the last moment so I took an early graph and I’ve kind of changed this around a little bit, but for the SES what I really want to point to is this academic policy and advisory page.  It may be more than one committee.  I think Bob and Paul as well as probably some of the deans will want to have a voice in this and that is trying to decide how do we structure a situation where key decisions that are to be made on the operation of SES that actually affect academic units that folks get to have their say and they share with everyone else this cost benefit analysis.  The easy example is the expanded FX policy.  There are at least three or four different campuses that have FX policies.  It won’t be easy to have multiple FX policies, not impossible, it won’t be easy.  The question that is likely to go to this academic policy group is lets just say if you figure $50 an hour programming time and lets say that we find out this is going to cost $300,000 to have different FX policies on each campus or maybe $150,000-$200,000 per campus, I think literally some of the tradeoffs might be, “Is it so important that that little place is an area where we want to spend $200,000 or could we come to some kind of consensus accommodation about FX policy that people are generally comfortable with across all campuses and spend that $200,000 someplace else?”  Those will be, I suspect, the easy ones when it is all said and done.  Those are the kinds of issues that will come up that there absolutely has to be a faculty group that’s really setting the priorities.  Actually I should say academic group because I think it has to be more than just faculty because I think sometimes and this has happened in the past is the BFC or UFC wants and COAS or the Kelly School or the School of Music aren’t exactly one and the same and I think to have credibility both sides of academic governances have to have a say.  I think I’ll stop there so if you have some questions.

BONDANELLA: I’ve been around a long time and I know a lot of the operations here as well how they are done on other campuses and I just wonder what kinds of steps will be taken to ensure the quality of services for students.  One of the things that I think really does disturb me in here is that there hasn’t been a decision made about direct lending which I think is one of the wisest decisions that our campus has taken a long time.  I don’t know if you want to comment on that.

HOSSLER: I was certainly on the task force that looked at that.  I think that decision is close to being made and I started out going into that discussion and it happened that most of the meetings that kind of do the analysis, they had to have the analysis take place this summer, I know that an effort was made to include faculty on that but because the timeline dictated it was all going to be done over the summer, it wasn’t… I’m not a faculty member but I was a long time ago on a search committee and we recommended someone who was a faculty member and literally at the very last meeting people on the committee started referring to him as one of them.  He hadn’t even started yet but as soon as he had agreed to accept this administrative position he had become one of them.  There weren’t any faculty members on it.  I was surprised how much the gap has narrowed between FFELP and DL. One of the things the advocates for [inaudible] clearly were right about is the competition that the distinctions between the two are.  We looked at things like interest rates.  We looked at things like how quickly the money hits the streets, hits the students and so forth.  It’s very hard to see much difference between the two.  I think that decision will be made soon.  It will be made on the basis of the following fact that again is this cost benefit analysis: currently, we have both systems and although you don’t know it, we pay for that because there are people who have to go in and make all the changes on the FFL key side of our campuses and there are some of the same people that have to go in and actually to give you an example, for the last two years or three years we’ve taken turns on who gets priority, one year the DL changes get priority and then the next year its Bloomington and South Bend you’ve had your turn last year so this year we’re going to make all of the changes in FFELP first.  From my perspective those are nontrivial decisions because the sooner you get out your financial aid orders the more students are likely to come.  If you are second in the queue it could literally influence this is just undergraduates, this is true of graduate students too.  So we are already bearing some costs for that and the current situation although PeopleSoft will tell you we will have no trouble operating both, there is no large University in the country that is operating both systems.  The costs to do both - again it is a cost benefit.  I think the estimates it would be about two million dollars for us to operate both of those systems.  

ENO: I want to address the issues on the basis of principles.  If there is one of these two systems that is of greater benefit to students, naturally we would prefer to have that system.  If it costs us a great deal for one reason or another to have that system we have to have a way of figuring out is it worth it to offer the benefit to students if there is a cost that will wind up hitting the academic division.  The greatest problem we have in delivering to students right now is the fact that we have a terribly small faculty, particularly on this campus for the number of students.  If we deliver goods that we think are valuable that could be done without, then we are going to starve our ability to try somehow or another to expand the number of faculty.  There may be cases where it is essential, where the goods we deliver to students or faculty or anybody are of overwhelming importance, so we’ll take the hit, it’s just too important.  We have to be able to make that sort of judgment.  Is this something that is worth postponing trying to expand the faculty or not?  In some cases, yes.  I think the main thing we have to pay attention to is that the faculty are centrally involved in those decisions.  Don made reference to something that I want to pick up on and talk about both in reference to Don and in reference to what Judy had to say.  A lot of the administrative task force work, almost all of it, happened over the summer, starting in late June.  The issue arose very early whether or not we should have faculty on these work teams involved in setting up the structures that would yield these cost benefit preference.  I talked with Judy about it and I said I thought this would be a good thing and Judy said that she thought it would be a good thing, why don’t we do it.  I talked to Don about it too.  It was the summer to get faculty placed on these work teams and have intensive activity, faculty were capable of dealing with these issues, contributing well and actually participating fully simply proved more than we could do and more than I could do, especially going in and out of town over the summer.  That ball got dropped, it got dropped by me.  It didn’t have faculty participation in this over the summer, I couldn’t figure out a way to do it.  The summer is over, we’re getting to a new stage in these projects, we have to have good structures of faculty involved in this from this point on.  I think that in both Judy’s areas that she’s been talking about and particularly in Don’s areas, we are working in that direction and I think it’s important we make sure that we accomplish those ends and are in good position to make these cost benefit judgments.

MORGAN: Don, I’ve got two questions.  One is honestly and candidly, isn’t it true that there are several offices that had had to contribute key personnel to the SIS business and those offices have not been adequately compensated and reinforced with personnel to make up for those people.  Isn’t that correct?

HOSSLER: Absolutely correct.

MORGAN: Okay.  Secondly, so you’ve added this enormous project, it’s taken many years with a lot bigger pricetag than was thought, a lot of it sort of camouflaged by the fact that we’ve got these people who are earning their regular salaries who one would have thought serving their units are now serving this project.  Now we’ve got a whole new office being set up, okay.  Let’s say that we are all willing to accept that we need this office.  What else is going to go to make room for this office?  Are you going to tell me it’s going to be two years, three years, five years down the road before there is any kind of cutting away some of the stuff that is going on now to make room for some of the costs and needs that are going to be serviced here?  Or, are we going to end up with just another, gee I don’t even know what they are called anymore because I think of administrations as places that kind of grow [inaudible] basically.  That is the way I think of administration.

HOSSLER: I admit that I think every University does.  It is turning out to almost complicate us but the kind of things that most campuses undertake.  And, I think it’s particularly tough on the faculty side because this is not things any of us know a darned thing about.  These things should just happen we shouldn’t have to worry about them.  Yes, we are spending a lot of money on this.  Will we spend as much as most of our colleagues?  We won’t even come close even if our costs run over.  Illinois has dedicated 165 million dollars to bring up SCT matter, which is a PeopleSoft competitor, on six campuses.  Our budget not counting, well actually it depends how you calculate it…

MORGAN: Counting all of those salaries.

HOSSLER: Well, if you are just talking about the hiring new money it’s about 18 million.  If you are talking about the functional folks being contributed to the project it gets up around 25-26 million.  It might go beyond that but it’s not going to come close to 165 million.  It’s not going to come close to the 100 million that the University of Michigan spent for one campus.  It’s not going to come close to 80 million that Ohio State spent and stopped.  It’s not going to come close to the 60 million.

MORGAN: We must be awfully good, Don.  We are awfully good down here.

HOSSLER: …There was an article in the Journal of Higher Education several years ago, I can get it for you if you want, that did an analysis of universities that produce quality with the lowest amount of resources. Guess who was number three on that study.  They just took the total budget on each campus and divided by the number of programs ranked in the national academy of arts and sciences and we were number three.  Just before a recent regime.

VIOLA: Tell me Don, what about this…?

HOSSLER: Let me back up.  Where did that money come from?

MORGAN: How about the president or chancellors offers?  I mean you are just telling the people that they are going to be temporary, right Don?

HOSSLER: I’m not quite as cynical as you guys that all.

MORGAN: No.  I feel there are always two sides to the stream.  I think that ultimately there are some zero sum gains on all of this and the only place for me to get money for back fill is for me to go to Maynard and Maynard to find the money some place.  I’m really hardnosed about going to Maynard because I know where that is coming from.  

HOSSLER: When we get into this SES it will require some more money for a while.  But, I want to underscore what we are going to spend on this is going to pale, I mean right now we are in, Bill Plater and I are in some heat with some people from the professional schools about asking them to use the same application process that everybody else is using.  They are not happy about this.  Michigan for example spent as much on people writing the programs, the developers, for their professional schools as we’re spending for the entire admissions phase one process.  Now we can fix that.  I can fix that real easy.  I can make a case for giving us enough money so that we don’t have to deal with those issues, but I don’t know where that money is going to come from.  …As he has already said to me, “Well you are just playing games now, you’re passing the cost onto us.”  Will some of that be true?  Yeah, it will be true.  But, in the final analysis we will come close to spending as much as Michigan or Ohio State or Illinois or other places.  That is the real conundrum.  Other people have heard me say this, it was never a choice not to do something.  The financial aid module is close to failure.  It almost failed two years ago.  We almost couldn’t deliver financial aid.  We almost could not do it.  In the bursar system right now, Law and Optometry are real unhappy.  This is not SIS, they’re real unhappy with OES right now because their academic calendar is so different from the rest of them and there is no way for our system right now to reform the registration records system to easily accommodate their needs.  It’s almost impossible to do it.  PeopleSoft won’t address some of those things, but there were their own little problems of our legacy systems that had to be fixed, it was only a question of when.  Once that decision is made, these costs are out of all of them. The only question is how much money are we going to spend there.  These are not things faculty want to know about.  These are not things faculty want to spend money on.  But, they were unavoidable.

MORGAN: Don, if you needed four million to solve certain problems that had come up and you went to central administration and said look I got a problem and I’ve got offices that can’t function right now because they don’t have the personnel I need four million dollars to carry me for one more year, would they give it to you?

HOSSLER: I’m not going to ask for it.

MORGAN: Yep.

[End of Tape I, side B, some words may be lost]

VIOLA: …At the bottom of the Big Ten as far as average SAT scores and percentage in the top percent of their high school class.  Is there any plan to tighten up those academic standards and get us up there?  That is one place we can do anything that won’t cost us any money.

HOSSLER: Well, I think that I can’t speak for the Chancellor on that.  I know this, I know that Sharon plans as part of her planning process, plans to take a very close look at those issues.  I would be shocked if a year from now the answer was yes to that.  In the short run, admissions recruitment and all that stuff we need to start talking pretty soon about next year because it is too late to do those things now, you have to put a whole set of plans in to do that.  I think the answer is there will be some plans.

BREHM: If you’d like me to respond to that, I think we should make every attempt to include an even greater percentage of high achievement students into the University.  I’m not quite sure how to do that and how much money frankly it would cost to do that.

HOSSLER: One last thing.  Yes, the costs will rise, I mean a lot of the cost will go away and part of the reason it will go away is some of the folks that are currently working on the current systems there will be some slack because it will be more centralized and some of those areas and it will change.

AGENDA ITEM #6:  FOLLOW-UP DISCUSSION ON CAMPUS ASSESSMENTS

Professor Maynard Thompson, Dean for Budgetary Administration and Planning

BREHM: Now we have Maynard Thompson coming back to get more budgetary numbers.

THOMPSON: This afternoon I plan to say some things that were very abbreviated the last time I had the opportunity to talk with you, and to say some things that respond to some of the issues that were raised in terms of questions about the first presentation.  At the onset, I might say that I have very mixed emotions about the discussion this afternoon.  On the one hand we are going to talk about quantitative concepts and methodologies. I pride myself on being able to communicate on those issues and I hope I do so this afternoon.  On the other hand, I know all too well that there are widely differing tolerances in human beings for information of that sort.  So, I’m going to try and accomplish the goal with a very brief overview and three examples and I believe that will leave some time for questions, and I’m certainly interested and eager to try and respond to questions.  At your place is a multi-page document that contains most of what I plan to say this afternoon and the very brief overview is on the first page.  
I’ve talked with many faculty groups, budgetary affairs committee, school policy committees, delegations from other Universities.  As a member of RCM review committee I’ve talked with several faculty gatherings and I’m fully aware that a concept of assessments continues to be a great mystery to a great many people.  Let me try to clarify it by breaking the process into two pieces.  Under RCM, non-instructional units receive the resources that they need to operate by assessments from the academic units.  All of the resources from the institution - essentially state appropriation, instructional fees, indirect cost income, other fees - are attributed to the academic units as a part of budget construction.  There are some exceptions; for example, the student technology fee, which is a non-trivial amount of money, about seven million dollars, the student technology fee is attributed directly to UITS, and there are some other exceptions of that sort.  But, by and large, the resources go to the academic units, and the non-instructional units get their resources by the academic units paying assessments.  
How are those assessments determined?  There are two components to the determination.  First of all is setting the expenditure budget for the non-instructional units.  I emphasized last time I talked with you that many of these processes are iterative processes. This is certainly an example of that; it is not the case that we set the expenditure budget for the non-instructional units and then they stay fixed no matter what happens on any other front.  As our awareness of our resource needs and availability changes over the course of the budget construction process, we may revisit that question several times.  How are those expenditure budgets set?  They are set by the Chancellor, seeking the advice of the budgetary affairs committee, deans advisory committee, members of her staff, and digesting that information, looking at all of the priorities and the alternatives that are available to us, and eventually, given the iterative pattern, setting an expenditure budget for each of the non-instructional units.  
Once that expenditure budget is set, the amount that each school or college contributes is determined by RCM methodology.  That RCM methodology uses some of the school specific data -  numbers of faculty, gross expenditure budgets, number of credit hours taught, number of staff, so forth and so on, amount of space - and uses school specific data to allocate out those expenditures to each of the academic units.  For example, financial aid that is spent on undergraduate students through Don Hossler’s organization, those resources are made available to Don by assessing each of the academic units proportional to the fraction of credit hours that those academic units teach.  The College of Arts and Sciences teaches 62% of the undergraduate credit hours; then the College of Arts and Sciences is faced with the responsibility of paying 62% of the undergraduate financial aid.  In that situation, the undergraduate credit hours would be the parameter on which the financial aid expenditure is allocated.  
I’d like to look at the examples in your little packet there to illustrate in three cases the actual allocation process.  One of them is very simple; two of them are slightly more complicated.  I believe the first two pages in your packet contain summary information for all of the academic units and all of the non-instructional units, showing how much of each of the non-instructional unit budgets each of the academic units paid through the assessment process for the fiscal 02 operating budget.  In the upper right hand of the page, for example, you would see that the College of Arts and Sciences paid 3.3 million dollars to fund the UITS operation.  Let’s look at the page that follows that, the sheet that is entitled “Support Units: Campus Life.”  All of the expenditures in Dick McKaig’s organization are allocated out on the basis of total credit hours, so you see that across the entire campus in fiscal 01, we taught slightly over one million credit hours.  The College of Arts and Sciences taught 557,000 of those, and so forth on down the column.  We use total credit hours to allocate the expenditures of Campus Life so that College of Arts and Sciences will pay 55.5% of the total budget for the Campus Life division.  School of Business will pay about 15.2%, and so forth all the way down.  There is only one allocation parameter for the Campus Life division.  Once the expenditure budget is set then this allocation parameter specifies the amount to be paid by the College of Arts and Sciences, by the School of Business and by everybody else.  
Let’s look at one that is slightly more complicated.  Let’s look at UITS, the next couple of pages.  Here you find that the organization has categorized their expenditures in seven categories, and the allocation parameters will vary from one category to another, although the same allocation parameter may be applicable to more than one category.  UITS adopted these categories as a replacement for the original RCM assessment methodology, which was based on actual usage. Way back in 1990-91, that organization devoted an incredible amount of time and energy to trying to assess just how much the faculty, staff, and students in the various academic units were taking advantage of UITS resources.  It was a very complicated process and we soon recognized that updating it was going to be time consuming and it wasn’t clear what the value of updating was.  In 1995, IUPUI faced the same dilemma, and IUPUI shifted to a more aggregated allocation process. The RCM Review Committee in the middle 90s recognized that there was some value in doing that and we shifted to the present process, and basically you see that the resources in instructional computing, the allocation parameter, is faculty and staff FTE’s, that is thirty-four percent of the total UITS we are allocating - about four million dollars.  You can run your eye on down there, you’ll see there are basically two allocation parameters, faculty/student FTE’s, faculty/staff FTE’s, and student FTE’s.  Over on the next page, you can see the percentages of the various parameters, undergraduate student FTE’s, graduate professional student FTE’s, total student FTE’s and total faculty and staff FTE’s for each of the academic units and those allocation parameters again are applied against each of these categories to allocate out the expenses for UITS.  This is a level of complexity beyond the Campus Life; in Campus Life we had one category of expenditures, we had one allocation parameter. Here you have seven categories of expenditures and you basically have two categories of allocation parameters.  The process is conceptually exactly the same.  You look at the relative use of the resources by the academic units and you allocate out the expenditures on that basis.  
Finally let’s take a look at the Office of Enrollment Services.  Is Don still here or has he left?  Good timing.  The Office of Enrollment Services, you see, has four categories of expenditures basically corresponding to the various offices in the organization.  One is admissions focused, one is financial aid focuses, one is registrar focused, and one is the actual financial aid that is awarded out to students focused.  The allocation parameters are given on the next page, undergraduate credit hours, total credit hours and on the final page of that particular set, you’ll see the category of the expenditures listed at the top of the page ABCD and how those expenditures are allocated out based on the different parameters.  The College of Arts and Sciences, for example, had 515,000 undergraduate credit hours and 557,000 total credit hours. By the way, you ought to recognize that 557,000 - you saw that same number in the Campus Life assessment and the financial aid over in category D was allocated out as undergraduate credit hours.  So that when you package those allocation parameters against the expenditure budgets, you find the column clear over on the right hand side, and you see that the 19 million dollars, which is the total budget for Don Hossler’s Office of Enrollment Services, is allocated out - 59% of that is paid by the College of Arts and Sciences.  Slightly more complex, more categories, different kinds of allocation parameters, but the concept remains the same.  
All that changes as you run over the various non-instructional units is the allocation parameters and the complexity of the categories.  Moya Andrews office, for example, encompasses the Dean of Faculties administration which has a promotion and tenure, the various faculty development activities on one hand, and it also has within the organization University Division, which is a pure student organization. Clearly, you are going to want to allocate those expenditures out on different parameters, and we do so packaging the parameters all together at the end to give a global allocation for that particular office to each of the academic units.  
What I tried to describe in the last three or four minutes simply illustrates “The RCM Methodology.”  Once the expenditure budgets are determined, then that methodology determines who pays how much money.  I want to emphasize that there is essentially no administrative decision making in that part of the process.  The administrative decision making has been made in consultation with Budgetary Affairs Committee, the RCM review committees, the Deans Advisory Committee,  about the structure of RCM.  Once those decisions have been made, then this methodology follows naturally through.  The administrative decisions, on the other hand, are made in setting the expenditure budgets for each of these units.  That is where the dean comes in and makes a case to accomplish certain goals and asks for help from the campus to achieve those goals, that is where administrative decision making comes into the process.  I’ve used half of my time.  I would be delighted to try to use the other half to respond to questions.

MORGAN: You’ve confirmed everything I thought before.  One quick question.  In a certain sense RCM is a distribution system though a faucet at the top. The fiction is that to get all the water to the faucet you bring it in through all the groups that are going to receive the distribution, right? You put it all back up at the top and then you redistribute and so they bring it in, right?  How much does central administration take out of the faucet between the time it comes in from the units and gets sent back down the top?  Would you say it was 25?

THOMPSON: Central administration that the campus pays, (what used to be called a system service charge,) which is now a University Tax - the gross amount of that is about twenty-five million dollars. There is, however, some income that comes into that account, which the net effect is about 21-22 million dollars.

MORGAN: That was increased seven percent each year for the last three years?

THOMPSON: That’s right.

MORGAN: And, any funds that go to the Chancellor, when do they come out?  Are they part of this assessment plan?

THOMPSON: They are part of the assessment plan just like Office of Enrollment Services.

BREHM: Are you talking about for the Chancellors office or for the Chancellors Fund?

THOMPSON: Well, they are two different things, which were you referring to?

MORGAN: Let’s do both.  

THOMPSON: The office is just like any other office.  The Chancellors Fund is funded by taking one and a half percent of state appropriation right off the top.

MORGAN: So that is akin to the money that is going to central?

THOMPSON: No, it’s not, because the money going to central comes through the assessment process.  The Chancellors Fund does not.  Each year the campus receives state appropriation and we simply have shaved off one and a half percent. That was the recommendation of the RCM review committees - before it is distributed to the academic units.

MORGAN: Okay.

RUBIN: Again, similar information from the University level, it would be appropriate to ask Judy for that?  Would that be the source?

THOMPSON: I have only the total for the University.

RUBIN: So, is it possible Judy to attain some more information on how the University Tax is assessed to the different units and bring that information back to this body?
PALMER: Right, Yes, I would be glad to provide that.  There are two components to what Maynard just gave us.  One is the University Tax.  The other are the payments for the direct services provided to this campus.  So, I could provide that.  I think I provided something a couple of years ago that broke that out, but I’d be glad to update it for you.

RUBIN: That would be helpful.  Also, it’s difficult to see it here but I know that what many of these units do and it’s obvious in some areas that those go to deal with the academic mission.  For example, UITS provides information technology services that we all rely on very heavily.  At the University level it is harder for us to see that I think.  So, if there is any kind of supplemental information that you could provide that would give us a sense of where those dollars are going and what kind of academic components they are supporting or administrative components, that would be helpful.  I think one of the things that has continuously bothered me, and I know many of us, is that we see these funds disappearing into something where we don’t get a sense of how those dollars are actually being used to support the mission of the University.  If we could see that information I think that would go a long way towards helping us understand how the finances of the institution actually work, and it would take some of the sting away from seeing big chunks of the budget from the academic units going into these areas at least if we knew they were supporting that mission.

PALMER: I think I can put something together.  I would say that the assessment that goes back to University administration goes to the campus, the campus decides how they wish to allocate that.

ENO: Judy I also want to ask you, Maynard mentioned in response to Mike, or Mike mentioned, I forget which, that the central administration tax went up three straight years at a rate of seven percent per year.  Maynard discussed this briefly and his understanding of it a couple of weeks ago, I wonder if you could explain why there was this tripartite increment.

PALMER: The increase at seven percent started four years ago, this is the fourth and final year of that.  There were two primary reasons.  The first was that University administration is funded from two sources: number one from interest income, not general fund balances that goes back to the campuses, but other fund balances, and number two from the University Tax.  The University Tax is right now at less than half of that amount that is shown on your assessment sheet, I think, for support of University operations.  The other things are transfers back because of the strategic directions charter money, the way it was provided by the state, so that number needs to be sorted out as you’ve asked for and we’ll do that.  But, when the Clarion transfer occurred and hospitals were no longer part of the balance sheet for Indiana University, that represented a significant loss in interest income available to support University administration.  That was one of the issues in having to increase the assessment - to replace that loss of interest income that was generated off the balance that we had able to invest from the hospitals.  The second issue just stems from what we are seeing with the declining interest rate costs that have also started to occur three or four years ago.  Now, this is the fourth and final year of that increase to make up that difference.  It might be useful to take a look at a document that I circulated to the University Faculty Council and I thought to this Council, but perhaps it wasn’t addressed here, and circulate that again with some updated numbers. It explains all that in the document.

BREHM: Very good, we are close to closing.  Are there any other questions or comments?  If not, we are adjourned.

Adjournment 5:30 PM

Julie Bobay, BFC Secretary
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