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MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL FACULTY SENATE MEETING
OF NOVEMBER 15, 2001

A special meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order on November 15 2001, at
3:03 p.m. in Room 201 of the Buckingham Center for Continuing Education.

Forty of the sixty-eight Faculty Senators were in attendance. Senators Calvo, S.Clark,
Fenwick, Hebert, Holz, John, Laipply, Steiner, Sterns, and Wyszynski were absent with
notice. Senators Brouthers, Carri, Chafin, Dechambeau, First, Gesp=lsmmn, Louscher, Mothes,
Pinheiro, R.Pope, S.Pope, Purdy, Qammar, Redle, Sakezles, Schmith, and Turning were
absent without notice.

Chair Sheffer began the meeting by stating that he had two announcements to make
before the Senate began the business for which the body had been called together today.
First, we had two new Senators for all to greet. From Arts & Sciences, Julie Drew, and the
Grad/Law Student representative, Matt First. Dr. Drew was here, but Mr. First was not
present. The body welcomed Dr. Drew.

Secondly, the Chair referenced a report on the front table from the Research
Committee and asked that Senators review this before the next meeting (Appendix A). It was
not something the body would act on today. The report contained revenue allocation
agreement information and also notification of the cancellation of the spring faculty research
grant competition. Chair Sheffer then asked Senator Kinion whether she wished to speak
about the report at this time.

Senator Kinion stated that the committee had learned that they only had $64,000 to
work with this year. Ordinarily, they had had in the past around $200,000. In light of that,
the committee had feit that the fail funding was already in process. The commitiee reviewed
the fall proposals and determined that two of those proposals could be funded. With the
summer competition coming up so quickly, the committee had not wanted te cancel but did
feel it needed to limit the number of proposals funded based on the money they had. So, all
agreed that seven proposals for summer would be funded, but not any for spring.

Chair Sheffer thanked Senator Kinion for her remarks and reminded Senators to please
pick up a copy of the report. He also asked each Senator to initial the sheet next to the stack
of reports. This would ensure that duplicate copies were not mailed to Senators who had
already picked one up at this meeting.

The Chair continued by stating that this was the special meeting of the Faculty Senate.
The topic for today’s meeting was the proposal from the Planning & Budgeting Committee to
begin using a ROI or Return on Investment method for allocation of budgets for this fiscal
year. He asked the co-chair of the PBC, Senator Franks, to piease lead off this discussion and
information session.
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Senator Franks asked whether all had a copy of the resolution that was distributed at
the November Senate meeting. If not, there were copies available (Appendix B). He just
wanted to review a few points before the presentation to explain how PBC came to
recommend ROI. PBC began looking seriously at alternatives to the historical implemental
budgeting that had been used traditionally on campus. We looked at it all year long. Then a
smaller focus group continued to look at the ROI over the summer and into early fall in order
to come up with a model that would work for The University of Akron. This particular
model was presented to the PBC on Nov. 1 by that small focus group. Phil Brown would be
presenting here today, who Senators would find very informative. This particular ROI model
had the support of the President and also had approval of people in the budget office. It
looked like something we could work seriously with (Appendix C). This special meeting
was called for Senators to become more educated as to what this particular model was.

Chair Sheffer called for a formal motion to be made regarding the proposal. Senator
Franks complied, and the Chair opened the floor for discussion.

Senator Reed stated that she wanted to review some of the concepts and give more
detail as to how PBC had come up with this model. Basically, when we first started down
this road and we had our new Provost who was beginning to work with PBC, it started as a
snapshot. One of the things we needed to really understand was how the University revenue
was generated and how we were currently spending it. We all knew from the many
presentations by the President that really 93% of our revenue, like it or not, was generated by
student credit hours. So as we were starting to think about this, we really began to put
together a budget development tool that helped us link productivity with resource aliocation.

Senator Reed continued to say that our challenge from year to year was really trying
to create a tool. This was not some kind of formuia that was in concrete, nor was it going to
generate numbers that nobody actually looked at or thought about. It was really a process for
us to begin to put in place a model that would help us as an institution by providing
incentives and disincentives for the growth and improvement as an institution. It gave us a
tool to work with in the colleges as far as decisions made and how the process might affect
the University as a whole. Also, she thought that the really important thing for us in
academic units to consider was that this model was gradually phased in over time and would
actually give us a real stake in terms of growth of the University. Certainly, as the resources
to the University grew, so did resources to academic units.

She continued by stating some of the concepts PBC had considered such as, since 93%
of the revenue was generated through student credit hours, the colleges were the primary
revenue generators. She did not mean academic versus administrative, but this model really
looked at college expenses and other than college expenses. So things like the library, health
care for faculty and lots of other things would not be included in the numbers for the
colleges.



Page 3

An important point that she wanted to note was that this model would be a real benefit
to the colleges in terms of allowing them to share in a portion of the revenue above and
beyond their necessary share of overhead of the University. It also provided some vehicle for
units to compete for quality and strategic priority funding. PBC had been very patient and
had spent a lot of time discussing and debating what elements to include. One thing that was
really important was simplicity and flexibility. She thought the gradual implementation that
we were proposing was very important too, because obviously none on the committee had felt
it would be appropriate to pull the rug out from under any unit. In fact, we really had not
wanted to penalize any unit but did want to create some kind of a model that clearly set some
responsibility and accountability and some return in terms of units that were highly
productive. So this would be phased in in a gradual way.

One thing that had come up really dealt with the general fund budget. Obviously, that
was a huge portion of our total resources for the University, but that did not mean that these
were the only dollars that were available to the academic units. All of our colleges were
engaged in fund raising and units got pretty much 100% of those dollars. If they were
restricted, they came right back to the unit. So that was an additional opportunity for revenue
enhancement that was not in this model. This model also did not include research
expenditures, so, except for the indirect costs, money that came back into a college was at
their discretion of how that incentive share was spent. But in terms of research, most of those
dollars were restricted. So the lion’s share of those dollars were actually spent for their
intended purpose. There were lots of units with large research dollars, so that would be in
addition.

It would not be the end-all, be-all, of resources or even really the end-all, be-all, of
budgeting. It was a very important concept. As we came together as a university community
and, if we agreed these ideas were important, it was important to establish these types of
ground rules to get people structures that would result in positive decision making and in
strategies that really benefitted the institution as a whole as well as the individual units.
Senator Reed then quoted Dean Roger Creel who had made a wonderful comment about the
creation process - "Let’s not let perfect get in the way of good." Clearly, this was a work in
progress, and if this was the perfect budget model, we ought to immediately trademark it and
sell it because nobody else had come up with it in higher education. Universities were trying
all sorts of things to do, so she thought it was pretty forward thinking on the committee’s
part. One thing we had put into the resolution was that this needed to be truly assessed by
the PBC each year and that we might have to make adjustments from time to time. Also, we
should not be afraid that we did not have the perfect formula before we went forward with
this as an institution.

Another thing that she knew was an issue with a lot of people concerned whether this
included productivity measures for the administrative/service units. She guessed the one thing
she would observe and was definitely true as we looked at it was that when you had this ratio
of 1.7, that was really implying about a 60-40 split, with 60% going to the colleges and 40%
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going to other than colleges. So just by the nature of the formula there remained a balance of
resources. There was some expectation that as changes in resources occurred, those kinds of
proportions would be maintained. We also knew with health care, for example, that we might
have a big increase in something that benefitted the whole that was larger than inflation. So
you might have to adjust as we moved forward. Utilities was another area that was a budget
issue as well. As she knew from her home’s gas budget, certainly there was a huge jump
after deregulation. What we were expecting in line with the President and Provost’s vision of
how they saw the Balanced Scorecard included the ideas of accountability, productivity
measures, with the administrative units as definitely part of the plan. We could not cover
everything in one model. Looking at service-type benchmarks would be different from
student credit hour benchmarks and was really the basis of this model. So she guessed that
overview she wanted to turn to magnetic effect, because that was really something the
committee had worked on a lot in the summer.

Senator Reed continued her oration. In her report to Faculty Senate last year she had
talked about some of these basic features. One of the things that had become clear was that
obviously for the upper colleges, they played a critical role in terms of recruiting students,
retaining students and moving them on in their programs. However, we did not necessarily
see their enroliment until they completed their general studies and moved into colleges. So it
was very clear that we needed to have some kind of a magnetic effect in terms of how we
would give units credit for attracting students to the University even though those students
were not sitting in our classrooms at the moment. What the committee had come up with was
the idea that each student credit hr. would be divided three ways and could potentially be
100% to a unit depending upon that individual student. But the lion’s share of the cost would
go where the course was taught or credit hr. because that was really where the expenses were
associated, the primary expenses of teaching that credit hr. A college would get a portion of
the credit for a student who had a declared major, and that could be a freshman coming in the
door with having declared a major in a college. She guessed the committee’ s hope was that
maybe this would give our colleges some return as far as spending time and resources on
trying to work with students, recruiting them, having them deciare a major and begin to be
affiliated with units. This would then be a retention tool. Finally, a small portion of each
credit hr. would go to the college of record where that student was currently admitted whether
it was in University College or in any other college. There were expenses associated with
students where they were currently enrolled. We called this the magnetized ROI for lack of a
better term. Also, as we were thinking about it, that could be an incentive in colleges as they
worked with students and help them gain admittance to colleges. That would provide then
some return on that investment in terms of helping students move along.

Finally, and she promised this would be her final point before she turned this over to
Phil Brown, what the committee was proposing was that at full implementation, this would be
about a 50-50 split where units would keep 50% of the tuition revenue generated beyond their
target return on investment. Fifty percent would go into a pool for allocation by the Provost
toward quality, strategic priority-type initiatives. The committee had not developed those at
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this point but the Provost had invited us following Senate approval of this proposal. The PBC
as well as the Council of Deans would advise the Provost as far as setting up some of the
criteria that might be appropriate. She certainly thought that the Balanced Scorecard planning
activities this year would produce priorities that would be eligible for this type of funding.

Mr. Phil Brown from the Office of Institutional Planning then began his presentation
on the ROI model. Mr. Brown began his presentation by introducing himself and stating that
he had been asked earlier this year by the Provost, "Could we make this ROI thing work?"
The short answer was, yes we could. What he wanted to do today was run through discussion
of what the ROI plan was for The University of Akron, what the concepts were, what steps
we took to work through this, and then go through the actual process that was used to build
the model.

Senators were then invited to ask questions concerning the presentation as they
developed. If Senators had questions foilowing the meeting today, Mr. Brown provided his
extension (x8191) and email address (pmbrown@uakron.edu) for them to contact him. He
would be happy to speak about the plan with anyone.

Mr. Brown started his presentation with the basics - budget income and expense. As
was already mentioned, basically speaking the University had two main income streams -
tuition dollars, and subvention dollars. Both were generated from student credit hours. We
had all the expenses, salary and benefits, buildings, grounds, heat, etc., but those were not the
things we would be talking about today. One thing he wanted Senators to keep in mind as he
went through this was we were talking about the University and the colleges. The discussion
needed to be kept at that level because everything would fiiter down from that. What the
ROI was addressing was the University as a whole and then the colleges that fed into that.

Return on investment had come out of the business world, and it was traditionally used
for new product or new program development. When people had a new idea for a new
program, they wouid present it to the CEO or the Board of Directors and they would say,
"This was how much it was going to cost and this was what we needed to do." The question
that got asked and the thing that most of the CEO’s would ask was, "What were we going to
get for this project? What kind of return were we going to get? You were asking for a
million dollars; how much were we going to get back?" That was the basis for the ROI; it
was not how the University was going to used it. He simply wanted to make all aware that
this was where the idea had come from.

The model developed for The University of Akron was in alignment with the four
goals presented by PBC. Tie budget to financial performance. Allow for some incentive-
based budgeting; align resources with priorities, and quantify the magnetic effect, as Dr. Reed
talked about a little earlier. The magnetic effect - this was not the best definition but it was
the one he had come up with at the time.
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Provost Hickey then wanted to give a summary of an easy way to remember that. For
example, a student who wanted to be an engineer was probably not going to come to a
university that did not have an engineering college. So they come to The University of Akron
because we had an engineering college. Before they could really become an engineer, they
had to pass through all of the general ed courses that generate credit hr. production for Arts &
Sciences and probably to some extent Fine & Applied Arts. But they were here because of
the college of engineering. If they were not here and we did not have a coliege of
engineering and they didn’t choose to come here, obviously the gen. ed. courses would not
generate any credit hr. revenue. So there the magnetic effect is due to the college of
engineering. The college of engineering deserved some credit for any calculation, some credit
for the credit hrs. that were generated in Arts & Sciences for students headed toward

engineering.

Mr. Brown continued. The simple definition of ROI for The University of Akron was
total income divided by total expense. He would explain what we used for this and what the
numbers were later. When we looked at the expenses of the University over the last three
years and what our income was, basically the number we came up with was that for each
dollar invested in a college, that college had to return $1.70 for the University as a whole.
We differentiated each student credit hr. based upon the college offering the course and the
students in that course. For each student we looked at the college they were admitted to and
what their declared major was.

Provost Hickey interjected that this was a student-by-student analysis, actually credit
hr. by student analysis, and it was done every semester. So it was a real time analysis.

Mr. Brown continued. This was done for the last three years through fiscal year 01
and included summer I and II. Every credit hr. we had in the system was put into this. We
took the differentiated student credit hrs., rolled that into the tuition dollars and the subvention
dollars (i.e., dollars from the state; state subsidy) to get the monies earned by each school.
Again, the total income of the school divided by total expense was the ROI.

Provost Hickey added that the state paid us basically on FTE enrollment. The way
they determined FTE enrollment for undergraduates, for example, was to divide the credit hrs.
by 15 and that equals 1. For every 15 credit hrs. you got credit for one FTE student, and that
went into a formula that the state used to allocate resources to colleges. Senators had been
reading about and hearing about the budget cuts the state had been imposing. When the state
cut budgets they were actually cutting the number of subvention dollars that they gave us.

Vice President Hank Nettling then added that Senators may have heard the President
talk about the state’s share of instruction. That was the terminology we were trying to get the
state to use rather than subsidy, because subsidy had a connotation of bailing you out of
something. So maybe Senators had heard that term.
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Mr. Brown stated that in the model, schools that generated an ROI greater than that
required (i.e., 1.7), would get a portion of the tuition dollars returned to their budgets.
Provost Hickey stated that it would be returned as ongoing permanent parts of the budget. So
obviously that had an impact on the ROI because your budget allocation just went up. So
you got, over time, a leveling factor of all this, but we were not talking about returning it as
one-time money. We were talking about returning it as ongoing dollars that could be used for
all the things you needed to use it for including the hiring of faculty.

Senator Lyons then asked if it went to a college, not to a department that might have
generated the money. Provost Hickey replied that this was correct. This model took it down
to the college. He would certainly anticipate that deans would want to follow suit and
develop similar models within their colleges. In fact, Arts & Sciences had already been doing
some of that, but this was at the college.

Mr. Brown then said that a last point was that this would be phased in over a 5-year
period beginning this current year. The Provost stated that this plan was a good idea and
there was no sense waiting. Mr. Brown continued by saying that in the first year, 10% of
the tuition dollars over the ROI would go back into the budget of the college. Ten percent
would go to the Provost’s fund, 80% would go for cross-subsidy. The cross-subsidy was a
fund to cover the colleges that may not meet the 1.7 ROL

Provost Hickey added that the cross-subsidy fund might not completely cover it. So it
was a dampening of the impact, both the upside and the downside of the ROI. This did
happen. In year 2, it went up by 10% a year. So in year 2, 20% of the tuition component of
the monies over and above an ROI of 1.7 went back to the college; 20% went into this pool
of money to be allocated for quality measure and investment priorities. Now you were down
to 60% left for subsidy, and by the time you got 5 years out, 50% of the tuition over and
above the ROI of 1.7 went back to the college; the other 50% went into this pool based on
quality and investments and you were down to zero cross-subsidy dollars. So at that point in
time, colleges on the downward trend who had not changed their mode of behavior would be
in trouble.

Senator Erickson then stated that she noticed that the Provost was using the word
tuition - was that different from subvention? To which the Provost replied that he was only
including tuition in the model at this point in time because our subvention was 5o uncertain
with what the state did that, and there was a delay in getting the subvention dollars back. The
only dollars that he actually knew he would have to return were tuition dollars. What he
suggested was, as this model went forward and we got comfortable with it and experienced
with it, we might want to in effect join a tuition dollar with a dollar or portion of a dollar of
state subvention money. So the money going back to the colleges included both tuition and
subvention. Right now it was just too unknown, and he did not want to make promises he
could not keep because he did not know that about the subvention dollars.
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Senator Erickson queried as to what then happened to the subvention dollars? The
Provost replied that the subvention dollars continued to help in the cross-subsidy effort and
continued to help us understand all of the expenses. He was not saying that the subvention
dollars were out of the equation forever. He was simply saying that in the start, let’s work
with this for a year and see the impact. It might be that we could get to the point where
every one of these tuition dollars that was being returned had tagged to it a subvention dollar
that went with it as well. Ultimately, the model should provide for the allocation of both

tuition and subvention dollars.

Senator Erickson then asked that at the moment, it would deal with what percentage of
the total? The Provost replied that the amount of money we got from tuition and the amount
of money from state support was about the same right now. Senator Erickson then stated that
this did not cover half the money, and half the money would be there to do cross-subsidy.
The Provost replied that as we did this and as money got moved, we were going to uncover
things we had not thought about. At that point in time what we would have to do was go
back (and he had agreed to commit to do so) to the PBC and say, all right, here was
something we did not think of. Now we had to build a cushion to take care of it. It might be
that a couple of years into this we had thought of everything and we were comfortable with
the budget. So then what we would propose was, let’s now start tagging a subvention dollar
with a tuition dollar and in effect double the amount of money that was going back to a
college.

Senator Erickson asked whether fifty percent was to do so with risk and uncertainty.
Provost Hickey replied yes, exactly. Risk and uncertainty were associated with what
Columbus did.

Senator Hoo Fatt asked about the monies generated - where was the research? When
she wrote a proposal and brought in money, where did the research dollar go into this model?
Mr. Brown replied that in the model, it did count on the income side of the ROI. It did not
go into any return. The only money that got returned was that from tuition dotlars. But
actually we figured when you took the school’s total income, you figured out the percentage
of that income that was tuition dollars, and this was talking about that percentage of tuition
dollars. So the other things counted for the income side, but the only thing that got returned
was from the tuition dollars. Provost Hickey added that a portion of the indirect costs from
grants that had indirect costs came back to the college already. There was a formula within
the college for how it was distributed within the colleges. He then asked Mr. Hank Nettling
whether he could tell them what percentage of the overall IDC actually went back to the
college. Mr. Nettling replied that it was about two-thirds. Some went to the principal
investigator, some to the college, some to the dean and some to the department.

Senator Hariharan then asked whether it were not 46% going back to the college? Mr.
Nettling replied that it was 47 right now. That was the rate, about two-thirds.
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Provost Hickey said that the only flexible part of grant funding, the IDC, was already
a large portion which was being returned back to the college or to people within the units in
the college. The direct cost was part of the grant that directs that dollars be spent on things
unless they were paying faculty salary. By and large it had no direct impact on the operating
budget of the University.

Senator Sakezles then asked Provost Hickey for ciarification regarding his statement
about the subvention versus the tuition dollars. He had just said the subvention dollars were
about the same as the tuition dollars, correct? The Provost replied that yes, about half of our
budget now was derived from tuition and about half was derived from state support. Senator
Sakezles’ question was, how did that jibe with the earlier statement that 93% of our budget
came from tuition? Were tuition and subvention counted together? Provost Hickey replied
that ninety-three percent of our state budget was tuition and subsidy, subvention. It was tied
to student credit hrs. in one form or another.

Senator Reed then stated that research was really direct and was restricted to a certain
purpose, and that was why it was not included here. Except if you had salary bought out by
grants, that would go back in because it would be subtracted from your personnel costs.

Senator Hariharan then asked Provost Hickey why a college did not get credit for the
total IDC as opposed to just that portion that went to the college or anyone in the college.
Mr. Brown replied to the question, stating that you did get credit for it, but that question
would be addressed later on. It was all in there in the credit for the ROI calculation. For
this, we were talking about the money’s return and that was tuition.

Provost Hickey then added that to determine whether or not you were at an ROI of
1.7, you did get full credit for the cost generated. Now think of the amount of money you
earned beyond that point. There were multiple components to that. It would be state support,
tuition, indirect cost return, and so forth. The only money you got a piece of at this stage
was the tuition. We did not give you back more IDC, we did not give you back more state
support. All we were talking about now was giving back initially a 10% portion of the
tuition. The only other piece that we could really give you back would be a portion of that
subvention dollar. He thought that might be the legitimate next step for all of us. Mr. Brown
then added as a footnote to that, when we were thinking about this, some funds could be
reallocated. Some funds were earned but could not be allocated for anything else. So when
we talked about pulling this all together, keep that in mind.

Senator Binienda then asked whether this implied that every unit was producing more
than 1.7 ROI. Mr. Brown said no, it did not mean that. Senator Binienda then asked what
happened when a unit was at 0.7. The Provost replied that that was why it was being phased
in, to give units a chance to change their behavior. If they did not change their behavior,
they went out of business.
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Senator Binienda then asked whether it were possible to know where units were in
respect to this 1.7. Provost Hickey stated certainly; we knew exactly which units were there
and we could polarize a discussion in a big hurry. The purpose was to develop a model here
that would provide for productivity-based budgeting. Right now what you had was a
historical model that was not connecied in any measurable way to productivity of units, Did
the implementation of this model mean that some units were going to have to change their
behavior or suffer the consequences? Absolutely, no question about it. Did it mean that
some units that had traditionally been extremely productive were going to get more revenue?
Absolutely.

Mr. Brown then stated that he felt the real question was whether this were a valid
process? Did Senators agree with this process or not? That was really the fundamental
question. It was not who was more productive or who was not; it was a chance to put
measures in place. He thought the question here was, is this a good model to do that,
regardless of who wins or loses if you want to put it into that context.

The Provost stated that the model created a rule book that was out there for everyone
to read and everyone to understand. Then there were no surprises. It says you did the
following things and this happened; you did not do the following things and these were things
that happened. It was out there for everyone to read, everyone to know, and everyone to do
their planning around. Remember one of the NCA’s concerns was that we did not have
budget allocations tied to productivity. This tied it to productivity without a doubt. It tied it
to quantitative productivity in credit hr. production, and the other half was tied to qualitative
productivity and provides for new investments. Please do not view this as a pool of resources
in my office. This was a pool of resources that he would work with the PBC and the Council
of Deans to define some qualitative criteria that again, would be in the rule book as to how
we were going to measure quality and how we were going to fund that. And there would be
some criteria there for how we were going to go about making investments and new
initiatives. He would look to the PBC and the Council of Deans to help in evaluating which
new proposals would be worthwhile. Five years out we could be in a position with requests
for proposals going out to fund new initiatives that would be in the hundreds of thousands of
dollars, not the thousands or even tens of thousands of dollars. This could produce the kind
of revenue that would actually allow us to launch whole new adventures within the institution.

Provost Hickey continued by stating he thought it heiped to give concrete examples.
Polymer Science/Polymer Engineering was going to have a real hard time coming out well on
the credit hr. production side of this. It would have a much easier time coming out well on
the quality side of it. So different colleges were going to earn different portions of their
budget, some in credit hr. production, some on the quality side, and many were going to have
a combination of the two. That was why we divided it right down the middle, 50-50.

Senator Jordan asked how one judged quality? Provost Hickey replied that we were
going to ask PBC and the Council of Deans to come up with real measures, real written-
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down, agreed-to measures of quality. What he was not going to do was ask to evaluate
whether they were good or not, because he thought he knew the answer he was going to get
there. But we would have measures of quality everyone could agree to or that the majority
could agree to that these were what we were going to use. They would be written down; they
would not be a secret. We did not have those yet; that was the PBC’s and Council of Deans’
next challenge, assuming we went forward with this.

Senator Lyons then wondered whether there were any empirical evidence on magnetic
effect, or whether this was just someone’s intuition?

Provost Hickey said that he did not know about empirical evidence - were there any
studies he could show you - he could not show you any. What he could show you or what he
could tell you about were many recruiting events we did and that many of you have done. A
significant number of those students were there because they wanted to go into engineering,
because they wanted to go into business, because they wanted to go into biology, or whatever.
They profess to be at that recruiting event because The University of Akron had a high
quality college of engineering. Now how many times they changed their mind along the way
he did not know, but this sampled the data every semester, so if they stopped professing to
want to be an engineering major or they dropped out of engineering and went into physics,
then the funds got channeled in a different direction.

Dean Capers was given permission by the body to speak. She stated that as a member
of the WOW group we had a year or so ago, there was indeed a group that had looked at
responsibility-centered budgeting, and we traveled to Indiana University, Purdue University of
Indianapolis and we also looked at other universities that used that model. She did not want
to rely on her memory and perhaps Mr. Nettling could help us with the other models that we
used. Some of the universities that used the model had something like the magnetic effect
built into their model. So we were not the first to venture forthwith this notion of looking at
where the student had claimed his/her major.

Provost Hickey stated that when you saw the formula, you would see that the reward
to the magnetic effect, while there, was the smaller amount of the money. Of the model we
put forth, 80% of the student hr. credit went to the unit offering the course.

Senator Erickson asked on what basis the 18-15-5 split was made? What was the
analytical basis? Provost Hickey replied that to some extent it was subjective and that was
why we ran a number of scenarios. We ran a number of balances in there. He picked 80
because it seemed to him that the unit offering the course deserved most of the money
because they had the expenses. Now should the right number be 757 Maybe. He guessed as
you would approach 50 it would seem unfair to him, so he thought somewhere in the 70-80
range was probably a good one. But again, he would suggest assuming this went into effect
and as the PBC monitored it, maybe one of the recommendations that came back was that the
formula should be adjusted over time. If we could get some measure of the effort, the
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workload that went along with either teaching students or having students declare a major
versus having the student registered in your college. Now remember, a student admitted
directly to engineering was both a declared major and in the college, so you added 5 and 15
together and they got 20%.

Senator Hajjafar then wanted to know whether, if faculty bought out time, was that
considered tuition? Provost Hickey replied that if the grant actually bought out faculty time,
that would go in as negative expenses; it reduced expense. So it increased your ROI by
reducing the expense.

Mr. Brown added - total income: Tuition, subvention, course fees, IDC and other,
which was international business that really only applied for the school of business, but it was
in there. Total expense - total resources depending on how you looked at it that were
available to each college. Budget - part-time faculty dollars, summer faculty, grad assistants,
benefits, course fees, infotech fees, tech fund and IDC recovery. All those went into the total
expense which was used to figure the ROI.

Senator Belisle then asked about the graduate assistants. How much expense would
that be? Mr. Brown replied that that would be just the stipend portion, because that went to
the college.

Senator Binienda then asked what happened to the tuition of the graduate students who
were not paying - did they have a waiver? Was it going to be added and subtracted at the
same time? Mr. Brown replied that you had to subtract it, so we wanted to use actual tuition
dollars.

Senator Hoo Fatt then asked whether there was any distinction made between graduate
teaching assistants and research assistants, because the research assistants got paid out of the
grant.

Mr. Hank Nettling replied that the revenue for that research assistant would be part of
the revenue we would be including here. Provost Hickey clarified by adding that it would
count on the revenue side, but there would be nothing on the expense side.

Senator Broadway asked wheher graduate assistants who did take courses were part of
the subvention formula in the sense that they were taking credit hrs.? When the Provost
replied affirmatively, Senator Broadway continued by stating that, therefore, those graduate
assistants would show up in the college income because it would be part of the subvention to
the college.

Mr. Brown then began explaining the process of calculating ROI’s for each college
and academic unit. What follows is a summary of this process in Mr. Brown’ s own words:
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"We pulled all student credit hrs. for all courses for academic year 98-99 and 2000 by
semester, allocated the student credit hrs. by the college offering the course, allocated student
credit hrs, by the college the student was admitted to, and by major. This was the process.
We took all that, summed it by college, calculated allocations for graduate and undergraduate
courses, calculated an average tuition dollar per credit hr. That was total student credit hrs.
divided by actual, total tuition earned, undergraduate and graduate. So it was two separate
calculations, just the same calculation for each group. Again, calculated for each year rolled
up each semester into the year for graduate and undergraduate. Then we went through and
did the whole thing again for subvention dollars because there are two categories for students
for graduate and undergraduate, but when you get into the subvention dollars, it actually
breaks it out into 13 levels. Each course has a subvention level accorded it by the state.”

Mr. Brown continued, referring to charts as part of the accompanying Powerpoint
presentation.

"This is actually from a 5-yr. averaging of subvention dollars rather than doing it year
by year. The student credit hrs. generated times the average tuition rate was the tuition
dollars. Student credit hrs. times subvention rate equals subvention dollars. This is the
academic year 2000, fall semester. You see the tan column that’s each college. That’s the
college offering the course. At the top you’ve got the college of admission, the colleges, the
college of major. Each credit hr. fits into one of these blocks on the matrix. This matrix is
repeated for each college. As you can see here, you've got admission, College of Arts &
Sciences and then a major Arts & Sciences. You've got the admit A&S and then C&T
major, That same Algorithm would go out about 80 or 90 cells, so you’d cover every
combination of college of admission, college of major and then fit the student credit hrs. into
it. Then you end up with a number in the cell and this is just a small piece of it, but if you
look at college of A&S admits, college of A&S major and classes offered by college of A&S
as 5,950 credit hrs., that makes sense. Those are majors who are admitted to the college
taking classes in that college. That should be the highest number. Again, CBA going down
and across. So again, then as you go through you take all the hrs. across a row and add all
those hrs. up. That is the total for the college of A&S for fall of 2000. Do that for each
college, do it for each semester, and roll it up to a total and that’s what we’re talking about.
That’s the model for the student credit hrs. That’s the basis for this whole thing, allocating
the credit hrs. that are earned and then dividing it all out between the college that offers the
course and the major in the admitted college of the student.®

Mr. Brown continued stating that this was information that was not exactly readily
available, but it was information the University used all the time. It was in the fact book.
We had kept it for years and years. We reported this to the state and it was absolutely
verifiable.

Senator Erickson then asked about University College. To which Provost Hickey
replied by stating that you were never going to see a lot of credit hrs. associated with courses
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taught by University College, because the only courses taught by University College were
developmental courses. The number for developmental courses was fairly substantial. But
that would be the only course offerings for which they would need. Referring to Mr.
Brown’ s chart, he noted that some students were listed in developmental courses. Senator
Erickson then asked whether, given the college of admittance status and few courses like
developmental, the maximum University Coliege might receive would be 5%?

Provost Hickey relied that was true and that was one of the reasons we ended up with
5%. There was a little reverse reasoning here. When we ran it with bigger numbers because
of the huge number of students who were admitted to University College, University
College’s budget became one of the largest budgets in the University. But the fallacy of that
was that the amount of teaching the course to the student and having them as a declared
major was a greater workload than having the student as an undeclared major hanging around
University College. University College did things and needed to be paid for the effort, but in
accord with that effort, teaching the course was more work than just providing the advising
for the student. Also, we did not want to build a model that encouraged students to remain in
University College. We had talked about a host of things. Late in some of these meetings
we had even talked about bounties on students leaving University College going to some other
unit. But incentives for University College should not be to keep them there, but to do what
they needed to do in order to get the students into the degree-granting colleges.

Senator Harp then asked what happened with double majors. The Provost replied that
while that had come up at the PBC meeting, quite honestly it was not something we had
thought about. Now there would need to be a primary major defined or we would have to
come up with some way of altering the model to account for double majors.

Mr. Brown added that in the system there was a primary major, and that was what
showed up. Forgive him, but he did not know what differentiated the first and second majors
in the system. It would probably change with Peoplesoft.

Senator Buckenmeyer then stated that maybe in the same respect it might not behoove
a person in one college to go teach in another college. In one way it would be an advantage
but another way it wouldn’t be an advantage, uniess there was a magnetic effect. He did not
know whether that happened very much.

Provost Hickey stated that one of the perceived problems and sometimes realized
problems with any productivity-based system, and it probably showed up the quickest in
responsibility-based budgeting, was that it tended to discourage collaborative, interdisciplinary
undertaking. He simply offered that that was something we needed to be aware of, and we
needed to do what we could to allocate the credit hrs. in a way that makes sense. But one of
the reasons responsibility-based budgeting had not been successful in a lot of places was that
you tried to account for absolutely every conceivable event in the model and it did not work.
Another problem with responsibility-centered budgeting, and he had some direct experience
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with this several years back, was that you could debate forever the allocation of expenses. He
was at a university that spent $2 million trying to allocate expenses and never got it done. So
he did not think we wanted to go that route. Mr. Brown added that we were talking about
millions of dollars. The Provost then stated that a number of double majors, in the grand
scheme of things, would not buy us the allocation all that much.

Senator Conrad then asked whether this was the end of a university-wide raise pool.
After proclaiming his fascination at how Senator Conrad came to even ask such a question,
the Provost stated that there must be something here he was missing. Senator Conrad then
stated that if you returned revenue to the unit that generated it, what was the unit going to do
with the revenue? Hold ice cream socials?

The Provost then asked whether Senator Conrad’ s question was, could this result in
differential raise pools in different colleges, the answer was yes, it could. There couid be an
institutional raise pool which then could be added to by units with the resources to add to it.
So we could end up with differential raise pools in different colleges, and deans who applied
this could end up with differential raise pools in different departments within colleges.

Mr. Brown continued his explanation of the model. He just wanted to show Senators
that these were the figures that were used to come up with the calculated student credit hrs.
These were from the budget office actual tuition revenue, undergraduate, graduate, the totals
for each year. Then the total undergraduate student credit hrs., graduate student credit hrs.,
and then simple division to get an average, all the tuition income, divided by all the student
credit hrs. That was it; there were no adjustments, no finessing, no anything, just straight
calculation. The Provost added that a differential rate paid by an out-of-state student would
have driven up the revenue pool, so it went in that way. Senator Hariharan added that
graduate student fees were much higher. Provost Hickey replied that as long as you were
dealing with the dollars really received, all of that other stuff washed out.

Mr. Brown stated that he would have to do the next part of his presentation in two
steps. He presented a matrix of credit hours. These were where we actually plugged in the
student credit hr. differentiation according to the coliege of admittance, major, so forth. We
looked at .50, .25, .25, and went through, and you could see what it did to the credit hrs. For
the College of A&S, if you looked at .50, .25, .25, you saw they got a total of 59,767 hrs.
Looking at the .8, .05, .15, it was 79,452, and that made sense because they were getting a
greater proportion for the courses they were offering. The college of A&S offered a lot of
courses, so there were a lot of student credit hrs. generated by those courses.

Senator Norfolk then asked whether they had broken each credit hr. according to its
subsidy level.

Provost Hickey replied that the point was that in A&S and teaching general ed.
courses, they were teaching 100-200 level courses that had a lower subsidy rate from the
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state. But if you averaged together all of the subsidy rates, that artificially inflated the
subsidy dollars.

Mr. Brown added that each course had the level and each course was done by
averaging for the subvention dollars. This was an average subvention dollar rate over the 5-
yr. period, because he did not want to have to calculate it each year.

Senator Lyons then asked, in order to evaluate this, whether the Provost could briefly
explain how it would work if we did not use ROI. Where would this money go if we just did
it the way we did it now? Provost Hickey said that we had a perfect example right now. He
had looked hard for any meaningful tie between the current budget allocations to colleges and
their productivity, and he could not find it. He thought what had happened here was what
had happened at many institutions, particularly when you got into tight budget time with small
increases. Your budget was a percent increment over what it was last year, independent of
whatever else had happened. And my sense was that at this institution in the past there had
been a lot of coming to Buchtel Hali for a handout and saying, "I need money for such and
such." And people were given money. He did not mean that to be negative because that
happened in a lot of places, but if it happened often enough over enough time, then any clear
relationship between productivity and budget allocation broke down. He thought that was
where we were right now. This was a way to get it back on line with productivity, but ROI
did so gradually so as to show people what they needed to do in order to increase their
budget. If they were going to drop, to cushion the drop. It gave them time to change
behavior.

Dean Creel then addressed the body, stating that he thought he could respond tc what
he felt was the heart of Senator Lyon’s question. The 23,594,000 there in total resources
(depicted in a chart as part of the presentation), was the resources that came to the college of
A&S. That was what A&S spent. 62 million was from courses generated from tuition and
subsidy. So that was the amount that went into the general fund, and got redistributed as it
did right now.

Provost Hickey added that there was nothing wrong with cross subsidizing. However,
all should agree ahead of time what was worthy of cross subsidization. Right now you did
not know what you were cross subsidizing. This provided you the opportunity to find out. It
might be that you looked at something and said this entity was so important to the institution
and of such prestige to the institution and because of the type of unit it was, it would never
be able to survive on this model. We wanted to be able to cross subsidize that type of unit.
That was one of the reasons there were no subvention dollars in here because that provided
for that kind of rational-based, openly-discussed cross subsidization. The variables really
were the percentages, and to his way of thinking that was as good a place to start as any. He
could not tell you that .8 was better than .75 or better than .85; it just felt good as a place to
stop. Others might feel differently. Beyond that he could not give you any justification. He
thought only giving .5 to the unit was too small. Much more than .8, you started really
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diluting the impact of the magnetic effect. Either way, we were a university and as highly as
he thought of Dean Creel and the arts and sciences, he did not think we wanted to become
just one of the best funded arts and sciences colleges in the world. Rational people wouid not
have that feeling.

Senator Hoo Fatt then asked whether the ROI was also for the college of engineering.
Mr. Brown replied that sure, engineering was on the bottom (again, referring to his
spreadsheet). The reason there’s a difference is because this is year by year - 98-99, 99-
2000,2000-01, depending on whether you're using academic or fiscal year. The one on the
left is without direct benefit expense, one on the right column is with direct benefit expense.
Senator Hoo Fatt then said she wanted to understand something - the reason the ROI was so
low in engineering was because the classes in engineering were smaller? What made this ROI
lower than the previous one?

Provost Hickey replied that the faculty there taught fewer students. Two reasons -
your salaries were higher and you taught fewer students. That was a similar problem for the
college of business administration. Salary level drove up your expenses and you taught fewer
students so your revenues were down. Without the magnetic effect the college of engineering
did not have an ROI of 1.7 and would not participate in any revenue stream; in fact, it would
probably have negative revenue. You would have negative budgets.

The Provost continued. Nursing was one of the colleges that was going to have a
challenge here, as they had a 1.59. Dean Capers knew that; in fact, it was coming up already,
but it was one of the units where we would work to assist in getting the revenues up. It also
might be one of those units where you decided and you had to do a bit of bench marking
around the country and ask how this nursing school was doing relative to others. In fact, with
regard to enrollments, nursing nationwide took a 40% decline in enrollment and this nursing
college took a decline but nowhere near 40%. So relative to other nursing colleges this
college was doing well, but in this ROI model it might in the end need to have some agreed-
upon subsidization.

Senator Kahl then asked for information purposes and management purposes whether it
was possible to break this down by department, or how feasible it was to break this down by

department?

Provost Hickey stated that they had not broken it down by departments. But the rollup
of the data was such that the credit hrs. came out of departments and some into colleges, so it
could easily be broken down by departments.

Mr. Brown then pointed out, since he had been working with this for a long time, it
seemed to him that Senators had a choice. Some schools were going to meet this easily and
some were not. The question was, was this a fair system or was it not? Did you want a
system or did you want to continue with a budget system that was not based on anything? It
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was based on historical something. While he had no vested interest, when working with this
it seemed to him a question of, here was a system to take a chance on.

The Provost stated that he thought that if you started with something that was known
and predictable, then use good judgment and consensus to decide where you needed to adjust
this cause or not. But rather you said that a given unit, because of its value to society, the
University, the community, deserved a certain level of additional support to do what it did.
Nursing must keep classes small. It had a lot of clinical teaching responsibilities which were
very time consuming, including clinical teaching responsibilities off campus that people had to
drive to. It was a time-consuming way of educating. The Law School probably did the worst
on the return on investment of any of the colleges, but you had to decide - did you want the
value, the prestige that went with having a law school and did you want all of those
extremely well-placed people who were alumnus of the University who were now part of the
political structure of the state? Those were the sorts of things you got when you had high-
level professional schools like nursing and law. You made those judgments in the open and
you made them based on a foundation. Law knew the extent to which you were willing to
subsidize law and therefore it had to modify its behavior to stay within the range. Law would
never get to a 1.7 ROL. But it needed to do as best it could in the range that it could do.
Then it became an institutional decision. The decision was really, were we going to have a
law school or not? If the decision was to have a law school which this institution had made,
then you said we wanted an efficiently run law school. But we wanted a very, very good law
school that brought prestige to the institution. On the other side, the 50% that was quality
money, they had a good chance to access that money. The program in intellectual property
law would be a prime candidate to access resources on that side. So at least the foundation of
the budgeting process was a very open, known, and predictable way of doing business.

Senator Hoo Fatt then had a question about the return of the money to the college.
Who determined, as some of these colleges were going to be over the 1.7, that the Provost
would give back some money to the various colleges and to do what?

Provost Hickey replied that the colleges in turn could do whatever they wanted to do
with it. The budget would be ongoing dollars. So if you had sufficient dollars you created a
faculty position. If you wanted to set aside a supplemental raise pool you could do that. If
you wanted to increase travel budgets, operational budgets, whatever; he was not going to put
any strings on what came back. Colleges had to act prudently because if you had one college
that for some reason one year got a big spurt and got an extra $100,000 and they went out
and hired 2 or 3 faculty members with that $100,000 and the next year they got a big dip,
they would have a problem. So there had to be a certain stability to this. But remember,
when you got more money as a result, in order to maintain your ROI at the same level you
had to make more money the following year. Otherwise, your ROI would go down because
your expenses had gone up and your revenues had stayed the same. But he thought that what
would happen over time was this was a way of budgeting in real time. Colleges would get
what they earned as opposed to what they were capable of. In the back of airline magazines



Page 19

you always saw that you did not get what you were worth; you got what you negotiated.
Give him a $1,000 and Alex Karas or whoever it was would teach you how to negotiate. In
this way the colleges actually got what they earned.

Chair Sheffer then asked whether Vice President Nettling would like to say something
on behalf of the model. Mr. Nettling wanted to add that we talked about revenue-centered
management a couple of times. One of the things that went into that was that colleges would
be asked to set aside a certain percentage for reserves in case of a rainy day. In the model we
saw in Indianapolis they were required to set aside 5% annually for that rainy day. Provost
Hickey joined in that that would certainly be shielding us from what we were going through

right now.

The Chair then called for any additional discussion. None forthcoming, he read the
resolution to the body: That the Faculty Senate approve the Return on Investment model
as the new University budget development tool based on revenue generation and other
measures of quality and productivity. It is further recommended that the model be
phased in over a 5-year period beginning 2001-2002, and that results be presented and
reviewed annually by the PBC.

The Senate voted its approval of the resolution. The meeting adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

Transcript yrepared by Mariln uilin
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APPENDIX A

REVENUE ALLOCATION AGREEMENT

This Agreement is entered into this day of . 18 , by and among The
University of Akron, a university organized under the laws of the State of Ohio, having an
address at 302 East Buchtel Mall, Akron, Ohio 44325-2102 ("University"), the University of
Akron Research Foundation, Inc., a not-for-profit corporation under Ohio law, at 170 University
Circle, Akron, Ohio 44325-4717 ("Research Foundation"), and
an individual residing in the State of Ohio ("Inventor”). The purpose of this Agreement is to
define a basis for cooperation between the parties in the development, protection, and
commercial exploitation of a certain invention made by Inventor.

INTRODUCTION
1k Inventor is employed by, or is a student of, University and has made a certain invention
described hereinafter.
2. Inventor, University, and Research Foundation desire to cooperate in the development,

protection, and commercial exploitation of the said invention.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above premises and the mutual covenants and
conditions contained herein, Inventor, University, and Research Foundation agree as foliows:

1k Definitions.

1.1 Subject Invention(s). The term "Subject Invention(s)" as used in this
Agreement means any discovery, invention, process, composition of matter,
article of manufacture, know-how, design, model, technological development,
program or other works, strain, variety, culture of any organism, or portion,
modification, translation, or extension of these items, and any mark used in
connection with these items, which is conceived or authored by Inventor and is
more particularly described in Inventor's Disclosure of Invention entitled,
. , dated , UA Reference No.

1.2 Patent Rights. The term "Patent Rights" as used in this Agreement means:

(@) Any U.S. patent application hereafter filed covering any Subject
Invention(s), any division, continuation, and continuation-in-part of any such
application, and any patent which shall be issued based on such application,
division, continuation, and continuation-in-part; and S

(b)  Any patent which is a reissue or an extension of, or a patent of addition to,
any patent defined in (a) above; and
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() Any patent application or patent corresponding to any patent application
or patent identified in (a) or {b) above which is hereafter filed or issued in any
country other than the United States.

(d)  Any other right(s) existing under Federal or State statutes or common iaw
to exploit, exclusively and nonexclusively, any Subject Invention(s), including but
not limited to the rights to all associated trade secrets and know-how, and to
copyrights.

Commercialization of Patent Rights.

Inventor agrees to and does hereby assign to University, and University agrees
to exclusively license to Research Foundation their entire right, title, and interest
in and to the Subject invention(s), and the Patent Rights pertaining thereto for
the purpose of commercial exploitation thereof for the benefit of Inventor and
University in accordance with the terms of this Agreement and other applicable
agreements, policies, and laws.

University, Research Foundation, and Inventor shall cooperate as follows in the
filing, prosecution, assignment, and maintenance of the Patent Rights, and in the
commercial exploitation of the Patent Rights:

(a) The filing, prosecution, assignment, and maintenance of the Patent Rights
shall be carried out by University. Inventor shall cooperate with Patent Counsel
designated and engaged by University. All decisions regarding the scope of
patent coverage, claim language, and other matters bearing on the substantive
content of patents included in the Patent Rights, and the filing of foreign patent
applications, shall be made by University in consultation with Patent Counsel and
Inventor. Research Foundation may agree that a sublicensee will, at its own

expense, carry out the filing, prosecution, assignment, and maintenance of the
Patent Rights.

(b)  University shall be responsible for the payment of all costs, expenses,
taxes, and attorney's fees relating to the filing, prosecution, assignment, and
maintenance of patent applications and patents included in the Patent Rights;
provided that Research Foundation may require licensees to pay or reimburse

Research Foundation andfor University for such costs, expenses, taxes, and
fees.

(c) Research Foundation agrees to use its best efforts to commercialize the
Patent Rights by licensing or selling the Patent Rights to third parties. It will be
the.responsibility of Research Foundation to screen and select qualified potential
licensees and purchasers, and to prepare and negotiate the terms of any
sublicense or purchase agreement (hereinafter License Agreements), provided
that University and Inventor shall confer with Research Foundation regarding
such licensees, License Agreements and the specific aims of such negotiations.
Such License Agreements shall provide that all amounts payable as license fees,
royalties, or like proceeds shall be paid to Research Foundation, and Research
Foundation shall, in turn, pay to Inventor a share of such proceeds in

2

R
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accordance with Section 2.2(d) of this Agreement. Research Foundation agrees
to provide to Inventor and University a copy of any fully executed License

Agreement (and any amendments or waivers thereto) within thirty (30) days after
execution thereof.

(d) Research Foundation agrees that any amounts received by Research
Foundation as license fees, royalties or like proceeds under any License
Agreement respecting the Patent Rights shall be held and administered in
accordance with the terms of this Agreement and other applicable agreements,
policies, and laws. In accordance with the University's pertinent Rules, Policies
and Procedures regarding Inventions and Works, Research Foundation shall
allocate and pay the following shares of net revenue:

(1)  Inventor shall receive Forty percent {40%) of net revenue;

(2) Research Foundation shall deposit Ten percent (10%) of net revenue into
an account to be used exclusively for the purpose of supporting research
and educational activities as determined by the accountable officer,
subject to University and Research Foundation policies and approval.
The accountable officer for this account shall be Inventor during the
period of his employment by the University. Upon inventor's termination
or retirement from University employment, this Ten percent (10%) shall
thereafter be equally divided between Inventor and Research Foundation.

(3) Research Foundation shall deposit Ten percent (10%) of net revenue into
an account to be used exclusively for the purpose of supporting research
and educational activities as determined by the accountable officer,
subject to University and Research Foundation policies and approval.
The accountable officer for this account shall be the Dean of the College
in which the Inventor has appointment.

(4) As used herein, the term "net revenue" means gross revenue received by
Research Foundation from commercial application of the Patent Rights,
including amounts received by Research Foundation as license fees,
royalties, or like proceeds under any License Agreement respecting the
Patent Rights, minus University's and Research Foundation's direct costs

incurred in protecting, maintaining, licensing, and preserving the Patent
Rights.

(e) Research Foundation agrees to permit Inventor to inspect, copy, and audit
Research Foundation's records pertaining to Research Foundation's proceeds
under the License Agreement(s) and Research Foundation's payments to
Inventor pursuant to Section 2.2 (d) above.

(f) Research Foundation may at any time elect to withdraw from this
Agreement and, at Inventor's request, University may assign to Inventor the
entire right, title, and interest in the Patent Rights, or any of them, including any
corresponding interest in proceeds from the commercial exploitation of the

3
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Patent Rights, or any of them. In this event, neither University nor Research
Foundation shall have further obligation to pursue protection and commercial
exploitation of the Patent Rights or to pay any further costs and expenses which
may be incurred in connection therewith, except that University shall be
responsible for the payment of any costs, expenses, and liabilities incurred by
University through the date of such withdrawal. Upon such withdrawal and
assignment to Inventor, neither Research Foundation nor University shall
thereafter have any rights regarding or exercise any control over negotiations
regarding commercial utilization and exploitation or other management and
administration of the Patent Rights; provided, that Research Foundation shali be
entitted to receive a reasonable royalty on Net Sales resuiting from such
commercial utilization and exploitation until it has received an amount equal to
the out-of-pocket costs incurred by Research Foundation and University in
obtaining and maintaining the Patent Rights and, further provided, that the
University shall retain a royalty-free right under such Patent Rights for
governmental purposes of the State of Ohio.

(g}  The obligation of Research Foundation to allocate and pay to Inventor the
above specified share of Research Foundation's proceeds under any License
Agreement(s) respecting the Patent Rights shall be in effect for the life of such
License Agreement(s) and shall inure to the benefit of Inventor, and his/her

successors and assigns, irrespective of whether Inventor is employed by
University.

3. General Provisions.

3.1 Notices. Any notice or other communication under this Agreement shall be in
writing and shall be sent by certified or registered mail, first class, postage
prepaid, or personally delivered to:

UNIVERSITY: Office of Research
University of Akron
170 University Circle
Akron, Ohio 443254717

RESEARCH FOUNDATION: University of Akron Research Foundation
170 University Circle
Akron Ohio 443254717

INVENTOR:

Any party may, by written notice to the other parties, change the address to
which notices shall be directed.
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Governing Law. The parties shali endeavor to resolve any claims, disputes,
and controversies arising under this Agreement by good-faith negotiation. This
Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Ohio.

Entire Agreement. This constitutes the entire Agreement of the parties and
supersedes all prior written or oral agreements on the subject matter hereof.
Any change or addition to this Agreement shall be in writing and executed by the
duty authorized representatives of the parties.

Liability Protection. [tis understood and acknowledged that Inventor's activities
pursuant to the research and development program described in Section 2
above are within the scope of inventor's employment by University, and Inventor

is therefore protected against personal liability arising therefrom in accordance
with Ohio law.,

Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any number of
counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an original, and all counterparts
shall constitute one and the same Agreement, which shall be sufficiently
evidenced for all purposes by any one executed counterpart.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by
their respective, duly authorized representatives.

“University”
UNIVERSITY OF AKRON
BY:

Witness

TITLE: Vice President for Research

“Research Foundation”

UNIVERSITY OF AKRON RESEARCH FOUNDATION,
INC.

BY:

Witness

TITLE:

“Inventor”

BY:

Witness

Social Security Number:
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PROPOSED POLICY 10-22-01

(Redlined version to compare to current Policy)

3359-2-05 University research, copyright, and patent policy.

(A)  University research policy. It is the policy of Fhe-universitythe University of
Akron, (“University’”), with reference to all creative endeavors of its faculty

andfaculty, staff members and students conducted on i#tsUniversity time or with its
facilities, to recognize the interests of the uaiversity;University, the faculty
member, the staff member, student, sponsor; and other cooperating or
participating agencies. However, the beardUnjversity reserves the right to

~ administer such eguitiesinterests consistent with the public interest as determined
by said-beardits Board of Trustees (*“Board’) from time to time.

(1) Copyrights. In accordance with the custom established in institutions of
higher learning, copyright ownership of textbooks and manuscripts and
royalties resulting therefrom belong to the author of such textbooks, etc.,
except when the textbook or manuscript is prepared as an assigned project;
in which case it is the property of the aﬂ-ﬁerﬁq,xUmvermg and shall be
assigned to the uaiversityby—its—designee-University by its author(s).
Assigned projects supervised and supported by the univessityUniversity or
outside sponsors working through the umiversityUniversity under
agreement or contract which results in copyrights, shall be matters of
written agreement between umiversitythe eutherities—and—the—faculty
andUniversity , the faculty, staff members and sponsors involved. In such

cases the beardBoard reserves the right to recognize and administer the
equities of the participating parties.

(2)  Publications. Results obtained through research and scientific
investigation approved, sponsored, or conducted as a universityUniversity |
project, including graduate and undergraduate theses, shall not be

published without the authorization of the president-ef theuniversity—or
the-president's-designee-President of the University or the Vice President

for Research.

(3)  Policy regarding unofficial employment.

degreeto a larpe extent dependent upon the member’s growth as a
creative workereducator in the academic field, it is desirable that
the faculty member be encouraged to carry on constructive
professional work, to support professional organizations both
national and local, and to contribute to public service. Such
efforts, if rightly undertaken, will not only increase the value of the
“individual as an educator but also afford the universityUniversity |

(a)  Since the continued value of a member of the facuity is in-ahigh l
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legitimate and desirable recognition. However, in publicizing
unofficial work, faculty should make a conscious effortsheuld-be
made to avoid the exploitation of ftrivial results or the
dissemination of misleading or exaggerated statements.

(b) Since the primary obligation of a full-time faculty member, as
stated in paragraph (A)(5) of rule 3359-8-02 of the Administrative
Code, is to the uaiversity;University, the faculty member should |
hold paramount in arranging outside appointments the duty of
maintaining the quality of work, avoiding the danger of overtaxing
energies with an undue burden of outside activity, and adhering to
instructional schedules and other definite college engagements.

General conditions and restrictions. The following general conditions and
restrictions will be observed for the best interests of all parties concerned:

(@) Research will be the type of work whiehthat will enhance the
reputation of the waiversityUniversity as a seat of higher leaming,

(b)  Research will be restricted to the type of work for which the
universityUniversity can provide adequate staff and facilities. ‘

(c) No extra compensation will be paid any faculty member for
participating in sponsored and conftract research during the
academic year; however, participation in research during the
summer months will be paid for at the same salary rate received by
a faculty member during the academic year.

(d) The usiversity-deesUniversity will not pay salary or wages for |
work done by a candidate for academic credit leading to a degree;
however, students pursuing degree programs may receive °
universitylUniversity awards, scholarships or fellowships. I

Contract research.

(a)  The direete
of Research Sennces and Sponsored Program shall coordmate all

contract research in accordance with the provisions of rule 3359-8-
02 of the Administrative Code.

(b)  Faculty members who havewish to pursue specific projectsin-mind
shall consult the direster—of-researsh—services—and—sponsered
programsDirector and the approach to industry or government shall
be made by the directer—ef—sesearch—serviees—and—spensered
programs-or-by-the-direeter’sDirector or by the Director's designee.
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All contracts shall be approved by the presidentof-the-university-or
desisneePresident of the University or the Vice President for
Research before any work thereunder is begun or any
commitments are made.

presidentThe President may appoint advisory committees in any
research areas as is—deemmed—aecessarythe President deems
appropriate.

A faculty member shall have the right to accept or decline
participation in any contract research made available.

A plan for graduate assistantships should be put into effect to
facilitate contract research whenever such research becomes
available.

27
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Q)

Patent rights and licensing procedure.

(a) The beardBoard seeks to stimulate innovative research and to |

encourage the development and utilization of the discoveries and
inventions of research at the university-ef-AkreaUniversity in a
manner consistent with the public interest. The beardBoard
believes it should make the produstsresults of its research available
to indusfry and the public on a reasonable and effective basis.

(b)  In compliance with section 3345.14 of the Ohio Revised Code, the
beardBoard retains sole authority iafor setting policy in the matter
of rights to intellectual property including discoveries, inventions,
of patents and copyrights which result from research or
investigation conducted in any laboratory or research facility of the
uatversity-ef Aderea-University . |

(c) It is the policy of this beardBoard that patent rights belong to the |
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waiversity-efAleonUniversity unless otherwise stipulated in a
written agreement to which the wuniversityVice President for
Research or desipnee is a signatory. In the instance of research
developed with the support of funding from governmental

agencies, the regulations of such funding agencies may take
precedence to this policy.

(d) The universityUniversity will prosecute applications only for those
patents whichthat appear to be of potential economic benefit to the
Uuniversity. Should the umivessitpUniversity decline to seek
patentappropriate  protection, the uaiversibyUniversity will
surrender its claim to ownership and, in the absence of contractual
commitments to the ardcontrary, will allow the inventor(s) to
undertake prosecution for patent protection at their own expense.
In the absence of any positive action toward obtaining a patent, this

beardBoard recognizes a value in such discoveries becoming |
public domain.

()  The university-of-AdeonUniversity is concerned with safeguarding |
the public interest as well as rewarding the initiative of researchers.
In the spirit of public service, the university—ef-AkronUniversity |
shall seek aggressively to bring those designs, processes, and
products for which it holds patents or rights of ownership into
highest public use. Such negotiations, on a "best efforts” basis,
may involve granting of exclusive licenses.

® In the course of licensing agreements or sale of rights to
manufacturers, fees and royalties may accrue. FifteeaForty per |

cent of the gross funds received with regard to any invention held

solely by the univessityUniversity will be distributed to the
inventor(s) in recognition of and reward for imitiative—Up—te
eighty-fiveinitiative after the University bas been reimbursed its
out-of-pocket costs incurred in obtaining, maintaining. enforcing

and licensing the inventions, An additional ten percent of gross

funds will be placed in an account to support the inventor's

ongoing research, ten percent of gross funds will be placed in an
ccount to be used for Colle e :

eentpurposes by the Dean of the College in which the inventors
have appointment. and the balance of these funds will accrue to the
aniversig=University.

(g) Stipulations of P.L. 96-517 may take precedence over any other
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terms of agreement negotiated by the umiversiyUniversity in |
matters of patenting and technology transfer.

(h) Inventions resulting from federally sponsored research are
disposed of in accordance with the terms of the applicable agency.

(i) Inventions resulting from research sponsored by industry or other
non-governmental sources of support, other than the
universityUniversity itself, are disposed of in accordance with I
contract terms negotiated between the univessityUniversity and the
sponsor, and approved by both parties. In such negotiations the
university—mightofferUniversity may agree to a non-exclusive |
royalty bearing license; a license of limited exclusivity which is
royalty bearing; an exclusive, royalty bearing license for the life of
the patent, a one-time payment for the entire technology; or any
other mutually acceptable consideration. The—ameunt—te—be |
requested—forexelusivityAcceptable contract terms  will depend
upon such factors as the initial amount of research support,
financial expenditures for further development, costs of patent
acquisition, duration of exclusivity, period likely needed for
market development, or other pertinent factors.

() The amount of royalty shall be based upon armslengtharms-length I
negotiation within percentage ranges common to the particular
technology and the applicable industry. Theroyalty—should
eonsider potential market, potential profit, and the amount of
investment needed for development, as well as other factors should

be considered in factors-establishing a royalty. The royalty should
be based upon an easily audited item, such as "net sales."”

(k)  The usivessityUniversity has an equity interest in any invention or |
discovery of its employees, faculty, staff, or students resuiting
from research whiehthat involves a significant use of funds, space,
or facilities administered by the uabrersity——The
uaiversityUniversity. The University seeks to stimulate innovative
research and to encourage the development and utilization of the
discoveries and inventions of its research in a manner consistent
with the public interest. The umiversityUniversity believes it |
should make inventions resulting from its research available to
industry or the public on a reasonable and effective basis. In this
regard, the umiversityUniversity actively seeks licensing of its |
patented technology on the best available terms, subject to the
following conditions:

(i)  The universityUniversity should not be expected to expend l
additional funds to improve the viability of the patent.
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(i) The stipulations of P.L. 96-517 relative to terms of
exclusivity, etc., become effective if any federal funds have
supported research leading to the invention.

(iii) The potential licensee should provide sufficient credentials
of financiai and  marketing  capability for
wriversityUniversity review., |

(iv)  Any agreement should include, as applicable, a royalty fee
schedule, duration—ef—exelusivity;term and termination, |
considerations of "due diligence" provisions which
establish levels of expectation and performance of the
licensee, and rates— for—possible—renewal—ef
exclusivity-provision for possible license renewal.

@

Universig( should retain for
itself and, whenever possible, for other public or private

institutions-on-a—royaltyfree-basisinstitutions, the free right to use
non-confidential technology for research and education.

(m)  All matters relating to patents or technology transfer in which the

aﬁwefsﬁyUmversxy is in any way concemed are ad:mmstered by
pfes&éeﬁt—e{—the—pfeskéeﬂt-sOfﬁce of the Vlce Pre51dent for
Research. The President or the Vice President for Research or the
Vice President’s designee shall have final authority for approval of
any agreements, grants, or contracts involving patent rights or
technology transfer to the public or industry to the extent that such
agreements conform to these regulations.

(n) Any variance to this policy must receive prior approval of the

boardBoard before any commitments, grants, or contracts are |
made,

(8)  Use of the name of the universif=University. |

(a) In solicitingprivately-—spenseredresearech—for-prefit-or consulting |
work outside the universiby;University, the faculty member may
only mention that the faculty member is a member of the
wniversityUniversity faculty. The univessitysUniversity’s name |
shall not be used in advertising.

®)

i : theThe
name of the H:B:I%EH-Pj'UnWCrSIH may be used in research research reports, l
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books and papers for publication;if approved-by—the presidentor
{-he—pses&éeﬂt-’-s—éeﬁgne&pubhcatlon and otherwise as may be set
forth in the applicable research contract or as approved by the
Board, the President or the Vice President for Research.

Guidelines of the university-ef- AderorUniversity for signature authority at
universityUniversity research centers.

University center managers, upon first obtaining written recommendation
of their department ekeaisfinstitute-directer and-deanChair/Institute Director
and Dean and written approval of the presidentPresident, are hereby
authorized to execute experimental/technical service agreements which
waive university—of AdeorUniversity intellectual property and patent
rights under guidelines set forth in this rule. Execution of such
agreements shall be .on forms drafted by the efSee—ef—peneral
eounselOffice of General Counsel for that purpose, which forms cannot be

modified whatsoever without the prior written approval of the effice—of
general-counselOffice of General Counsel.

()  University ownership rights may be waived only when:

(i)  Well established and accepted technical procedures, e.g.
astmASTM methodology, are expected to be used in
solving a client's problems.

(i)  All work is expected to be directed by client company
persennel—withpersonnel, and the only intellectual input

expected of the center personnel is at a level that would not
. support a patent,

(iif)  There is expected to be no development of new materials,
processing methods, or reduction to practice of ideas and

methodology resulting from significant intellectual input by
center personnel.

(iv) Center managers and respective deansDeans verify and
certify that there has not been and is to be no input from
anyone {e-g—university(e.g., Universify faculty) other than
the center personnel and the company. If there is in fact
such input, then any waiver shall be ineffective as to
intellectual property rights attributable to said input.

32
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(v)  There are no deviations whatsoever from contracts, forms,

or model forms expressly drafted by the effice-efpeneral
eounselOffice of General Counsel for such center purposes.

(b)  Ownership rights of uriversityUniversity are not waived when: |

() Reduction to practice of an invention is likely and some
intellectual input is expected by center personnel.

(i) The center manager is in doubt as to the limits of
involvement of center personnel in the input to produce or
process development that may be expected to be patentable,

(iii) Situations involving a subcontract, where the
universityUniversity is a subcontractor. |

(iv)  Any deviations from contracts, forms or model forms
expressly drafted by the office of general counsel are
utilized, in any of which instance the same shall be routed
through normal, prior research grant and contract review
procedures (including but not limited to the effice—of
&SE&EG-h—SEFV—I-B&SOfﬁCC of Research Serwces and spensered

-Sponsored

Prog@g and the Ofﬁce of General Counsel)

(10)  Guidelines for use of uaiversityUniversity research and service centers for |
economic development.

(@)  University research and service centers may expend funds and
utilize lands, facilities, equipment, and the services of employees
and students to benefit the people of the state of Ohio by creating
or preserving jobs and employment opportunities or improving the
economic development and welfare of the people of the state when
the following factors are present:

(i) There is reasonable assurance that the proposed use and/or
activity would not interfere with or compromise the
universitysUniversity’s academic and research mission. |

(ii)  There is reasonable assurance that the proposed use and/or
activity would not unfairly interfere with, displace or
compete with any existing private or public entity’s
performance of the same or similar activity.

(iii)) There is reasonable assurance that the proposed activity
would result in revenues to the universityUniversity which |
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shall at least be sufficient to recoup any direct expenses to
the uaiversity-University. Depending upon the extent of
use and/or activity, as determined by the ceatrellerofthe
universitizController of the University, the revenues
established for any use and/or activity may include a factor
to recover all or a portion of the uaivessitr’sUniversity’s |
actual or potential indirect costs, including but not limited
to any unrelated business income tax liability.

(iv) There is reasonable assurance that the activity to be
undertaken will allow public or private entities or
enterprises the opportunity to compete more effectively in
the marketplace and/or fulfill needs whichthat are being |
inadequately met by the private market.

(v)  There is a reasonable assurance that the proposed use
and/or activity is incidental to a viable academic program.
All such use and/or activity shall contain substantial and
appropriate academic content consistent with the
universify"sUniversity’s academic and research mission. I

(vi)  All contracts regarding the proposed activity must receive
prior written approval as to legal form and sufficiency by
the office-of general-counsel-Office of General Counsel. All |
such contracts shall contain provisions for liability
insurance naming the universityUniversity as an insured, |
indemnity by the agency or person seeking the research or
service, or some other measure reasonably appropriate to
minimize any universityUniversity liability.  Center |
managers shall forward these agreements, after 'respective
decanal approval and legal review, to the associate wiee
BEe : z ansferVice

Pre51dent for Research and Dn:ector of Technology

Transfer for signature.

(b)  Academic deans-forthe-eollegeDeans for the colleges in which the |
respective centers are located, shall assure that the requirements
are met before approving any such use and/or activity.

Guidelines of the university-of-AlaenUniversity for signature authority |
and limited patent waiver in testing services agreements.

(a)

fef-rese&mh—ead—ieehne-legy—mafer-‘hce Premdent for Research
the Assocxatc Vice Pre31dent for Rcsearch and profcssmnal staff in
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afe—a&ﬂaenz-edOfﬁcc of Research Serv1ces and Sponsored

Programs. are authorized by the President to execute agreements
for testing and waive university—ef-AdeerUniversity intellectual
property and patent rights under guidelines set forth in this rule.
Execution of such agreement shall be on forms dsafted—by—the
office—of—general—counselapproved by the Office of General
Counsel for that purpose, which forms cannot be modified

whatsoever without the prior written approval of the Office of
General Counsel.

offceefponeral sounsels

()

(©)

These agreements, which provide for this limited waiver, are
intended to only encompass testing of materials or proprietary
information of others where there is no intellectual property or
input from the uaiversity:University.

The following procedures and requirements shall be followed
before any testing agreements are executed:

(i) - Upon first obtaining written recommendation of the
appropriate department chaitfinstitute—diresctor—and
dean;Chair/Institute Director and Dean, the proposed
testing agreements shall be forwarded to the senior—viee
president—and—provost—and —presidentVice President for
Research and President for approval.

(ii)  Approval may be granted and such testing agreements may
be signed, waiving uriversifyUniversity ownership rights,
only when it is reasonably demonstrated that:

()  Well established and accepted technical procedures,
e.g., astnASTM methodology, are expected to be
used in conducting client’s project, or all work is
expected to be ‘directed by client company
personnel with the only intellectual input expected

of unmiversityUniversity students at a level that
would not support a patent.

(b)  There is expected to be no development of new
materials, processing methods or reduction to
practice of ideas and methodology resulting from

significant intellectual input by univessityUniversity
personnel.

() The principal faculty member has the respective
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deasDean verify and certify in writing that there has |
not been and is to be no input from anyone (e.g.,
uweivessityUniversity facuity) other than
universityUniversity students and the client. If
there is, in fact, such input, then any such waiver
shall be ineffective as to intellectual property rights
attributable to said input; and all intellectual
property rights will be retained by the
university-University. l

(d)  There are no deviations whatsoever from contracts,
forms or model forms expressly drafted by the
office-of general-counselOffice of General Counsel |
for such center purposes.

Effective: April 28, 1997
Certification:

Secretary

Board of Trustees

Prom. Under: 1I1 1.15
Rule Amp.: Ch. 3359

Prior Effective Dates: 11/4/77, 11/27/79, 12/31/86, 12/22/89,
7/20/90, 12/6/93, 9/21/95, and 5/30/96
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APPENDIX B

Resolution presented to the Faculty Senate from the Planning
& Budget Committee

November 1, 2001

The Planning & Budget Committee recommends Faculty Senate approval
of the Return on Investment model (as approved by PBC on 11/1/01) as the new
University budget development tool based on revenue generation and other
measures of quality and productivity. It is recommended that the model be phased
in over a five-year period, beginning in 2001-02, and that results be presented and
reviewed annually by the PBC.
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APPENDIX C

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED "RETURN ON INVESTMENT" MODEL

g

Approved by PBC on November 1, 2001

To create a new University budget development tool based upon revenue
generation and other measures of quality and productivity that will
eventually end current practice of historical, incremental approaches to
budgeting. This tool will continue implementation of incentive-based
budgeting as a means to revenue enhancement and to ensuring scarce
University resources are more closely aligned with institutional priorities
and unit productivity.

What the Model Does...

v

Describes how general fund revenues (tuition, subsidy, course and other college-
dedicated fees, and indirect costs returned to the colleges) currently are generated and
spent across the academic units,

Compares total revenue generated by college to total unit expenditures resulting in a
"return on investment" (ROI) ratio. (An ROI of 1.0 would mean that a unit spent
every dollar it generated.)

Recognizes that colleges, as the University's primary revenue generators through
tuition and state appropriations, must generate sufficient income to cover other
necessary costs of operating the institution. This is represented in the model by a
target ROI, which indicates that a college is covering its own expenses as well as its
necessary share of overhead.

Allows colleges to share in resources generated above and beyond their target ROI
and to compete for quality/strategic priority funding.

Incorporates multiple measures of productivity and quality including a "magnetic
effect" of professional schools and upper-division programs that attract students to the
University but do not immediately see their enrollment.

Seeks to allow colleges time for planning and for changing resource development
and/or deployment by a gradual implementation over five years. Cross subsidization
across academic units, therefore, will continue in the short run but decline over time,

What the Mode/ Does Not Do...

v

Seek to represent college expenses as the true and full cost of education. To maintain
simplicity and avoid the additional administrative expense of a full cost analysis or
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responsibility-centered model to budgeting, all functions outside of the colleges
including those that are an integral part of the academic mission (e.g., University
Libraries), are categorized as "all other costs." Thus, the model really differentiates
only between "college" and "other than college” expenditures. It does not seek to
separate academic and administrative costs and should not be presented in that light.

v’ At this point in its development, the model does not specify measures of quality
and/or strategic priority that will be used by the Provost in allocation of a "quality”
fund pool. Dr. Hickey, however, will use the University's balanced scorecard (now in
development) and consultation with PBC and Council of Deans to identify such
measures.

v While the model is both descriptive and prescriptive in terms of productivity-based
allocations earned, its implementation should not be viewed as a mandate that all
individual programs below the target ROI must be eliminated. The workgroup
recognizes that while the University as a business unit needs to achieve a better
alignment of revenues and expenses across individual programs and colleges, the
institution as a university may still decide to subsidize individual programs based on
their centrality to mission.

v ‘The model includes general fund revenue and expenses only. Grant and gift income
to colleges is not reflected in the calculations.

v The model as drafted does not specify productivity targets nor define incentive-based
budgeting for administrative units as part of the "all other" category of expenditures.

Basic Components of the RO! Formula

Revenue generated = Tuition, state appropriations, course fees, technology fees
assigned to unit, other dedicated fees, and indirect costs
returned to the college.

Expenses = College salaries, fringe benefits, graduate assistant

stipends, and nonpersonnel budgets from the general fund.
Direct research expenditures, including grant-funded
personnel, are not included.

Target ROI = Based upon an initial analysis, a target ROI of 1.7 was
identified as necessary to meet all current budgetary
commitments of the University. This figure will be
updated to reflect a redistribution of fringe benefits to the
college level.
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Magnetic Effect

To recognize the magnetic effect of professional schools and upper-division programs,
the factors of college of declared major and college of record were added along with
college in which SCH are taught for the distribution of total student credit hours (SCH).
Several combinations of these factors were considered and the workgroup and Provost
agreed upon a distribution of each student credit hour as follows:

80% of each SCH to the college where a course is taught
15% of each SCH to the college of that student's declared major
5% of each SCH to the coliege of record (where student is currently admitted).

o Like other incentive models implemented to date at the University, the funds for
reallocation will include tuition, not state support.

« At full implementation, the portion of college tuition revenue generated in excess of
target ROI will be distributed as follows: 50% to the unit and 50% to a pool for
reallocation by the Provost on the basis of quality and strategic priority. To allow
unit time for planning, it is proposed that this formula be implemented over five years
at the rate of 10% per year. While more conservative than we would prefer, this
gradual approach is necessary in light of the University's current budget constraints.

Background Information: During the 2000-01 academic year, the Planning and Budgeting Committee
approved the ROI model in concept with the directive that the final draft include factors for
quality/strategic priorities and "magnetic effect.”" A workgroup met over the summer of 2001 to design
and incorporate these additional dimensions. Participants included Phil Brown, Roger Creel, Amy
Gilliland, Steve Hallam, Terry Hickey, Kent Marsden, Charlene Reed, and Beth Stroble.
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MINUTES OF THE FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF DECEMBER 6, 2001

The regular meeting of the Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:00 p.m. on
Thursday, December 6, 2001 in Room 201 of the Buckingham Center for Continuing
Education.

Fifty-two of the sixty-eight Faculty Senators were in attendance. Senators K.Clark,
Holz, Reed and Yoder were absent with notice. Senators Anderson, Broadway, Brouthers,
Carri, Chafin, S.Clark, First, Louscher, Purdy, Trotter, and Turning were absent without
notice.

SENATE ACTIONS

* APPROVED MOTIONS FROM APCC:

* RULE 3359-20-03.7, NEW RTP RULE: "CHOOSE ONLY ONCE"

* RULE 3359-20-06.1, NEW RULE FOR PART-TIME FACULTY:
"COUNTING SEMESTERS OF TEACHING"

* CALENDAR CHANGES

* RULE 3359-20-03, THE FACULTY GENERAL PERSONNEL
POLICIES: DEFINITION OF INSTRUCTOR

* DRAFTED NEW RULE TO CREATE NEW TITLE OF COLLEGE
LECTURER

* APPROVED AMENDMENT OF SENATE BYLAW 3359-10-02(H)(f)
REGARDING THE ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY OF AKRON
RETIREES AS FACULTY SENATE REPRESENTATIVES

* APPROVED AMENDMENT TO SENATE BYLAW 3359-10-
02(H)(6)(a)(ii) REGRADING ELECTIONS OF SENATORS BY
SECRET MAIL OR ELECTRONIC BALLOT

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA - Chair Sheffer called for a motion to approve the
agenda. Senator Qammar made this motion; Senator Lyons seconded it. The body then voted
its approval of the agenda.

II. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 1, 2001 - Chair Sheffer then
began consideration of the minutes of the meetings of Oct. 4 and Nov. 1, 2001, and called for
any revisions or changes to those minutes. Secretary Kennedy stated that there was one
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