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TO: 

Steering Committee, FIU Faculty Senate 

FROM: 
Senate’s Ad Hoc Investigation Committee on Problems in University 

Administration and Leadership 

DATE: 
October 13, 2005 

SUBJECT: 
Report on Proceedings and Findings 

Whereas, on December 14, 2004, the Steering Committee instructed the Faculty Senate Chairperson to appoint an ad hoc committee of three Senators to investigate allegations of serious problems in the leadership and administration of the University; 

Whereas, the ad hoc Committee was charged to prepare a report and make recommendations to the Senate’s Steering Committee regarding whether there should be a vote of no-confidence by the Senate in the FIU President; 

Whereas, in mid-January, 2005, Chairperson Hauptli appointed the committee that started work on January 27, 2005; 

Whereas to make the inquiry feasible the ad hoc Committee narrowed its inquiry to administrative and leadership issues during the period between the restructuring of the State University System (SUS) up to the present; 

Whereas, during Spring 2005 the ad hoc Committee identified, contacted and interviewed a significant list of middle and upper administrators and faculty, including in total 20 individuals actively involved in faculty governance; the management of university finances, grants and contracts, and student enrollment; the design and implementation of the R-1 initiative; personnel relations; and, government relations; 

Whereas, most of the in-depth interviews lasted for about one hour, and several for as long as two hours, and all addressed both process and outcomes in at least some of four critical areas concerning the administration of the University – namely, 1) general administration and finances; 2) curriculum and academic affairs; 3) personnel relations; and, 4) government relations, emphasizing in each case themes within the interviewee’s main sphere of action and expertise; 

Whereas, the ad hoc Committee also gathered a number of relevant written documents concerning said matters, in particular the handling of R-1, grants and contracts, and the specific recent experience of FIU’s HCET; 

Whereas, even though the Committee did not interview the President himself, it considers that the interviews and documents gathered yield sufficient evidence to form an opinion on the President’s recent handling of the University’s administration, finances and academic affairs; 

Whereas, the ad hoc Committee deems that this is an appropriate time to provide a report in a most constructive and collegial manner; 

Hereby, the Committee reports its findings and proposes general recommendations as follows: 

FINDINGS: 

General administration and finances: the evidence gathered indicates that FIU has experienced impressive physical and programmatic growth since the restructuring of the SUS and in spite of the energy-consuming adjustments needed to operate under three subsequent or combined boards (Board of Education; Board of Trustees; Board of Governors), which required the redesign of appropriate policies, procedures and logistics.  Besides a reflection of the hard work of the faculty and staff, this growth is in part a testimony to President Maidique’s administrative vision, leadership and use of limited financial resources.  Still, throughout our investigation there emerged a number of consistent concerns, each of which suggests room for reflection and improvement: 

· Overreaching: there was a continuing tendency to overextend ourselves in spite of limited resources and infrastructure.  Acceptable as part of the unavoidable risk-taking endeavors of a young and ambitious institution, there comes a point, though, when it is indispensable to limit improvisation, consolidate gains, and prioritize.  The Millennium Strategic Plan offered a chance to accomplish this, but was a missed opportunity.  The process of developing it was too cumbersome, and the final product was more a funding-starved wish list than a clear set of priorities.  Moreover, there was not sufficient leadership exercised in following-up the strategic planning process.  

· Recruitment problems: there were apparent lapses in the hiring and replacement of top administrators—it took a relatively long time to correct several hires with those of highly qualified individuals (i.e., in the cases of the CFO and CIO).  This seems to be the product of considerable inbreeding/endogamy and the avoidance of competitive national searches to fill key positions, seemingly for the sake of saving time and resources.  It is also related to the President’s understandable need to delegate and rely on subordinates, a few of whom were systematically rotated and, unfortunately, occasionally charged with troubleshooting and handling areas in which they lacked sufficient expertise.  An indication of confidence, trust, and respect for subordinates on his part, this might also be indicative of President Maidique’s occasional disengagement with and lack of sufficient monitoring of some critical University affairs.  

· Financial crisis: the fact that the recent financial crisis appeared to be unique to FIU (other SUS institutions seem to have been spared) is puzzling and troublesome.  Though in part attributable to declining state funding after the restructuring of the SUS and declining enrollment of international students due to immigration restrictions in the post 9-11 era, this crisis appears to reflect mistakes by senior managers in the handling of student enrollment, budget modeling, and the reporting to the legislature of faculty time and effort.  In addition, it derives as well from general failures in the handling of cost-sharing in grants and contracts and problems resulting from an overly aggressive and risky approach to the getting and management of federal grants, without sufficient attention to compliance or the character/value of the underlying research. The HCET crisis and settlement made some of this readily apparent.  

· Lapses in technology: both the implementation of a new Telephone System and the adoption of PeopleSoft presented numerous problems.  Some such problems are intrinsic to processes of transition into new technologies.  Others probably could have been minimized with better planning and leadership.  For one, both programs (perhaps more so the Telephone System than PeopleSoft) seem to have been considerably over the budget.  In addition, the failure to adequately plan for the implementation of PeopleSoft’s “contracts and grants” module has caused major problems; and, the lack of sufficient faculty involvement and sufficiently qualified people to implement the system, especially on the functional as opposed to the technical side, were major gaps.  Some of these difficulties arose because of the previously mentioned recruitment problems regarding senior administrative appointments.  Another serious error was the complete abandonment of the old programs, which could have provided valuable backup during the transitional phase as was done at UF.  

· Fundraising shortages: fundraising continues to be a major challenge, even more so in an era of declining state funding.  FIU is still far from building the endowment it requires to be competitive at the national level.  While the President has recently overseen the receiving of major private donations, building an appropriate endowment will continue to require considerable time and effort and might justify considering the possibility of having a Chancellor exclusively charged with these responsibilities—especially given the Medical initiative.  

2. Curriculum and academic affairs: under President Maidique FIU established professional colleges such as Architecture and Law, and also created the School of Public Health.  As per the Carnegie classification system, the University became an R-1 extensive university.  These are all major accomplishments.  There are, though, a number of areas of concern: 

· Medical school initiative: Commendable as it is, the Medical School initiative is a gigantic endeavor the likes of which FIU has never embarked on.  Convinced of the great opportunities it represents, the current administration should not underestimate the immense risks, financial in particular, it also entails.  This endeavor, recognizably a long-term one, might require a more sophisticated and professional approach, and more careful planning and resource allocation than are apparent at present.  Some of the individuals the President is relying upon to advise him and lead this initiative might not be sufficiently qualified and knowledgeable to deal with the long-term technical/financial/academic substance of as complex an issue as this is.  

· R-1 Initiative: having reached the R-1 (Doctoral/Research University Extensive) category is only a step in a process that requires application and consistency.  We must now deliver the doctoral degrees this category entails and continue to excel in research.  However, difficulties delivering the start-up moneys promised to researchers, failures in the management of grants due to gaps in PeopleSoft, the reluctance of a funding-challenged administration to hire required senior faculty, have lowered the moral of valuable research faculty members.  This does not bode well for the future of R-1.  In addition, there is concern that the Medical School Initiative will drain much of the energy, funding, and attention and take away momentum to consolidate R-1 status and gains.  Sustained and engaged leadership of the sort offered in the past by President Maidique on this issue is requisite as we continue to pursue and solidify this goal.  
3. Personnel Relations: the restructuring of the SUS presented considerable challenges in the area of personnel relations.  The devolution of the State University System required the formation of BOTs that brought along new internal dynamics in the administration of all university businesses, including personnel affairs.  On top of this, it made necessary for new bargaining units to make efforts to be recognized and collective bargaining agreements to be negotiated anew.  At FIU, all of this seems to have caused unnecessary strain.  Leadership style and conscious choice undoubtedly played a significant role in transforming a challenge into a difficult situation.  This has caused an atmosphere of low morale among the faculty and the staff, which is not conducive to achieve the goals of the university, and have created a feeling among faculty and staff of being disenfranchised from the governance process of the university: 

· Collective Bargaining: after an unnecessarily sluggish process to recognize UFF as a bargaining unit, which alienated many members of the faculty, the FIU administration embarked on collective bargaining.  Rather than letting Academic Affairs handle bargaining, as had been the case in the past, the President seems to have decided that bargaining should be run from the office of the FIU Legal Counsel, as is done in corporations.  Unfortunately, the initial bargaining team leadership was apparently incompetent and eventually the administration had to bring on board a new leader more acquainted with academic issues and concerns.  By this time relations with faculty had become tense and contentious, and even the Faculty Senate had to step in and request from the administration a more careful and collegial handling of this sensitive issue.  More than a year lapsed and we are still going through negotiations that are likely to drag on much longer.  This has already consumed enormous time and energy.  There is no question that the administration could have adopted a more constructive style.  

· Personnel Development Process (PDP): to compound an already tense working environment, the launching a new PDP process was done without following the procedures dictated by faculty governance.  The language and philosophy behind this initiative suggested that faculty ought to be treated like other employees, tenure, academic freedom and faculty governance notwithstanding.  Luckily some mistakes in the wording of documents were fixed, and the consultation required by faculty governance started to take place ex post facto.  Again, senior leadership failed to draw clear lines between academic and business concerns.  

4. Government relations: this is an area where there is wide agreement that President Maidique and his administrative team generally excel.  They seem to have a good knowledge of community needs and relations; very good command of the political arena and game; superb relations with legislators, government officials and influential powerbrokers; and capacity to push forward key initiatives.  

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS: 

· The Ad Hoc Investigation Committee on Problems in University Administration and Leadership does not recommend the Steering Committee of the Faculty Senate advance a motion to the Senate for a vote of no confidence in the FIU University President.  Indeed, some of the listed mistakes arguably incurred by the President and other senior administrators reflect the rapid growth, increasing complexity, and state of flux of FIU after the devolution of the SUS more so than radical incompetence and lack of vision or stamina.  

· We only hope that this report will contribute to a more fluid and productive dialogue between the faculty and the administration to address these and other problems that will surely arise in the future in trying to achieve the mission and vision of the university.  

· After appropriate answers to any requests for clarification, correction or additions are provided and incorporated into this Preliminary Report, the ad hoc Committee urges the Faculty Senate’s Steering Committee to share its report with the University President.  

· The ad hoc Committee recommends that after sharing the report with him, either the Steering Committee or the ad hoc Committee be available to meet with him should he wish, hear his reactions and feedback, and consider incorporating them into a version of the report to be shared with the Faculty Senate at large and the BOT.  

Respectfully Submitted, 

Bruce Hauptli 

Victor Uribe 

Enrique Villamor 
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