
  
 
 

 
May 28, 2008 
 
Henry C. Powell, MD 
Professor and Chair 
University of California Academic Senate 
1111 Franklin Street, 12th Floor 
Oakland, CA  94607-5200 
 
Re:  UCSF Review of the Commission on the Future Working Group 
Recommendations 
 
Dear Chair Powell: 
 
In response to to your March 23, 2010 request for full formal review of 
the first recommendations of the Working Groups of the Commission on 
the Future, the UCSF Academic Senate convened a Task Force to 
conduct this review.   
 
I transmit the Task Force’s comments along with my endorsement for 
your consideration.   
 
If you have any questions or if we can assist you in any way, please feel 
free to contact Shilpa Patel, Senior Analyst in the UCSF Office of the 
Academic Senate, at shilpa.patel@ucsf.edu or (415) 514-2696. 
Thank you. 
  

 
 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Office of the Academic Senate 
500 Parnassus Ave, MUE 230 
San Francisco, CA 94143-0764 
Campus Box 0764 
tel: 415/514-2696 
fax: 415/514-3844 
 
 
Elena Fuentes-Afflick, MD, MPH, Chair 
Robert Newcomer, PhD, Vice Chair 
Peter Loomer, DDS, PhD, Secretary 
Jean Olson, MD, Parliamentarian 

Elena Fuentes-Afflick, MD, MPH 
Chair, UCSF Academic Senate 
 



 
 

Communication from the Task Force Reviewing the 
Recommendations from the UC Commission on the Future 
Daniel Weiss, PhD, Chair  
 
May 28, 2010 
 
Elena Fuentes-Afflick, MD, MPH  
Chair, UCSF Academic Senate 
500 Parnassus Avenue, Box 0764 
 
Re: UCSF Response to the Recommendations fo the UC Commission on the Future 
 
Dear Chair Fuentes-Afflick, 
 
During the month of May 2010,  the Task for Reviewing the Recommendations from the UC Commission 
on the Future reviewed the 29 recommendations set forth in the Commission’s initial report. The Task 
Force focused on the recommendations particularly relevant to the UCSF campus.   
 
After much deliberation, we submit to you the attached recommendations for your review and 
endorsement.   

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this important report.   
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Task Force Reviewing the Recommendations from the UC Commission on the Future 
Daniel Weiss, PhD, Chair (Psychiatry) 
Diane Barber, PhD (Cell and Tissue Biology) 
Pilar Bernal de Pheils, RN, MS, FAAN, FNP, (Family Health Care Nursing) 
Elyse Foster, MD (Cardiology) 
Amy Houtrow, MD, MPH (Pediatrics Rehabilitation) 
Thomas James, PhD (Pharmaceutical Chemistry) 
Kirby Lee, PharmD (Clinical Pharmacy) 
Douglas Schmucker, PhD 
Kimberly Topp, PhD, PT (Anatomy) 
Ed Yelin, PhD (Rheumatology) 
 



 
Preamble 

 
In generating its responses to the first round of recommendations of the Working Groups of the UC 
Commission on the Future, our Task Force came to the conclusion that there are three overarching 
responses it wished to articulate. These are not tied to any particular recommendation from any particular 
Working Group. Instead, they apply to all the recommendations from all of the Working Groups, those on 
which we express a recommendation as well as those on which we did not. 
 
1.  Senate members are concerned that despite the recognition of the essential role the Senate must play 
in charting the future of UC, that academic excellence will take a back seat to fiscal exigencies in the 
name of systemwide planning. Such a policy will be extremely damaging to the raison d’etre of the 
University of California. 
 
2.  Education of graduate and professional students is inextricably linked to the mission of the University 
of California to serve the people of the state by engaging in high quality teaching and research. Planning 
for undergraduate education must be undertaken in conjunction with and simultaneously with planning for 
graduate and professional education, and not separately or sequentially. 
 
3.  Public education is not a private good. Pursuit of recommendations deeply embedded in an economic 
model applicable to the private sector, not the public sector seriously undermines the need and rationale 
for public support of UC. 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
Size and Shape 
 
 
Recommendation 1: Increase the number and proportion of non-resident students at the undergraduate 
level. (pp. 14-18) (Similar to FUNDING STRATEGIES Rec. # 6, pp. 92-94) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 2: Improve the student transfer function by developing more complete lower-division 
transfer pathways in high-demand majors. (pp. 19-21) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 3: To improve the student transfer function, enhance the ASSIST website for greater 
user-friendliness and improved capabilities. (pp. 22-23) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 4: Examine the utility of practice doctorates for allied health professions in terms of 
national healthcare quality and costs, UC and CSU missions, and the future needs of California residents. 
(pp. 24-26) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree 
XXX 

 Disagree  No Comment 

 
The nation wide study on the benefits of practice doctorates for "allied health professions" recommended 
is beneficial. The study should be conducted by recognized authorities of each of the allied professions to 
be studied, as well as by members of the organizations in the proposal. Professional regulations differ 
from state to state; they are not entirely dependent on education attainment, but determined by other 
regulatory bodies that in some cases restrict the practice of the profession. With health care reform there 
will probably be an increase in the use of these “health allied professions” (it should be clearly defined 
what health allied professions are), and hence a nation wide (federal) study with participation of all parties 
involved is preferable. The goals would be to determine on a more equitable basis the minimal education 
requirements needed to provide high quality care, based on evidence based practice and best outcomes. 
The findings will likely differ for each profession, and the study results should help clarify UC and CSU 
involvement, as well as UC financial commitments in the education of these professionals. The speed 
with which the study is conducted and analyzed is critical, as practice doctorates for some professions 
are already under development in the CSU system. 
 
From Clinical Affairs: 
Our general sense is that the ‘ship has sailed’ for practice doctorates.  Regardless, it is important to know 
how these programs affect clinical outcomes, especially since there are external guidelines for training in 
these programs.  Members of the CAC pointed to issues of quality, variability and cost.  If outcomes are 
not improved, additional years of training without benefit are burdensome and costly to the system.  The 
CAC would also like to point out the value of doctoral level training within the UCs given the contribution 
to research.  Furthermore, there are major issues about the relationship of those with practice doctorates 
to physicians regarding independence and autonomy.  
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
UC may have an opportunity to shape parameters for practice doctorates that would improve the fields 
and benefit the communities we serve. This should be considered when discussing how UC moves 
forward, especially with respect to the CSU system.  
 
 
 
Recommendation 5: Eliminate administrative redundancies across the UC system and promote 
efficiencies where possible. (pp. 27-28) (Similar to FUNDING STRATEGIES Rec. # 2, pp. 80-83) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree 
XXX 

 Disagree  No Comment 

 
The rationale for conditional agreement rather than full agreement stems from three concerns expressed 
by faculty on the campus looking at campus and systemwide concerns.  The first is the possibility that 
backfilling administrative activities that move from the campuses to a systemwide process will fall to 
faculty by default, thus increasing faculty administrative burden in the process.  When combined with the 
Research Strategies Work Group Recommendation #4, there is a perception that part of the tough sell 
historically is that faculty are given increased administrative burden which sacrifices excellence.  A 
second concern has to do with the delivery of patient care that occurs in the context of educational 
activities.  There was concern that a systemwide process, such as medical billing, could be very 
detrimental to billing activities that are non-standard, e.g., dental or veterinary services.  Thus, systems 
should contain sufficiently flexibility that local concerns can be accommodated.  A third concern is that if 
part of the efficiencies are from outsourcing of some functions that the vendor would be unaware and 
unresponsive to the unique concerns of process in the institutional setting of a public research university 
with a model of shared governance as opposed to the institutional setting of a corporation.  Emphasis on 
beta testing and user-friendly systems should guide systemwide efforts. 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
 
Education and Curriculum 
 
 
Recommendation 1: Manage educational resources more effectively and efficiently to (1) increase the 
proportion of undergraduate students graduating in four years, (2) create a pathway for undergraduate 
students to complete degrees in three years, (3) make more effective use of faculty resources, and (4) 
maintain or improve the undergraduate student experience. (pp. 29-35) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 2: Continue timely exploration of online instruction in the undergraduate curriculum, as 
well as in self-supporting graduate degrees and Extension programs. (pp. 36-39) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 3: Expand use of self-supporting and part-time programs to expand opportunities for a 
UC education to existing and potential students, working professionals, and underserved communities. 
(pp. 40-45) 

 Agree 
XXX 

 Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 

 
It is recommended that the financial rationale be elaborated.  Though self-support programs enhance 
revenue for departments and programs, the funds pay faculty, staff, equipment, etc., bringing only 
administrative fees to the university.  The programs impact campus resources, such as classrooms, 
scheduling, support staff, finance staff, Graduate Council faculty, external reviewers and UC Wide 
Council members required to approve and maintain program quality. There is strong support for a 
mandate that such programs accept all registered graduate students into their course offerings, space 
permitting. 
 
The use of revenues generated from such programs need to be considered in the entirety of the revenue 
stream, at both the campus and systemwide levels, following the emphasis on increased transparency in 
budgeting. 
 
 
 
Recommendation 4: Develop a systemwide academic planning framework that incorporates campus 
goals within the context of priorities identified for the University as a whole. (pp. 46-48) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree 
XXX 

 Disagree  No Comment 

 
There is conditional agreement for the development of a UC wide system for academic planning.  
Conditional agreement reflects the inherent tension between campus goals and, to a lesser extent, goals 
of individual faculty members on a particular campus in pursuing their research where it takes them, and 
systemwide goals, as it is difficult to make choices in an equitable and transparent fashion.  Strain 
between expansion of established programs (e.g. professional schools) as against initiation of new 
programs may pit campuses against each other with undesirable results.  Senate members are 
concerned that despite the recognition of the essential role the Senate must play in such activities, that 
academic excellence will take a back seat to fiscal exigencies in the name of systemwide planning. 
 
The goal of examining campus review processes in this effort is a valuable outcome. 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
 
 
 
Preliminary Recommendation: The working group seeks UC input on its forthcoming recommendation on 
quality. (pp. 49-54) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
 
Access and Affordability 
 
 
Recommendation 1: Reaffirm UC’s commitment to access for California students. (pp. 55-57) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 2: Reaffirm the University’s commitment to be financially accessible for all 
undergraduate students admitted to UC. (pp. 58-60) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 3: Reaffirm the University’s commitment to fulfilling graduate education’s role in serving 
UC’s research enterprise, UC’s teaching mission, and the diverse knowledge and workforce demands of 
the State and beyond. (pp. 61-63) 

 Agree 
XXX 

 Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 

 
 
The following points pertain especially to UCSF, but are applicable to graduate programs in the health 
sciences at other UC campuses. 

• UCSF is hindered by the relatively small number of graduate students compared to the general 
campuses of the UC system since teaching is a major source of income for graduate students. 

• Cost of living is high in San Francisco and immediate environs, while state and limited federal 
support for graduate programs are set based on average costs across all areas of the state and 
nation. 

• Training grants from Federal agencies have capped the stipends available to students leaving an 
increasing gap between students’ income sources and expenses including but not limited to 
tuition, in turn adversely affecting recruitment vis á vis our competitor universities throughout the 
country. This gap plays an important role in recruiting members of underserved minorities since 
many of our comparison institutions offer considerably more generous support. The UC system 
should address current impediments to exploring additional sources of funding for graduate and 
professional education such as private foundations and industry.  

 
 
 
Recommendation 4: Re-establish UC financial aid eligibility for undocumented California high school 
graduates. (pp. 64-66) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 5: Adopt a multi-year fee schedule for each entering cohort of new undergraduate 
students. (pp. 67-69) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 6: Rename the Education Fee and the Professional Degree Fees (but not the 
Registration Fee) as “tuition.” (pp. 70-72) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  Page 7 of 13 



WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
 
Funding Strategies 
 
Recommendation 1: Develop a multiyear advocacy campaign aimed at grass roots opinion leaders 
throughout the State of California to foster public and political support for the University as a major priority 
for state funding. (pp. 75-79) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 2: Design and implement a system to identify, promote, and adopt the best 
administrative practices within the UC system. (pp. 80-83) (Similar to SIZE and SHAPE Rec. # 5, pp. 27-
28) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 3: Revise practice and policy on charging indirect cost recovery for non-federally 
funded research. (pp. 84-85) 

 Agree 
XXX 

 Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 

 
 
The cost of actually administering all grants is about 35%; however, non-federally funded agencies 
provide on average only a 10% indirect cost recovery (ICR) rate. Although the University has absorbed 
the shortfall between grant administration and ICR in the past, we can no longer subsidize this difference 
with increasing reductions in state support for our public institution. We agree with the recommendation 
that the University of California should negotiate with non-federally funded agencies to request increases 
in ICR that more effectively cover true costs. Although it is unlikely that these agencies will agree to an 
ICR rate that completely offsets the financial shortfall, a reasoned discussion is imperative.  As indicated 
in the commission report, revenues generated from increased ICR rates will shift the recovery of our 
financial burden away from student fees and will improve the quality of education by making more 
educational investments possible. However, an adamant and inflexible stance on increased ICR rates is 
not advised because we need to protect faculty who rely on non-federal agencies to support their 
research, including junior faculty and faculty in humanities and other disciplines that have lower overhead 
research costs compared with biomedical sciences. Negotiations should be tempered to avoid awards 
from non-federally funded agencies preferentially being made outside of California. 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 4: Improve indirect cost recovery rates with federal agencies. (pp. 86-87) 

 Agree 
XXX 

 Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
There is strong agreement with this recommendation. The task force also recommends implementing a 
UC-wide team for negotiating ICR recovery rates from federal granting agencies. The 5-10% disparity of 
lower ICR rates for UC campuses compared with some of our comparator institutions equates to 
substantial lost revenue. Although increased rates achieved by new negotiations may be marginal, a 
mere 1-2% increase would generate millions of dollars in additional revenue.  We need a system-wide 
dedicated team to negotiate for UC and for individual campuses. Institution-wide negotiating teams have 
proven to be effective at other universities and should be adopted as soon as possible for the University 
of California. 
 
 
 
Recommendation 5: Adopt a multiyear strategy to replace student fees with tuition, generate new revenue 
to protect academic quality, and strengthen university planning. (pp.88-91) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 6: Increase enrollment of nonresident undergraduates. (pp. 92-94) (Similar to SIZE 
AND SHAPE Rec. #1, pp. 14-18) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 7: Advocate for a Pell Augmentation Grant to Institutions (“Pell PLUS”). (pp. 95-100) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 8: Examine alternate faculty compensation plans. (pp. 101-102) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation 9: Allow for the possibility of charging differential tuition by campus, as a means of 
mitigating potential future enrollment impacts on some campuses. (pp. 103-106) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree 
XXX 

 No Comment 

 
This recommendation strikes at the core value of the UC system, and if adopted would represent a 
distinct departure from the underlying philosophy of all other public education enterprises in the state, 
from K-12 on up.  Public education is not a private good, and the recommendation to allow differential 
tuition by campus is deeply embedded in an economic model applicable to the private sector, not the 
public sector.  Adopting such a policy undermines the need and rationale for public support of UC. 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
The University of California has grown and prospered as a system of campuses, now comprising ten.  All 
have a developmental trajectory, and established campuses were once newly established campuses with 
the same challenges that face newer campuses.  As well, campuses have different characters and 
different educational goals; UCSF is the most obvious example of being different—it does not educate 
undergraduates.  Nevertheless, the excellence of the system as a whole derives from a fundamental 
commitment to proceed as a system.  To allow some campuses to charge higher fees and retain that 
differential overlooks the many benefits to faculty at those campuses that derive from the system—UCRS 
and health care benefits being two examples.  There is a fundamental inequity in treating some aspects 
of costs and benefits as deriving from a systemwide process and others from a campus process.  As well, 
the spirit of this recommendation is distinctly opposite many of the recommendations from the other 
Working Groups were the emphasis is on systemwide fixes. 
 
UC as a system has obtained excellence as a system by carefully distributing resources where they are 
needed in the system, to allow the system to function optimally.  Increased systemwide planning can 
facilitate this process, and initiatives need to be flexible enough for campuses not be disadvantaged. 
 
Should the recommendation to allow differential tuition by campus be adopted, there needs to be a 
mechanism in place that allows all campuses—the system—to benefit.  When one division of a company 
has an outstanding year, leadership makes sure the company as a whole benefits, not just that division.  
 
UCPB has developed a paper on the topic, illuminating the risks to some campuses of allowing cost 
variation on others.  The San Francisco Division endorses this report. 
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
 
Research Strategies 
 
 
Recommendation 1: The University of California must recover a greater share of the costs of research 
sponsored by outside agencies and make its management of those funds more transparent to ensure 
accountability to its sponsors and its researchers. (pp. 111-116) 

 Agree 
XXX 

 Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
 

 
 
Indirect costs do not directly map onto the overhead costs that an individual investigator incurs and 
currently limited information is available as to where those monies go and how they are utilized. The 
indirect needs differ across campuses and disciplines. Indirect rate goals should be based not only on 
standards at other institutions but based on recognized need. The indirects for one investigator may 
subsidize the needs of another investigator; this collective nature of indirects requires a systematic 
approach to recovery and allocation involving transparency and significant Senate Faculty input, for 
example through Planning and Budget.   
 
In addition to increasing the amount recovered, UC should endeavor to utilize the funds effectively and 
efficiently to maximize the support of world class research endeavors; speedy acquisition of available 
funds is one example. This is in line with the Size and Shape Working Group’s Recommendation #5 
regarding administrative redundancy.  
 
Improved transparency should be pursued not only at the systemwide level but also at the campus level. 
 
 
 
Recommendation 2: UC must ensure continued excellence across a broad spectrum of cutting-edge 
research. To aid in this effort, UC should (1) prioritize internal funds to support world-class research in 
disciplines where extramural funding options are limited; (2) motivate the development of large-scale, 
interdisciplinary, collaborative research projects to capture new funding streams; and (3) augment and 
enhance opportunities for graduate student research and support wherever possible. (pp. 117-121) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 
 
 
Recommendation 3: Create multicampus, interdisciplinary “UC Grand Challenge Research Initiatives” to 
realize the enormous potential of UC’s ten campuses and three national laboratories on behalf of the 
state and the nation. (pp. 122-125) 

 Agree 
XXX 

 Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 

 
 

• NIH and NSF in recent years have instituted relatively large-scale research funding programs 
(e.g., the NIH Roadmap) that are best addressed by harnessing the expertise of research labs in 
multiple institutions. Nevertheless, the culture of most UC campuses and funding agencies is still 
dominated by the model of the individual investigator in his/her laboratory, despite 
acknowledgment that capital and personnel requirements of state-of-the-art science are often too 
large for a single investigator or small group of investigators. 

o While there have been ad hoc responses to funding opportunities, it would be wise if UC 
proactively set up “Grand Challenge Coalitions” that would position UC to be a driver in 
addressing extant and incipient problems of the state, nation and world.  
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WORKING GROUP FIRST ROUND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Response Template 

 
o Incentives in academic promotion must reflect the new reality of these capital 

requirements. 
• NIH- and NSF-funded investigators are stressed by the growing imbalance between the cost of 

research and the amount allowable in grants and by the relatively small percentage of high quality 
proposals that are being funded. 

o The development of new “Grand Challenge” initiatives must be balanced against 
assisting faculty with already funded grants in meeting their obligations to complete those 
grants by providing access to indirect costs and other central resources that would 
facilitate completion of the work. 

o There must also be a balance enabling the bright ideas of individual investigators to be 
funded and tested. 

 
There is substantial similarity between this recommendation and Recommendation #4 of the Education 
and Curriculum Working Group—the development of a systemwide framework for academic planning. It 
would seem useful to have cross-talk between these two large scale enterprises and not have them work 
in separate and parallel silos.  
 
 
 
Recommendation 4: Streamline risk management practices to increase the efficiency of the research 
enterprise, making optimal use of faculty researchers and administrative staff support. (pp. 126-129) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree 
XXX 

 Disagree  No Comment 

 
 
The fundamental premise that UC should enhance administrative efficiencies is obviously supported. 
However, deciding what should be changed and how to implement changes will require real wisdom. An 
emphasis of the Working Group’s recommendation is to increase the administrative support to faculty 
members to enable the faculty to once again spend more time with research and teaching. Of course, this 
is distinct contradiction with UC’s response to the current fiscal crisis. It is certainly better, however, than 
the likely outcome we’ll have in two years that faculty have an even greater administrative burden.  
 
While the recommendation as written seeks to streamline administrative practices – cover the current 
administrative load with less faculty burden and (unwritten) at lower cost, another major emphasis should 
be on lowering the total administrative load. This could be done by ameliorating the effects from the 
overly conservative interpretation of rules and policy by UC administrators at many different levels that 
are partially responsible for the ever-growing administrative burden experienced by faculty members: 
much of the current burden on faculty is generated by administrators’ self-protection strategies. We need 
an assessment of practices to eliminate or reduce certain steps in implementing policy. We need an 
assessment of policies to consider whether their burden is justified by the outcome. For those policies 
originating outside UC where the balance between burden and desired outcome is heavily weighted 
towards burden, UC should be prepared to push back: an unjustified burden on faculty is a tax on the 
citizens of California, as it robs them of the services (generally teaching and research) expected. 
 
Related points follow: 

• The decision to centralize research administration in the name of efficiency must be made on 
a function-by-function basis and backed by empirical data rather than managerial ideology 
that assumes centralization will save costs. In some instances, there are clear diseconomies 
of scale. 

o Certain functions that have been centralized have resulted in a large increase in work 
for faculty, although often these costs are not apparent to external observers. 

 Centralizing pre- and post-grant award administration has meant that the 
officials responsible often are not familiar with the kind of research being 
done and apply general rules that are inappropriate.  Faculty members have 
to spend much time educating administrators about the issues. 
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Response Template 
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 Similarly, HR officials often do not understand the particulars of the research 
and send applicants who clearly do not have the requisite skill mix. 

 While reducing “layers” of review will no doubt save costs, centralizing 
functions entails risks that the “costs” that will be saved are visible, e.g., the 
number of offices that sign off on grant applications, while the costs that will 
be added, e.g., faculty time to educate the official with signing responsibility, 
are invisible. 

o Regulations often conflict and there are no mechanisms to adjudicate the conflicts 
because each regulation is enforced by a different part of the administrative structure.   

 As an example: at UCSF, accounting rules with the laudable goal of 
increasing transparency conflict with rules to protect the privacy of research 
subjects, with the result that patient confidentiality has been breached in 
order to provide that transparency.  Many faculty members have spent 
hundreds of hours trying to resolve this kind of conflict. Any move to 
centralize functions must include an ombudsman with the power to speedily 
resolve conflicts, with the higher principle, e.g., honoring patient 
confidentiality, taking precedence over others. e.g., reducing the risk of audit.   

• The cost of compliance with increasing regulations is not an approved direct cost expense for 
NIH grants, and indirect cost recovery does not account for the amount of time to comply. 
Grants must be held “whole” for costs of compliance in order to allow research to be 
completed to fulfill the terms of the grants. This provides a conundrum for faculty members 
when we perform one more of our recently added tasks, parsing our time spent into modules 
convenient for bureaucrats. 

 
 
 
 
Recommendation 5: Proactively demonstrate the significant and long-lasting benefits that UC research 
provides to California and the nation and advocate at the national level for increased and sustained 
investment in research. (pp. 130-131) 

 Agree  Conditionally Agree  Disagree  No Comment 
XXX 

 


