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August 3, 1998PRIVATE 

Dear Colleagues:


Although many of you are engaged this summer in research and education off campus, I want to let you know that the University Research Commission has completed its work, and its benchmarking report and recommendations on the support and manage-ment of research at Ohio State are available at this website: http://www1.rf.ohio-state.edu/commission/rrcover.html

The Commission has achieved much in consultation with a wide range of university faculty, staff, and administrators.  Its report offers especially valuable insights on how Ohio State can advance to the top rank of public research universities in the nation.  


The report praises the efforts of the past ten years that have seen Ohio State move into the ranks of the nation's Top 20 research universities and indicates that further progress will require a continued emphasis on faculty and student quality, best practices, selective investment, resource reallocation, and facility enhancement.  The Commission tells us that ingenuity, increased accountability, and bold strategies will be demanded to generate the revenue to bridge the gaps separating us from the very best public research universities in the country.  


Earlier this month, the university deans discussed the Commission's findings 

and felt them to be highly positive and worthy of broader consideration.  I encourage 

you to review the report and recommendations and e-mail your comments to meadows.1@ osu.edu.  Your input is critical as we continue this dialogue.  


During the coming academic year, discussions about our strategy for implementing the report will occur among department chairs, deans, and faculty.  In these discussions, it will be important to maintain a broad institutional perspective, as well as departmental and college perspectives, so that we have a balanced agenda for moving the university forward.  


As I told the Board of Trustees on July 10, I am committed to a rigorous program of academic enrichment through selective investments in research and graduate programs already in place at Ohio State.  The university can take pride in its process for identifying and supporting current programs with the potential for international distinction.  To my knowledge, no other university has developed a more effective process for this purpose, and I support it fully. 
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The Commission's findings strengthen my support of the Trustees' commitment to 

the 20/10 plan — that is, having 10 academic programs ranked in the Top 10 and an additional 10 in the Top 20 by the year 2010.  This plan will require us to marshal the resources necessary to sustain distinction at this level.  It will necessitate a judicious reallocation of our resources, a more entrepreneurial approach to resource development, and a larger state investment.  The Commission's report and recommendations should be enormously helpful to us in this effort.


I am confident that we will succeed in achieving our high aspirations.  With our dedicated faculty, strengthened undergraduate and graduate programs, strategic alliances, and budget restructuring initiatives, Ohio State is well positioned to move into the forefront of research and academics in the new century.

[image: image2.png]Sincerely yours,

William E. Kirwan
President
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I.
PREFACE

The Research Commission is pleased to provide this report to the President and to the Senior Vice President and Provost about The Ohio State University’s place in the future --  a future that will be driven even more by brains, not brawn; by innovation, not complacency; by new information, not established dogma.  Ohio State’s place -- high or low, as leader or follower --  will be determined largely by the critical decisions and paths chosen, here and now.  In brief, this report is about the steps we need to take to position ourselves as one of the top ten public teaching, research and service institutions in this nation.

The report does not discuss the vital role research universities play in educating a highly skilled talent base; it does not emphasize that research and education represent the single most important investment that any one person or community can make in its own destiny; and it does not describe the breathtaking contributions that the network of top American research universities have made to the quality of American life during the past five decades.  Nor does this report laud The Ohio State University for being counted among the top twenty public research universities nationwide in sponsored research, for being one of the largest Universities in the country, or its role as the flagship public institution of higher learning in Ohio.  These are givens.

The report speaks to our future challenges and opportunities, rather than about past successes.  No one -- person or institution  -- stays the same; we get better or we get worse.  Change, although a cliché of the nineties, is in fact a biological and physical phenomenon operating at a pace never before known.  This report is about how we can shape this change to assure that the future we face is characterized by growth and self-confidence, and that it embodies the values we share.  It is about going from better to best.

This report recommends a series of fundamental shifts in behavior, actions, priorities and investments that are critical to move this great University to its rightful place as one of the best public universities in America.  To a certain extent Ohio State has been mesmerized by its size and has become complacent in its distinctive role as one of the most comprehensive Universities in the country.  The Research Commission believes that OSU has the opportunity, using its large and comprehensive platform, to discipline how it evolves in the years ahead.  We propose that the formula for us now is a systematic and purposeful pursuit of step-by-step, measurable improvement, and a more aggressive pursuit of innovative and entrepreneurial opportunities.

The Commission challenged the notion that being in the top tier of research universities is a heritable gift, an inborn right, an unshakeable entitlement, or an immovable market share of research funding.  Through its study of other institutions and its detailed benchmarking analyses, it became clear that the leading institutions of the country arrived there, for the most part, by good taste for talent, institutional entrepreneurship, and the systematic pursuit of the highest degree of excellence in virtually all their practical endeavors.  Furthermore, our leading peer institutions continually build upon their excellence and their national leadership role, and in turn create a momentum and a self-confidence such that small “stumbles” are barely noticed.

In this context, the Research Commission has developed recommendations focusing on five specific areas.  First and foremost, this report is about our faculty.  The quality of the faculty will have the greatest impact of any single factor upon achieving top ten status.  Universities do not exist for faculty, but certainly thrive because of them.  Faculty are the magnet for the top students, the energy behind knowledge expansion, and the inspiration and labor for sponsored research programs.  They define the contributions the University makes to our community and to the nation.  We propose concrete approaches to enhance the overall quality of our faculty through outside recruitment of top level junior and senior faculty in selected areas, as well as through internal development and retention efforts. 

A second focus of the report emphasizes the need to provide a competitive research infrastructure, including facilities and equipment.  This will be a major challenge for the University, insofar as we have fallen behind our peers and, by all measures, are overworking the existing facilities even for our current volume of research.  Although building excellent infrastructure will not bring the best and the brightest to our campus, it is perfectly clear that without such development, the best faculty will neither come nor be retained here.

 Third, we focus on creating a greater sense of shared goals across the campus that translates into teamwork.  Considering the size of our University, we have untapped opportunities to leverage our expertise through multidisciplinary and interdisciplinary collaborations.  Team efforts across the University have not been as frequent or as effective as they should be.  This is in part reflected by our falling short in large center grants and projects which, by definition, require such sustained team efforts.

A fourth issue is the extent to which OSU thinks, acts and promotes itself internally and externally as one of the top research universities in the country.  Ohio State needs to focus its efforts on creating a stronger national voice and visibility in areas in which we are truly excellent and in which our national leadership is not only appropriate but also needed.  That voice and visibility in turn will enhance our ability to sustain excellence and pursue a growth agenda for the future.  

Finally, the report delves deeply into the multifaceted issue of money and resources.  Investment and entrepreneurship, not entitlement and pleading, will bring the kind of major transformation to the University that the Research Commission believes is possible.  To achieve our goals we must aggressively embark on an operational plan which stimulates entrepreneurship in research and in education; rationalizes and restructures present OSU revenue; improves on initiatives in sponsored research at a time when both the National Institutes of Health and the National Science Foundation will see increased growth; and makes the selective investment of resources into areas of focus.  In addition, we must expand University development efforts; identify and embark upon strategic alliances which enable us to grow our enterprise with “in kind” rather than dollar exchanges; and position ourselves with the State of Ohio as the flagship of Ohio’s public research institutions, to achieve the kind of State investment that has enabled our peer institutions to succeed. 

A principle central to our recommendations, and one that the Commission never lost sight of, is that we not fall victim to the “tyranny of the or.”  We believe that fulfilling our obligations as a research university need not be at the expense of our other missions of education and service.  To the contrary, our peer institutions that excel in research also excel in most of their other activities as well.  Furthermore, the kind of investments needed to bring this University into the peer group we aspire to join will not be achieved by siphoning resources from other areas in which we also must be excellent --  such as student life, diversity, the arts and culture, athletics, and community development.  The kinds of resources we need are ones we can obtain largely from more disciplined allocation of internal resources, and through sponsored research and other external sources.  This will take strong institutional will and the energy from every level of the University to steadfastly stay the course and assure that our step-by-step goals are realized.

In short, the Research Commission has come to believe that the lofty goal of being counted among the top ten public research universities in the nation is achievable.  Furthermore, we believe we have outlined a fairly specific formula to set us on a disciplined path to get there.  Most of all, to a person, we believe that if we have the institutional resolve, we will prevail.  And, in so doing, it will be to the greater good of our University, our local community, to the citizens of our State, and most of all, to our children who have every right to expect no less from our trusteeship.
II.
  INTRODUCTION

The Ohio State University Research Commission was formed by the University President and Senior Vice President and Provost in January 1997. We were given a broad charge to examine the environment for research and graduate studies at Ohio State and to make recommendations for improvements. 

The Research Commission’s Goal for OSU

Ohio State has aspired to join the ranks of the Top 10 public research universities for some time. We have embraced this notion to guide our efforts, but restate the goal slightly more precisely, placing the priority on attaining the quality consistent with such a ranking, not the ranking itself: 

To improve the quality and volume of research and scholarship to the point that Ohio State will be recognized among the Top 10 public research universities in the U.S.

A serious effort to join the Top 10 will not be sustained simply by seeking to enhance our reputation.  This is not what motivates faculty members, nor should it serve as our principal inspiration.  The desire to excel in research, teaching, and outreach; to enhance our faculty; to attract the State’s and country’s best undergraduate students and many of the world’s best graduate students; to work in an outstanding, supportive, and diverse environment; and to see the fruits of our labor benefit our fellow citizens will move us ahead toward achieving this ambitious goal.

To reach this goal will require excellence in all of our parallel missions, not just research and graduate studies, and will rely on a concerted effort at all levels of the University, from individual faculty and staff members to the upper administration and the Board of Trustees.  Reaching a shared vision of where we want to go and how we will get there will challenge all of us, and we believe that as this vision becomes clear it can inspire high levels of leadership and cooperation.

This report assesses the size and nature of the gap in funding and resources between OSU and Top 10 schools, and then offers recommendations for closing these gaps as they relate to research and graduate studies.

OSU’s Strategic Challenge

What we have discovered presents a strategic challenge.  In brief, Top 10 schools enjoy higher funding levels than OSU, on a per student and per faculty basis.  This incremental funding provides these institutions with a number of advantages, for example:  

· Relatively larger faculties, and lower student-faculty ratios, providing a more hospitable environment for both teaching and research/scholarship;  

· Higher capital investment in infrastructure (buildings and equipment) supporting research; and 

· More discretionary funds, e.g., to support important multidisciplinary/ interdisciplinary activities, including major research centers.  

These and other advantages deliver additional important benefits, including enhanced performance and reputation in research, education, and service, increased ability to attract talented faculty and students, and funding from external sources, which in turn allows higher investment.  Once it is up and running, this “virtuous cycle” is a powerful engine for institutional improvement.

In this context, OSU will not likely enhance our performance to “Top 10” caliber simply by working harder, or by better reallocating our limited internal resources.  Rather, we need to understand exactly where we are, what constraints we face, and what tools we have to get this engine started here.

Fortunately, we have a number of points of leverage within our control.  We can, for example:

· Determine the quality of new faculty, and set and enforce high standards for promotion; 

· Prioritize our investments in research infrastructure, and structure and leverage these investments strategically;

· Enhance the climate for interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary activity across campus;

· Position the University favorably with external constituents;

· Improve incentives and rewards for research achievement in the budget system;

· Enhance our research portfolio and the economics of research, e.g., via

· Increased funding from sponsored research

· Higher indirect cost recovery

· Higher direct cost recovery

· Decentralizing decisions regarding investments supporting research;

· Provide excellent institutional support for research; 

· Invest our discretionary funds for maximum leverage, e.g., 

· In seed, and catalytic investments, rather than annual rate subsidies

· At high-priority targets, e.g., major research centers; 

· Determine the level of investment in University Development and the focus of these efforts;

· Pursue strategic alliances to gain access to incremental resources; and 

· Design and execute an integrated planning process to develop a comprehensive institutional strategy from the department or program level up.

OSU also needs to work on the factors that are not as clearly in the University’s immediate control, especially funding from the State.  We should expect that as OSU demonstrates an ability to pull itself up into the Top 10, the State will take an increased interest in supporting the University’s advancement, but it is also imperative that the senior administration and Trustees continue to make the strongest possible case to the Ohio General Assembly and the Ohio Board of Regents (BOR) on behalf of Ohio’s flagship university. 

How these strategies can work: overview of investments and sources

Throughout this report, we have attempted to estimate the financial implications of our recommendations.  A summary of these estimates is shown below.

Recommendations for investment are as follows:

Component
Annual Rate
One-Time Costs
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TO: Members of the Regearch Commission

FROM: E. Gordon Gee
Richard Sisso
-~ /Z/ /

DATE: January 10, 1997

RE: Assessment of University Support for Research

Over the past several years The Ohio State University has made significant progress

in the quality of its scholarly activities as documented by the national rankings of its
graduate programs, the stature and international distinction of its faculty, the research
experiences available to undergraduates, and the amount of external funding for the
research mission of the university. In this regard, The Ohio State University Strategic
Plan for Research (September 1994) put forth a bold vision for the university — a vision
that fits well with the university’s Mission and Vision Statements as well as

the university’s Academic Plan. While the aspirations in this plan have received
considerable support over the past two years, the general budget climate has permitted
only modest new investments in research, largely through the Academic Enrichment

Program.

While this recent progress is noteworthy, there are a number of signs that suggest the
university needs to take careful stock of its current investment in research and determine
the future investment needs for research if the university is to continue to make progress
in improving the measure and quality of its graduate and research programs.

For this reason, we are establishing a special Commission on Research that will be
chaired by Dean Bernadine Healy. A list of the Commission membership is enclosed.
We are asking this Commission to prepare a blueprint for future university investments
in research. In particular, the charge to the Commission is:

1. To analyze all current university investments in research and graduate
studies to determine whether they are being effectively managed and

accounted for.
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2. To compare and contrast The Ohio State University’s investment and
performance in research and graduate studies with those institutions that
are our most serious competitors both for quality graduate students and

external funding.

3. To provide specific advice on our current research investment portfolio
including recommendations on activities that need to be expanded,

downsized, or eliminated.

4. To recommend areas, programs, or activities that will require strategic
university research investments if the university is to realize its full
potential as one of the world’s leading institutions for graduate education

and research.

5. To develop performance measures to be used for monitoring whether the
university is getting an optimal return on its investments in graduate

education and research.

To be most helpful in the budget process over the next two years and in the discussions
of budget restructuring options for the future, we would like to have a report as soon as
possible. However, we are most interested in a quality report as soon as practical. With
this in mind, we are requesting an interim report from the Commission by March 15,
1997. This interim report should include a time line for preparation of the final report
and should provide an overview of the work plan of the Commission.

The vice president for research will provide staff support to the Commission. The
Office of Academic Affairs and the Office of Finance will work closely with the vice
president for research and the Commission to make certain that it has the information
and insights needed to complete its work in an effective and efficient manner.

We want to thank each member of the Commission for agreeing to serve, and we thank
each of you in advance for your significant efforts in support of the university mission.

sC

c: Edward F. Hayes
Edward J. Ray
William J. Shkurti

Enclosure



Faculty



Graduate Programs
$19-28M
$28-48M 

Undergraduate research



Infrastructure
-- 
$55-85M

Interdisciplinary
$350k
$1-2M

Positioning
$225-425k
$50k

Total
$20 - 29M
$90 - 130M

While it is difficult to anticipate exactly what combination of strategies for revenue enhancement will combine to fund these investments, one 10-year scenario is presented below:

Source
Annual Rate
One-Time
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MEMORANDUM

To: E. Gordon Gee, President '
Richard Sisson, Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs and Provost

From: Bernadine P. Healy, Deanw

Date: March 4, 1997

Re: Research Commission Workplan and Timeline

On behalf of the members of the Research Commission, I am pleased to submit this
response to your request for a timeline and high-level workplan for our efforts over the
coming months. We have organized this document into six sections:

e Context
e Goals and Scope
e Approach and Timing
e Resources
e Reporting Progress and Findings
e Your Roles.
CONTEXT

Ohio State’s 1994 Strategic Plan for Research articulates OSU’s aspiration to be and be
seen as a national leader in research and graduate studies. Building on current strengths,
there is broad consensus across campus that OSU has the potential to continue to improve
its performance and standing in research and graduate studies.

External and internal pressures will make achieving these aspirations challenging.
Externally, we expect that the ongoing focus on balancing the Federal Budget will
constrain federal funding for research, reducing at least the rate of growth if not the
overall level of funding. At the same time, the competition for these funds will continue
" to be vigorous, and will seem to increase in this context of flat or declining federal
expenditures. The competition for high-quality graduate students parallels these trends;
the best students will be attracted to those institutions that can provide attractive
opportunities to participate in important and well-funded research projects. These

The most comprehensive health sciences center in America

College of Dentistry / College of Medicine / College of Nursing / College of Optometry / College of Pharmacy /
College of Vetennary Medicine / School of Allied Medical Professions / Schooi of Public Health / ’
The Ohio State University Hospitais / The Arthur G. James Cancer Hospital and Research Institute
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dynamics are generating a shake-out among research universities, and the future will
reveal clear winners and losers.

Internally, OSU faces significant resource constraints. We have a number of parallel
priorities, which are broadly complementary but compete for funding. It is not likely that
the total general university funds available to support research and graduate studies will
increase significantly. Given these realities, we need to be certain that we are allocating
our investments as wisely as possible, both in explicit budget decisions and via decision
rules implicit in our accounting and operating policies and processes. In addition, we
need to consider how we might leverage these internal funds to generate higher levels of
external support, and move beyond the current boundaries of internal/State funding

sources.

You have appointed the Research Commission to put forward a plan for OSU to reach our
aspirations in the face of these external and internal challenges. The plan should offer
both incremental and bold steps to position OSU as favorably as possible to be among the

winners.

GOALS AND SCOPE

Building on our understanding of the context outlined above, and the charge outlined in
your initial letter appointing the Commission, we have developed the following set of
goals to define our scope and guide the development of our workplan.

1. Develop a plan for OSU to continue to increase its volume and share of external
research funding and high-quality graduate students and faculty, including, for
example, recommendations regarding:

e Investment allocation (among support programs and broad disciplines)

e Incentives and rewards (e.g., distribution of indirect cost recoveries back to the
college or department that earned them)

e Operations (structure, processes, and policies at the university, college, and
department levels, e.g., budget restructuring, space management)

e Focus (investments and broad disciplines)

e Innovative approaches (external leverage, strategic affiliations)

2. Identify options for OSU to improve the economics of research activity for the
university (e.g., indirect cost rate and recovery, development opportunities, facility
utilization, technology transfer revenue)

3. Develop performance measures for setting goals and monitoring progress, and
approaches to implementation

4. Document OSU’s relative position among relevant benchmarks, and highlight
significant areas of difference (e.g. funding, structure, process, etc.).

We will not directly engage the question of what specific fields and disciplines should
constitute OSU’s highest priorities for investment to build or maintain excellence. We do







Improved economics of research
>$40M
?

Restructure investments



Focus
--
--

Development
$10M
>$100M

Strategic Alliances
$3M
?

State of Ohio
--
--

Total
>$50M
>$100M

This suggests that with a sustained effort the sources above are available to cover the recommended expenditures, with some room to spare.  This exercise is not intended to say that this will be easy, but is simply a way to begin to put some numbers behind our recommendations. 

Why we are optimistic

We anticipate that many of our colleagues may question the viability of the Top 10 goal. Our benchmarking highlights the magnitude and scope of the challenge in rather sobering detail. There is a substantial graveyard of strategic planning reports from Ohio State and elsewhere that entertained such bold goals and produced no significant effects. Nonetheless, we remain convinced that this is a realistic goal for Ohio State at this time, if we pursue it strategically, with a clear vision of the work involved, and with a meaningful commitment to making the hard choices that will be required.  

If the environment into which a plan emerges largely determines its success, we see several factors that are encouraging:

· First, there are a number of parallel university-wide planning efforts underway or recently completed, including budget restructuring, faculty development, library strategy, and academic unit planning and benchmarking.  These should help chart the path for advancement along other related and parallel paths and highlight what appears to be an emerging culture of strategic planning.

· Second, OSU has a very young faculty currently, relative to peers, with about 150 additional positions coming from the Early Retirement Incentive (ERI) replacements in the next few years.  If we have hired well and continue to hire well, we stand to reap the benefits as this faculty matures.

· Third, the federal funding environment is showing strong signs of recovery from the end of the cold war, with increased bipartisan recognition that research will fuel successful economies in the next century just as it has throughout this century.  If federal research funds double during the next ten years, as is widely advocated in Washington D.C., we face an opportunity to increase our external funding to more than $200M per year in today’s dollars, simply by holding our current share.  This represents $80M in growth above our current federal funding and it does not assume that we will achieve a market share that would put us in the Top 10 public research universities. Moving into the Top 10 should carry with it an additional $60M per year. Granted, these are optimistic projections; but the current Top 10 universities have achieved eminence by being ready to exploit such opportunities.  

· Finally, we anticipate that the incoming administration will embrace our findings with the same enthusiasm as the prior one that commissioned the effort.  It is rare that new leadership arrives at an institution at a time when so many planning and change initiatives are coming to closure.  The opportunity to pull together these efforts, and to rapidly chart an integrated strategic plan for the institution, is enormous.  
This is a time when Ohio State can move beyond painful reallocation exercises and enter a period of sustained growth and excellence. This is the time for Ohio State to initiate a drive to become one of the Top 10 public research universities in the nation.

III.  SELECTED BENCHMARKING AND SITUATION ANALYSIS

The Top 10 goal becomes much more meaningful and useful with a clear picture of where OSU stands today, and what separates OSU from Top 10 institutions.  This section highlights our efforts to develop this picture.  

We have divided this discussion into five sections:

1. Overview

2. Uses and limitations of benchmarking

3. Benchmark schools, data sources and performance metrics

4. Selected findings from benchmarking

5. In-depth discussion of several key findings.

The first three sections provide background and methodology; the last two sections present selected findings.

1.
Overview

Our primary tool for understanding OSU’s position has been benchmarking.  This involves comparing OSU to other institutions in several dimensions, including reputation, faculty, students, infrastructure, funding levels, and development. 

While the data confirm many of the impressions we have formed from our day-to-day experiences at Ohio State, it also dispels some misperceptions that are supported by anecdotal information. Such misperceptions are often the result of assuming that a characteristic of one part of campus can be generalized. The data also raise new issues that we had not anticipated at the start of this exercise.  These issues have been essential for developing a clear picture of what is implied by adoption of a goal to become a Top 10 public research university.

We have already circulated some of our benchmarking analysis in the form of a freestanding package entitled Selected Benchmarking. This provides nearly 100 pages of data, analysis, and synopses of our observations, and it represents an important but very limited subset of all the data we studied in the course of our work.  It is an essential complement to this report. Excerpts of that package can be found in Appendix A of this report; references to that appendix use the notation “A#.”  Appendix A also includes some additional items that were not available when Selected Benchmarking was distributed.

In addition to benchmarking, we undertook a great deal of what we have called “situation analysis.”  These analyses generally focus inside OSU, often looking across units, rather than on outside benchmarks. Important efforts of this type included reviewing interdisciplinary activity, modeling the economics of research at OSU, and assembling some “best practices” for department management across campus.

2.
Uses and Limitations of Benchmarking

We do not advocate using benchmarking to drive strategy, but have found it to be an essential input for understanding our situation and for setting objectives.  

It is easy to criticize benchmarking as a planning tool.  In industries that are changing and evolving rapidly, it is generally inappropriate to set goals and metrics based on what is happening today; imitation is clearly not a satisfactory response in competitive environments driven by constant innovation.  

The Commission believes that in higher education, and at Ohio State in particular, benchmarking remains very relevant.  Top 10 research universities are built upon some very basic foundations that are unlikely to change radically even as innovations such as distance learning and virtual institutions take hold.  Without faculty, students, and infrastructure of comparable quality, it is highly unlikely that innovation alone will lead OSU into the Top 10 research institutions.

Because of the nature of our assignment, we have focused on benchmarking at the institutional level, but we believe that benchmarking should inform planning at all levels of the University. Successful strategic planning will be rooted at the level of colleges, departments, programs, centers, and even individual faculty members.  It is just as important for a newly appointed Associate Professor seeking to set challenging and realistic five-year goals to understand what constitutes an excellent research portfolio by looking at nationally renowned peers as it is for the President to set institutional goals that are based on a comprehensive, outward-looking appraisal of the University’s situation. 

We are encouraged that Ohio State is organizing an ongoing benchmarking effort, to be led by the Office of Resource Planning and Institutional Analysis (RPIA).  The RPIA approach of sharing available data with academic units and offering resources to assist with analysis appears constructive. Our efforts indicate very strongly that measures of success vary by discipline, and we conclude that these should be established by the disciplines themselves.  The ultimate goal of the University should be an integrated, data-based strategy, incorporating the individual strategies of colleges and departments.  This will require significant initiative on the part of academic units.

In the course of our work, we interviewed a number of chairs of high-performing OSU departments to try to discern some “best practices” in department management.  These interviews revealed that many of the strongest units on campus are already engaged in benchmarking and are in some cases well ahead of institutional efforts. At least a few of the department chairs already participate in significant data-sharing with peers, and they have data for their disciplines that go well beyond what we have been able to assemble using publicly available sources. These department-level initiatives may be useful models for other academic units around campus.  

Our focus on institutional strategy has some implications that will be helpful to have in mind while reading this report. OSU is an extraordinarily diverse institution in terms of the scope of academic areas it encompasses, and each of these academic areas has a unique set of factors that drive and explain its performance.  The factors that are crucial to the success of some units may be irrelevant to others.  For this reason, particular pieces of the institutional data and analysis will resonate more clearly with some readers than with others. 

3.
Benchmarks, metrics, and sources

Wherever possible, we benchmarked Ohio State against the 19 “peer” institutions shown below.  This group was a starting point for institutional analysis requested by the Board of Trustees last year, and was developed by the Office of Resource Planning and Institutional Analysis (RPIA) using data from the National Research Council (NRC), US News & World Report (USNWR), and the Association of American Universities (AAU). 

Arizona
Cal - Berkeley

UCLA
Cal - Davis

Illinois Urbana
Cal - Irvine

Michigan
UCSD

Minnesota
Colorado

Penn State
Georgia Tech

Texas - Austin
Indiana U.

Washington
UNC Chapel Hill

Wisconsin
Purdue

(Ohio State)
Virginia

This peer set has since been narrowed; the nine universities in the first column have been chosen as a subgroup for use in institutional benchmarking.  While this group of 20 is probably not adequate for all purposes, it almost certainly includes the Top 10 public research universities by any measure that is likely to gain wide acceptance.

The scope of our inquiry has led us to pursue benchmarking metrics that indicate OSU’s relative standing versus these peers in academic reputation, faculty, students, infrastructure, funding levels, and development. Given resource and time constraints we chose to concentrate on readily available sources of data. We have found that the traditional metrics of performance in research and graduate studies, e.g., NRC ratings, share of federal funding, and USNWR ratings, where these apply, are imperfect but highly useful metrics, and we generally believe that these should be used as the base upon which others may be added. 

We found that there are really no purely objective, quantitative measures of the underlying value and quality of research and scholarly activity, such as number of lives saved or number of minds changed.  The best measures available, such as reputation and federal expenditures, are imperfect in their subjectivity and in their focus on inputs rather than outputs.  Nevertheless, we think it is important to set specific goals and to monitor our progress.  Until better measures are available, we believe that using these, along with some common sense, is unlikely to lead us far astray.  It is very difficult to make the case that the institutions that are succeeding against available benchmarking measures are at the same time failing to achieve real success in research and scholarship.  

Benchmarking data are typically imperfect.  For example:

· Some data are the product of opinion surveys whose validity rests entirely on the knowledge and perspectives of those polled;

· Other sources are based on un-audited data reported by institutions to central clearinghouses; results may be inaccurate due to differing interpretations of questions and other reasons;

· Cross-checking across sources sometimes reveals inconsistencies, with different sources reporting different numbers for the same variable;

· It is often not clear that the data measure exactly what we want to understand; and

· Some important sources are getting outdated. 

Despite these limitations, we found that on many important issues a signal indicating significant discrepancies between Ohio State and the rest of the peer group was clearly distinguishable from the noise.  For example, while it is possible that we do not actually have the highest undergraduate-to-faculty ratio among these benchmarks, as our analysis indicates, it is clear that at best we have one of the highest.  Likewise, it is possible that another institution is using its research facilities and equipment more intensively than OSU, although our analysis shows OSU at the top of the list.  If we were simply aiming to move up slightly in comparison with our peers, it might be important to resolve such details.  Given our goal of moving into the Top 10, we need to be seriously concerned with any strong signal that places us far out of line with this group. We conclude that the only thing more dangerous than trying to use these data for planning is to ignore these data while planning.  

Research funding is an important but limited metric of performance for OSU.  In a number of fields, extramural funding is essential to carry out a research program.  In those fields, its presence is generally a sign of strong activity and a likely precursor to success in research and scholarship.  Additionally, of all major sources of revenue to OSU, the one with the largest shortfall on a per-student or per-faculty basis, relative to most of our peer institutions, is federally funded grants and contracts. Our focus on understanding metrics and issues relating to research funding reflects these concerns, rather than a bias toward areas with strong potential for funding. We recognize that in many other academic areas, extramural funding has little, if any, correlation with the quality or quantity of research activity, and that performance in these areas is driven by a completely different set of issues.

Our focus on the traditional disciplines covered in these sources should not be interpreted as any measure of our interest or support for interdisciplinary programs. It is simply a reflection of the fact that we found no readily available metrics for interdisciplinary programs.  As we outline in our recommendations, we believe that success in establishing and nurturing interdisciplinary activities will be essential in the future.
4.
Selected Findings from Benchmarking

The Selected Benchmarking package contains a summary of key findings, linked to the relevant data and analysis.  The text of this summary is included verbatim below, with reference to the page numbers in that package (SB #), and, where appropriate, in Appendix A (A#).  We encourage those who have not had the chance to review the benchmarking data and analysis in detail to do so; understanding the data behind these conclusions provides a much richer context for understanding our recommendations.

Institutional reputation:
1. Leading public universities succeed across a broad range of metrics; success in research and graduate studies complements other important priorities (SB 17-20; A3-5).

2. OSU currently ranks in the fourth quartile among 20 top publics, in terms of NRC and USNWR rankings of graduate programs and faculty quality (SB 21-28; A6, A11).

3. OSU ranks in the third quartile among the 20 benchmark institutions in share of federal research funding, but in the fourth quartile in funding per faculty FTE (SB 29-33; A20).

Faculty:

4. OSU’s student-faculty ratio is among the highest in the peer group and has been rising in many areas during the past five years.  This ratio varies widely across colleges (SB 35-41; A12-14).

5. OSU faculty covers a broader number of academic areas than peers (SB 42).

6. OSU faculty includes few National Academy members, relative to peers (SB 43-45; A21).

7. OSU faculty is using leaves at a low rate (SB 46-48).

8. OSU’s faculty is relatively junior in rank compared to peers; 35 percent of OSU faculty are full professors, vs. an average of 50 percent at peers (SB 49; A22).

Graduate Programs:

9. Even in some strong departments, OSU appears less able than some leading peers to attract graduate students from highly ranked undergraduate programs (SB 51).

10. Graduate students at OSU are supported as Graduate Teaching Associates to a greater extent than at peers.  Graduate Research Associates (GRAs) at OSU are supported less often by federal grants than at peers  (SB 52-53; A15).

11. OSU waives Graduate Research Associates’ tuition and fees to sponsors, only two of the benchmark institutions do likewise.  OSU has among the highest number of GRAs per $1M of sponsored research among the peer group (SB 54-55; A28).

Research Infrastructure:

12. Relative to research volume, OSU’s historical investment in research buildings and equipment appears to lag behind that at peers. Recent and currently planned investments will not close this gap, particularly in view of potential growth in sponsored research (SB  57-61; A16-17).

13. OSU lags behind benchmarks in per-student budget for libraries, particularly in funding for operations (SB 62).

Current Funds Revenue:

14. OSU lags behind leading benchmarks in current revenue per FTE student by a significant margin (SB 64-65; A18-19).

· Funding levels from state sources and tuition explains some of this gap; and

· Funding levels from federal research grants and contracts represents a larger gap.

15. The gap in federal research funding at OSU appears to be linked to a range of factors, e.g.,

· Lower fraction of faculty receiving external funding  (SB 67-71);

· Fewer large research centers and program grants (SB 69-72; A23);

· Smaller average grant size (SB 70-71; A23, A30);

· Relatively low numbers of faculty and faculty-equivalents in some areas with significant funding opportunities (SB 73-77);

· Relatively higher commitment to non-federal grant activity in some areas with significant funding opportunities (SB 78); and

· Relatively fewer full professors as a proportion of the total faculty (SB 49).

University Development:

16.
OSU’s investment in development resources supporting the academic mission appears modest compared to a number of benchmarks (SB 80-82; A31-32).

5.
In-Depth Discussion of Four Key Findings

Further discussion of many of these findings is found throughout this report, in connection with the particular recommendations to which they relate.  At this point we take a closer look at four key findings that have informed several of our recommendations.  

i.
Leading public universities succeed across a broad range of metrics; success in research and graduate studies complements other important priorities.

The tables shown on pages A3 to A5 simply list the top 20 public universities in a range of available measures, from the NRC, USNWR, and NSF funding database. These tables reveal several interesting patterns.

Six of the top ten hold their rankings across all of the following measures:

· Faculty Quality (NRC)

· Federal Research Support

· Undergraduate Programs (USNWR)

· Education (USNWR)

· NIH Funding to Medical Schools.

The tables also indicate that the best public universities have developed strengths in particular academic areas to some extent, but that their success in research is typically very broad. On page A6 we reproduce a chart that shows where every discipline at Ohio State ranked by the NRC or USNWR stands relative to corresponding disciplines at the 20 benchmark institutions. We also compiled similar charts for each of the benchmarks and have included a sample of these on pages A7 to A10. 

These tables indicate that top institutions that have gained their reputation in one area tend to have strong programs in other colleges as well.  For instance, it is well-known that the University of Michigan is one of the best public universities in the country, and that its reputation is built on the strength of its programs in the Social Sciences. Indeed, Michigan has the strongest programs in Social Sciences of any of the 20 benchmarks (see p. A7).  But it also ranks second in Engineering, third in Arts and Humanities, sixth in Biological Sciences, and sixth in Math and Physical Sciences.  Similarly, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign is widely known for its strength in Engineering. In fact, it is not as strong as Michigan, but it ranks third in the benchmark group (see p. A8). UIUC is also fourth in Math and Physical Sciences, eighth in Social Sciences, ninth in Biological  Sciences, and eleventh in Arts & Humanities. These observations suggest that OSU is unlikely to move into the Top 10 by strengthening one or two areas covered by the NRC survey; at least over the long term, success will need to be broader. 

Some of the universities that one might argue are in the Top 10 show considerably more focus than Michigan or Illinois. The University of Virginia is fourth among the benchmark institutions in NRC rankings of Arts and Humanities, and twelfth in Social Sciences, but it is sixteenth in Biological Sciences, eighteenth in Math and Physical Sciences, and twentieth in Engineering (see p. A9).  While Virginia is relatively weak in the NRC disciplines in comparison to others in the Top 10, it is very strong in Education and Business, and has the best reputation as an undergraduate institution of any public university in the country.  On the other hand, at least one of the strongest universities as measured by the NRC survey is not uniformly included among the Top 10.  The University of Texas at Austin is sixth in Arts and Humanities, tenth in Biological Sciences, fourth in Engineering, third in Math and Physical Sciences, and seventh in Social Sciences (see p. A10). However, it is not even in the top twenty-five public universities in the USNWR undergraduate university rankings. Texas’s undergraduate population and undergraduate educational mission are much closer to those of Ohio State than are Virginia’s, and Texas faces many of the same issues that confront us.  These examples highlight the fact that success can take many forms and that one of OSU’s challenges will be to decide how and where our success will come. 

The table on page A11 summarizes the relative rankings of the disciplines included in the NRC at all of the benchmarks. At the top of the list is UC Berkeley, which has thirty disciplines in the top quartile, five in the second quartile, and none in either the third or fourth quartile. At the bottom of the list is Ohio State with no disciplines in the top quartile, three in the second quartile, fourteen in the third quartile, and twenty-one in the fourth quartile.  A very crude estimate of how much we may need to improve to enter the Top 10 public research universities is provided by looking at universities in the middle of this table. Minnesota has five departments in the top quartile, nine in the second quartile, sixteen in the third quartile, and seven in the fourth quartile. To climb into that middle group, we probably need to move four to five disciplines that are currently in the second and third quartile up into the first quartile. We need to move a significant number of disciplines in the third and fourth quartiles up to the second quartile, and we need to move a large fraction of the disciplines in the fourth quartile up to the third quartile. Although focussing resources must be an important element of OSU’s strategy, the focus cannot be overly narrow if our goal is the Top 10.

ii.
OSU’s student-faculty ratio is among the highest in the peer group and has been rising in many areas during the past five years.  This ratio varies widely across colleges.

On page A12 we reproduce a table from the Selected Benchmarking report that shows that Ohio State currently has the highest undergraduate-to-faculty ratio of any of the benchmark institutions. Page A13 shows that adding back the ~150 faculty lines budgeted to replace the faculty who departed in the Early Retirement Initiative (ERI) will help in this regard, but will leave OSU near the top of the benchmarks.  Before we draw any conclusions from this data, we offer several observations.

First, we need to offer some important caveats.  We have used aggregate data, which are useful for drawing only broad implications across the University. Our data tell us nothing about the characteristics of individual units, which may deviate widely from this average.  In fact, page A14 shows that there is significant variation across colleges and that this ratio has changed in many colleges during a period of seven years. This variation is not surprising, but it suggests that any strategic planning using this metric will require benchmarking data at the unit level to be useful. It may be the case that many units at OSU have lower-than-average student-faculty ratios, but on average it seems clear that OSU’s ratio is high. 

Second, these aggregate data cannot account for some potentially important underlying dynamics.  For example, differences in undergraduate distribution by class are not evident in the simple aggregated ratios.  At OSU, the high undergraduate drop-out rate in the first two years leaves relatively fewer juniors and seniors in the mix, whereas Top 10 schools, which enjoy substantially higher graduation rates, will have a more even distribution across classes.  The implications of this for teaching (and the possible relationship between OSU’s retention rate and the high student-faculty ratio) deserve further examination, but we would expect that students present heavier teaching demands as they get closer to graduation (e.g., via smaller classes, more one-on-one advising).  We should anticipate that as we improve our retention rate, heavier teaching demands would likely follow even if we decrease our freshman population and leave the entire undergraduate population fixed.  Thus the current student-faculty ratio data may underestimate the situation that would emerge if we solve our undergraduate retention problem.  
Third, we anticipate a number of concerns about using these data to argue that Ohio State needs to reduce its undergraduate to faculty ratio in order to move into the Top 10.  We offer some of these concerns and some perspectives which may help address them below: 

· If we aggregate the data to include graduate students and undergraduates, and look at overall student-faculty numbers, OSU looks much better – better than several Top 10 benchmarks in fact. 

· We feel that it is valuable to separate the data for undergraduate and graduate students for several reasons.  Most importantly, the impact of graduate students depends on whether they are employed as GTAs or GRAs.  Page A15 shows how some of OSU’s graduate students are appointed, relative to peers.  To this point, we observe that UCLA and UC Berkeley employ only 18 and 15 percent respectively of their graduate students in science and engineering as GTAs, compared to 33 percent at OSU and 30 percent at Texas.  This suggests that, at least in science and engineering, faculty members at those schools are more able to focus their time with graduate students on mutual research interests, rather than on teaching oversight.  

· Also, separating the ratios highlights the undergraduate teaching mission and the ways faculties at different schools teach undergraduates.  The impact of the high student-faculty ratios at UCLA and Berkeley is seen in their higher portion of undergraduate classes with more than 50 students, at 29 and 18 percent respectively, compared to 22 percent at UT-Austin and 15 percent at OSU (source: USNWR “America’s Best Colleges,” 1997).  These benchmarks appear to have compromised on class size to accommodate their high ratio to a greater extent than OSU, although this may be more manageable with higher quality undergraduate students (see below).
· After ERI replacements, OSU’s undergraduate student-faculty ratio will be roughly in line with UCLA, UC Berkeley, and UT Austin, all of which are in the Top 10 public research universities – why do we need to do any better than that? 

· UC-Berkeley and UCLA have highly developed systems for employing instructors and lecturers and admit to using them extensively.  Their lecturers are unionized, and can, after a favorable fifth-year review, be provided with some guarantee of stable employment, although not tenure.  This may make their student-faculty ratios noncomparable with others.

· UCLA and UC Berkeley are able to attract better-prepared undergraduates, who generally require much less remedial work and are generally easier to teach.  According to 1997 USNWR data, 95 and 97 percent of entering undergraduates at these schools were in the top ten percent of their high school classes, compared to 46 percent at UT-Austin, and 21 percent at OSU.

· Notably, UT-Austin was not ranked among the top 25 publics in USNWR’s 1997 survey of undergraduate programs, despite strong ratings in academic reputation.  This reflects in part their high undergraduate-to-faculty ratio: large average class size is one variable that pulled UT down.

· Finally, we note that all other Top 10 schools in this analysis have undergraduate student-to-faculty ratios under 20.  

· These differences do not really seem very large – is an undergraduate student-faculty ratio of 22 significantly different from 20?

· At OSU, moving to a ratio of 20 without reducing the undergraduate student population would mean adding approximately 130 faculty members, beyond what is expected from the ERI replacements.

· Readers may choose their own dimension of faculty performance this would enhance; we observe that this difference alone would allow the flexibility to grant faculty leaves at the rate they are designed to be used.
iii.
Relative to research volume, OSU’s historical investment in research buildings and equipment lags behind that at peers. Recent and currently planned investments will not close this gap, particularly in view of potential growth in sponsored research 

On page A16 we reproduce a table from the Selected Benchmarking report that shows that Ohio State utilizes its research buildings and equipment at a level higher than any of the benchmark institutions. This analysis is based on data from the COGR (Committee on Governmental Relations) database.  This database shows the detailed components of indirect cost rates for a number of public universities, including many of our benchmarks, at the time of their most recent rate adjustment; OSU data are from 1991.  With some simple calculations, it is possible to back into an estimate of the book value of research buildings and equipment at those benchmarks.  To assess the relative utilization of those assets, we simply used the ratio of direct cost of research activity to book value of buildings and equipment.  

We acknowledge this approach is not perfect.  The data are only as good as the record keeping at each institution; book value may not be the perfect measure of investment; and different portfolios of research activity will require different types of facilities.  On the other hand, this analysis is based on audited numbers, and all the benchmarks are subject to the same potential distortions.   For research space, we feel book value is not a bad measure; inflation effectively depreciates the value of the space at 3-5 percent per year (with a few historical deviations), which suggests a 20-year life - this is probably conservative for state-of-the-art research space.  And although the research portfolios of these institutions differ somewhat, the data do not reveal any strong patterns relating to research mix.  

The analysis shows that at the time of our most recent indirect cost study, Principal Investigators (PIs) at OSU were using the available research buildings and equipment relatively intensively compared to their peers elsewhere.  Overall, OSU researchers deliver about $1M of sponsored research activity through $1M of building and equipment assets; on average, PIs at benchmarks perform $1M of sponsored research through more than $1.4M of assets.  

Breaking this ratio out by buildings and equipment shows similar patterns.  The ratio of direct cost of research activity to book value in research buildings shows:

· OSU at 1.34;

· Average of benchmarks at 0.96, median at .955; and

· Benchmark range from 0.33 to 1.35.  

For research equipment, the ratios that suggest OSU is further off the norms:

· OSU at 4.08;

· Average of benchmarks at 2.91, median at 2.93; and

· Benchmark range from 1.40 to 3.92.

The fact that we happen to show the highest rate of overall utilization is not as important as the fact that we are well outside the norms among our peers. Even if the data for any one or even several of these benchmarks are fundamentally wrong, the weight of the evidence is strong enough that the basic conclusions remain unchanged.  (This is also true for OSU – our numbers could be off by 10 or even 20 percent and the underlying conclusions remain directionally valid.)

To account for OSU’s rather significant investment in research facilities and equipment since 1991, we rolled forward the analysis to 1997.  The book value of research assets increased by over $25M from 1992 to 1997 (note: total investment was much higher than this; this reflects the significant trimming required to arrive at dedicated research assets, consistent with the analysis above).  During this same period, direct costs of sponsored research activity increased over $20M, leaving the research asset utilization essentially unchanged.  

Looking forward, OSU is planning significant investment in research facilities.  We estimate the book value of the facilities coming on line during the next five years is $96M; this will include important additions and renovations in some areas with significant potential for external funding, including physics and life sciences.  This will be offset by a corresponding reduction in book value of about $24M, if historical trends hold, as existing space is reallocated or replaced to make way for these new projects.  By 2003, we estimate OSU will have on its books about $195M in research facilities.  However, any realistic projection of growth in our external funding that is based on the last eight years reveals that after these new facilities are built, OSU’s research asset utilization will be about the same in 2003 as it is today.  We will still be putting $1M of research through $1M of assets.

Our analysis of OSU’s annual reported equipment purchases relative to benchmarks indicates that OSU is investing at a lower level relative to our research activity (see p. A17).  OSU average annual expenditures on research equipment correspond to slightly less than 4 percent of total sponsored research; peers run at an average of 5.6 percent, ranging from 2.8 percent up to 7.9 percent.  This difference represents several million dollars in underinvestment each year.  The same pattern holds using federal research activity as the denominator.  In addition, we found that OSU is paying for a larger portion of the equipment we do purchase, relative to peers.  Where federal sources pick up an average of 60.7 percent of the cost of equipment at Top 10 schools (ranging from 54 percent to almost 75 percent), federal sources only cover 50.9 percent of these purchases at OSU.

iv.
OSU lags behind leading benchmarks in current revenue per FTE student by a significant margin.
The level of funding available to a university will clearly affect its ability to execute its mission. On page A18 we reproduce a table from the Selected Benchmarking report that shows Ohio State’s current funds revenue per FTE student compared to benchmark institutions. We used current funds per FTE student to adjust for the significant differences in size among these universities; a per FTE faculty analysis reveals essentially the same conclusions. 

OSU receives about $22,000 per year in current funds per FTE student.  Benchmark universities in the Top 10 average about $32,000, with a range from $18,000 to $44,000.  The schools ranking below OSU in funding per student lack either a medical school, an engineering school, or both; these are typically big contributors at the level of state and federal grants and contracts.  

The magnitude of the difference is compelling, but the source of the difference is even more interesting (see p. A19). OSU’s per-student funding from federal appropriations, grants, and contracts represents the largest gap, on average.  Several benchmarks show twice or even three times OSU’s funding from this source.  When we take into account the fact that OSU has both a medical school and an engineering school, where a number of the benchmarks do not, this difference is even more dramatic.  OSU’s per-student funding from state sources and tuition and fees also lags behind that at most Top 10 benchmarks, but the difference is typically much smaller - on the order of 30 percent, on average.

These elements are not unrelated, independent variables that need to be worked separately.  To some extent, the higher base funding from state sources and tuition and fees makes it possible for benchmarks to hire faculty and create the infrastructure to achieve their high levels of sponsored research.  At the same time, it is important to recognize that possible solutions to OSU’s funding gap are not completely outside the control of the University and its faculty.   

IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS

Overview:

Given the perspective of the benchmarking analysis, it is clear that we face a strategic challenge.  To perform at a level of excellence that will be on a par with public universities among the Top 10, we need to find ways to raise additional funding.  This will enhance and support the faculty and provide a research infrastructure consistent with our goals.  The problem, of course, is that such funding does not exist today, and our ability to tap the most likely sources of additional funding for OSU – sponsored research – relies in some part on having more and better-supported faculty and an improved research infrastructure in place.

It is tempting to ask the question: which should come first, the funding or the resources?  The answer is that we need to work on both at the same time, and start them both moving in the right direction.  In this spirit, we offer recommendations in two broad categories: ones that will require investment, and ones that will likely generate income, savings, or other resources.  These categories are by no means pure – strategies requiring investment in the near term will likely generate revenue in the longer term, and strategies to generate revenue may cost something to implement in the near term – but they are directionally correct for these purposes.  

On the investment side, we include recommendations under the following headings:

1. Build an excellent faculty and attract the best students;

2. Plan for and provide a competitive research infrastructure;

3. Facilitate and stimulate interdisciplinary/multidisciplinary activity; and 

4. Position OSU for success with a broad range of outside constituents.

There are already some good things on the way in these areas, e.g., 150 faculty lines to replace the ERI departures, significant planned additions to the research infrastructure, and interdisciplinary seed funding for several centers.  The challenge is to make certain that we take maximum advantage of these opportunities and build upon them.

On the resource-generating side, we offer recommendations in the following areas; many of these are linked to the investment areas above. 

1. Stimulate entrepreneurship in research and, in general, through budget restructuring; 

2. Improve the economics of sponsored research;

3. Rationalize and restructure some OSU investments supporting research; maximize the leveraging ability of these investments;

4. Reallocate resources to areas of focus;

5. Invest in University Development;

6. Establish strategic alliances; and

7. Secure additional funding from the State. 

We believe that these strategies together can generate new resources of a magnitude that will approach what is required to fund the recommended investments.  The challenge will be to implement them all thoroughly.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INVESTMENT

1.   BUILD AN EXCELLENT FACULTY AND ATTRACT THE BEST STUDENTS
FACULTY

In June 1997, we hosted a Research Roundtable on campus at which we asked the assembled group of senior faculty and administrators from peer universities to share their perspectives on what strategies have the highest impact on improving the quality of research and scholarship.  The response was clear and unanimous.  Their number one priority is hiring and then supporting exceptional faculty members.  This strategy so far out-distances all others that we could not get them to name a second.

"The first focus should be on attracting and supporting the highest quality faculty, and building in processes that hone their competitive edge … faculty quality is everything.”

- Dr. John Wiley, Provost, University of Wisconsin

"You have to believe that good people bring good things to campus - not just grants and contracts, but other benefits as well.  You have to be prepared to absorb any incremental costs as part of the price of being a leading research university.

"Provide [top researchers] everything they need to do their jobs - if they need a million-dollar laboratory, you can not blink."

- Mr. Farris Womack, CFO (retired), University of Michigan

"Identify the best people, step up and pay market to get them, and make a commitment not to lose them."

- Dr. Stuart Bondurant, Dean of Medicine, UNC Chapel Hill

(See Appendix B for detailed notes on the Research Roundtable)

We generally agree with the Roundtable participants.  An institution will only be as good as its faculty and students.  If OSU implements everything else we recommend below, in terms of infrastructure, institutional support, and financial policy, and faculty quality does not change, OSU is unlikely to improve significantly.  

New hiring and better recruiting is clearly not the only approach available to improving faculty and student quality.  OSU has many high-quality and high-potential faculty and students today.  It is generally agreed that the top 10 percent of OSU’s undergraduates are every bit as good as the strongest undergraduates at other leading publics; we believe that the same can be said of our graduate students and faculty.  The challenge for OSU is to develop strategies that extend this high quality further into a very large institution; some of these strategies must ensure that the faculty and students that are here are reaching their full potential. 

With this said, we need to face the rather stark facts from benchmarking.  In terms of overall faculty reputation, OSU ranks in the fourth quartile relative to 20 public benchmarks (see p. A6, A11).  Relative to these peer institutions, OSU currently has no disciplines ranked in the first quartile of either the NRC or USNWR rankings, and only three of thirty-eight disciplines in the second quartile of the NRC rankings (see p. A11).  Our level of average funding per faculty is also in the fourth quartile (see p. A20).  Finally, our faculty includes relatively few members of national academies (see p. A21), or individuals who have reached the pinnacles of their fields through other distinctions.

We advance three objectives that are intended to move our faculty into the top two quartiles of this elite group of peer institutions, both in NRC-ranked and USNWR-ranked disciplines, and to advance disciplines that are not ranked by either of these sources. These objectives are intended to provide resources and incentives that enable our current faculty to increase the quality and quantity of their research activities and to attract new faculty members who will enrich Ohio State’s scholarly activities. Simply stated, we advocate recruiting, developing, supporting, and retaining a diverse faculty that deserves to be recognized as one of the best in the nation.

Objective: 
Improve the quality and performance of the OSU faculty at all levels.  Evaluate progress by available measures, including NRC, USNWR, and other relevant sources brought forward by academic units.

Strategies:

1. Recruit faculty above the mean.

Every faculty candidate should be measured against the current faculty in his or her discipline. We should not seek faculty members who are likely to perform at the mean of current faculty in research, teaching, and service. If we want to improve, we must hire new faculty members who are likely to raise current standards. Improvement will not happen fortuitously. We control our destiny when we hire new faculty members, when we tenure faculty members, and when we promote faculty members.

This strategy is easily articulated, but, as all of us who have participated in recruitment know, it requires incredible effort and patience. The expected ERI replacements of over 150 faculty members over the next several years present a significant opportunity.  These will be a critical determinant of faculty quality in 10 years.

Specific approaches that some OSU colleges and departments have employed to try to implement this strategy, and that we would advocate that OSU adopt more broadly include the following: 

· Give search committees multiple-year “hunting licenses” to ensure focus on getting the right person rather than simply filling the position. If colleges hold the annual rate for the hire at the college level until the hire is made, they should provide sufficient resources to cover teaching during a search in order to ensure that departments are not pressed by teaching needs to hire prematurely.

· Ensure that sufficient start-up funds, where required, are in place to make a competitive offer to the strongest candidates. 

· Hire the best person in the field, when possible – do not be unduly limited by a job description.
· Recruit groups of faculty focused around areas of intended strength – generally faculty members are more productive when surrounded by colleagues with similar interests.  
One other strategic consideration here: Some departments have observed that the Ohio open records law may make it difficult to raise the bar on the tenure process.  This increases pressure on hiring the right people.  In some fields, newly minted Ph.D.s come with insufficient track records for hiring departments to make informed decisions at the time of hire.  In some areas where this is the case, departments are choosing to recruit a higher mix of Assistant Professors with significant track records and demonstrated potential and proven Associate Professors with tenure, rather than brand-new Assistant Professors.

2. Provide competitive administrative and financial support.
To compete successfully with the faculty of the best public universities in the country our faculty must have comparable support.  We have not been able to complete the in-depth benchmarking that will be required to understand what gap may exist in this area. Appropriate levels of support vary widely across disciplines, and we expect that any disparity with our peers will also vary widely. We offer several preliminary suggestions. 

· Fund productive scholarship (e.g., conference expenses) where support is essential.

· Top off prestigious fellowships, when Faculty Professional Improvement Leaves (FPLs) and Special Research Assignments (SRAs) are not adequate.

· Benchmark peers at a unit level to document OSU’s standing in personnel and infrastructure support (secretarial, administrative, and technical resources) to support faculty. 

3. Set expectations and investments for faculty development at levels consistent with  institutional goals.

It is important to raise expectations for all faculty, but it is inappropriate to do so without providing the resources and support that will enable the faculty to meet these new expectations.

· Provide junior faculty with time to get their research and scholarship off to a strong start, including summer support (where this is not appropriately covered by external research funds), very low service expectations, and moderate teaching responsibilities.  Note that with this support should come higher expectations for performance.

· Establish development plans and reviews for all tenured faculty members on a five-year cycle. These should put equal weight on reaching agreement on a forward-looking five-year plan, and on reviewing the past five years, in terms of scholarship, teaching, and service at all levels including national service.  Documentation for these plans and reviews should be of similar quality to what we require for promotion and tenure, linked to external metrics wherever possible.  Expectations for future performance should be consistent with the high aspirations of the University, and success against these expectations should be rewarded with whatever combinations of benefits are available and valuable to faculty.

· Structure staffing and teaching load to make FPLs and SRAs possible. Allow FPLs to be fragmented over non-contiguous quarters. Encourage FPLs and SRAs to be taken at other universities, while recognizing that any requirement that faculty leave OSU will exclude many faculty who have family constraints or local research and graduate student responsibilities that cannot be put on hold.

· Recognize and reward participation in scholarly societies, journals, review and study panels, etc. via reimbursement of expenses and/or release time. 

4. Promote above the mean.

The critical evaluation of faculty members who are being considered for promotion is a vital responsibility of the faculty. It can also be one of the most unpleasant and unrewarding duties we perform. Balancing our legitimate desire to continuously improve the faculty with our need to be fair and our legal obligation to be open may prove to be one of our greatest challenges. However, we see no alternative to raising our expectations if we intend to improve. Ohio State has more leverage here than our benchmarks, because our faculty is relatively junior in rank; only 35 percent of our faculty are full professors vs. an average of 50 percent at the benchmarks (see p. A22). 

· Consider the expected impact of each promotion on a department and college reputation, with the department establishing an objective measure of reputation such as the NRC survey.

· Ensure that expectations for performance in teaching, scholarship, and service are consistent with Top 10 goals; matching the average performance of current faculty should not be seen as necessarily sufficient for promotion. Matching the lowest level of performance that has been adequate for promotion in the past should definitely not be seen as sufficient.

5. Retain faculty selectively.

As OSU implements the strategies above, and attracts and develops high-potential junior faculty, retention will become increasingly critical – it is already a concern in a number of departments that have gained some national visibility.  To invest in junior faculty only to have them recruited away as they gain professional stature is a losing strategy.  

· Maintain high awareness of faculty at risk for untimely recruitment by competitors and act preemptively, if possible.

· Hold sufficient reserves to ensure flexibility in matching outside offers.

· Allow productive faculty accepting outside offers to take a one-year leave of absence to hold open the possibility of a return to OSU, even after they have turned down our counter-offer.

6. Make faculty development an explicit part of chair and dean performance reviews.

Responsibility for these strategies rests largely on our department chairs and deans. Improving the quality of the faculty is one of their most important responsibilities, and they should be evaluated using objective measures of their success or failure in this area.  

· Measure the quality of recruits on a regular basis, tracking metrics that include publication rates and external funding where appropriate, as well as awards aimed at junior faculty such as NSF Career awards, Sloan Fellowships, Pew Scholarships, the Howard Hughes Awards, etc.

· Document and critically evaluate professional development programs established and overseen by chairs and deans.
· Track prestigious awards and national recognition of faculty, such as placement in academies, and evaluate the efforts of chairs and deans to help obtain these.
Objective: 
Develop the OSU faculty to include at least 25 members of the National Academies of Science or Engineering, National Institute of Medicine, or American Academy of Arts and Sciences.

OSU’s faculty includes only 10 members of national academies, not including retired and emeritus faculty (see p. A21).  This is the fewest among the benchmarks.  A number of the benchmarks do not have medical schools or engineering schools (where several of OSU’s leading academicians are located).  Top 10 institutions generally have 30 or more of these distinguished scholars on their faculties, and many have more than 50.  In most cases, these eminent faculty members are home grown – the product of long-standing commitments to attracting and developing strong faculty and to creating institutional environments that allow them to thrive.  

Ultimately, OSU needs to be a place that can attract many high-caliber faculty members and develop them to the level where they are strong candidates for membership in national academies.  All of the strategies above are oriented to this goal.  In the near term, we believe that it is necessary to seed this process by recruiting some eminent faculty who can help OSU gain access to these rather exclusive organizations.  We believe there are a number of senior faculty members at OSU who have the qualifications to be recognized by the academies, but they will need the sponsorship and support of other current members to gain entry. However, this cannot be the only or even the most important motive for adopting this objective; academy membership cannot be the sole hiring criterion.

Many academy members are well past their prime, and some might be attracted to OSU to pursue personal, rather than institutional ambitions. We are interested in attracting only productive academy members and eminent scholars for whom strong documented evidence of likely eventual membership exists. Moreover, we are interested in attracting only academy members who will act as magnets for additional high quality faculty and who want to come to OSU to help catalyze the major improvements in scholarship that will place us in the ranks of the Top 10 public research universities.

Strategies:

1. Ensure that qualified candidates on the faculty are nominated to National Academies and equivalent institutions and that their candidacy receives the fullest advocacy from the University. Leverage institutional weight in nominating and promoting faculty candidates for prestigious fellowships, scholarships, and memberships.
2. Recruit 10-15 members of these Academies to the faculty, subject to clear criteria.

3. Recruit “rising stars,” in mid-career, with high potential for national/international prominence and ultimately for academy membership. 

4. Use “cluster hiring” strategies to attract distinguished senior faculty members and to surround them with other faculty who work in their areas of interest.

5. Ensure aggressive follow-through on promises made during recruitment of eminent faculty.  Appoint a single point of accountability in the department or college for helping these faculty members work through and with the OSU organization. 

Objective: 
Increase the importance and visibility of undergraduate student-faculty ratio as a metric at the operating unit level, and reduce this overall ratio to 20 or less at the institutional level.

Our benchmarking analysis reveals that OSU has a relatively high student-faculty ratio at the undergraduate level (SB 36, 38). While this simple observation is of very limited usefulness by itself, it gains a great deal of significance when taken in the broader context of additional benchmarking data. We have provided an in-depth discussion of this issue in the benchmarking section. What are the implications of this analysis for OSU?

First, it suggests that on average, OSU faculty members in undergraduate-intensive areas spend a higher percentage of their time on teaching than their peers at benchmark universities.  If this is the case, it is likely that they find it more difficult to spend time on research and graduate education.  This directly affects the amount of research that can be completed, the number and quality of articles that can be written, and the amount of external funding for which they can successfully compete. Research has become increasingly difficult; increasingly expensive, and increasingly competitive. The challenge all faculty face is to maintain a high-quality research and graduate education program with a fixed amount of time, while excelling in their teaching and service obligations. The OSU faculty appears to be doing this with less time for research and graduate education than our peers elsewhere; we believe this is reflected in our rankings.

Second, these pressures may also have an impact on how faculty members are able to execute their undergraduate teaching responsibilities.  Decreasing this ratio should help improve our undergraduate teaching and may have a positive effect on undergraduate student retention, to the extent that increased contact between faculty and undergraduates is an important element of that initiative.

Third, in order to meet our teaching needs we appear to be using graduate students as teaching assistants to a much greater extent than our peers. We address this further in the following section on graduate programs, but it is likely that this compromises our ability to attract the best graduate students in some fields, which in turn has negative consequences for undergraduate teaching.  Among doctoral candidates in some fields it may also extend the average time to degree, as students have to teach to support themselves, leaving insufficient time to complete their thesis work.

It is obvious that to decrease a ratio one must decrease the numerator, increase the denominator, or some combination of both.  We advocate a combination, which would add faculty while reducing undergraduate enrollment and improving retention.  We reached no conclusions on options beyond these, such as employing more non-tenured instructors, or approaches that consider sharing teaching and service responsibilities differentially across the faculty – possibly reflecting productivity in research and scholarship. 
Strategies:
1. Improve undergraduate retention while decreasing total undergraduate enrollment.

The option of decreasing the number of undergraduates needs to take into account the fact that our state funding is directly tied to the number of students we teach, and to move into the Top 10 we need to increase our general funds, not decrease them. OSU receives 4.76 times as much state subsidy for each Ph.D. student credit hour, and 1.79 times as much as much subsidy for an upper division undergraduate credit hour, as it receives for a lower division undergraduate credit hour. A combined strategy of improving undergraduate retention, decreasing the number of undergraduates, and increasing the number of graduate students (pushing Ph.D. candidates to the BOR cap, and expanding Masters programs) can be financially viable and is highly consistent with the goal of moving into the Top 10. 

Many of the most important issues relating to this strategy are beyond the scope of this report, but we recommend that they be seriously considered. We are not advocating reducing access to Ohio State for qualified students who can succeed here and who can benefit from attending an exceptional public research university. Nonetheless, we are advocating an increase in standards coupled with redoubled efforts to recruit the best high school students in Ohio. One of the most important outcomes of becoming a Top 10 public research university is an enhanced ability to attract the best students and provide them with exceptional educational opportunities.

2. Increase the number of faculty members beyond the planned ERI replacements.

To address the gap in the undergraduate/faculty ratio by simply adding faculty (i.e., with the same number of undergraduates) would require the addition of about 130 to 150 faculty in addition to those budgeted as replacements under ERI.  This represents the high end of the range, assuming no action is taken on strategy #1 above.  If the undergraduate population were to fall by 10 percent, OSU would move into contact with benchmarks in terms of undergraduate-to-faculty ratio with the current faculty size.

If adding faculty is part of the answer here, then where should they be added, and how should these lines be funded?  The answers to these questions are tied together and must ultimately rest on planning at the unit level.  The unit plans that guide allocation of new faculty should be based on strategies that account for:

· Projected enrollment

· Projected faculty changes (promotion decisions, retirements, hires, etc.)

· Information on student-faculty ratios at benchmark programs

- Undergraduate General Education Curriculum 

- Undergraduate majors

- Graduate students – showing GRA/GTA/GAA mix.

Other factors beyond student-faculty ratios will clearly have an impact on OSU’s decisions on faculty size and distribution, and departments should have flexibility to structure their budgets to meet their strategic needs and priorities, but student-faculty ratios must be recognized as an important driver of institutional performance.  

Estimated cost of achieving objectives relating to faculty:

Annual rate: $17 - 26M

· Senior faculty (National Academy, or equivalent) lines: 10 - 20 @ $400k = $4 - $8M

· Assure ERI replacement hires are above mean; may include hiring in more senior positions: 150 @ $20k incremental funding per position = $3M

· Additional junior faculty lines: 100 - 150 @ $100k = $10M - $15M

· Provide competitive administrative and financial support: (to be determined by benchmarking at the unit level – could range from $0 to >$10M)

One-time costs: $28-48M

· Senior faculty (National Academy, or equivalent) start-up: 10-20 @ $1.5M = 

 $15-30M

· Assure ERI replacement hires above the mean; incremental start-up costs: 150 @ $20k incremental per position = $3M

· Additional junior faculty start-up packages: 100-150 @ $100k = $10-15M

GRADUATE STUDENTS

 “The great public universities depend on a synergy between their undergraduate and graduate programs.   In particular, they rely upon excellent graduate programs to attract excellent faculty and graduate students so that they can employ both in educating undergraduates.  The economic and political mandate of public higher education makes something like, say, a public Swarthmore or Wesleyan practically impossible.  A major part of [a major public university’s] mission is to provide excellent education for large numbers of the state’s best undergraduates.  We can do that only if we have excellent graduate programs also.”

· From “Humanities and the Liberal Arts: The Challenge of Public Universities,” by Dr. Stephen Darwall, Professor of Philosophy at University of Michigan.  LSA magazine, Fall, 1997.

Overview

Prospective graduate students select graduate programs based on the reputation of the faculty they will work with, the fellowship/GTA/GRA opportunities, and their views of program quality, among other considerations.  Improving the quality of the faculty, decreasing undergraduate student-faculty ratios, and paying close attention to achieving the rankings that reflect our best performance, all strategies we are proposing elsewhere in this report, will help in this regard and may in fact provide the most leverage for improving the quality of our graduate students.

In addition, we need to create better opportunities for graduate students in relevant fields to participate in research. Graduate students at OSU are supported as Graduate Teaching Associates to a greater extent than at peers, at least in science and engineering (see above reference to NSF data).  Heavier teaching loads tend to increase average time to degree and reduce opportunities to pursue research or individual scholarship, explaining our poor retention rates in some graduate programs, especially of domestic students. 

Graduate Research Associates at OSU are correspondingly supported less often by grants than at peers (see p. A15).  According to NSF data, 44 percent of OSU graduate students in Science and Engineering are supported as GRAs, Fellows, or Trainees; Top 10 schools tend to have more than 50 percent of their students supported from these sources, and several reach or exceed 55 percent.  In some academic areas, particularly in the sciences, there is some positive relationship in the NRC data between percent of graduate students on GRAs and program quality; the data do not make this case perfectly, but are suggestive and support intuition.

Even in some strong departments, OSU appears less able to attract graduate students from highly ranked programs than some leading peers (see SB 51).  For example, one Graduate School benchmarking effort focused on five of OSU’s strongest programs and looked at the undergraduate institutions of entering graduate students at OSU and the same departments at UC-Berkeley, Michigan and Wisconsin.  Not surprisingly, Berkeley and Michigan are able to draw a significantly higher proportion of their graduate students from schools with programs in the top 25 of the NRC rankings than OSU.  Wisconsin does also, although by a smaller margin and not in all areas.  The picture in weaker departments is likely to be correspondingly worse.
Objectives:
Attract and retain higher-quality graduate students, as measured by undergraduate GPA, GRE, and source and rigor of undergraduate degree.

Reduce the fraction of graduate students supported by Teaching Assistantships, and, correspondingly, increase the number and percent of graduate students supported on fellowships and as Research Associates on external grants and on training grants.

Strategies: 
1. Size graduate programs to the depth of the applicant pool, quality of research opportunities, and perceived demand for graduates, but never simply to meet teaching needs. Continue evaluation of minimum standards for graduate admission.  
Graduate students represent a huge financial resource to OSU because they cover much of our teaching load at a cost well below that of using faculty members. The use of graduate students in this way is completely appropriate if it enables them to pursue their own education. The teaching experience is valuable for almost all careers, and it is crucial for a career in education. Excellent graduate students can help us provide a high quality education to undergraduates if we provide them with the training and resources that they need to become good teachers. Nonetheless, graduate students do not come to OSU in order to serve as Teaching Assistants. They come to get an advanced degree. The number of graduate students in a program should be limited by a department’s ability to provide high-quality graduate education opportunities and should never be allowed to grow beyond this point due to teaching pressures. When graduate program size is driven primarily by teaching needs, the reputation of the program eventually suffers but, more importantly, the graduate students suffer.

2. Increase the number of graduate students supported as Graduate Research Associates on sponsored projects and by fellowships.  In some areas, there is a relationship between the fraction of graduate students on GRAs and program reputation, and, where this is relevant, the best programs tend to have a relatively high fraction of GRAs. The opportunities provided by GRA appointments tend to attract better students, who are able to complete their degrees more quickly, while strengthening the research program in which they participate. This should be one of the major benefits of increasing our external funding. In many programs, such as medicine, we lag behind our benchmarks in the number of traineeships (SB 71-72); this indicates an opportunity to increase our funding while improving our graduate programs.
3. Leverage undergraduates as teaching assistants where appropriate (in some labs, etc.).  If we want to decrease our reliance on graduate students to cover teaching needs without increasing the teaching load carried by the faculty, we need to find a new source of teachers. In our Best Practices interviews we found that some departments are successfully using their best undergraduate students to cover some of the teaching responsibilities traditionally covered by graduate students. Student feedback indicates that in many cases these talented undergraduates perform as well as or better than many graduate students; this should not come as a surprise – our best undergraduates are often accepted to stronger graduate programs than OSU’s, which suggests they are better students than some of the graduate students enrolled here.  This also provides an opportunity that many undergraduates value and that provides an extraordinary complement to their education in the classroom.

4. Complete and give careful consideration to G-QUE, the Graduate School and Council of Graduate Students effort focused on the quality of the graduate student experience.  An impressive census has been distributed by the Council of Graduate Students and the Graduate School that will assess the current graduate experience as an important first step to improving this experience. We applaud this effort and recommend that the University pay close attention to its results.

5. Focus fellowship resources on multi-year, doctoral candidates, where possible; and fund campus visits by students who are offered fellowships.   OSU offers a large number of graduate fellowships that are distributed by a university-wide competition based on student quality.  This is consistent with the goal of improving  the quality of graduate programs across the University.  At present this competition is open to all graduate and professional students in programs overseen by the Graduate School. While there may be some merit to this breadth of coverage, we believe that our limited fellowship dollars should be used to attract students who are pursuing doctoral degrees.

We currently attract far less than half of the students to whom we offer fellowships, and information collected suggests that we are least successful in attracting the strongest students. One reason is that our standard one-year fellowships are not as attractive as offers from other institutions, especially for students who enter programs that do not employ a majority of the graduate students as GRAs after the first year of study.  The Commission endorses the pilot initiative to offer a greater number of multi-year fellowships to determine if these improve our ability to attract the best students.  Furthermore, enabling students who are offered fellowships to visit OSU may improve our chances of attracting them here.

6. Provide selective seed funds to graduate programs.

Many of the best ideas for how to attract better graduate students should originate from the graduate programs. A proposal-driven, university-wide competition for seed funds that are used to improve graduate programs could provide an effective incentive to engage the faculty who run these programs to spend considerable effort devising plans to improve them. The newly created Program to Enhance Graduate Studies (PEGS) distributes $1.6M annually on a competitive basis. This competitive program should be continued, rather than going back to an entitlement system that supports maintenance of programs but does not stimulate improvement. 

Estimated cost of achieving objectives in Graduate Programs:

Annual Rate: $1M

· Multi-year doctoral and master’s fellowships: 50 @ $15k = $750k

· Funding for campus visits for high-potential candidates: 250 @ $1k = $250k

UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

As Ohio’s premier research university, OSU needs to attract and serve the top-tier of the State’s high school graduates.  Today, 21 percent of OSU’s undergraduate enrollees graduated in the top 10 percent of their high school class, and several other public universities across the State appear to be attracting a proportionately higher share of these high-potential students.

OSU is very well positioned to offer undergraduates research and educational experiences that these other universities cannot match.  In recent years, OSU has started to take advantage of this by bringing existing activity into view and publicizing successes. 

The OSU Undergraduate Research Forum, started three years ago, brought to the surface a diverse range of undergraduate research activity in fields from the arts to the natural sciences.  The second year saw some growth, and in this year’s Forum student participation nearly doubled, to 100.  Student participants in the Forum have gone on to present at the undergraduate forum on Capitol Hill, sponsored by the National Council on Undergraduate Research (NCUR).  Many more have presented at the NCUR national and regional meetings.  In addition, the College of Humanities holds an annual research colloquium on campus.  

Research sponsors are taking an increasing interest in engaging undergraduates in research.  Examples include the following:

· The National Science Foundation is recognizing with special funding those research universities that are demonstrating innovative learning models that are discovery based, that call for critical thinking and problem solving, and that engage the undergraduate in constructing, using, and sharing knowledge. It also offers supplements to faculty grants to provide research experiences to undergraduates (REU) and larger awards to departments who sponsor undergraduate programs during the summer.

· The Howard Hughes Medical Institute is offering funding to support undergraduate research in biological sciences.  

· The Hewlett Foundation is awarding grants to major research universities to diffuse exemplary methods and techniques in undergraduate research.  

A recent Carnegie Commission Report on undergraduate education has received wide attention. It advocates increasing the opportunities for undergraduate research experiences, which indicates that efforts at OSU are timely and should be given increased attention.

Most of our objectives and strategies in this area speak for themselves and do not require supportive arguments or further details.

Objectives:


· Leverage OSU’s stature as a major research university to recruit top-tier undergraduates.

· Create attractive and valuable undergraduate research opportunities and increase undergraduate research participation.

· Make undergraduate research news around the State, in high schools, in the legislature, and around the country.

Strategies:


1. Continue to enhance and expand the Undergraduate Research Forum. 

2. Support superior undergraduate research activity by funding travel for research and presentation of scholarly work, e.g., at the NCUR.

3. Recognize and reward successful innovations in faculty/undergraduate research collaboration. Identify models at other campuses and incorporate into practice with appropriate modification.

4. Host national meetings on the topic of undergraduate research.

5. Develop PR and multimedia programs to assist in recruiting talented students. Last year’s brochure on undergraduate research proved a very useful model for the Admissions Office.

6. Encourage PIs with NSF grants to apply for and include REU supplements, and consider university-funded supplements to non-NSF projects.  Not all funding agencies are as enlightened as the NSF, but the research opportunities afforded by supplements that enable faculty to employ undergraduates in their research are well worth the relatively small investment required. We believe that such a program could be fully funded by about 1 percent of indirect costs.

7. Pursue and expand other opportunities for undergraduate education that are uniquely available at OSU, including appointments as teaching assistants in labs, etc.

Estimated cost of achieving objectives in undergraduate programs:

Annual Rate:  $550k

· Provide REU-like supplements to grants:  $500k

· Support for undergraduates pursuing and presenting research nationally and internationally: $50k

2. 
PLAN FOR AND PROVIDE A COMPETITIVE RESEARCH INFRASTRUCTURE

Overview

Exceptional faculty and students need world-class facilities and equipment to achieve their full potential.  To assess where OSU stands in this dimension, we have relied very heavily on benchmarking data. The only people truly qualified to determine these needs are those who are actually performing the research, but their estimates may tend toward describing what would be optimal, rather than what would be fully adequate.  

Institution-level benchmarking data indicate that OSU’s investment in research buildings and equipment lags behind that at peers, relative to its research volume (see p. A16).  This suggests that OSU is using its research assets very intensively – well beyond the level of high efficiency.  While a number of recent and currently planned projects on campus will renovate and add research space, these investments are only keeping pace with our growth in research volume.  The high ratio of research funding to underlying assets supporting research has remained consistent and will remain at the current high level if OSU simply holds its current share of federal research funding over the next several years. There appears to be no excess capacity available to increase our market share in the coming decade without making significant additional investment, which is unfortunate, given a potentially-strong funding environment.  

A minority of the Commission believes that the present quality of OSU’s database of research space is so flawed as to make the above analysis inconclusive.  While it is impossible to determine the merit of this position easily, it is worth observing that the current budget system gives departments no incentive to report sponsored research space correctly; if anything, they may believe they should under-report, to keep the indirect cost rate low.  Let us simply note that it is essential for the space database to be of indisputable quality by the time of the next rate setting, at the latest.

Objectives: 
Ensure OSU faculty and students have access to research facilities and equipment  to support expected research activity.

Ensure OSU faculty and students have access to the library materials and support required to support world-class research and scholarship.
Strategies:

1. Implement an integrated planning process for research space and develop a long-range plan to support increased research activity.  Currently, it is very difficult to get an integrated view of research space on campus, as responsibility spans several functional areas.  One group, in RPIA, knows how much research space is allocated to each department but has no insight to the age, condition, or suitability of that space to its intended use.  Another group, Physical Facilities, can describe the physical condition and repair and renovation priorities of every building on campus but does not systematically know what departments occupy the space.  The academic plan out of the Office of Academic Affairs (OAA) has no explicit consideration of space needs, which would forecast research space requirements by colleges or departments looking forward over a ten- or twenty-year time horizon.  The only place these come together is in the biennial capital budget, which determines what projects will be funded. It would be very helpful if that process could also document and prioritize what will not be funded, so that other sources (development, alliances, sponsors, etc.) could be pursued in a systematic fashion outside the budget cycle. 
While the “Space Needs Calculation” developed during the past year will be a useful tool for developing a clearer view of these issues, it does not include consideration of the condition of space and will need much more thoughtful input as to the future prospects of each academic area.  The NSF recently circulated a survey asking for a quantification of deferred construction and repair/renovation by academic area, in several categories – OSU was unable to respond at anything but an aggregate level. By the time of the next NSF survey, OSU ought to be able to provide a response at the level of detail requested.

2. Prioritize research-oriented building and renovation projects currently planned for the 2001 planning cycle and ensure they move ahead on schedule. 

3. Where space is a constraint, seek opportunities to convert departmental research space to sponsored research space.  As departmental research space is often of relatively poor quality to perform competitive research, significant funding may be required to make the conversion.

4. Gain access to required facilities and equipment via strategic partnerships.  OSU’s proximity to other substantial research infrastructure throughout Ohio offers potential opportunities for leverage.  For example, Battelle, WPAFB, NASA-Lewis, Cleveland Clinic, and state centers such as Edison Welding Institute all have research assets that may prove valuable complements to OSU’s infrastructure.  
5. Consider partnerships with private developers to construct research facilities for OSU and lease them to the University.  For example, Campus Partners could reserve some areas east of High St. for such projects, to be leased to house federally funded projects.  Assuming frequent re-evaluation of the indirect cost rate, the cost of these leases can be recovered completely.  This may not be attractive as a long-term facility strategy, but it could relieve some near-term constraints while providing a boost to the re-development of the campus district.

6. Increase investment in research equipment, looking to grants and other sources to fund these requirements as much as possible (see p. A17). Ensure that grant applications include satisfactory budgets to fund required purchases and encourage faculty to compete for major shared instrumentation grants from federal sponsors. Consider developing a replacement plan for instrumentation that would establish an account funded from indirect cost recoveries.  
7. Give full consideration to the findings and recommendations of the Library Task Force.  The Commission generally agrees that the critical issue in the future will be information access, rather than ownership of volumes.  The rapid change in the mission and function of libraries represents a significant opportunity for OSU.  It is no longer necessary to compete with the libraries of the late 20th century, with their vast holdings; the library of the future will be distributed across campus – access to information will be available in faculty offices, department offices, dormitories, etc.  
It is important to provide students with quiet, comfortable study spaces, and historically, this has been a function of the libraries.  Distributed access will allow more flexibility to address this need in other, more efficient ways.
Estimated cost of achieving objectives relating to research infrastructure:

Annual rate:  -- 

· The annual rate funds for operating and maintaining new research space should be covered by indirect cost recoveries on grants, particularly if the new space supports grant activity that typically pays full indirect costs.  Due to the BOR funding method, these costs will be covered even more comfortably if new and renovated space for sponsored research is converted from space currently used for departmental research activity. 

· We anticipate that the library task force may identify some gaps in terms of information access/operations/infrastructure. These recommendations should be carefully considered and incorporated into the strategy as appropriate.

One-time costs: $55 – 85M

· To move in line with the benchmarks OSU will require an additional $30-50M in book value of research buildings, which implies the University may need to pursue incremental capital investment on the order of $50-75M.  This top-line institution-level estimate needs to be confirmed through detailed, bottom-up planning.  Such an effort will bring specificity to where additional and upgraded research space will be required.

· To make up for past under investment and to repair and upgrade the existing inventory of equipment: $5 - 10M 

Sidebar:  Strategic Opportunities in the Transformation of Academic Publishing

After some initial data-gathering, we chose not to pursue the portion of our charter relating to OSU libraries, recognizing that a separate task force had been assigned to focus on that issue.  

In the course of our work, we did identify one related strategy that bears mentioning.  Certain OSU departments or interdisciplinary areas may want to consider taking advantage of the transformation in how academic scholarship is distributed.  For example, academic publishing in some areas of Physics has been transformed by the emergence of a central broker for all activity, a Stanford/Los Alamos partnership.  It accepts all articles, posts them on the web, and then provides some important services around the database, such as tracking references, keeping track of citations, analyzing bibliographies, etc.  In many areas of Physics, journals are largely serving an archival function now.  In fact, in a few areas where progress is rapid (such as Superstring Theory, dubbed the Theory of Everything by the media), the field has often moved past the results of an article by the time it is published in a refereed journal. 

If this is a precursor for other fields, it may be possible for OSU to become the de facto electronic repository for academic publishing in some important academic areas.  In addition to being seen as a center of activity in a field, it is possible that the data generated by such services will have increasing value in the future and potentially provide some opportunity for incremental revenues.  Perhaps our proximity to Chemical Abstracts provides some foundations for such activity?  Perhaps our current role as clearinghouse for certain educational programs provides a platform?  

3. 
FACILITATE AND STIMULATE INTERDISCIPLINARY/ MULTIDISCIPLINARY ACTIVITY

“OSU has a tremendous army [of faculty]– among the biggest, with many strong individuals … it does not reach its full potential because it is poorly wired – communication is weak”

– Dr. Pascal Goldschmidt, OSU Heart and Lung Institute, recently arrived from Johns Hopkins
The OSU Research Roundtable highlighted the centrality of interdisciplinary activity to the strategies of leading peer universities.  Virtually all participants cited such initiatives as a primary vehicle for growth across a variety of academic areas, from the health sciences to the humanities to information science.  Other anecdotes and data point to the growing importance of these activities more broadly:

· Faculty members are increasingly engaging in collaborative efforts with colleagues in other disciplines across campus out of interest and necessity, as fields spill across traditional boundaries; 

· A majority of the academic areas added to the NRC study in 1993 had a significant interdisciplinary component;

· The number of Ph.D.s granted from interdisciplinary programs is increasing; and

· Research sponsors are recognizing the importance of interdisciplinary work and organizing themselves to fund it – multiple-investigator grants represent an ever-increasing share of the total.  

Strong interdisciplinary platforms also provide a means to attract and retain strong faculty and students and can be a strong hook for retention of exceptional faculty.  Eminent faculty members become more difficult to lure away when surrounded by an irreplaceable interdisciplinary network of scholars.  In short, it is imperative for OSU to be an institution where the barriers to collaboration are low and where interdisciplinary initiatives can flourish.

We are not the first to engage this issue at OSU.  Most recently, the 1994 Strategic Plan for Research outlined a series of issues hindering interdisciplinary activity here and proposed strategies for solving them.  This work benefited from the 1991 study of interdisciplinary activity at OSU by a faculty committee chaired by Professor Robert Brueggemeier. 

What we have learned from these prior efforts and our review of current activity is that OSU’s record in this area remains quite mixed.  While a few of the recommendations from these prior efforts have been implemented, many remain valid today.  We applaud the fact that interdisciplinary impact has been included in the criteria for selecting proposals for selective investment and other programs, but remain concerned that too many administrative and organizational barriers remain in place for these activities to reach their full potential.  

In addition, certain structural factors highlighted in the benchmarking are likely to hinder OSU’s progress in certain interdisciplinary initiatives as long as they remain unchanged.  High student-faculty ratios will keep the pressure on department chairs to “protect” their faculty resources from interdisciplinary diversions, simply to cover teaching and other departmental commitments. Constraints on faculty time may limit the investment the University can commit to bringing major centers to campus; it is difficult for faculty to compete for such centers credibly when they cannot negotiate release time to develop a comprehensive, competitive proposal.  We outline strategies for working on these issues elsewhere in this report.

Leadership is another important factor for success in this area at OSU.  We need to identify and attract the leaders who can help make major interdisciplinary initiatives work, recognize their contributions, and give them the support they need to be successful in the OSU environment. Perhaps some of the senior faculty hires called for above will have strong capabilities and interest in interdisciplinary collaboration – that would be a great asset.

Objective:
Improve the overall climate for interdisciplinary activity on campus, for all involved.

Our discussions at the Research Roundtable made it clear that there is no silver bullet for making interdisciplinary activity succeed on a campus.  The approaches taken by peers vary widely, from the highly centralized, tightly managed approach of Arizona, to the entrepreneurial, laissez-faire approaches of Wisconsin and the University of California schools.  OSU needs to find the right mix of approaches to fit with our particular culture, organization, and budget environment.

Strategies:

1. Recognize and reward individual faculty participation in interdisciplinary activity in hiring, promotion and tenure, and annual reviews.

2. Recognize faculty leaders of significant interdisciplinary efforts with relief from other duties, either teaching or service. A number of senior faculty at OSU have been dedicating a great deal of time and energy to leading interdisciplinary activities, but these initiatives are often added on top of regular faculty duties, rather than recognized with the support that a department chair would typically receive.

3. Include interdisciplinary center directors and other advocates in college executive committees, department meetings, and other major forums where the business of the University is conducted.

4. Give deans and department chairs responsibility and accountability for making specific interdisciplinary activities succeed.  In many cases, they will share this responsibility with center and program directors and will therefore implement strategy #3, above.

5. Engage the Office of Research or OAA to organize and oversee the periodic evaluation of the academic and financial impacts of broad research initiatives and center activities. Assign clear responsibility for organizing, managing and archiving proposals and evaluations for research initiatives.  Ensure that continuity is maintained in the evaluations, so that prospects, plans, and expectations agreed to during the establishment of a center or activity are not forgotten in subsequent funding requests and administrative actions. 
6. Develop a clear taxonomy for interdisciplinary research activity (see sidebar, p.51).  Develop clear definitions of the various categories of activity and then structure management principles and performance measures appropriate to each one.  This will provide a framework to inventory and sort current activities and some guidelines for monitoring and measuring the success of current and future activity.

Objective:  
Increase the number of major academic research centers at OSU by ten during the next decade.  Improve the potential for these centers to play a significant and substantial role within the University and to make a major contribution to the success of faculty and students in all elements of the mission.  

It appears that a large gap in interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary activity at OSU is at the level of major academic research centers. OSU has several centers that many consider successful, for example: 

· Byrd Polar Research Center 

· Comprehensive Cancer Center

· Center for Human Resource Research

· Center for Mapping 

· Center for Materials Research.

On the other hand, OSU has within the past several years lost or stumbled in the launch of several major centers, including:

· Center for the Study of Science, Teaching and Learning

· National Center for Research in Vocational Education 

· Biotechnology.  

Ideally, interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary activities should be seen by related academic disciplines as an important source of growth and vitality, providing opportunities for researchers from several departments to work together on problems that cannot be successfully attacked without a broad base of expertise. 

At Ohio State, a common theme in our discussions of research centers has been the ongoing tensions with related departments and colleges.  In too many cases, departments and colleges see interdisciplinary activities as competitive, rather than complementary.  In OSU’s environment of constrained resources, department chairs can see faculty involvement with research centers as a drain on the limited resources available to accomplish department goals.  Additionally, some perceive that their already thin budgets are being taxed to launch new interdisciplinary initiatives built on an increasingly shaky foundation of core disciplines. 

Correspondingly, many center directors feel they are working at some remove from the mainstream of the University. They rarely have a seat at the table in related college or department executive committees, which limits their ability to influence matters that are important to them. Their limited ability to have real input to promotion and tenure decisions leaves them less able to attract junior level faculty who are concerned that their participation in interdisciplinary work may go unrecognized.  There is no explicit consideration of centers in either the university budget process or in facility planning, and thus no self-perpetuating funding mechanism.
While comments at the Research Roundtable suggest that OSU is not unique in experiencing these tensions, the pattern of large, group-generated research grants from leading sponsors (NIH, NSF) enjoyed by our peers suggests that they have been more successful in overcoming them.  Top 10 benchmarks all have multiple times the number of major (>$1M) awards we have at OSU, and many have major federal research centers (see p. A23).  This is likely indicative of their interdisciplinary activity in unfunded areas as well.

Strategies:
1. Seed up to 3 proposals for major academic research centers every year, for the next five years, using academic enrichment and interdisciplinary seed grants and some additional funding. These centers should have the potential to help generate at least $3M in incremental sponsored research annually.  Put them on a very tight schedule of review, and expect that less than half will make it past year five. Emphasize shared investments, shared risks, and shared benefits. 

2. Consider an incubator strategy for starting new interdisciplinary research centers.  (This might include one administrator, and perhaps one to three support staff.)  This incubator would provide nascent centers with the necessary administrative support and management assistance to launch them and help them navigate sometimes-treacherous waters on campus and off, without burdening them with costs prematurely.  It should also increase their probability of success to the extent that learning from prior start-ups can be applied to new ones.  Successful launches would eventually leave the incubator and become independent, self-sufficient operations.

3. Build upon connections with key state and federal supporters, as well as other universities, non-profits, and industry to create advocacy for major OSU centers.  Major research centers will be awarded to OSU only with the input and support of a broad range of contributors and allies.
4. Explicitly define how interdisciplinary centers will be handled in budget restructuring.  We do not believe that it is possible to come up with a simple set of rules or guidelines that can be followed by all departments, colleges, and centers to assign fairly shared income or costs to the appropriate units.  We recommend instead that the system should allow some flexibility for center directors to negotiate specific terms of engagement with deans, department chairs, and faculty.  To facilitate that process, it may be helpful to create a high-level template for negotiations between centers and departments, outlining the possible degrees of freedom, including release time, indirect cost sharing, etc.  All of this presumes that some incentives and rewards will be present in a restructured budget process in the form of indirect cost recoveries, etc. 
5. Create a mechanism to report multidisciplinary awards that is flexible to credit the co-investigators.  This will be important to any scheme for allocating indirect cost recoveries back to units.  The reporting system for grants and contracts is currently not easily able to assign credit for interdisciplinary activity.  In general, we expect that new awards with multiple PIs from different departments will qualify for interdisciplinary credits, but this will be determined on a case-by-case basis through negotiation among the relevant parties.
6. Wherever possible, align centers closely with the related departments and colleges, providing for easy collaboration and sharing of resources.  Co-location is clearly preferable to isolation, as was highlighted in the original structure of the Biotechnology initiative, which put the new facility, faculty, and equipment on West Campus, well out of the daily flow of activity in the disciplines this initiative was to bring together.

7. Improve the environment for Research Scientists on campus.  Research Scientists can provide great value to research centers in particular, because centers are well structured to fund them.  Many on the Commission believe that peers leverage Research Scientists much more heavily than OSU, providing faculty significant leverage in their labs. Although at OSU Research Scientists can serve as PIs and, with approval, they can advise graduate students, the environment for these scientists here appears to be less welcoming than at other institutions.  This must improve if we hope these people will be significant contributors to our success.  Consider using The Ohio State University Research Foundation (OSURF), the Engineering Experiment Station (EES), and other major research-related administrative entities to provide central support to these staff, acting as a clearinghouse and in limited cases, hiring these staff directly to support multiple centers.

Objective:  
Strengthen interdisciplinary graduate programs.

Strategies:  

1. Make the graduate school responsible for periodic reviews of interdisciplinary graduate programs. 
2. Provide a stable funding base for these programs. The draft document developed by the life sciences deans on administrative and financial support of interdisciplinary graduate programs in the life sciences provides a good example.  Broader consideration of interdisciplinary graduate programs should occur during budget restructuring.  

3. Provide for some compensation (e.g., partial release from departmental duties or teaching, summer salary, partial GRA support) for directors of the major interdisciplinary graduate programs. 
4. Reward programs for attracting additional federal training grants to campus.  In particular, returning a portion of GRA subsidies to units will make the economics of these grants more attractive economically.  See section 5, “Stimulate Entrepreneurship,” below.
5. Ensure that office space and basic support (staff, supplies, services) for these programs are included in space planning and unit budgeting.
Objective: 
Continue the interdisciplinary seminar program to strengthen the interdisciplinary links among OSU faculty and students. 

This was one of the recommendations from The Ohio State University Task Force for Interdisciplinary Research and Graduate Education (chaired by Robert Brueggemeier) that has been successfully implemented.  These seminars provide the faculty opportunities to engage emerging topics very quickly, by pulling together colleagues from across campus and from other universities and institutions.  

This strategy leverages some structural characteristics of OSU to advantage – we have virtually unrivaled academic coverage and faculty breadth.  Also, to the degree that OSU faculty can be savvy about identifying the emerging topics, these help position OSU as an institution that is playing a role in working beyond the traditional disciplinary boundaries.  For example, an early seminar program on "Small molecule-large molecule interactions" played a role in identifying structural biology as a major thrust for the future.  Faculty have been and will continue to be hired in this area, and it is one of the components in the Molecular Life Sciences initiative.

Strategy:

· Continue to reserve at least $50,000 annually for one-year interdisciplinary seminars. Structure the application, review, and decision process to be as simple and expeditious as possible.

Objective: 
Include interdisciplinary activity in resource planning, particularly for research space.

In the constrained environment for research space outlined above, finding space for new interdisciplinary initiatives, particularly major research centers, is a challenge.  In addition, OSU’s large, dispersed campus presents a significant challenge for faculty from different units seeking to work together.

Strategies:

1. Include consideration of interdisciplinary activity in all campus infrastructure planning activities.
2. Include in every building plan (renovation or construction) specific reference to how inter- or multidisciplinary work will be facilitated. 
3. Consider dedicating one or two entire facilities on the main campus to interdisciplinary activity, following the model of the Beckman Institute at University of Illinois-Urbana.  Configure the space to promote contact and interaction among faculty and students and to be flexible for frequent turnover of activities.  Given the diversity here at OSU and the apparent research space needs, two facilities may be justified. One facility could be located centrally around the engineering, physics, chemistry complex (North) and the other in the life sciences complex (South), perhaps incorporating the Cancer Center facilities (James CHRI and the Cancer Center facilities on top of Wiseman Hall) and the soon-to-be-built Heart & Lung Institute.  These facilities may not be as glamorous as those at Illinois; but then again, we did not have       Dr. Arnold Beckman as an alumnus.  Perhaps his equivalent – or better – will appear out of OSU’s distinguished friends and alumni.

Estimated cost of achieving objectives in interdisciplinary activity:

Annual rate: $350k

· Research Center incubator: $150k

· Release time for directors of interdisciplinary graduate programs: 10 @ ~$20k = $200k.

One-time cost: $1-2M

· Seed up to 10 centers during the next five to seven years, at $300 - 500k apiece.  This would support release time and/or summer salary, research and administrative support, and travel expenses for faculty developing proposals to bring major centers to campus. Estimated additional cost over and above current academic enrichment funding and interdisciplinary seed grants: $1-2M.

Sidebar:  Developing a Clear Taxonomy for Interdisciplinary Activity

Interdisciplinary activity can take many forms. Too often, our conversations on this topic were confused by the fact that “interdisciplinary” brings to mind different images to different people, as individual experiences and activities vary so widely across the University.  We found that it is essential to differentiate among the different possibilities in order to have a crisp discussion of the issues and to move beyond the temptation to develop standardized solutions for fundamentally different situations.  

Some specific forms of interdisciplinary activity we identified at OSU are: 

· Seminars 

· Graduate Programs (e.g., Environmental Sciences and Engineering)

· Specialized Centers for Scholarship (e.g., Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies)

· Academic Research Centers (e.g., Center for Materials Research)

· Federal Research Centers (e.g., Center for Industrial Sensors and Measurement)

· Virtual Centers/Initiatives (e.g., Molecular Life Sciences Initiative)

· Informal collaboration across disciplines in both teaching and research

Within these categories, there remains a good bit of room for variation (e.g., inter-college v. intra-college, fully sponsor-supported v. internally subsidized) but even this degree of distinction helps. Detailed descriptions of these different types of activities might include the following characteristics:  

· Purpose and expected lifetime.  For example, an interdisciplinary seminar is a rapid-response mechanism to allow interested faculty to come together and engage a topic of mutual interest quickly, efficiently, and probably over a very limited time period (a quarter or a year).  In contrast, an interdisciplinary center more likely leverages some unique structural or historic strengths of OSU, or the sustained research interests of a group of faculty, toward the goal of becoming a major national research site during a sustained period.

· Hurdles for start-up, review cycles, and sunset clauses. These should all be structured according to the purpose and expected lifetime of the activity.  Activities of fixed duration with small budgets should be relatively quick and easy to get going and require only an overall statement of achievement at the conclusion.  Major centers, particularly where significant seed investments are being made, should be subject to rigorous (although still rapid) review before approval, and provide frequent (annual) progress updates until they reach their goals.  If it becomes clear that such a center will never be self-sustaining, when that was the expressed intent at the start, institutional funding should ramp down steeply to zero and the seed funding reallocated to new projects. For some types of activity, explicit sunset clauses may make sense; we have found a wide concern that we do not allow activities to come to a natural end, and this concern itself is producing a barrier to the birth of new efforts.

· Metrics for success.  As with the issues discussed above, this must be addressed in the context of the specific goals of the activity. For example, where the University is providing funds to support interdisciplinary research seminars, the measure of success is participation and number of new interdepartmental linkages created among faculty and students.  If it was important to compare the effectiveness of different seminars, it might be appropriate to compare the cost per participant.  Where the University is investing seed money to create a research center that will be a magnet for excellent faculty and students and a platform for significant extramural funding, the measure of success is ultimately whether or not that happens. 

The idea of measuring “return on investment” for interdisciplinary and other investments is attractive, but successful execution has been elusive. The economics of such ventures must be considered in the decision of whether to pursue them, but in many cases the less-quantifiable strategic benefits of success so far outweigh the pure financial metrics as to make them almost irrelevant.  In virtually no example we looked at were pure financial “return on investment” metrics really appropriate to measure success; indeed, it is not clear that many or even any investments in interdisciplinary activity will meet any simple economic hurdles.

· Process of review.  For activities that are consuming significant annual rate or seed funds, rigorous, credible review processes are essential.  Such processes need to include people beyond those who have a clear stake in the activity and need to give serious attention to understanding the specific role of the funding in whatever successes emerged from the activity.  

· Funding needs and likely sources. Perhaps the expectation will be that the longer the proposed duration of the project and the larger the budget, the higher the likelihood that the activity should be expected to be self-sufficient financially. Roughly speaking, we would expect that a self-sustaining research center should be able to support its own management and administration with about 1/4 to 1/3 of its indirect cost recoveries plus any returns for release time or graduate student subsidy and tuition and fee authorizations it can negotiate (if these are on the table in budget restructuring). 

4.  
POSITION OSU FOR SUCCESS WITH A BROAD RANGE OF OUTSIDE CONSTITUENTS

Overview:  

Many members of the Commission believe there is a significant opportunity for OSU to improve its visibility and reputation.  Comments at the Research Roundtable highlighted that peer institutions are pursuing aggressive strategies to position themselves favorably with their constituents, particularly with regard to research and graduate studies.  Improved positioning will both maximize the benefit from the specific strategies proposed above and make it easier to attract additional support at all levels.
We see important constituents in three categories, and see benefits to targeting them all:

· Academic community

· State of Ohio  

· Citizens of Ohio 

· Federal agencies.

Objective:
Improve the perception within the academic community of OSU’s stature as an intellectual leader, working on the leading edge of important issues in research and higher education.

Strategies:
1. Host major conferences and “intellectual happenings” and leverage them across campus, the city, and the broader academic community for maximum visibility and advantage.  Provide faculty with the time and resources to bring such events about, with release time, etc.  

2. Hold annual or biannual “Futuring conferences” on emerging research areas , e.g., future directions in education/higher education, new/emerging/converging fields of inquiry.  Seek out relatively bold, far-reaching perspectives.  For example, a conference might be structured around the recent work by Professor Kenneth Wilson leading to a forthcoming issue of Daedalus.

3. Attract visiting scholars to OSU.  Attracting visiting faculty who may be on sabbatical is a likely approach – providing modest levels of support may make sense in select cases, where the visitor is likely to bring a great deal to an area of strategic focus.

4. Encourage faculty to take leaves in visiting positions elsewhere, particularly at relevant benchmark institutions.  OSU will benefit in several ways.  First, as ambassadors for OSU, visiting faculty can enhance perceptions of OSU on the campus they are visiting.  Also, these faculty can bring back to campus an understanding of the relative strengths and weaknesses of the structure and strategies of other universities, and  provide valuable insights to shape our own strategies and planning. 
5. Invite scholars of high stature to serve on informal advisory groups to select colleges and programs so that these individuals gain knowledge of OSU’s quality areas.

Objective: 
Ensure that OSU’s academic programs are receiving the recognition they deserve in surveys of quality and performance.

Performance in highly visible surveys of program quality such as US News and World Report and even the NRC have not until recently received high priority among academic units at OSU, many of which discount the value and validity of such rankings (probably with some cause).  

While it is easy and tempting to be cynical about such surveys, we believe that improved rankings have real value in themselves, beyond marking real progress in quality, which they may or may not do.  Most are aware of examples of programs where high and rising rankings improved a program’s ability to attract better faculty and students, led to higher morale, and attracted more resources (research funding, private funding).  Ultimately, these lead to better program quality, leading to improved rankings, and so on, in a “virtuous cycle.”
We do not advocate “gaming” these surveys, as such efforts generally backfire.  We simply found too many examples of areas where we have underrepresented our performance, while it is clear that our peers are taking steps to put the best spin on their data.  Examples:

· Our review of the NRC data revealed a number of reporting errors in the OSU data.  These errors generally were not in our favor – we underreported our standing in most cases.  It appears that the data received no formal review for accuracy or completeness.

· OSU chose to submit data to the 1992 NRC survey for graduate programs that were ill suited to such measurement.  For example, we understand that Anthropology was a program in transition at the time of the last survey and included a very limited faculty, with narrow focus.  Not surprisingly, they were ranked 67th out of 69 programs, an embarrassment to the program, the college, and the University.  In retrospect, we might suggest that the program should have either listed related faculty from other OSU departments, to represent OSU’s full institutional strength in the field, or not submitted data at all. 

· UC-Berkeley and others include many adjunct faculty in the lists they submit to the NRC, including emeritus and essentially retired eminent scholars.  Numbers of faculty on these lists generally exceed publicly available counts of active faculty.  OSU generally only includes active faculty only.

Strategies:

1. At all levels, take a strategic approach to preparing for and participating in surveys of academic quality.  Understand the survey, the purpose, and key drivers of performance and ensure that any data contributed by OSU are accurate and represent our program as favorably as possible.  

2. Appoint a qualified central overseer of these activities (in OAA or RPIA, most likely), who acts as counsel and final reviewer for all such information before it is submitted. 

3. Present OSU’s strengths, breadth, and depth of research capabilities and research accomplishments in academic groupings using an easily understood format.  The high level of fragmentation in some academic areas at OSU, regardless of its impact on our ability to be effective, makes it very difficult for outsiders to understand the full scope of our resources.  For example, packaging all activity on campus relating to "Health Sciences" or “Life Sciences” would likely present a much higher-impact image than the individual health science colleges, the College of Biological Sciences, the College of Food, Agricultural, and Environmental Sciences, and others can do on their own.  

Objective: 
Improve OSU’s image within Ohio, particularly with regard to Research and Graduate Studies

Historically, OSU has not been aggressive in marketing itself, beyond notable efforts by the medical center and highly visible successes in national athletics.  Research and graduate studies have not generally been highlighted in the institutional identity, although there are good examples of individual units effectively putting themselves forward.

Strategies:

1. Develop and implement a public relations campaign in the community focused on raising the profile and reputation of OSU as a leading research university. 

2. Use and extend various economic impact studies of OSU on the region, e.g., as proposed by Research America.

Objective: 
Raise the visibility of Ohio State with relevant federal and state agencies, building a reputation as a significant and successful community of researchers and a responsive and reliable partner for research projects.

In our conversations across campus, we did not hear clearly articulated strategies for developing strong relationships with some important federal and state agencies.  In some cases, intra-campus politics and competition compromises OSU’s position. For example, NIH awards are fragmented across campus for reporting purposes, rather than concentrated in the College of Medicine and Public Health.  This reduces OSU’s perceived importance at NIH and with other research sponsors, who use the relative rank of Medical Schools in NIH awards in making decisions about funding.  

This stands in contrast to a number of schools that were represented at the Research Roundtable.  Many of these have organized integrated, targeted efforts to develop and strengthen ties to key agencies, much as a corporate marketing organization would.  The Medical School at UNC Chapel Hill has been successful in bringing significant pilot projects to the Research Triangle as a result of these efforts, leveraging a wide range of resources including the State’s congressional delegation, university administration, and individual researchers.  

Strategies:

1. Engage legislative leaders in dialogue on the critical role of OSU in the region and solicit their support in increasing OSU’s role in the state and national research agenda.

2. Encourage faculty and staff to develop close working relationships with and roles in relevant agencies.  One approach to this would be to broaden the role of College Research Officers to include the agency scouting and intelligence gathering for the federal and state agencies relevant to their colleges.  In some colleges, this could be a substantial responsibility, requiring regular trips to Washington to meet with agency staff, and regular meetings with the University Research Committee, college administration, and faculty, to share learning and develop strategies.  In these cases, some release time will be appropriate for these research officers to be successful.  

3. Develop a detailed institutional agenda for OSU in Washington, D.C., and deploy the resources necessary to communicate and implement that agenda.  These resources may include additional or refocused government relations staff here, professional firms contracted to address key legislative or policy issues, and/or a dedicated representative in Washington, D.C., to represent OSU’s interests in research and education, and to improve OSU’s “intelligence” and positioning regarding major program developments.  Benchmarks employ a mix of these approaches; OSU needs to tailor its approach to meet the specific needs of its agenda.

Estimated cost of achieving objectives in positioning:

Annual rate: $225 - 425k

· Biannual “Futuring” conference: $50k every other year

· Public relations activity for research and graduate studies: $100k

· Representation in Washington, D.C.: $100-300k

One-time cost: $50k

· Public relations start-up costs: $25k
· Washington, D.C. start-up costs: $25k. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR GENERATING RESOURCES

5.  
STIMULATE ENTREPRENEURSHIP IN RESEARCH AND EDUCATION THROUGH BUDGET RESTRUCTURING
It is clear from the benchmarking analysis that Ohio State faces a major opportunity and imperative to increase sponsored research volume.  This will be a trailing indicator of success in hiring, will represent a leading indicator of success in scholarship and research output, and will help improve the overall funding picture for the University.  

OSU’s budgeting approach provides very limited reward for operating units to pursue incremental revenue, leaving responsibility for this activity almost entirely at the center.  The untapped power of entrepreneurial initiative at the unit level will be a very significant source of resource growth at OSU, providing this power is harnessed and focused appropriately in the budget restructuring effort.

Objective: 
Restructure the budgeting system to provide incentives and rewards for success in research and graduate programs.   
OSU’s current budgeting system is problematic from the perspective of research and graduate studies in a number of ways:

· Changes in research activity do not lead to changes in operating budgets.  A unit that brings in an award for $1M in direct costs, paying $460k in indirect rate, receives no automatic increase in administrative budget.  Likewise, for a unit that completes or loses a large grant there is no corresponding reduction in administrative budget;

· Units have little incentive to pursue incremental revenue sources at the margin.  For example, units receive no benefit for pursuing full indirect costs or for ensuring the enrollment of ABD graduate students, since neither indirect cost recoveries nor graduate student subsidies are linked to operating budgets; and

· Accounting approaches for graduate students do not provide academic units the information or incentives to make optimal decisions for the University.   To a department, the cash cost of a Graduate Teaching Associate (the stipend) appears to be roughly the same as the cost of an instructor, because the state subsidy brought by the Graduate Teaching Associate (GTA) is not reflected in department budgets.  For the University, the net cost of an instructor is much higher.

There are some exceptions to the general budgeting practices that avoid some of these problems and are therefore worth examining.  The OSU Engineering Experiment Station (EES) receives support in proportion to its indirect cost recoveries, under a long-standing agreement with the University.  EES is charged back for certain expenses that are typically covered out of the indirect cost rate, but they generally have some funds left over for discretionary reinvestment.  

While it is impossible to establish causality, we observe that EES has been extraordinarily successful in its mission of attracting industry-sponsored research, leading OSU to a Top 10 national ranking in this activity.  Noting that this return of indirect costs relates only to non-federal grants, one simple conclusion from this example is that these incentives work.  

As we have wrestled with these issues, we have come to realize that the current budgeting system has achieved a rough equilibrium, which may be upset by incremental tinkering: 

· Authorizations of graduate student tuition and fees (T&F) makes sense as long as there is no return of tuition or subsidy to units: charging T&F to units under this system would create strong financial disincentives to use graduate students on grants; and

· Authorizing tuition and fees for all graduate student associates also makes some sense.  Charging the cost of GRA tuition and fee authorizations to units when they receive these authorizations for GTAs would create incentives to appoint GRAs as GTAs; this would transfer funds to departments doing this even though their sponsored project activity had not increased.

Given this equilibrium, incremental changes to this structure need to be taken with care.

Strategies:

1. Include the potential for return of some portion of indirect cost recoveries to colleges and departments by allocating indirect cost recoveries on incremental sponsored research in proportion to the underlying costs.  For example, assuming an indirect cost rate of 46 percent of Modified Total Direct Cost (MTDC):
· 20 percent of MTDC allocated to the center to cover research space and facilities 

· 9 percent of MTDC allocated to the center to cover university administration of central research support

· 14 percent of MTDC back to the college/department receiving the grant, for administration 

· 3 percent of MTDC allocated to the Office of Research.

Under this scheme, all grants would be charged 32 percent to cover space, university administration, and the Office of Research, regardless of what indirect cost is actually recovered.  If incremental recoveries fall short of this baseline, units will have to fund the difference from other sources.  Any incremental recoveries in excess of 32 percent would go to the college or department; if they choose to waive these expenses to sponsors, they can do so.  
2. Return at least some portion of tuition and student-related state subsidies to academic units to provide a link to changes in student enrollment, assuming the current funding model continues.  This would need to be combined with the assignment of a significant (on the order of 75-90 percent) portion of graduate student T&F costs and allowances to the units.  The assignment rule needs to be the same for all sources of graduate student funding; departments that increase direct charge of tuition to projects but reduce their recovery of paid tuition or GTA tuition authorizations should not experience a windfall gain by changing which “pocket” their revenues come from.  To help PIs recover GRA T&Fs from sponsors, consider assigning a fringe rate to stipend with the resulting fringe benefit pool funding the return of tuition to enrolling units.  

3. Design incentives to encourage units to ensure that graduate students are enrolled while they are writing dissertations.  Today, it is possible for these students, who consume faculty time at a rate far higher than any other type of student, to write for several quarters under the guidance of their faculty advisor while not registered as a student.  They then simply reenroll for one quarter when they anticipate defending and receiving their degree.  (This may also extend the average time to degree.)  This results in lost tuition and state subsidy revenue for the University, but there is little incentive for departments to take action on this under the current system as there is no impact on their budgets.  

4. Short of complete budget restructuring, there may be a few options to improve incentives to PIs and units.  Publicize the existing Office of Research offer to return any T&Fs recovered on grants to PIs.

Objective: 
Ensure that incentives and rewards for managing research space are consistent with institutional economics related to the indirect cost rate and current constraints on research space.

There are some operating decisions that will be tricky to optimize in budget restructuring using incentives at the unit level.  Research space is one of these; budgets need to recognize the complex dynamics of indirect cost rate-setting and reimbursement.  The best strategy for the University is to put sponsored research in the most expensive space on campus – the expense of that space will be covered in the indirect cost rate.  We need to be certain that unit budgets do not encourage the opposite behavior - minimizing the use of expensive space.  

There may be an opportunity to convert existing instructional and departmental research space to sponsored research space in some areas of campus.  In addition, it needs to be recognized that the State has capped the square footage for which they will provide funding for operating support, creating an incentive not to increase overall space.  On the other hand, this cap provides significant benefit from converting space to use in sponsored projects, as the University will receive support for that space from both the state funding formula and from indirect cost recoveries.  If this dynamic can be reflected in our space management policies, it has the strong potential to improve research economics at the margin.  

Strategies:

1. If budget restructuring includes charging the cost of space back to units, consider the structure of chargebacks very carefully to ensure that incentives are consistent with University interests in indirect cost recovery.  Specifically, units should have incentives to use their newest, most expensive space for sponsored research and to reserve their less expensive space for departmental activity.

2. Manage research space in an integrated process that includes consideration of space needs, indirect cost reimbursement, and overall cost recovery.  (See strategies above under research infrastructure.) 
3. To help clarify the economics of research facilities and operations, consider accounting for these separately and track costs (from IDC rate calculation) and revenues (from IDC recovery).  
Objective: 
Encourage and facilitate entrepreneurial initiatives beyond research

This relates to the “seed” investment strategy we offered above, but extends that strategy to internal college and department resources.  We anticipate a number of opportunities for academic units to increase their resource and funding levels, given an appropriate budget context and structure.  

Strategies:

1. Ensure that budget restructuring accommodates and rewards appropriate entrepreneurship in research, technology transfer, education, and other areas.  In all cases, this needs to be structured so that any “soft” money commitments share the risks appropriately - they cannot give potential upside benefits to the units, while leaving the downside risk with the University.

2. In sponsored research, make it possible for units to leverage indirect cost returns, release time, and perhaps margin against a range of priorities, including new faculty, staff, support, or capital investments.  

3. In educational initiatives, link tuition and fees from new programs to unit budgets, creating incremental resources for strategic investment.  Executive education in the Max M. Fisher College of Business or seminars on medical ethics in the Department of Philosophy are examples.

4. Ensure that the current structure for returning the license or royalty returns from technology transfer to the PI and unit that brought the disclosure forward is preserved or enhanced.  This should be an increasing source of marginal revenue, though probably over a somewhat extended timeframe.

6. 
IMPROVE THE ECONOMICS OF SPONSORED RESEARCH
Objective:
Improve the economics of research for the University with growth in the sponsored research portfolio; at the least, see that growth does not produce an unanticipated negative burden on the general funds budget 

Research and graduate studies are financially, academically and operationally intertwined.  Our attempts to quantify the integrated economics of these activities suggest that, taken together, they comprise a strong financial contributor to the University even before considering their enormous but less-quantifiable positive impact on the university mission and on regional economic development.  While it is essential to keep this in mind always, it is helpful to disaggregate the economics of research to understand the impact of sponsored research on the general fund and to consider how the associated underlying costs behave with changes in external funding.  

OSU estimates its total expenses for supporting externally sponsored research activities at about $75M per year (see p. A24).  The University recovers some of these expenses by charging indirect (a.k.a. overhead, or Facilities and Administration, or F&A) costs to project sponsors.  OSU’s indirect cost rate approved by the Federal Government is 46 percent of direct costs; the University estimates its actual cost is closer to 51 percent (see p. A25).  This rate is in the middle range among benchmarks (see p. A26).    

In practice, OSU does not recover the full 46 percent charge on all research contracts.  The average runs closer to 26 percent across campus, with the recovery rate varying widely across colleges (see p. A27).  This leaves about $15M in unrecovered indirect costs of research (not counting the difference between the 46 percent allowed and 51 percent actual rate); these unrecovered costs are borne by the general fund.  

In addition to these overhead expenses, the University makes discretionary investments in supporting research and graduate studies.  The largest single investment of this type is also a waived charge to research sponsors, for tuition and fees for graduate students who are appointed as Graduate Research Associates on grants paying full indirect cost.  The value of this investment amounted to over $8M in 1997 and has grown significantly over the past several years. 

While we question some of the specific assumptions and methodology for this analysis of OSU research economics, the analysis does highlight the need to understand and plan for the impact of incremental growth in sponsored research.  It appears that significant growth in research volume has the potential to produce unanticipated (negative) impacts on the general funds budget, but these dynamics are not currently well understood.  In particular, it is not known exactly how additional research volume creates marginal costs in administrative overhead, or what it costs to educate additional Graduate Research Associates, above and beyond their subsidy from the State. If additional sponsored projects and GRAs do generate additional costs at the margin, as we generally believe, the University will need to manage and account for these dynamics carefully.  

One way to accomplish this is to align the financial decisions faced by departments and colleges with the true finances of the University.  Under the current budgeting system, deans, chairs, and PIs have little or nothing to gain from paying attention to the revenues and costs that drive these economics.  As long as this is the case, OSU’s ability to address this problem will be limited.  The strategy recommended above of returning some indirect costs to the academic units that generate them should go a long way to addressing this issue and should lead to a significant reorientation of these key players to take accountability for indirect cost rate and recovery.

Strategies:

1. Negotiate an indirect cost rate for the University that comes closer to reflecting the actual costs of facilities and administration associated with sponsored research.  Schedule reviews for every two years and make the necessary investments in staff and consulting services to support this activity. Given the recent and planned level of investment in research facilities at OSU, we should expect some increase in the indirect cost rate at the next negotiation, scheduled for 1999 (see “Research Infrastructure” section, above).

2. Clarify our accounting for the costs of sponsored projects versus general scholarship and unsponsored research.  Focus on determining the actual costs of supporting sponsored research and use this to guide to internal resource allocation decisions.  The accounting approach used by the Federal Government to determine the facilities and administration costs is fine for setting the institution-wide indirect cost rate but is simply not suitable for management accounting at the unit level.
3. Related to #2, above, ensure that the accounting system accounts for the marginal costs of sponsored research appropriately.  OSU estimated at the time of the last IDC negotiation an average cost of administering research of about 31 percent of direct costs.  In the rate, this is capped at 26 percent by federal guidelines, so the University has seemingly been absorbing the 5 percent difference on all research activity as a cost of doing business, although it is marginal cost that should guide our policies, not average.  We expect that with the growth in funding since the last rate-setting and with significant returns to scale on administrative costs, our average administrative costs should be approaching the 26 percent cap (though probably still somewhat higher).  These dynamics should be recognized in the accounting (we should no longer need to absorb the 5 percent difference), and this improvement in cost structure should be made available to support research.  

4. Improve recovery of indirect costs on grants.  OSU’s rate of indirect cost recovery is lower than at many peers, particularly on federal grants; our reimbursement runs at about 60 percent of our indirect costs, where others are able to recover 80 percent or even over 90 percent of their costs (see p. A29).  While this is driven in some part by the mix of research activity (NIH tends to return full indirect cost; FDA is capped at ~12 percent), this itself is somewhat manageable.  OSU’s cost recovery should benefit from the fact that our largest areas of opportunity are with agencies that typically pay full indirect costs.  We also believe that returning a portion of indirect cost recoveries should help this dramatically. (See “Incentives and Rewards” section, above.)

5. Increase the average grant size.  Our benchmarking showed that OSU’s average grant size is smaller than at Top 10 peer institutions, for both NIH and NSF grants (see pp. A23, A30).  There are a number of hypotheses as to why this is so, including OSU’s generous equipment matching policies and our authorizations of GRA tuition and fees, but these do not account for the large magnitude of the differences.  We suspect that this is largely the result of OSU PIs being relatively conservative in their requests for release time and other direct costs.  As colleges and departments become more entrepreneurial, this should be reflected in higher direct charges to grants – deans and department chairs should take a stronger interest in seeing that direct charges are at a competitive level.  
For industrial agreements and non-profit foundation type grants, departments may choose to adopt a more expansive interpretation of costs beyond what OMB stipulates for federally funded projects.  This might include charging fixed fees to industrial customers, to help offset the lack of indirect cost recoveries.
6. Recognize the complex cross-functional aspects of research space management and planning and ensure that all relevant factors are considered and incorporated.  Organize the capital planning and design process to incorporate the fundamentals of facility economics so that planning and design decisions reflect these principles. Managing and planning research facilities involves optimization across multiple functions. Optimally, the process needs to incorporate much more than simply making sure the right space gets built to accommodate researchers within the right timeframe – it should constantly recognize the important relationships to indirect cost rate and recovery. Simple design decisions at the planning stages can have fundamental implications for indirect cost recovery for the life of the facility.  For example, dedicated research areas within buildings – separate floors, wings, etc. – tend to provide much higher cost recovery than research space that is fragmented throughout a facility.  These factors should not compromise the functionality of the space, but should always be quantified to help understand the long-term economic impacts of different designs.

Also, the ongoing cash-flow implications of facilities improvements needs to be managed and modeled thoughtfully.  Financing new construction with state funds and major gifts creates some potentially powerful leverage for additional projects.  For example, the investment of nearly $100M in research facilities during the 1990’s should have a significant impact on the indirect cost rate, which should in turn lead to $1-2M in incremental annual indirect cost recovery moving forward (assuming a 2 percent use allowance).  One option would be to leverage that incremental cash flow to finance additional construction of research facilities (i.e., against university-issued bonds).  If the above numbers hold, this strategy could finance a significant portion of the additional investment required to close OSU’s gap in research buildings and equipment.

There are important decisions with regard to facilities that relate to the approach OSU will take for its next indirect cost rate-setting, scheduled now for 1999.  By 2003, more than half of OSU’s research assets will be less than 10 years old, and the benefits for moving from use allowance to depreciation may be substantial. This issue needs to be engaged soon, if there is any possibility for OSU to be ready for the negotiation next year.

7. In five years, re-open the issue of a split indirect cost rate.  The cost of research varies so widely across campus that it may make sense at some point to set different rates to account for these differences.  This would likely produce a higher IDC rate in medicine and engineering, for example, and relatively low costs for arts and humanities.  Overall, this could lead to improved indirect cost recovery; detailed analysis would be necessary to know for certain.  OSURF could provide an administrative vehicle to support a split rate; this option should be considered when this issue is addressed.  
7.  
RATIONALIZE AND RESTRUCTURE SOME OSU INVESTMENTS SUPPORTING RESEARCH

Objective: 
Invest in supporting research at a level that is explicitly linked to underlying activities and strategies.

The methods by which OSU’s major investments in research are funded and awarded are problematic.  Non-strategic investments are well-funded and tend to grow in proportion to funded research volume, while more strategic investments are less-generously funded and grow at a much slower rate than research volume.  Other investments are funded by a flat tax on unit resources which takes no account of the underlying budget in the unit.  Our detailed observations follow below.

Indirect cost waivers and Tuition and Fee authorizations are essentially funded according to sponsored research volume. This demand-driven approach is highly unpredictable from year to year, but overall expenditures in these categories have been growing at roughly the rate of research volume.  While there is modest top-down pressure on units to pursue full indirect cost on grants, there is no significant reward for getting it or penalty for not getting it.  (Tuition and Fee authorizations for Graduate Research Associates represent some reward for PIs bringing in full indirect cost, but are in a large and growing number of cases granted to PIs not bringing in full indirect cost.)  This leaves a potential for big surprises, as happened several years ago when recoveries fell $1.5M short of expectations.  This is very important to consider as we contemplate the potential for OSU to increase sponsored research activity over the coming decade. 

The impact of these investments, which totaled about $23M in 1997, is not well understood today. These investments generally flow to academic units according to simple patterns of success – there is limited accountability for where and how this money is spent, or determination of whether it is bringing desirable projects to the University.  Except in a few colleges, there is no explicit tradeoff between the strategic value of grants, the marginal indirect cost they bring, and the indirect cost they will pay – indeed, there is little incentive anywhere in the budgets of the colleges to consider these factors.  Similarly, the tuition and fee authorizations are provided without consideration for whether particular sponsors typically pay these expenses or not. 

OSU’s practice of providing tuition and fee authorizations for Graduate Research Associates is relatively unusual among our peers (see p. A28).  We found only two others that waive these costs centrally as a general practice. The impact of this discount on our ability to attract research services is difficult to quantify.  It may encourage our PIs to use Graduate Research Associates more extensively – our benchmarking shows that OSU has among the highest number of GRAs per $1M of sponsored research in the peer group – although this analysis does not prove this hypothesis.  Moving forward, this is an issue that merits careful attention.  (Current legal action against several of the University of California schools, as well as the recent experience of the University of Wisconsin, suggests that the environment may shift to disallow these charges on federal grants in the future.  If so, OSU stands in a good position to benefit from this change, as money that has been funding GRAs  elsewhere may be redistributed.)

The funding formula for the relatively more strategic investments by the Office of Research is more tightly controlled. Under the current budget system, increases to budget for the Office of Research are driven by annual cost-of-living guidelines – there is no clear link to overall research volume or indirect cost recoveries.  (In fact, growth in external funding that does not recover full indirect costs has tended to drive down the Office of Research budget.)  As research has grown much more quickly than guidelines, this has produced a steady diminishment in the budget for the Office as a percentage of total sponsored research activity.  

Funding from Research Challenge is linked to research volume; if OSU can increase share of total funded research activity within the Ohio university system, our allocation of that budget will increase proportionally.

Strategies:

1. In budget restructuring, move the current budget for indirect cost waivers and Tuition and Fee authorizations to the college level and give deans the ability to determine the level of investment in these categories.  (At least a portion of state subsidy and tuition and fees paid would have to be returned also, for this to make sense.)  If they decide to continue to invest at the current level, they will be able to do so.  If they determine that sponsors will fund these expenses, they may decide to reallocate these funds to other uses.  If they decide that these waivers have strategic value that merits higher levels of investment, they will have to fund them from college and department budgets.

2. Link at least a portion of the Office of Research budget to indirect cost recoveries in budget restructuring.  We propose that funding for the Office include an amount equivalent to roughly 5 percent of indirect cost recovery.  In the first year, this would replace an equivalent amount of funding currently flowing from general funds and then grow in proportion to the research portfolio.

Objective:
Structure strategic investments in research in the form of seed funding to attract and leverage other sources of funding and measure performance of these investments systematically.

Many of the University’s investments supporting research and scholarship have been and are structured to provide annual rate funds to academic units.  These are typically provided to hire and support new faculty.  It should be well understood that a $100,000 award of annual rate to support a tenured position is the equivalent of an annuity, which has a value of  $2.5M (assuming the salary and benefits keep pace with inflation) after 25 years. 

It should come as no surprise that the impact of these investments is difficult to measure.  Providing large chunks of annual rate tends to take the winners of such awards out of the limelight for the several years after they win them, since they are busy doing the legwork to put the funds to use and to get the people and resources in place.  By the time these large investments can have any effect, there are typically so many other variables at play that it is nearly impossible to isolate the impact of the targeted investment.  This characterizes our experience as we tried to unravel and assess the impact of a number of strategic initiatives during the past decade.

Compare this to seed, or catalytic investing, where relatively smaller amounts are committed to units for limited periods of time to help them pursue and leverage external funding sources. (A catalyst is not consumed by the reaction it enables.)  Such investments can be structured on a contingent basis, where amounts are committed to units in stages, subject to the units’ reaching well-defined progress milestones.  This puts units receiving significant investments squarely in the limelight, since they have to present substantive reports on their progress to receive ongoing funding.  It also provides the option to restructure or discontinue investments in units which are clearly not meeting their targets.  More importantly, because seed funds disappear, success is required for survival.

Strategies:

1. Wherever possible and appropriate, structure investments using seed money, rather than annual rate, recognizing that it may be necessary to make some investments that are consumed by the initiative in areas that cannot obtain external funding.  Consider restructuring some current Office of Research and Office of Academic Affairs programs into a University Seed Fund, to make this distinct from annual rate-oriented programs. 

2. Undertake major new research initiatives only with clearly articulated and measurable financial and academic goals.  These goals should be in writing and used to inform subsequent investment and evaluation. 

3. Under budget restructuring, ensure that we can easily track financial events related to these initiatives.
Objective: 
Rationalize strategic investments in research across the University to ensure that units receive a mix of resources that meets their needs and to reduce the time and resources required for determining allocations.

Discretionary resources are currently awarded to academic units through a wide range of organizations and groups.  Support comes from OAA, the Office of Research, the Graduate School, the Board of Regents, University Development, etc., in the form of one-time cash, annual rate, and capital investment.  It is distributed by competition, formula, or special agreement.  Specific decisions on the allocation of these awards come in many cases from faculty committees, typically composed of the University’s strongest faculty.

Under this approach, units receive some mix of funding from these various sources, each of which is targeted to particular purposes. The resulting pattern of funding may or may not align with their priorities and needs.  For example, a department may end up with significant Department Direct Research Support (DDRS), which is intended to support research activities, when their top priority is to upgrade their computer systems.  The department can then decide to spend the funds as awarded, respecting the spirit in which the funding is provided but not their own priorities, or they can simply consider the funds as an undifferentiated part of their budget and spend it on whatever they believe makes the most sense.  Both outcomes suggest that this situation merits careful consideration under budget restructuring. 

In addition, there appears to be little systematic attention given to the cost of allocating these discretionary funds.  In some cases, the total value of the faculty time committed to the process of competing for and awarding the funds may approach the total value of the funds awarded.

Finally, this approach allows for little central oversight to see that major strategic priorities are being supported in an integrated manner across the University.  For particular academic areas to advance, it will be necessary for them to bring together a complete package of resources, not just initiatives or funding in one or two areas.  For example, new hires in the hard sciences will have limited impact without state-of-the-art facilities and equipment, competitive start-up/seed money, and sufficient support staff.  Similarly, new hires in the humanities will only develop to their full potential with an appropriate allowance for release time, travel funds, and information access/library support.  Funding individual resource requirements may produce some short-term improvement, but these will likely be unsustainable without the others in place.  

Related to this is the observation that there appears to be little consideration of the overall financial position of units when awards are given.  It may be appropriate to take a closer look at the cash reserves of units in considering the allocation of funds – central resources should be the source of last resort, rather than an easy alternative to spending substantial reserves.  As the reserves in academic units topped $45M in 1997, this appears to be an issue that merits attention.

Strategies:

1. Shift selected Office of Research funding directly into units’ annual funding base.  DDRS, College Direct Research Support and College Base Allocations have achieved the status of annual entitlements – they are distributed to academic units by formula.  These could be recast in the form of indirect cost returns to units; totaling about $2.5M, this represents about 7 percent of indirect cost recoveries in 1997. Seed grants could be included in the same account, or rolled into unit budgets under the same formulas as they are currently – since these are primarily funded by the Board of Regents Research Challenge Program, units would still need to be more attentive to documenting their use in supporting research.
2. Review the overall pattern of investments supporting research (those outside the Office of Research), and consolidate and simplify programs wherever appropriate. In particular, seek to eliminate current resource-intensive allocation methods for relatively stable programs and allocate these resources directly to units. (See previous recommendation, for example.)

3. Consider creating an Investment Committee (or empowering an equivalent existing body) to review all capital investments over a certain amount, say $250k.  This might be comprised of a subset of the Coordinating Council and include the VP for Finance (Chair), the Provost, and the VP for Research, supplemented by other senior administrators or faculty on rotating terms.   This committee would meet regularly to evaluate the entire portfolio of investments to ensure that they fit with strategy, to look at capital budgets on an integrated basis across all sources and uses, and to assess performance of major investments.  They also could take into account the overall financial picture of units in considering these decisions.

Objective: 
Provide OSU PIs the highest possible levels of service both pre- and post-award in a highly cost effective manner, in a structure that allows the University to recover the fair costs of these activities through its indirect cost recovery rate.

Included in these overhead expenses are the costs of The Ohio State University Research Foundation, which provides the majority of administrative support for sponsored project activity and operates with an annual budget of approximately $6M.  

OSU is alone among our peers in maintaining centralized pre-award and post-award services.  This approach has provided some clear benefits, for example:

· Strong returns that scale with growth.  Operating costs have remained flat as sponsored research activity has tripled during the past 10 years; 

· Generally satisfactory service levels, on average – though there is some variation in PI experience; and

· Relatively clear accounting for activity, leading to a full recognition of costs in the indirect cost rate.

OSU’s centralized structure has been driven in large part by the fact that university computer systems were not able to perform some functions required by research sponsors.  Recent enhancements to the University’s systems (A.R.M.S.) are expected to make it possible for many more of these activities to be decentralized to academic units.  OSURF’s pilot initiatives shifting pre-award services to several colleges have been very successful, delivering high customer satisfaction.  Recent pilot initiatives in post-award support also show promise.
Strategies:

1. Selectively decentralize and focus pre-award services following the EES, Social and Behavioral Sciences, and Health Sciences models through assignment of OSURF staff to colleges and/or groups of colleges. This plan will need to take into account research activity and service needs – some colleges will not have sufficient scale to justify dedicated, on-site staff.  This approach should be annual-rate-neutral to the colleges that receive the resources, although there may be some need to share one-time moving costs and some space to house these people in college offices.

2. Decentralize post-award services on a pilot basis subject to the considerations noted above.

3. Retain line reporting of pre- and post-award staff to OSURF, even when they are located in colleges; this will maintain clarity for indirect cost calculations.

4. As A.R.M.S. gains the capability to support the accounting and purchasing functions for sponsored projects at the level required by federal guidelines, consider making the transition from the freestanding OSURF system.  Make the transition only if a pilot test determines there will be no diminishment of service levels for PIs.

5. Explore opportunities that take advantage of OSURF's status as a separately incorporated non-profit corporation in roles other than that of research administration.  One example is as an “Institute” that enables PIs conducting contract work to hire project staff on an as-needed basis.  Another example might be to use OSURF as a vehicle for separately negotiated indirect cost rate, which might cover the most highly resource-intensive research areas, including medicine, engineering, and MAPS, for example.  Such a structure would allow these areas to recover indirect costs at a level closer to those incurred and also provide a somewhat lower indirect cost rate to the balance of activities across campus.  

Potential incremental revenue/cost saving from: 

· Stimulating entrepreneurship

· Improving the economics of sponsored research 
· Rationalizing and restructuring some OSU investments supporting research 

Annual rate:  > $40M
Increased cost recovery on grants: 

· Improved indirect cost recovery, from 60 percent of approved IDC rate to 65 percent would yield ~$10M on today’s portfolio, or $15M assuming growth.  OSU’s most significant growth opportunities are with federal agencies such as NIH and NSF, which tend to pay full indirect costs.

· Increased direct cost recovery, to move closer to average among benchmarks.  Increasing direct cost recovery by 5 percent on the current portfolio could yield as much as $10M.  This would come in the form of release time, GRA support (perhaps), and equipment funding. 

· Improved total cost recovery on non-federal grants, by more aggressive charging of direct costs: $3M

Returns to scale with growth in the research portfolio:

· OSU’s approved IDC rate of 46 percent reflects a cap on administrative costs – estimated actual indirect costs incurred are closer to 51 percent.  Currently, OSU absorbs this difference.  As the research portfolio grows, these administrative costs should grow at a slower pace. With growth to $250M in direct costs, we might expect actual indirect costs might approach the 46 percent rate.  This would allow recovery of these costs, providing a net gain of over $8M, assuming our recovery rate remains unchanged.

Improved indirect cost rate:

· OSU’s indirect cost rate was last negotiated in 1992.  Since then, the University has added more than $25M in book value to the asset base supporting research; much more investment is planned for the coming five years.  This investment should be reflected in the indirect cost rate in the coming negotiation.  If the rate moves from 46 percent to 48 percent, we would expect this to produce over $3M per year in additional cost recovery.

Improved undergraduate retention:

· Keeping the number of undergraduates constant and changing the mix from 55 percent lower division students to 50 percent lower division students would yield roughly $2.5M in incremental subsidy from the State, assuming the funding formula remains unchanged.

Growth in graduate programs:

· Move doctoral enrollment to the state cap, adding ~160 students at an average annual subsidy of $12k for total incremental revenue of $1.9M.  These students would help meet the increased demand for GRAs with the anticipated growth in funding.  To the extent that OSU can recover tuition and fees for these students from sponsors, either on research grants or on training grants, this will further improve the economics of this increase in enrollment.

· Increase enrollment in selected Master’s degree programs.  Adding 500 students, at an average subsidy of $8k produces $4M in incremental revenue. 

One-time revenue:  The annual rate recoveries above can be translated into one-time expenditures as need and opportunity dictate.  For example, $10M in annual rate could be leveraged to fund over $200M in capital investment, if the income is steady enough to finance debt for investment in facilities, faculty start-up packages, or programmatic support. 

8.  
REALLOCATE RESOURCES TO AREAS OF FOCUS

Currently, according to the available rankings, OSU’s strongest academic areas relative to those at other schools are Linguistics, Geography, Education, Political Science, and Dance (see p. A6).  These strengths, as well as those in a number of other areas, need to be maintained, but they will not advance Ohio State into the Top 10.  Many other areas will need to become stronger, and explicitly targeted “seed” investments should play a role in the advance of some areas.  In addition, there should be mechanisms in place for reallocating resources among units, according to changes in strategic emphasis, student and teaching demands, and potential for success.  These observations lead to two important questions.

First, by what mechanism should resources be reallocated among units?  Currently, the University is pursuing strategic reallocation via the Academic Enrichment and Selective Investment programs.  These programs are structured to increase steadily over the coming years to a level approaching $5M of annual rate each year. 

The structure of funding for Academic Enrichment and Selective Investment is not linked to any underlying activities or budget drivers at the unit level, but is simply a flat tax across all academic units at a rate increasing to 0.5 percent annually.  While this may not seem like a very significant tax, it has the potential to hit the non-salary portion of budgets very hard, as the majority of unit budgets is tied up in faculty and staff salaries.  Units that have fully developed strategies that leverage all of their resources are forced to revisit those strategies annually under this structure, simply to fund the tax.  While they may receive the funding back as an award, it comes with the added expense of developing a new proposal (or repackaging current activity), and going through the competition, in addition to cost sharing. 

Second, by what process should the areas of focus be determined?   Dr. Donald Kennedy, a former President of Stanford, hypothesizes three models by which universities will respond to the need to make these types of difficult choices:   

“The first group of institutions will drift into decisions through the familiar model of peripheral control; distributed faculty responses will essentially set the agenda.  In a second group, dramatic new coalitions will be formed between unusually effective leaders and their faculties.  These institutions will be the first responders.  In the third group, change will come about because trustees and administrators recognize – relatively late in the course of an externally generated crisis – that something must be done.  They will take a firm grip, and exert powerful central authority to enforce changes.  Because this kind of response is politically possible [only] under conditions of extreme duress, it will occur much later than the second.

“This taxonomy of responses, if it is right, suggests a sharp stratification of research universities with respect to their capacity to respond to the new circumstances.  Those in the second class – able to form strong coalitions for change by organizational culture, faculty tradition, and/or the quality of leadership – will be the first responders.  They may experience initial difficulties, and even some loss in prestige, but in the longer run they will outstrip the others.  Trailing them will be the crisis responders, who will suffer not only from some delay, but also from the loss of morale that follows any power struggle.  Last will be those institutions that cannot or do not sense the urgency, and leave matters in the hands of traditional, distributed forms of decision-making”. (“Making Choices in the Research University,” Daedalus, Fall 1993.)

The Commission (not surprisingly) supports a process that would place us in Kennedy’s second group of institutions.   We believe there is a significant opportunity for the faculty and administration to join together to set priorities in a process ultimately driven by judgment and incorporating university values, but highly informed by data and an understanding of the internal and external environment.  

Strategies: 

1. Replace the flat-tax structure of funding for Academic Enrichment and Selective Investment.  Several alternatives would provide vehicles more closely linked to actual activities in unit budgets.  The most obvious is to simply pull faculty lines vacated by retirements (and possibly other departures) to the central administration.  One variation on this would be to pull the difference in salary levels between retiring senior faculty and new junior faculty to the central administration, leaving the remaining budget in the unit or college.  

2. The Commission strongly believes that the University needs to reach some consensus about what areas of strength will lead OSU into the Top 10, perhaps through a process something like the one described by Kennedy.  With some broad agreement on the answer, we can invest accordingly.  (We have explicitly declined to address this issue.  It is not in our scope, and, even if we were able to reach agreement, it would likely create such a distraction that our other work would fall out of view.)
Potential incremental revenue/cost saving from reallocating resources to areas of focus:
It is very possible that the University’s choices about where to focus incremental investment and resources could have significant impact on its finances.   For this analysis, we assume the incremental financial impact of reallocation will be zero.

9.  
INVEST IN UNIVERSITY DEVELOPMENT

“The transition from the 20th to the 21st century provides American philanthropy with an opportunity to review its history and to renew its commitment to science: 

· Before 2040, the U.S. will experience the largest transfer of intergenerational wealth in its history: a conservative estimate is $10 trillion

· Extrapolation of current trends suggests that $1 trillion could be set aside for philanthropic purposes

· At 5 percent annual rate of dispersion, this would represent ~$50 billion per year in expenditures

“Unlike a century ago, private foundations [will best support science and technology] by joining in partnerships with other foundations, federal agencies, corporations, and individuals.  In the new century, support for science must become a national, rather than federal, responsibility.”

· Excerpted from 8/1/97 editorial in Science
One of the primary sources of new funds on which any realistic attempt to move into the Top 10 must depend is University Development. We believe that several of the more expensive initiatives we propose (faculty, research infrastructure) should be substantially financed with development funds initially and that procuring these funds should become a primary goal of our campaign. This can happen only if the goal of moving into the Top 10 is strongly supported by the faculty, the administration, and the Board of Trustees, so that development officers can then try to sell this ambitious goal to our alumni and other major donors.

There is good reason to be optimistic here. Nationally, the trends in university-directed philanthropy have been very strong, and national demographics are poised to drive this even to higher levels during the coming decades (see above).  OSU’s recent development campaigns have taken good advantage of these trends and have brought significant new resources to the University. 

Strategies:

1. Continue structuring University Development Campaigns around academic priorities.  The Research Commission and other activities have made clear the path around the Top 10, including the gap in financial resources.  This should make a compelling story for alumni.

2. Ensure that development activity is staffed at a level to meet the potential opportunity, in a manner that does not tax the general fund.  While getting reliable benchmarking numbers in this area is difficult, it appears that OSU’s investment in development resources is conservative, relative to the opportunity (see p. A31-32).  Additional resources should be funded out of the proceeds of the fund raising, as has been suggested by the Office of University Development.  In addition, colleges may decide to fund or share in the funding of their own development staff; engineering and medicine have already done so. 
3. Allocate development resources in proportion to the prospects for success.  Every college should have access to a development professional, and development professionals should be able to deliver results that more than justify their salary.  Colleges with modest development prospects should expect to share development resources with others.
4. Avoid gifts that the University cannot afford to accept.  We heard many examples of gifts that were enthusiastically accepted and then not put into use because they required substantial additional funding on the part of the University.  This leads to frustration on the part of the donor, the recipient department, and all of those who are asked to provide the matching funds.  Potential solutions include communicating more clearly with potential donors, setting explicit gift levels (that anticipate all costs) for particular types of gifts, e.g., $1.5M for chair, $500k for sponsoring a fellowship, etc., delaying and combining gifts, etc.  This is a very challenging issue to manage, as it is difficult to turn away or negotiate the specific terms of generous gifts, but will need to be carefully addressed as the volume of giving continues to rise.  
5. Some Commission members believe that the University should consider using the endowments more aggressively to fund current initiatives and/or to create reserves for maintaining fiscal stability through major downturns in funding from other sources.    

Potential incremental revenue/cost saving from University Development:
Annual rate: $10M over 10 years, from additions to endowment.

One-time revenue: $100M is a conservative estimate, during the next decade.

Ten to 15 development professionals, in areas of highest potential, should yield $1.5M in incremental funding per professional after costs are covered. This represents annual addition to endowment of $15-22.5M, or about $1M in additional annual rate funding per year.  

The more significant benefit of incremental investment in additional development staff is that it raises the likelihood of receiving major gifts that will fund new laboratories and academic buildings, and endow chairs, professorships, and graduate fellowships.  These gifts are typically the product of many years of effort, and putting more resources in place to pursue these gifts will yield strong results, especially in the current, favorable demographic and economic climate.  

10.  
ESTABLISH STRATEGIC ALLIANCES
Strategic alliances are a potential means to close important gaps in faculty, research infrastructure, and funding. We see a rich range of opportunities within Ohio, with industry, national laboratories, not-for-profit organizations, and other universities.  It may come as a surprise to some that, despite a relatively modest contribution from its universities, the State of Ohio ranks tenth in the country in total R&D spending.  This is driven in large part by the fact that Ohio ranks sixth nationally in R&D spending by the federal government; outside the universities, this is heavily focused at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, NASA-Lewis, the Cleveland Clinic Foundation, and Battelle Memorial Institute.  

Strategies:

1. Build upon successful industrial partnerships, such as the Science & Technology Campus.  The Office of Industrial Outreach as part of the Technology Partnerships Alliance initiative appears to be a good vehicle for this key endeavor.
2. Strengthen current relationships with not-for-profits and develop new ones.  The University has developed and maintained constructive relationships with Columbus Children’s Hospital and Edison Welding Institute, among others.  There appear to be significant opportunities with other major players around the State, including the Cleveland Clinic, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, NASA-Lewis, and Battelle.  
3. Develop constructive alliances with other universities in Ohio.  The clearest opportunities might be for shared investment in equipment and infrastructure, where the demand across several campuses can be combined to justify investments that no single institution could justify on its own, such as the Ohio Supercomputer Center.   

Potential incremental revenue/cost saving from Strategic Alliances:

Annual rate: $3M, conservatively
One-time revenue: Included above in the Development section
Successful partnerships with the Cleveland Clinic, Battelle, or the government labs could have significant benefits to OSU in terms of access to a larger body of active researchers, and to state-of-the-art facilities and equipment.  To the extent that these resources can complement OSU’s faculty and infrastructure, they may reduce the size of the gap OSU needs to close to get on even footing with Top 10 benchmarks.  For example, 25 faculty-equivalents at the Cleveland Clinic might help offset the need for additional faculty lines at the College of Medicine and Public Health; likewise, access to lab equipment at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base could save the College of Engineering’s having to acquire it here.  

Partnerships and alliances may prove to be valuable vehicles to encourage investment in people and infrastructure on campus.  Faculty chairs and professorships and funding for labs and equipment should be expected by-products of these activities.

11.
SECURE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FROM THE STATE

Our benchmarking of funding sources revealed there is a significant difference in funding from state sources across universities, and that OSU lags behind most Top 10 peers in this regard.  While it is difficult to be highly optimistic about the State as a potential source of funding in the current budgetary environment, we believe that gaining this support must be among the highest priorities of the University.  We see several paths to do this.

Strategies:

1. Make the Ohio General Assembly and the Ohio Board of Regents more fully aware of OSU’s aspirations and the tangible benefits to the State that are a direct result of OSU’s achievements.  To the degree that funding follows success, it is likely that the State’s support to OSU may strengthen as we make a credible bid for the Top 10. 
2. Welcome Board of Regents reviews of graduate programs across the State.  These reviews will typically reveal that OSU has the preeminent program in the Ohio system and will support the concept of a funding formula based on quality.  
3. Take the state funding formula into account in designing, developing, and assessing academic programs.  If departments are provided more opportunity to manage the overall economics of their activities, including the state subsidy for students, they may come to different conclusions about their mix of students and support resources.
Potential incremental revenue/cost saving from the State:

Annual rate:  For now, we propose that OSU has a significant amount to gain simply by keeping the funding formula intact as these changes are implemented.  This incremental revenue has been included above.  In the future, we hope that OSU’s success in advancing toward the Top 10 will be rewarded with additional funding from the State.

One-time revenue:  Again, we hope that the State will take seriously the need to have a true university, and all of the related benefits that come with it.  Investment in infrastructure is one area where OSU lags behind benchmark publics, despite recent efforts.  Moving forward, we hope the State will support a rate of reinvestment in infrastructure that will help move OSU closer to our relevant benchmarks.  
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expect to develop some views on what levels of support (combination of funding, space,
facilities, etc.) might be required on the part of any institution aspiring to excel in some

important strategic areas.

APPROACH AND TIMING

To achieve the goals above, the Commission will first initiate a fact-finding effort, along
four parallel paths. For the first several months of the effort, four subcommittees will
pursue specific fact-finding goals under the following headings:

1. High-level Benchmarking
e Cover arelatively broad sample of schools
e Use publicly-available information
2. Economics of Research at OSU
e Account for the full scope of research support
¢ Document accounting, finance, and management issues relating to research
(e.g., budget restructuring, space allocation, indirect cost recovery)
3. OSU Best Practices
e Understand what disciplines at OSU have been particularly successful in
research and graduate studies
o Derive key lessons from their successes
4. Assessment of OSU Research Investment
e Develop an historic inventory of programmatic investments supporting
research (e.g., OSURF, Seed Grants, Academic Enrichment, Research
Challenge) :
e Assess how OSU/Board of Regents investments in particular fields have fared
(e.g., Biotechnology Center, Center for Materials Research, James Cancer
Hospital and Research Institute)

A page showing how the Commission members are allocated among these initial
subcommittees is attached. Each of these subcommittees will be involving, as adjunct
members, additional faculty, students, and staff, in order to obtain insights from a broad
cross-section of the university research community.

Once we have made significant progress against these initial fact-finding goals, we plan
to seek some initial outside perspectives on our findings. We hops to host a “Research
Roundtable” at OSU, to which we will invite relevant research representatives from 6 to
12 other universities identified as leaders in research and graduate studies. We anticipate
that this meeting will provide important feedback on our fact-finding conclusions, and
will prepare us to go out and benchmark the invited universities in detail.

At the conclusion of the fact-finding phase, we expect to reconfigure ourselves in a
manner which will be appropriate to the next phase of work. While it is difficult to
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anticipate this with much specificity now, we do anticipate that the in-depth
benchmarking of the research-related practices of 6 to 12 selected universities will require

a significant effort in this phase.

A high-level timeline, showing how these efforts fit together to allow us to reach some
recommendations by mid-summer, is attached.

RESOURCES

The Commission expects to draw on additional faculty and staff resources as required to
support specific work modules and analyses. We will also create links with some
important groups on campus, such as the University Research Committee and the Faculty
Council, with the hope that they can bring additional issues and particular perspectives to

our attention early in the process.

The Commission has also recruited some staff support within the university, to secure
strong contacts with some key functional areas, and to gain some direct access to
analytical resources and data. This group consists of:

e Ed Hayes, Office of Research
Eric Kunz, Office of Finance ' _
Susan Huntington, Office of Academic Affairs/Graduate Schoo
John Meyer, Office of University Development '
Brad Stokes, College of Medicine.
Tom Pounds will act as dedicated staff support to the Commission, helping to manage
and coordinate the process and to structure and execute analysis, particularly the
benchmarking of other institutions. Tom is an alumnus of the Boston Consulting Group,
and has previously performed consulting work for the Office of Research.

REPORTING PROGRESS AND FINDINGS

We expect to provide you with both periodic updates on our progress and findings,
through both formal and informal channels. We will schedule formal meetings with you
periodically, as we have progress to report. In addition, Ed Hayes and I, along with other
members of the Commission, will try to keep you up to date as the work of the

Commission proceeds.

YOUR ROLES

We do have one specific request for your participation: we would like Dick to plan to
play a significant part in hosting the Research Roundtable. Of course, we would welcome
Gordon’s participation in this event, according to your interest and availability. We will
keep you both informed as the timing, agenda, and expected participation for that event

evolves.
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* * * * *

The members of the Commission and I are pleased to have the opportunity to engage this
important set of issues for Ohio State. We look forward to delivering an actionable,
competitive plan for research and graduate studies which will ensure The Ohio State
University’s continuing success in these areas in the future.

c: Members of the Research Commission
Edward F. Hayes
Eric R. Kunz
Susan L. Huntington
John R. Meyer
Thomas M. Pounds
Bradford T. Stokes
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