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Chairman Hammer, Chairman King, and members of the committee.  

Thank you for the request to join you today. My name is John Diamond 

and I reside in Fayetteville.  Until recently, I was the University of 

Arkansas’s associate vice chancellor for university relations.  In that role 

I had responsibility for one of the three major units of the U of A’s 

division of University Advancement.   As associate vice chancellor, one 

of my duties has been to be the principal coordinator of media requests 

for public documents, usually submitted in the form of a formal request 

under Arkansas’s Freedom of Information Act, or FOIA.   

As I understand it, the committee’s decision to ask me to testify was to 

get my perspective on the investigative audits before you today.  I 

appreciate the opportunity to answer your questions and to offer these 

introductory remarks. 

First, allow me to give credit to the state and university auditors for the 

work product they released earlier this week.  You should know that in 

the months leading up to the audits’ release, there was considerable 

skepticism within the Advancement division and on campus about what 

the audits would report.  Many people suspected that the reports 

would whitewash the events and culpability that contributed to the  

Advancement Division’s overspending. Clearly that was not the case. 

However, the report does note elements of the auditors’ work that 

could not be completed as thoroughly as investigators had hoped.  

That’s in part because of the lack of documentation available to help 

complete the review.  There are also questions regarding how the 

Advancement Division operated and monitored and managed its 

finances.  I believe I can help address some of those gaps, based both 



on my role as an officer within the Division and on my familiarity with 

the way the university has handled documents of value or interest to 

auditors and to the media.  

The issues I will address in my opening remarks focus on areas that are 

relevant to the audit investigation and reports. The points I will make 

can be corroborated by witnesses and/or documentation. I will address 

these topics briefly and will elaborate on them further during the 

question and answer session, should the committee desire.  

The main points I have to share are these: 

First, a key document cited by the university and in the audit reports –

the October 19, 2012 analysis of Advancement by University Treasurer 

Jean Schook—is of questionable credibility and value in that none of 

the associate vice chancellors or unit managers within the division was 

ever interviewed as part of that review. When the existence of the 

Schook memo became known, members of the division’s leadership 

team questioned why we had not been interviewed, given our level of 

involvement with the programs, processes, and individuals being 

reviewed.  These concerns grew as others outside of the Division 

publicly spoke of the thoroughness with which Ms. Schook reportedly 

conducted the review.  

Second, the reports provide an incomplete depiction of the role played 

by Joy Sharp, the Advancement Division’s long-time budget director 

until September 2012.  It assigns her the blame for the disappearance 

of certain valuable documents such as payment authorizations related 

to Advancement’s expenditures. However, many of those documents 

did indeed exist after Ms. Sharp left the Division, and were in the 

Division’s possession until immediately after the request for these 



audits was issued in February. The report also fails to address Ms. 

Sharp’s role in co-managing, and apparently co-mingling, revenues and 

expenditures related to the Vice Chancellor for Advancement’s office 

and to discretionary accounts controlled by the Chancellor.  In other 

words, both Vice Chancellor Choate and Chancellor Gearhart had 

reasons and the authority to have Ms. Sharp make expenditures upon 

their requests.  Those within the Division who understood this in 

retrospect view the expectations placed on Ms. Sharp, and co-mingling 

of funds, as contributing factors in the Division’s deficit.  

And third, the auditors and members of the public would have had a 

more complete understanding of the Advancement situation had it not 

been for a culture of secrecy that developed and grew as the 

Advancement deficit was realized.  In addition to diverging from what 

had been, until this year, a standard and effective practice of processing 

public document requests, members of the Advancement Division’s 

leadership team and staff received directives from key individuals that 

resulted in the destruction of documents relevant to the audits and to 

FOIA requests. This occurred both before and after the February 

request for the audits. Those two reasons are in part why auditors 

could not find documents they sought, and that’s why so few 

responsive documents were given to the media during the past several 

months.   

As I stated at the beginning of these remarks, there are witnesses who 

can verify the information I share today, and there are documents 

available that shed light on the actions and behaviors I just described.  

Again, I thank you for the request to share my perspective on the audit 

reports and will sincerely respond to your questions and elaborate 

further on the above-mentioned three points.  


