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Chancellor Dirks:  [The transcript starts several minutes into Chancellor Dirks’ 

address.]  …All universities are in this. An assault on intellectuals and expertise, on 

facts, and on science, as well as scholarship. As much as we might like to hang all of this 

on the door of the White House, it is in fact a much larger problem, with a history that 

extends back well before November 8th. 

And it’s hardly a strictly a US phenomenon, as we see in the assaults on the Central 

European University in Hungary, and the closure of 15 universities in Turkey 

[inaudible 00:28].  

We are also, and not unrelatedly, facing unprecedented financial challenges–after years 

of underfunding by the State of California, tuition increases over many years, and now 

threats by Sacramento to take back some of our autonomy. 
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Fortunately, the last iteration of the federal budget just earlier this week restored cuts to 

NIH and some other research dollars too. But there’s clear reason for continued 

nervousness.  

We of course live in a region where spiking housing costs have put severe pressures on 

students and faculty alike, and we are under fire–both as part of our continuing 

commitment to pursue our public mission around inclusion, outreach, and impact, and 

because we stake our identity as being a public university that can compete at every 

level with the best of our private peers. 

As we move towards this year’s graduation, however, we’re about to celebrate 

extraordinary accomplishment, both for all the individuals graduating and for our 

university–which continues, despite these troubles, to be as great, if not greater, than 

ever before. How do we reconcile our feelings of jubilation and our concerns about our 

future? 

Graduation is, in fact, a time of course of congratulation and joy. It’s also a time to 

reflect on the years that led up to this point And since I am, in a sense, graduating this 

spring too, I’d like to spend a few minutes thinking back before I say a few things about 

our future. 

When back in November of 2012 I was named the next chancellor, I was of course 

honored and thrilled to contemplate leading this great institution. I had hoped, 

however, back then that the storm clouds of financial stress had largely passed, along 

with Proposition 30, and with the renewed health of the California economy. 

We thought back then that both the renewal of public support for funding UC, and the 

likely prospect of regular tuition increases meant we would have sufficient funding to 

maintain our strengths, while undertaking new initiatives.  

I chose to focus in the first instance, on the undergraduate experience–knowing this was 

a great place to go to college, but recognizing some of the challenges faced by students 

in a school this large, and with such a great focus on our research in our graduate 

training. 

Over the past years, we–and I’d like to recognize Cathy Koshland for her wonderful 

work as our first Vice-Chancellor of Undergraduate Education–had worked together 

with deans and chairs to enhance advising and student support, renovate campus-wide 
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instructional and student learning facilities, and improve extracurricular and residential 

life.  

We have created an innovative and immensely popular new undergraduate data 

science curriculum, and we expanded our signature academic mentoring program– 

Berkeley Connect–that combines the intellectual firepower of a world-class research 

university with the more nurturing inclusiveness of a small liberal arts college. 

We’ve also made dramatic improvement in supporting our student athletes to succeed 

in the classroom, and to achieve a better integration of intercollegiate athletics into 

campus life.  

And we’ve commenced a major new initiative in arts and design, which is dedicated 

primarily to increasing opportunities–on campus and off–for our students. 

Our focus on expanding support for cross-disciplinary research took a number of forms, 

from supporting the development of neuroscience, to supporting new linkages between 

departments, schools, and colleges, with the college of engineering.  

Significantly, our newly-announced division of data science, a single example of an 

effort bringing faculty together from all over the university, was a direct outgrowth of 

the development of the undergraduate pilot course, with its connector courses to 

subjects and majors across the curriculum. 

As a campus, we have long recognized the importance of both big data and new 

analytical tools for working with larger and larger datasets. We are innovators in so 

many areas that touch on breakthroughs that are already proving critical, and will 

become even more so as the 21st century continues to unfold–in areas ranging from big 

data analytics itself, to artificial intelligence, machine learning, robotics, automation, 

advance manufacturing, 3D printing, to mention just a few. 

To support our research, we have not only encouraged new interdisciplinary 

partnerships on campus, but partnerships with other campuses as well. Thanks to the 

generous support of the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative, we are collaborating with UCSF 

and Stanford more closely than ever before to cure, control, and manage major diseases 

in the new century. 

The Innovative Genomics Initiative, in partnership with UCSF, supports the 

extraordinary work being done through Professor Jennifer Doudna’s invention of the 

CRISPR/Cas9 [inaudible 5:21] her invention, and our efforts to find new cures through 
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that technology for genetically transmitted diseases, and to develop new crops and 

plants that can make our planet more sustainable. 

I don’t have time here–you’ll hear a little bit more from our VCR in a minute–but I don’t 

have time here to even begin to review the extraordinary work our faculty does. Just 

now working with Paul Alivisatos in the research office; a wonder of treats. Among 

other reasons, because he tells me every week the new things that are being done by 

you. 

We’ve also developed new international alliances–for example, with Tsinghua 

University in Beijing, through the Tsinghua-Berkeley Shenzhen Institute, with the 

National University of Singapore and Nanyang Technological University, to strengthen 

the Berkeley Education Alliance for research in Singapore, and with Cambridge 

University and NUS to create the global alliance. 

These are just some of the ways in which we’re becoming even more global than we 

were before, an especially important commitment at a time of rising xenophobia and 

political nationalism.  

And although the Richmond Field Station is now headed in a different direction, much 

of the work we did there has opened up the enormous opportunities represented by 

that campus for future development in any of a number of uses. 

Despite the many things that should make us proud, however, there can be no doubt 

that we have faced significant headwinds. We’ve had to wrestle as campus with the 

continuing scourge of sexual violence and sexual harassment. This last year we 

undertook a thorough campus-wide review in partnership with the Senate, developing 

new procedures and investing major resources in improving care and advocacy on the 

one side, and investigations and sanctioning on the other. 

We’re also still working–and need to keep working–on our efforts to improve the 

campus climate; to make the campus more generally welcoming and inclusive for all 

communities and identities at a time when some national trends make this even more 

difficult, and yet more important than ever.  

We’re working on this while trying to figure out how best to make sure we do include 

voices of every position on the political spectrum, so that we can stage important 

debates representing our commitment to free speech, rather than nationally featured 

riots or circuses. 
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We face a new reality of threat from the outside, but this also means we have to work 

even harder to make clear–both on campus and off–that we are genuinely open to 

different political opinions; that we welcome debate from sharply opposed positions. 

That we recognize that college is place of engagement with the world of ideas, and not a 

shelter from them. 

In the present political moment, it’s more important than ever that we demonstrate 

Berkeley’s embrace of the importance of the public sphere, and we play our appropriate 

role in it.  

And yet the greatest [inaudible 8:16] is one that every chancellor for the last 25 years has 

been forced to face to a growing extent–namely, the relative decline in state funding. 

The numbers by now are numbingly familiar. Whereas nearly two-thirds of our costs 

were paid for by the state in the 1980s–and tuition was less $1,000–state support fell to 

less than a third in the early ‘00s, and was then slashed precipitously to only 12 percent 

in the wake of the great financial crisis. We get still get, in real dollars, far less than we 

did in 2008. 

And unfortunately, the budget agreement of May 2015 with the state–that suspended at 

that point all consideration of the regular five percent tuition increases that had been on 

the table–only brought in minimally incremental state funding, and was not in fact, all 

that helpful for [inaudible 9:09] 

The budget framework agreement was followed by new mandates to increase our 

student numbers, with steadily lowering amounts of state support per student, among 

many other such mandates that were underfunded at best. 

While we’ve broken records in our fundraising over the past three years, we know we 

have to ramp up these efforts even further, while finding other new ways as well, to 

generate the revenue we need to sustain our commitment to comprehensive excellence 

and to access for everyone. 

Fundraising 2.0 has created a whole new set of opportunities and efficiencies in 

organizing our development work. But we also know we have to do much better, not 

just in coordinating these efforts across campus, but in bringing in funds that are 

generally substitutional, supporting faculty lines and student financial aid, in particular. 
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Over the past few years, we have, I think, finally come to terms, though, with the fact 

that our hopes for significantly increased funding from the state are unlikely to be 

realized. And the present audit will certainly not help.  

We understand now that we have to rely as much on our own resourcefulness and our 

own well-earned reputation for excellence as we do on the state. 

And we have begun to make difficult decisions about how to secure financial 

sustainability for our future. We’ve turned the corner, I think, and have a clearer path 

now for a sustainable future over the next years, as we’ve brought our deficit down 

from $150 million last spring to $110 million this year–and we are on track for a 

balanced budget by 2020. But that leaves a lot of questions that are still unresolved. And 

we’ll hear more about that later. 

But we also have many difficult decisions just to follow through on that commitment. 

We have to, in some cases, decide what we can support and by implication, what we 

cannot.  

Deans and chairs are struggling to respond to our new financial realities, even as we’ve 

already begun to significantly downsize our administrative staff–a process that will 

become even more intense before it gets better. 

We’re well underway in designing a more regionally sensitive and accountable set of 

shared services in place of the earlier centralized model for all areas–in particular, 

taking on the less-than-adequate support provided to faculty for your research. But we 

know we won’t simply be able to lower our administrative footprint and still provide 

all the services for all our constituencies, as we might have been expected to do in the 

past. 

We’ve launched a joint committee with the Senate to evaluate the financial 

sustainability of our intercollegiate athletics program, and we’re soon to receive 

recommendations that will allow us to begin making difficult decisions in the months 

ahead about our athletic footprint. 

But the headwinds will, in all probability, not die down anytime soon. The political 

culture of our contemporaneous moment will possibly grow more threatening still in 

years ahead, creating the conditions for what some have begun to call an existential 

crisis. 
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There will be growing pressure on faculty and administrators to bring down costs, to 

jettison academic traditions in order to make way for new demands about 

instrumentality, to justify the research we do in any but perhaps the most applied 

research–and that, too, will be under scrutiny for its hidden political agendas, whether 

in climate change or in political science, to explain the importance of the liberal arts’ 

unfettered inquiry, academic freedom tenure; the professional professoriate itself. 

Once again, as Berkeley seems to be in the crosshairs of sentiments ranging from 

skepticism to resentment, and comprehension to anger–we have to be ready to lead. We 

must reclaim the very idea of the public good, and collectively take on the responsibility 

of being, in every sense, public intellectuals; accountable, as always, to a mission that is 

perhaps more important today than ever before. 

But I’m convinced that Berkeley will go into the future stronger than ever. We’re well-

positioned to maintain our historic role as a beacon for all who see us as the 

exemplification of the American dream. We can combine access and excellence at the 

highest levels. We can still be the institution that represents the genuine 

democratization of knowledge and of opportunity. 

Even in this new and daunting political moment, we can still be utopians, together–

here, now, as I said some year ago. I look forward myself to staying part of this 

institution, joining you in faculty full-time, and using whatever platform I might have 

to continue advocating as loudly as possible for a university that I’ve come to love as 

my own. I’m even more convinced now that I was four-and-a-half years ago that it’s not 

just the best, but the most important university in our country. 

I’m confident that we have the very best leader possible to move us forward. I remain 

extremely grateful Carol Christ for her willingness to step up and be our interim vice-

chancellor, executive vice-chancellor, and provost. And I am even more grateful now 

that she has accepted the responsibility of being the 11th Chancellor for our university. 

And I wish her the best of luck. We all need to work together, but I know we are in the 

best of hands. Thank you very much. 

[Applause] 

Chair Powell:  Thank you, Chancellor Dirks, for your remarks and also thank you for 

the last years of service to Berkeley in very, very challenging times. Thank you. We now 

have a quorum, and so can do a couple of housekeeping details. First, I’d like to call for 

approval of the agenda. Are there any objections to the agenda? 
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Having turned down my hearing aid, and hearing none, we’re going to assume it’s 

approved. As for the minutes too, is there approval of the minutes? Any objections to 

the minutes? Silence is magic. The minutes are deemed approved. Thank you. 

Voice:  Did you fix the November 11th, Tuesday date issue? It was Tuesday, November 

11th. 

Chair Powell:  We will take care of the editorial one. If you would send Marilyn the 

editorial comments, we’ll take care of that. Thank you.  

We’re discussing the budget situation later this afternoon, and so I now want to give 

you an update, a brief update, on three other issues. Chancellor Dirks and I don’t 

coordinate our remarks, but I, too, want to say something about free speech on campus. 

I want to give you an update on what’s been happening regarding last spring’s Senate 

resolution on sexual violence and sexual harassment, and also say something about the 

ongoing athletics [inaudible 16:22] on our deficit. 

On free speech. The threat of violence has prevented several speakers from appearing 

on our campus this past semester. This is unacceptable at any great university, and 

especially so here at Berkeley–the birthplace of the free speech movement. 

Policies and procedures that have worked reasonably well over the last years in 

providing a safe and secure venue for controversial speakers have broken down in the 

face of groups that are prepared to use coordinated violence to stop, prevent, these 

events. The Senate and the administration are working together to come up with new 

policies that deal with these new realities. 

We have to have some interim policy in place to deal with the coming fall semester. I 

know; it’s barely the end of the spring semester. How dare I mention the fall semester? 

But I am. And we do need a policy in place to deal with that. 

But, given the timing of events and the need for a broad process of consultation with the 

faculty and the Senate about a longer-term policy, that will have to happen in the fall. 

These policies must strike a balance between, on the one hand, providing a meaningful 

venue, and on the other hand reducing the risk that violence–or the threat of it–may be 

able to shut down an event and lead to physical injury. Where I think we’re likely 

headed is to try to impose some time, place, and manner restrictions on events that pose 

a significant risk of escalation to violence. 
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In trying to develop these policies, we’re going to face fundamental questions that go to 

the core of free speech. For example, what about time restrictions that limit events 

posing a significant risk of violence to daylight hours? What about place restrictions 

that limit these events to certain venues? To be more specific, what about the venue of 

Clark Kerr Campus or Lawrence Hall of Science? 

These are the things we have to face and consider. And, while not exactly a time, place, 

and manner restriction–we’re going to have to confront the reality that even though the 

policy will apply equally to events that pose a significant risk of violence, the nature of 

contending groups and the history of our campus may mean that the effect that these 

restrictions will have are that they will be largely applied to presentations that come 

from a particular part of the political spectrum.  

And we’re just going to have to confront that. And these are the sorts of issues that 

we’re going to have to think through and deal with in the fall. They go to the heart of 

what it means for there to be free speech on our campus. 

But it’s also important to remember in addressing this issue–in making it possible for 

these events to take place–we must recognize that some of these events may make; 

almost surely will make, some members of our community feel less welcome. They may 

make Berkeley seem like a less inclusive place, and possibly even a threatening place. 

This tradeoff may be unavoidable, but we need to be aware of it–and try to mitigate it 

and deal with it as best we can in striking a balance. 

Let me now try to also give you an update on the Senate resolution passed a year ago 

on sexual violence and sexual harassment. That resolution, as you may recall, had 

basically two parts. The first thing that any advisory body reviewing our procedures 

dealing with sexual harassment and sexual assault should call on the expertise of the 

Berkeley faculty in thinking through our policies. 

And the second part of the resolution said that in all cases involving faculty, violation of 

the sexual violence and sexual harassment policies should be sent for review and 

proposed sanctioned to a new Senate committee explicitly established for this purpose. 

To remind you also of the some of the parliamentary issues that we confronted–strictly 

speaking, this had to be interpreted as a Sense of a Senate resolution. Because, among 

other reasons, it ordered the Senate to do things that–despite the Senate’s almost 

unbounded power–it didn’t have a particularly [inaudible 21:08].  
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For example, the Senate can’t order the Office of Prevention for Harassment and 

Discrimination to turn over the results of their investigations. So, what has happened in 

the intervening year is that, although we could not implement the resolution–we didn’t 

have the authority to implement it–the Senate has tried to implement the spirit of it as 

best we can. And, given other considerations and the reality of other constraints that we 

face, some of them [inaudible 21:41]. 

On the first part of the resolution, Chancellor Dirks mentioned the Senate 

Administration Committee on Sexual Violence and Sexual Harassment that is co-

chaired by Dean Carla Hesse and incoming divisional vice chair, Barbara Spackman. 

And that committee did draw on the expertise of our faculty. 

As for the second point–the Faculty Review Committee–I had hoped to be able to 

describe to you what has been done, after you had a chance to review of the process and 

kind of give it some thought.  

Alas, the administration–sometimes reminiscent of the pot calling the kettle black–the 

administration, like the Senate, moves painfully slowly. An announcement will go out 

regarding the new peer review process of all things tomorrow. At least, that’s the plan 

as of now. 

So let me try to give you, as you will see–and again, I regret that you already haven’t 

been able to see–a key component of that process is a new Faculty Review Committee. It 

will be one of many voices that looks at proposed sanctions.  

And this committee–the Faculty Peer Review Committee–will be drawn exclusively 

from a slate that’s named by the Senate. [Inaudible 23:10] the divisional council believes 

that these efforts meet the Sense of the Senate resolution. They are important parts of 

the campus’s overall efforts to address sexual violence and sexual harassment–and to 

make it clear that sexual violence and sexual harassment have no place at Berkeley. 

Finally, let me turn to athletics and the athletics deficit. Last August, the chancellor 

charged a task force with reviewing intercollegiate athletics, with the goal of identifying 

a financially sustainable model for IA.  

Robert O’Donnell, a UC Berkeley Foundation trustee, former chair, and current lecturer 

at Haas, and I are co-chairing the task force. The task force is, I hope–god, do I hope–

nearing the end of its work. And finding consensus has been difficult. But a final report 
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is not yet out, so I’m speaking right now with my chair of the Academic Senate hat on, 

and not as a member of the task force. 

IA ran a deficit of $22 million last year. If you add in the additional $5 million in 

nominal campus support that IA receives, and you disregard complicated cross-

subsidies that are hard to sort out–and may actually mean that IA is making a net 

transfer back to the campus–the amount of de facto support from campus is $27 million. 

This figure does include about $18 million in interest on the stadium and the Simpson 

High Performance Center. And that’s an obligation that has to be paid, however we go 

forward in the future. 

But as some here today, who have worked on and dealt with this issue far longer than 

I–god bless you–and know this issue better than I, the fact that IA is running a 

significant deficit is not a new problem. IA has run substantial deficits much more often 

than not over the last 20 years. Deficits in IA long predate the stadium; they stretch back 

across many administrations, many athletic directors, and many IA task forces. That’s 

an encouraging note. 

[Laughter] 

Nevertheless, it’s long since time to act. And doing so now is all the more important, 

given the financial realities facing the campus, and the painful cuts to our core mission 

that we’re facing. At the risk of substantial oversimplification, I think it worth taking a 

couple of moments to describe some of the issues involving acting to reduce the deficit. 

Simply put, IA is currently in an impossible position–and they are in an impossible 

position in part because of what we have asked them to do. That’s not the full part of 

the story. It’s not the majority part of the story. But we bear some responsibility. 

It is simply not possible to do the following three things simultaneously. IA counts as 

revenue $5 million in nominal support. IA carries the entire interest expense of $18 

million on its books. And, IA has a balance operating in capital budget. The numbers 

just don’t add up. One of these conditions has to fail–and, as we have seen, it’s the 

third–the last; that of a balanced budget. 

Like other high-deficit units on campus, there is a severe mismatch in IA between its 

revenues and its program, and this mismatch must significantly be reduced.  

Given the cost of financing the stadium, along with the fact the minimum size of an 

NCAA Division 1 program is 14 sports–and some of the issues surrounding gender 
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equity and Title IX–reducing this mismatch between revenues and programs is likely to 

mean a combination of an increase in the nominal level of campus support, but–and this 

is the key part–a significant reduction in the de facto level of campus support. The 

current situation is unsustainable, unacceptable, and must be addressed. 

With that cheery news, let me invite ASUC Academic Affairs Vice President Frances 

McGinley to address this. Hi, Frances. Please come up. 

Frances McGinley:  Hi, everyone. Thank you so much for having me here today. For 

those of you I haven’t had the opportunity to meet, my name is Frances McGinley, and I 

have served the past year as the ASUC academic affairs vice president.  

I have to say that coming up after division chair [inaudible 28:52] and Chancellor Dirks 

as an undergraduate student seems like a tough act to follow. But I’ve been asked here 

today to briefly address you all on issues of concern to the ASUC and the 

undergraduate population. 

I’m going to my remarks brief, because unfortunately, I have to run out shortly after 

this to present on a final project on a mandatory review session. So I’d like to take this 

opportunity to remind you all to go back to your departments and remind folks not to 

schedule mandatory classes during [inaudible 29:22]. 

[Laughter and applause] 

It has been an eventful year in this country, and on this campus, and within the ASUC. 

And while it would be impossible to address the varying needs of all undergraduates, I 

do want to highlight a few issues of primary concern that have been brought to me by 

the undergraduate ASUC student senate. 

There is an urgent and immediate need to expand affordable housing. Faculty support 

and advocacy is required to help identify alternative housing, development locations, 

move students out of dorm [inaudible] lounges, and generate other innovative solutions 

to address the housing crisis. 

A lack of basic need security–i.e., food and housing–is crippling many students’ ability 

to survive on this campus. We need to increase safety net programs for those living on 

the margins, like expanding the food pantry. And faculty support of these endeavors is 

necessary and very much appreciated by students. 

Additionally, as you all know, Berkeley’s climate has been deeply affected over the past 

several months by the political climate. And every single student on this campus has 
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been affected in some way. Right now, more than ever, I hope the faculty is taking into 

consideration how the political climate affects students’ personal lives–and are willing 

provide academic accommodations as needed. For instance, considering the stress that 

an ICE raid in the area might have, the impact of an ICE raid on the area on 

undocumented students. 

So I bring up these issues in particular, because they’re all critical to students’ ability to 

succeed academically on campus. They can’t be taken … Students cannot succeed 

academically without these basic needs met. They are priorities for the ASUC, and I 

hope they are for the Academic Senate as well. 

Before I close, I want to touch on one of my responsibilities as the academic affairs vice 

president. I am responsible for appointing student representatives to Academic Senate 

and chancellor’s advisory committees. Although my office does its best to manage these 

appointments and keep students accountable to attending meetings, it has proven to be 

incredibly difficult this year. 

There are so many intelligent, passionate students on this campus who are dedicated to 

contributing, and [inaudible 31:33], but often academic obligations, work, and other 

priorities come up and student attendance at these meetings lapse. 

I want to apologize for any lack of student involvement and engagement in Academic 

Senate committees this year, and I want to assure you all that students care quite a lot, 

but I hope you understand that they are juggling many priorities. And unfortunately, 

there is just not much the ASUC can do to incentivize participation in these meetings. 

But we are aware of the issue, and my office has been working to institutionalize 

policies that establish consequences for inactive representatives–and I’m hopeful there 

will be a more active student involvement in coming years. 

So that is all I have to say. But I am happy to answer any questions or comments that 

you may have for me. I am graduating in two weeks, but I can be reached until then at 

[gives email address; inaudible]. Thank you all so much for your time, and for your 

service to this university. 

[Applause] 

Chair Powell:  She has dashed out the door, but congratulations on graduating from 

Berkeley. Though I think she did point to a slight … in general, students and faculty 

interests are quite aligned. But here, speaking as outgoing chair, there is now a student 
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conflict. She doesn’t want things scheduled during this period. I know some faculty 

members who may, in fact, want to schedule things in the future during this time 

period. At least one of them. 

Anyway, so onto the consent calendar. Again, my hearing aid is down low, but I might 

be able to hear any objections–if there are any. Hearing none, the consent calendar is 

approved. Thank you. 

We have some committee reports. There are two written reports that are in the agenda, 

and that good for the faculty. Dan Melia, the chair of the Rules and Elections 

Committee, will give us an update on the committee and the election. 

Dan Melia:  Thanks, Bob. The results of the 2017 division elections are as follows. There 

were 443 total valid ballots cast in the election, and the following senate members were 

elected as at-large members to the divisional council. Mark Richards, of Earth and 

Planetary Science. R. Jay Wallace, Philosophy, and Victoria Frede-Mantemayor of 

History. 

Senate members elected to the Committee on Committees of the Berkeley Division are 

the following. Candace “Candi” Yano of IEOR and business administration. Karl Britto, 

French and Comparative Literature. Lin He of Molecular and Cell Biology. And Ula 

Taylor of African-American Studies.  

So, congratulations to all the elected members, and a special thanks to the people who 

ran and were not elected. It is really important and is a service to the senate and the 

campus for you to stand for election, even if you’re not elected–and we very much 

appreciate your effort. Thank you. 

[Applause] 

Chair Powell:  Thanks, Dan. And thanks to those–again, my thanks to those who bid 

for office [inaudible 35:15]. 

So now it’s my pleasure to introduce Paul Alivisatos, our Vice Chancellor for Research, 

to provide an update on his efforts to improve research administration–and, more 

broadly, his efforts to support research on campus. Paul? 

Paul Alivisatos:  Thank you. As this semester is wrapping up, I will shortly be sending 

out a report–as I have in previous semesters–about what has transpired in the research 

area. A lot of wonderful things are of course happening, as the chancellor mentioned. 



 
 
Berkeley Division of the Academic Senate  Page 15 
Wednesday, May, 3, 2017 

There has been a great deal of activity around the six research team areas that we 

selected in the fall following the faculty forums, in areas like computational imaging 

and youth and inequality, and a number of other areas like that–that I will update you 

on in that message.  

And also, one thing I will call out that has been particularly exciting for me personally 

this semester has been our joint activities with Cathy Koshland, the Vice Chancellor for 

Undergraduate Education, in exploring undergraduate discovery experiences at 

Berkeley. 

This has been an astonishing set of events for us. We held five open forums, which were 

attended by faculty, staff, but above all, by many undergraduates–who came and spoke 

about their experiences, which were quite transformative for them.  

And in the course of that, I believe we’ve come to understand better what the nature of 

these experiences are, how diverse they are, how life-changing they are for the 

students–and especially how phenomenally creative the students are at finding these 

opportunities, and defining them–and at making them be quite extraordinary. 

I can’t tell you all the stories we’ve heard. They’re just so amazing. But, for example, 

you’ll be interested to know that there’s an organization called uLab, which the 

students created themselves. They somehow managed to find nooks and crannies that 

you as faculty have not discovered, in which they can set up some work. 

And they found ways to fund by themselves places at which they could train students 

to be more attractive to research laboratories. So they train each other in how to do 

electrophoresis, polymerase chain reaction, and data science analysis–so that when they 

show up to a faculty member’s group, they can make the case that they’re all ready to 

go. They run this all by themselves. I don’t think anyone in the administration even 

knew this was going on.  

There are many other such things that we found all over this university, where the 

undergraduates themselves have taken phenomenal initiative. And as we try to assess 

the extent of their engagement, we think at this point that it’s about 70 percent; a little 

more than two-thirds of the students, who are really clearly engaged in a very, very 

substantive discovery experience. Not always tied with their major. 

We’ve also learned that the demand is still unmet. You will be hearing from us about 

our further thoughts on this, but our sense is that it’s possible for Berkeley to actually 



 
 
Berkeley Division of the Academic Senate  Page 16 
Wednesday, May, 3, 2017 

step up and lead in this [inaudible 38:45], and potentially to really make a commitment 

that all undergraduates within a certain number of years from now would be 

empowered to be engaged in a discovery experience, broadly defined. So that’s an 

ongoing discussion that has been very exciting. 

There is of course for the research enterprise–the [inaudible 39:03] research 

administration is really fundamental. And, as you know, it’s been a rocky area for us for 

quite some time. This semester, we’ve continued along the path that we have set out 

from the fall, for trying to improve research administration through three pathways. I’ll 

mention each of them momentarily, and then hopefully open it up for your questions. 

So, one really important piece of this that the faculty are typically are most wanting to 

hear about is the regional pilot models, or the regional model, that we’re about to start 

to pilot. But before I come to that, I want to call your attention to the incredible 

importance of what we have started, which is a method by which we examine end-to-

end each process that a faculty member might want to solicit to work with in order to 

get their business done. 

For example, let’s take award setup. So you’ve been notified by the agency that you’re 

going to receive some funding, or by a sponsor that you’re going to receive some 

funding. And the question is, what happens next? This is an area where we struggle 

because very often, there was a long gap in that period, and faculty didn’t really know 

what was going on. 

As of this month, and as a result of all the staff that touch–as well as faculty, but all staff 

that touch–the award setup from beginning to end, they’ve worked together over a very 

long period of time and examined every step, every handoff along that process. They’ve 

questioned each one; whether it needs to exist, whether it can be improved, and how 

they can communicate better, whatever it is that’s going on. 

So as of this month, when you get a notice like that, you’ll also be getting a notice as 

that award setup proceeds through the entire system. You’ll be able, with Phoebe, 

follow where it is, if you didn’t notice that set of emails that come to you. 

You’ll be able to set up the recruitment of, for example, students or post-docs, or staff 

based on the fact that the funds will be coming. In other words, you won’t be obliged to 

have an open fund before you can start a recruitment. You’ll be able, in many cases, to 

get a fund advance. There’s a way to apply for that, so that you can start in the event 

that there’s a delay. 
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And all the staff that work on that award setup process, particularly the ones in the 

sponsored projects office–which is the team that has to work with the sponsor to make 

sure that the terms are ones that we can meet and so on–that group also has really 

gotten a lot more faculty advice on what issues really matter to the faculty, and don’t. 

I really do think that over the summer you should be seeing that the award setup 

process is working a lot better. The chancellor did mention the budget agreement that 

passed on Monday. It was quite an extraordinary event, by many measures. 

I do want to alert you to the fact that as a result of that, all of the agencies–many of the 

received [Plusups? 42:19]. Many of them at least remained flat, which was kind of the 

new up. 

[Laughter] 

As these things go, a pretty good round for research sponsorship federally.  

The consequence is that the agencies will be preparing funding opportunity 

announcements this month. And you can expect to see an extraordinary number, 

because they all have pulled back uncommonly from the norm, because of the threat 

that they were expecting so unusual.  

So there will be a really significant number of funding opportunity announcements in 

early June. 

We’ve talked with our research administration folks. They know that we should be 

expecting a lot of opportunities for proposals. You might want to think about how you 

organize your summer, because all these funds will be disbursed. The agencies will be 

obliged to spend these monies–or to commit these monies–by September 30th. So you 

can expect it to be a pretty busy summer in the proposal space. 

Now, that process improvement that I mentioned to you, it’s going on in a whole host 

of areas. And in the handout that we put out there, you’ve got a list of what some of 

those are. In each one of those areas, there’s a group that’s working very hard to go 

through each step and make it work as well as it can. 

The second piece of the research admin improvement effort concerns regionalization. In 

other words, trying to create a set of regional service centers. And on this front, I’d like 

you to know that this semester we’re about to report to you, we conducted an extensive 

survey of all principal investigators here. We got good returns from that. It’s a kind of 

benchmarking exercise, because we know people aren’t very satisfied. 
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But we can look through what we got in specific questions, as well as comments from 

that survey. That survey will be released publicly shortly. We’re in the final stages of 

getting it ready, so it’s accessible to understand what it says. 

But one thing stood out very, very clearly from it–which is that the degree of 

satisfaction with the Engineering Research Service Organization, ERSO, is the highest 

across the entire campus, of all the ways in which we provide an interface between 

what a faculty seeks and the services that are offered on the campus. The Engineering 

Research Service Organization is by far, unambiguously, the most successful at 

providing those kinds of services. 

What we seek to do is to set up a set of service centers around the campus, largely 

thematically by type of research, that will model or emulate as directly as possible 

what’s in ERSO.  

And we’ve selected, after quite a bit of discussion, to see where it was most likely to get 

something started quickly–mathematical physical sciences and chemistry as a pair of 

units which are about the right size, and which other conditions seem to be favorable 

for. 

One thing that we learned regarding ERSO is that having a faculty member as an 

associate dean, who really gets to know all of the issues around research administration 

in that zone–and all other services–is a critical piece of making it work as interface, also, 

between the staff and the faculty and so on.  

So I’m very pleased that Ron Cohen, who has appointments in both MPS and 

chemistry, has agreed to our pleas, to be the inaugural associate dean, and the one who 

will help us launch the pilot. 

Also, I’m quite pleased that we’re going to be having a really effective team to work 

with Ron, and to try to set this up with colleagues with him. So that, you will start to see 

the actual implementation of the pilot, likely early in the fall. There’s a lot for us to work 

out there.  

We wanted it to be modeled on ERSO, but there are some aspects of what ERSO does 

that will be somewhat difficult for us to emulate them campus-wide, because of how 

they access the data that they’ve got differently than the rest of the campus does, and so 

on. 
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There’s a team that’s working that through right now. And, as I said, I hope that in the 

fall that pilot will be starting to operate. You’ll be hearing updates from us on it as we 

go along. I think it’s in a good stage of getting ready, so we’re hopeful on that.  

Just to make it a little bit more clear, that the pilot will work jointly between people who 

are currently in the central services, who will be focused in on the particular services 

offered to MPS and chemistry. We won’t operate across [inaudible 47:50] inside MPS 

and chemistry. It will be an integrated service center that will offer all the services that 

we can agree upon for this–which will include some significant ones from HR, accounts 

payable, and other things of that type that belong inside local services. So that’s where 

that stands at the moment. 

There is a third piece I wanted to mention to you. And if there’s one thing I could ask 

you to do as you leave this meeting–or within the next day or so–it would help 

enormously for helping with our research and administration. That is, if you would just 

take a moment and send a note to the staff that do help you with research 

administration; not just those in your department or that you work with locally, 

although by all means send it along to them–but also if you could please send notes to 

the people who are in the CSS areas that you have worked with. 

They may not have always offered you the absolute best service, but one thing I can 

say–having spent the last year visiting around all of those places–is that they’re 

phenomenally dedicated to you. And in fact, if you can report to them ever on any 

success that you’ve had in your research, it really does make their ability to engage in a 

period where there’s a lot stress. Because they know that we’re facing a budget crisis. 

I want to emphasis to you just how important it is that they feel from you that level of 

your support to them, as they try to work through a situation in which we’ve had a 

systemic failure about how to do research administration well. We organized it in a way 

that wasn’t helpful for the staff to succeed. And they have stuck with us, and they’re 

trying to help. So to the extent you’re encountering problems, it’s not because those 

individuals aren’t capable, or aren’t trying. But it’s because our systems have failed 

them. And hearing from you will make an enormous difference, so I would encourage 

you to do that if you possibly can. 

And the third component, then, if you like, of what will be trying to create a better 

research administration; process improvements, establishment of kind of a 

regionalization service center modeled on ERSO–but the third component of any 
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success that it may or may not have, will be an improvement in our culture, in which 

we’re able to establish–or reestablish, potentially–a close relationship between the staff 

and the faculty; staff offering these kinds of services, feeling that they are able to play a 

role in the incredible scholarship that you do, and having a sense of ownership. 

That cultural evolution, or getting back to where we were–I don’t know which it is, but 

either way, it’s more than a detail in this. And your engagement in it would be very 

important. I think we may have a minute or two for questions or comments.  

Chair Powell:  So, we’re going to actually sort of break senate procedures here. It was a 

relatively small group, and we’re just going to move across the room; we have time for 

two or three comments or maybe a little bit more. So comments or questions. And we’ll 

try to float a microphone to you, or you can stand up and trust the acoustics of the 

room. If there’s anyone who’d like to speak, raise your hand. The power of no air 

conditioning. 

[Laugh] 

[Applause] 

Of course, we the senate actually do have some influence over venues, so the fact that 

there’s no air conditioning is not completely out of our hands.  

So it’s now a great pleasure to introduce interim executive vice chancellor and provost, 

Carol Christ, who will give us an update on the budget. Thank you. 

[Applause] 

Carol Christ:  Good afternoon. I want to make it clear first, I am not speaking as the 

incoming chancellor, but as the provost. It has been now exactly a year since I’ve been 

doing this job. And I’m focused for the next two months on finishing my work as the 

interim provost, putting our campus on the course to a balanced budget and fiscal 

sustainability. 

For those of you who haven’t heard me speak about this before, I’m going to briefly 

summarize how I understand the situation. We’ve suffered, as the chancellor noted, 

from reductions in state funding; now just 12 percent of our budget, a six-year tuition 

freeze, the devolution of significant benefit expenses to the campus. 
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However, all the UCs have experienced these three challenges, although campuses with 

medical centers have been better able to buffer them. Having a medical center is a good 

thing these days. 

What is specific to Berkeley is rebenching. That is, the equalization of the state 

allocation per student across the campuses. It used to be the case that Berkeley and 

UCLA enjoyed a far richer allocation per student than the other campuses. A 200 

percent increase in our long-term debt service obligation, and a significant increase in 

staffing levels–much of it associated with CSS, and the adoption of new IT systems, like 

SIS. 

All of these challenges taken together make it essential that we change our financial 

model. We used to be generously funded by the state, with multiple revenue streams 

dedicated to particular purposes. Now, we get block funding directly from the state and 

from tuition. 

So we have much more flexibility in how we can use money; all of our dollars are green, 

but we don’t have enough of those dollars.  

We therefore have to develop a system in which we diversify and increase our sources 

of revenue. We cannot just cut, and expect to sustain Berkeley’s distinction. And we 

cannot vainly imagine a restoration of our previous level of state funding. 

Developing a sustainable financial model for the Berkeley campus is our problem. 

Though it will be challenging, I think we can do it. I’ve had a wonderful group 

working. Most of its members are member of the Council of Deans, although we’ve also 

had some senate members serving on it. It’s called the Incentives Working Group. 

And the work of this group is to try to better align incentives in major areas of campus 

investments with our financial model. That workgroup divided into four smaller 

working groups, and they were dedicated to the following four topics; fundraising, TAS 

funding, faculty positions, and research. 

Those workgroups have all reported. I now have actually all of the resorts. I passed 

them on to the Academic Senate for its comment, and I’d be happy to post them on the 

provost website–because I think that both your reading these, grappling with them, 

giving your comments on them will be very valuable for me. 
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The key, as I said before, is revenue for us. And let me again identify the main sources 

of revenue that I see as ones that we can develop, and what I’ve learned about them this 

year. There are six of them. 

First is University Extension and Summer Session. These are the levers that are most 

immediately within our control and have the fastest ramp-up time. They are quite 

independent of anything that comes from a systemwide level, so we have a lot of 

freedom with both of them. 

It’s important to understand where the money is, in both of these areas. In Summer 

Session, it’s in programs that recruit non-UC students, and programs that have some 

kind of integrity in the summer. Some are minors, or certificates, or even degrees. 

University Extension is the larger opportunity. It really is a kind of entrepreneurial 

center within our university. It’s the vehicle for all our concurrent enrollment, and also 

programs that work independently of our students getting credit towards degrees. 

So those are the two areas that we have that we can most immediately ramp up. We’re 

on a path to increase revenues in the two of them by next year, by $10 million, and 

there’s even more capacity there. There’s a kind of bandwidth issue of how much you 

can do at once, in terms of the generation of new programs. But they’re our best and 

most immediate possibility. 

Diana Wu, Dean of Extension, and Rick Russo, the Director of Summer Session, are 

eager to work with faculty. However, we’re looking for big bets; we’re looking for 

revenue producing programs that produce significant amounts of revenue. 

The second area–self-supporting degree programs. I don’t resist the idea, but I’ve heard 

from some people on campus that self-supporting degree programs are somehow 

inferior, or suspect to other degree programs. In private universities, all degree 

programs are self-supporting degree programs. 

At the moment, the policy freedom in [inaudible]. There are two paths that we have; 

essentially master’s programs. One are state-supported programs with differential 

tuition. The other are self-supporting degree programs. These are two paths to what is 

sometimes the same destination, but currently the policy freedom is much greater for 

self-supporting degree programs than it is in professional degree programs with 

supplemental tuition–which have a far higher level of regental oversight and control–

and many more constraints on how the revenues can be used. 
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There’s a burgeoning market for professional masters and certificates. I believe it’s part 

of our mission to serve this market in a high-quality way, and I urge the policy 

flexibility that we have on this campus to develop programs that may well have 

different shape than many of our current graduate programs. 

These programs take longer to ramp up than the programs in Summer Sessions and in 

University Extension. First of all, they have a longer approval route; one that does 

involve the Office of the President, and one that rightly involves quite scrupulous 

review on this campus. 

The third revenue category is research funding. You heard Paul talk about the prospect 

for federal funding. We get more and more research funding, as I’m sure many of you 

know, from foundations and from private funders.  

And Paul and I have had a number of discussions about, given the reluctance of some 

of those funders to give us overhead, or to give us the full percentage of overhead that 

is our federal rate–how we can increase our direct charges in those grants. And that will 

be important for us in increasing funding support for the campus. 

Entrepreneurship is a fourth. Paul has been working a lot on that. Monetization of real 

estate is a fifth.  

And, finally, philanthropy. And here we have to, I think, quite significantly reorient our 

fundraising program. We’ve evolved toward a quite decentralized culture of 

fundraising. It’s a little bit like 11,000 flowers bloom, sometimes fighting for the same 

donor, much to the donor’s annoyance. 

If we’re going to use philanthropy as a strategic funding source for the campus, it has to 

be more centralized than our fundraising currently is, and it has to be dedicated to what 

I call core expenses. Faculty positions, financial aid. Things that are budget-relieving or 

substitutional for dollars that used to come from the state. 

I’m thinking very hard about the campaign that we’re actually already in the 

accounting period for, but have not yet agreed on the campaign goals in terms of 

particular projects.  

And I would very much like to make one of those goals 100 faculty positions. I’d like to 

make another one of those goals funding for graduate students–where we’re 

increasingly become less and less competitive in the funding packages that we offer 

graduate students. 



 
 
Berkeley Division of the Academic Senate  Page 24 
Wednesday, May, 3, 2017 

I’m now going to talk a bit about the budget process this year. This year–the year 2017-

18–is going to be our most challenging, in terms of budget reductions. We have a series 

of targets that have been given to us by the Office of the President. These are non-

negotiable targets. And, as you heard from Nick, we currently have achieved from $150 

million deficit, we’re now to $110 million deficit. We have to get down to a $57 million 

deficit. In other words, we have to cut $53 million in the next year. That’s a heavy lift, 

even with our increases in revenues. 

I’ve designed a new budget process, through experiencing the old one–which I didn’t 

think was as revealing or as satisfying, either to the administration or to the units that it 

might be.  

So we’ve designed a highly iterative process that has two sets of meetings; one set that 

we already have, in which we [inaudible 63:06] find out from all of the deans and the 

heads of various administrative units, how they see the budget flexibility and duress in 

their various units. And I have a set a budget hearings that are all scheduled for the 

third week in May. 

We’ve asked everyone to prepare for a six percent target. And I use the word “target” 

deliberately. Because it includes both cost reductions and revenues. In other words, you 

can meet your target either by increasing revenues, or by cost reductions–or by a 

combination of the two. 

The revenue plans are all reviewed, because we want to make sure when a school or 

college says this is what our revenue plan is, we agree that you can generate that 

amount of revenue.  

Even though everyone has been said to plan to a six percent reduction, that is a highly 

differential target because of how the base on which the target is calculated. 

So, these are exclusions from the base. Contracts and grants. Academic salaries and 

benefits, including all teaching activity–that includes ladder faculty, other academic 

positions, and TAS. It does not include summer salaries. Scholarships and fellowships. 

Student services fees; all registered students pay student services fees. Faculty research 

on non-contracts and grants dollars. All faculty managed funds, include startup 

retention and Bear grants. Purchased utilities. The student health insurance program 

funding, and the sexual harassment prevention programs. So those are all exclusions 

from the base.  
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Then, all units, all deans, all vice chancellors have been sent their targets–calculated on 

that base. And they are now in the work of proposing how they’re going to meet those 

targets. Some units have been given larger targets than six percent. Many 

administrative units have been given targets of ten percent, and Paul has assigned a ten 

percent target to his units. 

We are overcutting in this process, so that as we go through these budget hearings in 

the third week of May, and we make decisions, shortly thereafter–we will be able to 

offer some forgiveness to units where we think the proposed target will result in a 

compromise of our academic mission. 

I want to stress that we haven’t made decisions yet. People keep coming up to me, 

objecting to some decision or another. But we haven’t made decisions. What this tension 

may mean is that there are certainly deans who are preparing for decisions, and 

preparing to take actions. So you may see units preparing for decisions on the 

department level. But there have been no central decisions made thus far. 

We’ve already cut 400 staff positions. We expect to cut 100 more. These are all levels, 

including the most senior executive levels. In addition, the senior management group–

which includes the people in the senior management group, which is a special category 

that includes of the [inaudible 67:01], the chancellor, the vice-chancellors, the deans, and 

the highest level of our management classification, those are MP4s–are not taking salary 

increases this year. They have a three percent salary pool, and we’ve negotiated with 

the Office of the President for them not to take that; for us not to award that salary 

increase. That’s about half a million dollars. 

We will have, after this year, two more years of targeted reductions in our deficit, which 

will amount to $57 million. I expect those years to be easier–in part because more of the 

revenue producing plans will be in place and generating revenues, and in part because 

we’ll have essentially the amount of money that we have to reduce our deficit by this 

year–we’ll have two years to do that. That will be somewhat easier. 

I set an informal goal for myself to realize half of the reduction of $53 million through 

increased revenues, half by reductions in expenses. And in fact, I am on track with that 

goal. I expect to realize about $15 million through an increase of philanthropic 

donations that are immediately expendable in a non-designated way. And, as I said 

before, about $10 million in increased revenues through University Extension and 

Summer Session. 
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I want to close by telling you about a report that I think is particularly illuminating and 

excellent. It’s called Securing the Public Trust: Practical Steps for Higher Education Finance 

Reform in California. It’s the best thing I’ve ever read. It’s a short report; 20-25 pages 

long. It’s done by the College Futures Foundations, and you can find a link to it on their 

website. 

This is one of the statements in that report. And I’m going to leave you with this before 

asking for questions. “Fiscally, our public universities now look more like private 

nonprofit institutions than they did 40 years ago.” And you can see that that’s the case. 

Tuition pays a far, far larger role in our university budgeting than it used to do. And we 

have a much more diversified revenue portfolio. 

“In our view,” that’s the view of the writers of the report, “Neither the state, nor the 

institutions have come to terms with how best to maintain public identity and purposes 

in light of these new fiscal realities.” 

That’s our challenge. I am deeply committed to Berkeley’s public identity and purpose. 

We have to figure out how to sustain that in a fiscal model, which is going to have more 

diversified revenue sources. Let me stop here, and I’ll be happy to answer questions. 

Chair Powell:  Thank you. Given the possibility that a lot of people would like to ask 

questions and make comments, I do actually think it would be a little bit helpful to 

make sure people have a chance to speak, and recognize them. If you could [inaudible 

70:34] tradition actually now, stand at one of the aisles, and that will make it a little bit 

easier to recognize people. 

Carol Christ:  People are rushing to the microphones. [Laugh] 

Chair Powell:  They are rushing conditional on a very warm afternoon. Depends on 

what you normalize to. And when you speak, please identify yourself and your 

department.  

Genaro M. Padilla:  Hi, Carol. I’m Genaro Padilla from the English Department. We are 

in the process of preparing scenarios over the next five years for taking department 

responsibility–as other departments across the campus are–for [inaudible 71:22] staff 

merit and benefits increases. We had a long conversation about that this morning, and 

in my department, there is great concern about the sustainability of that kind of 

offloading to the departments. 
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And our question is whether or not there is a close, a tapering off, of this policy? If in 

fact, after 2021 we expect the campus budget situation to stabilize–can we expect that 

offload to the departments will cease? 

Carol Christ:  That’s a wonderful question. And I agree with you, [name 72:06]; I don’t 

think that this is a sustainable strategy in the long term, or even in the short term. This 

is one of the many things that has been delegated to the campuses by the Office of the 

President. So we have to self-fund both merits and also increases in benefits costs. 

And so we have to figure out funding sources. We’re facing a kind of double-whammy, 

if you will. On the one hand, we have to eliminate our deficit, which means that we’re 

reducing expenses because of that goal that we’ve been set. And we also have 

increasingly expenses every year, which magnify those cuts. 

Rose and I haven’t talked about what the plan is past this year, for staff benefits and 

merits. I believe key to this is agreeing with the state on a long-term rational plan for 

increases in tuition. If you don’t increase your revenue sources, you have no way of 

funding increased expenses. One of our main revenue sources is, of course, tuition. I 

don’t know, Rose, whether you want to speak to this particular issue. 

[Laughter] 

Leslea Hlusko:  Hi, I’m Leslea Hlusko from the Department of Integrative Biology. I 

was wondering if … You know, all the news reports that are coming out about the $175 

million that were in the “secret accounts” at the Office of the President, do you see that 

any of that money might end up trickling back onto the different campuses, and help 

ameliorate some of what’s happened? 

[Laughter] 

Carol Christ:  No. 

[Laughter] 

And let me explain a little bit why, rather than just responding so flippantly. I think the 

so-called slush fund has really been misrepresented in the press. These are reserves. The 

level of undesignated reserves is about $38 million. That’s a prudent reserve for the 

Office of the President to have. 
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The rest are committed to various initiatives that OP has decided upon. We can debate 

for a long time whether those initiatives are more valuable or less valuable than the 

things we do on campus, but they have been committed to that.  

I think, actually, quite the opposite; that legislatures are threatening to take back the 

tuition increase because they’re so unhappy about what they see as a slush fund. But 

these in fact are reserves. I don’t know if Nick wants to add anything to that. 

[Murmuring] 

Nick Sitar:  Nick Sitar, Civil Engineering. First of all, I appreciate the difficulty in trying 

to cut the budget, and balance the budget. Having been here long enough, my concern 

is that over the years I have seen as a similar path repeating–which is we cut the same 

across the base. Six percent this time. It was ten percent at another time, and so on. 

At some point, it seems to me–and you did allude to it a little bit–one has to cut certain 

parts of the operation, and basically say, “Look, we cannot sustain it.” We have to 

downsize in certain areas, so other areas could survive and thrive. And then hopefully, 

you have a plan to bring some of those areas back. And some of them not. I wonder if 

that is someplace in the plan. 

Carol Christ:  Yeah, that’s a really good question, and one that I’m sure that many 

people in this room have. First of all, I want to repeat what I said; that the cuts are 

differential. Exempting all instructional salaries from the base means that 

administrative units are taking far, far higher cuts in terms of percentage of their 

operations than are academic units. So that the effective cut of the six percent for the 

academic units is actually much, much smaller than that. So, first of all, we’ve been 

protecting the academic units.  

People often, when they make the comment that you just made, think we should be 

doing away with academic programs. We are growing in numbers of students, asked to 

take more students. And so even if we determined that we were going to eliminate 

majors, or schools, or departments, or colleges–those students would need to enroll 

someplace else. 

So I myself don’t think that that is a particularly good place for those savings. Paul and 

I have been talking a lot and intensively about our research portfolio. Our research 

portfolio has dramatically different levels of state funding for different research units. 
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And one of the questions I think the campus needs to grapple with as a campus is 

whether we should have more of our ORUs and research centers on a self-sustaining 

basis–and gradually zero out the funding for those units.  

Another question I’ve been asking myself is whether we make the right kinds of 

comparisons in an area of disciplinary activity, when we so differently organize our 

ORU activity from our school and college activity. 

In terms of administrative units, cuts are sharply, sharply differential–and they’ve been 

asked to prepare for ten percent cuts. They indeed are doing that. They’re doing layoffs. 

And there are some we’ve exempted from cuts. For example, there’s a cut–but it’s not 

very big–for university UDAR; Development Alumnae Relations. Because that’s what 

we’re using to raise money. 

The cuts are deepest in campus shared services, in finance. They are much less so in 

facilities where I think we’re at a point where we can’t–even with our current level 

investment–make our buildings feel like they’re clean and well-kept. So we are being 

quite differential. 

Again, you shouldn’t, at this point at least, say because everybody has been asked to 

prepare for this that that’s what’s going to happen.  

We’re also taking all of our auxiliaries and put them on [inaudible] path to self-

sufficiency–so gradually eliminating the campus contribution to units like the Lawrence 

Hall of Science, Cal Performances, the art museum. Because I see those as less than … 

Our core mission is to teach students, and to do research. And we need to take 

reductions more deeply in other areas, but not to the point where we can’t run our 

operations–because that wouldn’t serve any of us well either. 

Nick Sitar:  Thank you. 

Chair Powell:  Michael? 

Michael Burawoy:  Michael Burawoy, Sociology. I know you must get this question 

every hour, but since you’ve given the listing you’ve just presented, can you say 

anything more precise about your vision for the future of athletics? 

Carol Christ:  I am waiting until the athletic task force– 

[Laughter] 

–before sharing my thought about athletics. 
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Michael Burawoy:  That was a very brief answer. Thank you. 

[Laughter] 

Satish Rao:  Hello, I’m Satish Rao in Computer Science. So, you talked about increasing 

revenue. We’ve had this discussion before. I just want to make it all transparent. 

Various analysis, including from the Committee on Academic Planning and Resources, 

suggest that central campus expenditures have gone up wildly–depending on the unit, 

in the 40’s percent, while the staff spending in [inaudible 81:01]. I’m in college. In the 

schools, in the units it has not gone up so much; more in the 12 to ... maybe 10 percent 

to 14 percent range. 

We’ve been pretty responsible in staffing, on the unit side. And our staff in general is 

serving students. There’s some differences across campus. [Inaudible 81:25], everybody 

thinks we have pillows and stuff, but we don’t. They mostly serve students, and they’re 

pretty directly supporting students, and we’re getting hit with cuts there. 

At sort of a pretty large rate, we’ve been pretty responsible. The campus has grown 

wildly in the past four years, as [inaudible 81:52] has found, and I shared with you and 

shared with the division last fall.  

So these sorts of cuts are problematic. If you just look at the raw numbers–amount of 

money spent, apparently not on our core missions; teaching, research, and public 

service–is a great majority. It’s not like the same as what we spend on direct service; the 

teaching mission and public service. It’s more like almost like a factor of two. 

And other universities don’t do this. We are, as far as I can tell, pretty much at the top 

of the list out of 300 public universities that are PhD-granting. We’re pretty much at the 

top from the federally imported data, which is very noisy data. I hate to use that data, 

but when you look a lot of the issues at universities, there’s some noise. But we’re not 

an outlier. 

I checked with our salary database, our line-by-line controller database. It’s pretty 

reasonable, the numbers in that federal database. And it does indicate that we are really 

problematic to the tune of well more than our deficit–to the tune of starving our faculty 

in a significant way.  

So all of this revenue-generation may not be necessary if we actually spend our fairly 

massive amount of money–$1.6 billion in compensation–where roughly $200 million 

goes to faculty on this. 
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Chair Powell:  Can you move to a conclusion of the question? 

Satish Rao:  Yes, I want an answer to these questions. Why are we getting cuts in the 

staff that’s sort of marginally the same rate on the staff side? I’m comparing apples to 

apples. And why are we spending so much on non-mission related stuff? 

Carol Christ:  First, we have reduced staff in the last year by 400 positions, and we 

expect to cut another 100 positions. The last analytic paper I saw by you used 2012 data, 

which is pretty out of date. And I actually don’t think your assertions are right by the 

work that I’ve done. Rose, do you want to add to this? 

Satish Rao:  What year did you accuse me of using? 

Carol Christ:  2012 data is what I thought, in the last paper I read by you. 

Satish Rao:  That’s not true. No, the one I presented to you before, it’s not 2012. It’s 

2014. 

Carol Christ:  Well, 2014 is still– 

Satish Rao:  But it’s been updated to 2015. And the 400 people you’re talking about, we 

know what the turnover is. The turnover is 800 people. 

Carol Christ:  No, this is 400 reduction. 

Satish Rao:  I understand. But there, the attrition is 800. This is not a big number, given 

the attrition. It’s less than not replacing half. And we have 5,000 people in central 

campus support. And I agree with you. We’ve very efficient on operations. We have too 

little money in operations. It’s not in operations.  

It is in this management group. We are really at least twice per head for faculty in the 

[inaudible 85:11]. These are highly-paid people, who are highly competent–but they are 

solving problems we may not need solved. We need to teach. We need to do research. 

We need to do service. 

Carol Christ:  Well, we certainly do agree about the goals.  

Celeste Langan:  Hi, Carol. I’m Celeste Langan, from English. I hadn’t planned to ask a 

question today, but I spent three hours in a department meeting where we were trying 

to come up with revenue-generating ideas.  

And then I went to the Townsend Center’s Advisory Board, and we spent an hour there 

developing revenue-generating ideas. And I’m really concerned, because in my 
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department, we haven’t had a conversation about the status–the intellectual character 

and quality of our major–for over two years, because we’ve been so busy figuring out 

ways of generating revenue that are unconnected to our major. 

So I wanted to ask you more about your vision of revenue-generating programs. For 

example, you mentioned that the Summer Session programs that you’re most interested 

in are for non-UC students. And I wonder, so when we talk in our department, we’re 

talking about this is still part of our mission because we allow our majors to take 

courses that will then count for their degree. Aren’t we doing this for our core students 

who could benefit financially from getting through quicker? 

But now we’re told that that’s actually not going to generate us revenue. And then I also 

worry about our connection to the state, depending on how you understand non-UC 

students. That is, I can see a huge benefit in our public relations if Summer Sessions 

became opportunities students who were unable to gain admission to the UC, to have a 

UC experience. 

But if this is supposed to be helping us somehow overcome this state mandate that we 

reduce out-of-state and international students, I think we’re worsening the problem. 

Because it looks like we’re spending all of our intellectual energy on developing 

programs to generate our little money, which has not an immediate benefit to UC 

students. 

Carol Christ:  Yeah, that’s a really good question. And an important question. One of 

the things that I’ve been thinking a lot about, struggling with, is what’s the right level at 

which to generate revenue-producing programs? 

First of all, there are very differential opportunities across campus–that some schools 

and colleges have far more ability to develop revenue-generating programs than others. 

And I actually don’t think it’s a terribly good use of faculty time and energy for every 

department to be trying to think about how to generate revenue. 

I think some of that should be done centrally, as we think about what are the big gets[?] 

that we can use. Let me give you an example that actually applies to both Summer 

Session and University Extension.  

One program that we don’t currently have–one that I think would serve the state well–

are programs for secondary school students. There is a summer market there. That 

would be, I think, a really interesting opportunity. 
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It’s not that we want every single department to be thinking about what their summer 

program for high school students could be, or should be. It’s really trying to figure out 

as an institution–are there areas, in the context of our mission, where we can generate 

other sources of revenue that are going to help make up for the deficit that the state is 

no longer providing? 

To just accept that this is our new funding base, and we’ve just got to deal with it is 

going to mean we’re going to have a less good university over the next decade. So we 

really have to think–bring our best creative energies to this. But I don’t think the best 

solution is for the English Department, and the Townsend Center, and the Sociology 

Department, and the Linguistics Department–all of them to be creating their own 

programs. 

But that rather, we should be working as a collectivity, thinking about what are the best 

ways in which we could generate more revenues. The most productive area is 

philanthropy. That is something that I believe, as I said, has to be central. 

Anant Sahai:  Hi. Anant Sahai, from EECS. So, I have a question. First I have a 

comment, and then a question. First comment is thank you for standing up to do what 

must be an incredibly thankless job, and an incredibly challenging job of trying to … 

and Chancellor Dirks says–well, you know; you step up and try to deal with this 

situation, which is just unbelievable. And the fact that I think everyone recognizes, I 

hope, that you have inherited systems that have accreted through the years. 

That said, I have one question for you–which is there’s clearly lots of work that has to 

be done at the level of the deans, the central campus, management, and so on. What do 

you see as, from your perspective, the role of the faculty–as the Faculty Senate and the 

faculty just generally–in helping the campus navigate this incredible challenge that 

we’re facing? That it’s not a matter of business as usual; that we all have to step up. So 

how do you think faculty should step up, from your perspective? 

Carol Christ:  I think the critical role for faculty is in advising me, advising the new 

provost when that person gets named–about what the priorities should be. For 

example, we’re going to do this very challenging thing with ORUs and research units. 

What will be your advice about that? 

If we are trying to identify things that we can stop doing, that we can close–what is 

your advice about that?  
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We are trying to simplify. You’re right, that this is a very complex systematic problem. 

As Paul was saying, I believe every staff member who works here works with a great 

deal of dedication, loyalty, love for the campus–and is doing their job the best they can. 

But we have a lot of systems that are expensive, and don’t function very well for us. 

So figuring out how to redesign those systems. What are levels of service the faculty 

think are important? What are levels of service that the faculty don’t think are 

important? We’re going to have a very difficult discussion about athletics, which we 

will have to make some hard choices about what the athletic program looks like after 

the task force report is issued. 

What are going to be our goals for the new campaign? Another very important issue for 

faculty to engage with, as I propose what I think I should be our fundraising goals for 

the new campaigns. So that’s how faculty could be most helpful.  

Chris Rosen:  I’m Chris Rosen, Haas School of Business. I want to thank you, too, for 

taking on this enormous challenge. And I appreciate what you’re telling us, about how 

you’re organizing to try and help enable the campus to operate more efficiently and 

effectively, and also to raise revenues from academic units as well as generous donors.  

I want to ask you, also–I think we’re all concerned about the pushback that we’re going 

to get from the state regarding the auditors’ report of the secret slush funds and so 

forth. 

And it seems to me–and I’d like to know what your ideas are, and what sort of planning 

you’re putting into the idea of making the case for why the state should be funding the 

UCs and public higher education at a higher level than it is?  

And how you may be envisioning working … I mean, we have alums all over the state. 

We’ve got faculty who want to help. Communities that care about this. And we have a 

lot that we’ve done that’s positive. 

That I don’t think the messaging is as good as it could be, and I’m just curious to know 

how you’re envisioning improving the messaging we do about what we give and 

generate for the state. 

Carol Christ:  That’s a really, really excellent question. I think part of the answer is a lot 

more shoe leather. There’s tension between the Office of the President and the 

campuses on this. The Office of the President tends to say this is our territory, and I 
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think we could spend a lot more time in Sacramento–and I hope faculty will help me in 

this. 

We’re also now mobilizing our alums, both of the Board of Visitors and on the Berkeley 

Foundation to help us create an organized lobbying effort. That will be really important. 

But we have to have a much more activist posture and relationship to the state. 

That said, I think that the problems in state funding are structural, and I don’t think 

there’s a pot of gold that’s hidden away in Sacramento somewhere that could magically 

restore UC funding. That’s why I believe so strongly in both reshaping our 

administrative operations, and also in revenue generation. Because I believe that the 

problem is ours to solve, and I believe we can solve it. 

Chris Rosen:  And clearly, for the state to increase funding, it will require sacrifice from 

other needs. Because the money doesn’t come from nowhere. 

Carol Christ:  That’s exactly … 

Chris Rosen:  How do you make the case for why it’s worth it to cut here so that …  

Carol Christ:  I had a very interesting conversation about two months ago with 

someone developing an organization; a kind of campaign–a sort of Emily’s List for 

people who are really [inaudible 96:45] of California. And he was talking about the 

ways in which the prison guards organized a lobby. And we have to be more like the 

prison guards. 

[Laughter and chattering] 

Chair Powell: We actually need to move on for some new business. I’d like to thank– 

[Applause] 

So, is there any new business? Anant? 

Anant Sahai:  Yes, I have some new business. I think there might not be enough time to 

go through it, but I wanted to bring it up. In light of what the provost told us–how the 

faculty could help–I wanted to comment that CAPRA that has eight faculty members on 

it, and they do an amazing job. But perhaps it’s the time for people to step up and help. 

And so I wanted to propose a resolution to the Senate that would basically enable and 

encourage faculty to step up and volunteer to help CAPRA in this task. Is the resolution 

available to project? So I guess form is I should read this, and you can comment. 
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Voice:  People could read it off the screen, too. 

Anant Sahai:  Okay, so I’ll read it out. Whereas, our campus mission is teaching, 

research, and service, with the only role of the administration being to support the 

students and faculty in performing that mission; whereas, administrative staff are not 

just entries in a spreadsheet–they work hard supporting the campus, and presumably 

understand as individuals what they themselves are doing and why;  

Whereas, purely individual-level understandings of this work are not enough, since all 

well-functioning organizations need to collectively understand what each piece is 

doing, and why; 

Whereas, there have been recent allegations of waste at the UCOF level, and campus 

level analyses indicating that central campus administrative spending has grown 

disproportionately in recent years at Berkeley, as well as being significantly out of line 

with peer institutions;  

Whereas, managing an enterprise of the size and scope of UC Berkeley is a seemingly 

impossible task, given its accreted web of administrative structures; 

Whereas, it is possible to draw upon the vast knowledge and expertise of the UC 

Berkeley faculty to help reorient the administrative structures to better align with the 

core missions of the campus, with an aim of cooperating with campus leadership to 

place the campus on much firmer financial ground. 

Be it resolved that, One; it is the sense of the UC Berkeley faculty that a faculty-led 

study into the services provided at the central campus level should be performed. Two; 

the Senate leadership with guidance from CAPRA shall request from the administration 

such information as deemed necessary to understand in some detail what services 

central campus provides, how does services support the core mission of the campus, 

and how the provision of those services map directly and indirectly to the campus 

organization chart and budget.  

To the extent that any information is requested from central campus employees 

themselves, those employees shall also be provided the opportunity to give suggestions 

for how their work could be made more efficient and more supportive of the core 

mission.  
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To the extent possible, the choice of information requested should be minimally 

disruptive to staff morale or the efficient administration of the campus, while still 

allowing the strategic understanding of what is being done and why. 

Three; our fellow faculty are urged to volunteer to help examine these and other 

materials from CAPRA in the context of the core teaching, research, and service 

missions of the campus. The committee service credit and faculty volunteer selection to 

help CAPRA in this manner should be handled in a manner analogous to how 

[inaudible 100:55], the fellowships folks, leverages faculty volunteers for the Regents 

and Chancellor’s Scholars Program. 

Four; CAPRA, with the help of this group of evaluating faculty, shall produce a report 

for sharing with the campus that–A; explains in some detail the services being provided 

to students and the faculty by central campus, explains why whether each service is 

essential, and provides approximate costs in terms of staff salaries and other direct 

expenses. And, B; recommends how these resources, if justified, could be better 

deployed to support our core missions of teaching, research, and service. 

That’s the resolution. The perspective on this is we should step up. We should engage 

cooperatively with the administration, to understand what’s going on–and make 

recommendations through CAPRA. CAPRA has only eight faculty. Probably they could 

use some help. This is a way of encouraging us to step up and help. This is designed to 

be helpful and friendly towards the administration by saying we also need to 

understand what’s going on. So, that’s my resolution. 

Chair Powell:  So, just a little procedural point. Obviously, a very limited time to deal 

with this, even if we decide to extend it. We became aware of Anant’s desire to 

[inaudible 102:18] this only on Sunday, and given the other commitments on the 

agenda, we have limited time. The issue now before us; is there a second? 

Voice:  Yeah, I second. 

Voice:  Yeah. 

Chair Powell:  So we’re going to proceed to discuss it. And we are almost out of time. 

One quick … call the question. Let me review the options. And I will be corrected by– 

Voice:  I object to calling the question. 

Chair Powell:  Proceed to debate? Okay. Right. You didn’t let me finish, Bob. It takes a 

vote to call the question. That’s option one. It takes two-thirds to pass. Another option is 
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we can extend the time of discussion. There is a hard stop here at 5:30, so if we wanted 

to go on, that’s a bound on how far we can go on. Or we can simply do neither, and that 

also takes two-thirds to extend that time. Or we can continue the discussion at the 

division meeting next fall. 

Voice:  I don’t know procedurally how to do this, but one alternative would be to 

actually ask the current CAPRA, starting in the fall, if they could consider ways that we 

could be creative in using the faculty–and then have a discussion at our next divisional 

meeting, with recommendations from the new chair of CAPRA. Rather than asserting 

… you know, kind of coming up with ideas, and imposing it on them–actually asking 

them to come back with more specific information and suggestions. 

Chair Powell:  So, strictly speaking, that would be an amendment to this. And the issue 

that really is before is how are we going to address it in this meeting. Carol, just to make 

it clear, has a previous engagement, so has to leave.  

[Crosstalk] 

Voice:  I’m not sure how this works parliamentarily, but I would like to say that 

CAPRA saw a previous version–or, an earlier version of this resolution, so slightly 

differently. And we had a meeting this morning, so we did discuss the resolution.  

In principle, the committee is willing, and thinks it is also useful to examine the 

administrative structure. And we have discussed previously external benchmarking; 

the committee did think that maybe an internally-run benchmarking study is a useful 

one to help the administration. 

So in that regard, that committee is willing to step up. I will be on sabbatical. 

[Laughter] 

So it won’t be me. But unfortunately, the version that we discussed this morning is 

substantially different from this version. The version we saw before had much more 

prescriptive details, and we weren’t ready to buy into those prescriptive details. 

It’s nice to see most of those are gone. So the committee is willing, and actually its 

report, which will be issued tomorrow, sent to [DIVCO? 105:44] has some language 

about this issue in it.  
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So the committee is aware, and is willing to undertake this–and appreciates the 

willingness of certain individuals to be willing to step up to help out. The committee is 

actually quite larger than eight. I think it may be 16 or 20. 

Voice: From the faculty or staff? 

Voice:  No, faculty. I am talking about faculty. There’s one student member. Actually, 

there’s two, but one doesn’t come–as the ASUC representative who spoke today …  

Chair Powell:  So, that clock is five minutes slow. We’re going to go until 5:05, and 

either we’ll have to have a formal motion to … We’ll have to go to a formal vote to 

continue, a vote to call the question, or the motion will just be pushed over as new 

business to the next division meeting.  

So, would anyone like to speak to the amendment? We may be close to losing a 

quorum, in which case it will– 

Voice:  Which amendment? 

Chair Powell:  Sorry. I said amendment. I meant to the motion. 

[Off microphone back and forth] 

Chair Powell:  If you want to make an amendment, you’ll need to make it formally, and 

you’ll need to write it down, so people know what they’re voting for. If you can’t do in 

the limited time, it looks like we’re headed … It’s your call. 

Voice:  I’m just trying to think of what would be a really efficient way to do this. So if 

an amendment would be an efficient way to do this, to move forward–I will make one. 

Chair Powell:  Why don’t you start? My suspicion is that we’re going to burn two 

minutes in your starting, and then we’re just either going to have to move forward to 

the fall meeting. 

Voice:  Can we take a vote on extending the meeting for 15 minutes? I propose that. I 

move to extend the meeting for 15 minutes. Do I have a second? 

Voice:  Is there a quorum present? 

Chair Powell:  Let’s get a quorum count. 

Voice:  We don’t have a quorum. 
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Chair Powell:  We don’t have a quorum. So, having lost the quorum, the item will 

move over to new business to the division meetings. It’s still a nice evening outside. 

Have a good summer. 

[Applause, chatting.] 

End of recording 

End transcript 


