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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A task force of seven faculty members, two staff members, one undergradu
ate student, and five graduate assistants examined nine service units on the 
Twin Cities campus. The units were chosen for their potential impact on 
academic programs and the lives of students. The operating premise of 
the Task Force was that service and support units exist to serve 
the academic mission of the University. 

The recommendations do not represent an action agenda, but are presented to 
the Senate Consultative Committee, and to the Twin Cities campus provost 
and academic vice president for consideration and potential action. 

The Task Force developed seven recommendations that should apply to all 
University service units. Many units are already doing some or all of these 
currently: 

1. Develop mission statements and objectives that reflect the unit's com
mitment to supporting the University's academic mission. 

2. Conduct periodic financial audits. 

3. Conduct in-depth reviews, using internal and external reviewers, on a 
five-year cycle. 

4. Form faculty/user consultative committees to help develop general 
policies and identify fundamental problems. 

5. Conduct regular surveys to assess user satisfaction. 

6. Provide clear information about services to potential users. 

7. Establish systems of rewards and training to encourage employees to 
provide the best possible service. 

Brief summaries of the individual unit reviews follow: 

Men's and Women's Intercollegiate Athletics (12 recommendations) 

Athletics has become separated from the rest of campus life. The gap stems 
both from widespread indifference on the part of faculty and insufficient ef
fort by the athletic departments to become more integrated with the academic 
community. Athletic and academic personnel need more opportunities to 
meet each other and to work together. 
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Review of Service Units 

Task Force surveys show faculty are disturbed about the potential of athletics 
to compromise academic values, even though grade point averages for ath
letes have improved since 1984. 

Recruitment of athletes should focus on individuals who will be adequate stu
dents from the outset because participating in sports doesn't allow sufficient 
time for remedial education; coaches and athletic administrators should be 
judged in part on the academic success of athletes; and administrative control 
of athletics should be strengthened. 

Personnel Department ( 13 recommendations) 

The Personnel Department isn't sufficiently responsive to the academic mis
sion of the University. Its pattern of consultation suggests that Personnel 
views its clients to be civil service employees rather than program adminis
trators. A committee drawn from academic units should be formed to aid in 
developing strategy and policies for the department. 

Other recommendations are to take an active role in recruiting and training 
qualified minority applicants; streamline and increase effectiveness of job 
classifications and hiring procedures; to move responsibility for setting stu
dent wage rates to the Personnel Department; to foster career development; 
and to continue the excellent services on resolving workplace conflicts, em
ployee discipline, and office organization. 

Physical Planning (10 recommendations) 

The Task Force found Physical Planning to have significant communication, 
coordination and management problems. Building use plans appear to be 
considered apart from academic priorities. Communication with Physical 
Plant Operations, which maintains the buildings developed by Physical Plan
ning, is terrible. Surveys of users indicate dissatisfaction with costs, delays, 
and poor communication. Physical Planning is hampered by a clumsy orga
nizational structure, which results in unnecessary bureaucracy and poor in
ternal communication. 
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Physical Plant Operations (PPO) (17 recommendations) 

Management of PPO has not fully utilized supervisors and other managers 
and has not provided adequate training, support, or guidance. The Senior 
Vice President for Finance and Operations should address the management 
CriSIS. 

Surveys conducted by the Task Force show that users were generally positive 
about the quality of PPO's services. On the other hand, cost of services was a 
significant concern. Since the unit has a monopoly on campus, it's imperative 
that their costs be reasonable. A clear, consistent, and equitable rate policy 
should be developed. 

The specialized labor force of PPO is more expensive than similar operations 
elsewhere. Current work rules and the requirement to pay prevailing wage 
rates should be addressed in the next contract negotiations. 

Purchasing and Materials Management (2 recommendations) 

An excellent unit. A 1981 study found its cost was the lowest of 18 peer in
stitutions. Task Force surveys found an unusually high level of current satis
faction with service from Purchasing. 

Student Support Services (9 recommendations) 

While doing a good job, Student Support Services seems in danger of being 
isolated from the rest of the University. Despite the communication difficul
ties posed by the technical nature of admissions, registrations, and student fi
nancial aid, the unit could use more involvement from faculty and academic 
programs across the University. 

Costs within the unit are a concern. This may be because the unit provides a 
wider range of services than are typically provided elsewhere or because of 
position and wage inflation within the unit. Reviews of the unit's mission, 
position classifications, and wage rates are among the recommendations. 

Support Services and Operations (6 recommendations) 

This diverse group of services -- including housing, food services, book 
stores, printing, duplicating, intercampus buses, flight facilities, and the 
laundry-- is generally well regarded by its clients, according to Task Force 
surveys. Average prices tend to be comparable to or less than services avail-
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able from outside vendors. Parking is the chief complaint and deserves at
tention. 

Planning and performance in all units is evaluated by using a strong man
agement by objectives system. The service unit managers are adept at jug
gling t\vo hats: a business hat and a university hat. Recommendations are for 
increased academic participation in strategic planning and significant con
straints on transfers of funds across units. 

University Police (3 recommendations) 

Task Force surveys indicate general satisfaction with the services provided 
by University Police. New programs, such as presentations on personal 
safety to new students and their parents, are helping to integrate the police 
into campus life. That aim could be strengthened by establishing a user con
sultative committee. The mission of the department needs to be examined in 
light of fiscal constraints and the proximity of the Minneapolis and St. Paul 
municipal police. 

Personal security and building security are the greatest concerns of the sur
vey respondents. The first task of a consultative committee should be devel
oping policies for improving campus security. 

University Relations (3 recommendations) 

Although a steady supplier of communications of high quality, the unit has 
had problems of mission and leadership. 

University Relations needs to be more active in communicating the accom
plishments of the University and in solving University communication prob
lems with the people of Minnesota. As the University's central office for 
professional communication, University Relations should establish an all
University communications council to help set policy and to supply public 
relations practices and expertise to individual academic units. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Support and service units on the Twin Cities campus account for 40 percent 
of the total campus budget. I The overall effectiveness of the academic enter
prise is determined to a significant degree by how these units define their 
function, on how adequately they are funded to do their job, and on how well 
they carry it out. Yet despite their central role in supporting academic pro
grams, at least in recent memory their academic customers have provided no 
review of their operations. 

It was intended that Strategy for Focus correct that oversight; support and 
service units provided plans in the Spring of 1987 similar to those provided 
by academic units, to be reviewed by the Advisory Task Force on Planning. 
But the planning effort produced more documents and raised more issues 
than one task force could cope with, and the review of support and service 
units was deferred until now. 

COMPOSITION OF THE TASK FORCE 

The Task Force on Support and Service Units was constituted in late 1988, 
appointed, like its predecessor Advisory Task Force on Planning, jointly by 
the provost and the chair of the Senate Consultative Committee. Membership 
(listed above) was drawn from Twin Cities academic units; they included 
seven faculty members, two staff members, and three students. Unfortu
nately two of the student members could not serve and replacements could 
not be found; but the student point of view was also represented by five grad
uate assistants who served as staff to the Task Force in its work. In addition, 
Academic Affairs and Management Planning and Information Services were 
each represented by an ex officio member, and Academic Affairs provided 
an executive assistant. 

CHARGE 

The reason for appointment of the Task Force was to evaluate service units 
from the vantage point of the academic programs and the individual clients 
that they serve. Because of the wide scope of units under review, the charge 
asked the Task Force to help to define its own role by choosing those issues 
that it considered to be most important: 

"It will be more helpful to the University if you undertake a careful re
view within a limited scope than if you undertake a broad but superficial 

1The hospital accounts for about half of this sum-- over $200 million. 
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survey of all issues... The Task Force is also invited to be selective in 
choosing which units to review ... " 

The main issue that the Task Force was asked to consider was 

"To examine the effectiveness of the support and service units. Are they 
setting the appropriate priorities? Are units attempting to improve the 
academic programs? Do the units properly communicate to the other 
support or service units having similar or related functions? In order to 
improve efficiency or effectiveness, should some responsibilities be 
transferred or merged? Is there appropriate communication between the 
respective support or service units and academic programs or other 
clientele groups? Are there appropriate instructional programs for new 
and continuing users of the services?" 

The Task Force was also invited to consider whether the University might be 
better served by higher levels of service in some areas at the expense of lower 
levels elsewhere, and to make a general assessment of management. These 
issues were given lower emphasis in the charge because thorough analysis 
would require technical and managerial expertise that an academic task force 
would not have except by coincidence; the unique contribution to be made by 
such a group is to evaluate the quality of service to academic programs and to 
individual students and staff members. 

SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 

Appendix 1 shows the list of support and service units that submitted Strategy 
for Focus planning documents in 1987. In choosing which of these units to 
review in detail, the Task Force used as its main criteria the potential impact 
of the unit on the effective functioning of academic programs, and on the 
lives of students. Based on those two criteria, it selected these programs for 
review: 

Mens' and Womens' Intercollegiate Athletics 
Personnel 
Physical Planning 
Physical Plant Operations 
Police 
Purchasing and Materials Management 
Student Support Services 
Support Services and Operations: Bookstores, Food Services, General 
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Services (including Parking, Technical Shops and others), Housing 
Services, and Printing and Graphic Arts 

University Relations 

PROCESS 

The Task Force did the bulk of its work between January and April. It was 
divided into four subcommittees, each responsible for reviewing 2 or 3 of the 
units listed above, and each assigned a graduate assistant for support. In ad
dition, the full Task Force met approximately weekly to discuss issues to be 
addressed, the design of questionnaires, findings, the report to be produced, 
and to interview providers and users of the services. 

The information on which the report is based comes from the units' 1987 
planning documents and 1989 revisions to those documents; various audits, 
senate committee reports and other external evaluations; discussions with 
deans, vice presidents, and other academic administrators; interviews with 
the directors and other administrators of units under review; an extensive se
ries of written questionnaires distributed to the University community; re
sponses to advertisements published in the Minnesota Daily; and, of course, 
the personal experiences of the members and staff to the Task Force over 
university careers ranging from less than two years to over thirty years. 

Different questionnaires were distributed to different audiences. Table 1, 
below, summarizes the distribution. 
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TABLE 1. DISTRIBUTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES 

Questionnaires Deans, Directors Principal Professional 
sent to: Dept. Heads Investigators• Faculty0 & Admin.t 

Athletics V' V' V' 

Personnel V' V' 

Phys. Planning, 
Phys. Plant V' V' 

Police V' V' V' 

Purchasing V' V' 

Support Svcs. & 
Operations V' V' V' 

Univ. Relations V' 

Number sent: 450 411 750 500 

No. returned+: 152 157 396 273 

•Faculty identified as principal investigators on externally funded grants or 
contracts. 

0 All persons with faculty appointments; persons sampled might be Principal 
Investigators or hold administrative appointments. 

t Academic personnel without faculty appointments (P&A staff). 

+Some respondents did not answer all parts of the questionnaires. "No. re
turned" is measured for the part with the largest number of responses, in 
each case. 
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GENERAL POLICIES FOR 
SERVICE AND SUPPORT UNITS 

Service and support units exist to serve the academic mission of the Univer
sity. The size and complexity of the University of Minnesota makes identi
fying and providing needed services a complicated task. Although the Task 
Force only examined nine service units in depth, our work suggests several 
overarching principles that should guide planning, budgeting, and manage
ment for all service units. 

In its review, the Task Force identified several areas of general concern. 
Although by no means were all of the units studied deficient in these areas, 
each was deemed sufficiently important to highlight in this section: 

• lack of or inappropriate mission statements 

• ineffective user input 

• insufficient control by central administration 

• minimum accountability to academic units 

• little faculty involvement in advisory committees 

• unclear charge to advisory committees 

• lack of coordination among service units 

• passing on of service and support unit retrenchments as increased costs to 
academic units 

• failure to compare prices with off-campus services 

The following recommendations should be implemented for all service and 
support units to improve the quality of service and the commitment of these 
units to serve the academic mission of the University. 

Recommendation 1: Develop mission statements and management 
objectives to clearly articulate commitment to the academic mis
sion of the University. 

• Note: Service unit managers should provide their objectives to 
appropriate vice presidents annually for evaluation. 

Recommendation 2: Conduct periodic financial audits. 

Page 5 



Review of Service Units 

• Note: Audits of financial practices must be performed on a regular basis. 
Some units, such as Intercollegiate Athletics, should have frequent finan
cial audits (every 6 to 12 months) while other units should have in-depth 
financial audits every 3 to 5 years. 

Recommendation 3: Conduct periodic in-depth reviews, consis
tent with the President's plan. 

• Note: This endorses in-depth reviews of service and support units, simi
lar to those conducted by the Graduate School, conducted continually on 
a 5-year cycle using internal and external reviewers. Results of these re
views should be forwarded to appropriate vice presidents and the Senate 
Consultative Committee who should give full consideration to recom
mendations of the review teams. These reviews should include evalua
tions of: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mission statements 

Management objectives 

Financial audits and financial management procedures 

Management audits and management procedures 

Procedures for identifying needed new services and services no 
longer required 

Procedures used to monitor comparable services from external 
agencies--cost, quality and convenience assessment 

Effectiveness of consultative committee 

Recommendation 4: Properly empower faculty/user consultative 
committees. 

• Note: Identifying needed and appropriate services should be the respon
sibility of both the unit manager and faculty/user consultative commit
tees. Unit managers must have the final authority to make and implement 
policies since they are ultimately accountable for the performance of 
their units. Faculty/user committees should discuss policies for all ser
vice units, and identify fundamental problems concerning how a service 
unit perceives its contributions to the academic mission of the University. 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

General Policies 

Each consultative committee should participate in strategic planning 
and formulating broad operating policies. All policies of the unit 
must be reviewed by every committee. 

Consultative committees should be comprised of faculty and other 
users, not staff of the service units. Service and support unit staff 
may serve as ex-officio members of consultative committees, but 
they should play a staff role. 

Clear lines of reporting and definition of responsibilities must exist 
for all consultative committees. Each committee must meet with the 
appropriate vice president, and submit reports to the vice president 
and the Senate Consultative Committee. 

Logically related units supporting the same academic needs should be 
reviewed by the same consultative committee. 

Recommendation 5: Survey user and potential user satisfaction 
and provide results to consultative committees. 

• Note: The Task Force was surprised to discover that regular surveys of 
service and support users are not made by all units. In some instances, 
surveying was used to measure satisfaction with small parts of a unit's 
operations without addressing overall satisfaction with the unit's provi
sion of services. Surveys should question users on which services they 
like and dislike, what services not offered they would like offered, and 
what levels of service (low cost vs. increased quality of services) should 
be offered. Surveys should be targetted to potential users on campus not 
currently using a unit's services. Surveys should be conducted in a man
ner that provides valid information. 

Recommendation 6: Provide information about services to po
tential users. 

• Note: Surveys and interviews completed by the Task Force suggest that 
many potential campus users do not know about services provided by 
specific service units. A support unit may provide a service and a poten
tial user may assume that the needed service can only be provided by an 
outside vendor. Information that briefly describes services provided by 
service and support units, how to access these units, and where to call to 
resolve problems, should be generally available (e.g., published in the 
student-staff telephone directory). 
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Recommendation 7: Initiate appropriate personnel training pro
cedures and institute recognition and rewards for employees who 
provide exceptional service. 

• Note: Service units must ensure that employees are fully trained to pro
vide appropriate and courteous service to users. To encourage employ
ees to provide the best possible service, establishment of reward systems 
in all service units is encouraged. 
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MEN'S AND WOMEN'S 
INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS 

I. OVERVIEW 

The Women's Intercollegiate Athletics Department (WICA) operates pro
grams in nine sports and in seven support areas (e.g., ticket sales). Its annual 
revenue was $2.63 million in 1987-88, of which 89% comes from state ap
propriations. Its personnel includes 26 full-time employees and 9 part-time 
employees. 

The Men's Intercollegiate Athletics Department (MICA) operates programs 
in ten sports and in six support areas (e.g., sports information). Its annual 
revenue was $8.08 million in 1987-88, of which none comes from the State. 
Its personnel includes 78 full-time employees and 51 part-time employees. 

In addition, an Academic Counseling Unit established in 1983 assists both 
WICA and MICA. Its annual budget was $530 thousand in 1987-88, of which 
nearly half came from Central Administration and the remainder from 
WICA and MICA, proportionate to usage. Its personnel includes 9 full-time 
employees and 93 part-time tutors. Other 0100 funds go to support fifth
year aid to tendered athletes. 

The Task Force decided to restrict its purview to the relations between aca
demic programs and athletics rather than to encompass the financial and 
business aspects too. The Athletic departments are audited annually by the 
Peat, Marwick firm per NCAA regulations; in addition, the University occa
sionally audits the departments. 

II. PROCESS 

Interviews were conducted with Athletic Department personnel at the direc
tor level and with faculty involved in oversight of athletics. The 1987 Strat
egy for Focus document for the women's department was reviewed as was its 
1989 update; no document was available for men's athletics either from 1987 
or 1989. NCAA reports, financial audits, and academic audits were re
viewed. Another source of information was the recommendations of the 
President's Task Force on Intercollegiate Athletics issued in May 1986. Ac
cording to a report to the Board of Regents in October 1988, 38 of the 52 
proposals have been implemented. 

Surveys were done of three groups: a random sample of 750 faculty; the 
universe of professional administrative employees (PA's = 500); the universe 
of Deans, Directors, and Department Heads (ODD's = 450). Response rate 
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was as follows: faculty, 47%; PA's, 51%; DOD's, 27%. Overall, we have 
731 responses, 43% of those surveyed. Tables in Appendix 3 report there
sponses to individual questions. 

III. OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Distance between athletics and academics 

University faculty and administrative personnel show relatively little in
volvement in intercollegiate athletics either as spectators or as instructors. 
Over 70% of faculty and PA's say they never or rarely attend games. Deans, 
Directors and Department Heads, perhaps because they are longer-term em
ployees, are slightly more involved. 

About three-quarters of the faculty say they never or rarely have had athletes 
enrolled in their classes. Fewer than 1% of the faculty have been involved in 
athletics by serving on committees, recruiting, mentoring, advising, or par
ticipating in other special programs. 

The academic community has minimal interest in becoming more involved in 
athletics. Over half of the administrative staff expressed an unwillingness to 
participate in special programs for student athletes; nearly two-thirds of the 
faculty expressed a similar unwillingness. Thus, more contact cannot be an
ticipated on the part of academic personnel without active effort on the part 
of academic and athletic administrators. 

The athletic staff concurs in the perception of a gulf. The ACIA recognizes it 
as do the athletic directors and apparently the coaches. Both AD's are work
ing to overcome the distance between faculty and athletics. 

Recommendation 1: Involve coaches and athletic staff more in 
the University community. 

• Note: Both athletic directors expressed a willingness to have coaches 
serve on university committees, as appropriate, as a means of contribut
ing to the larger university. Also AD's and coaches could schedule more 
on-campus talks, e.g., coaches could talk at the Campus Club after the 
game, not just at the M Club luncheon. 

Recommendation 2: Provide opportunities to academics to be
come a part of the athletic programs. 
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• Note: ACIA should expand involvement of faculty in recruiting of ath
letes. Perhaps establish a faculty contact in each academic department so 
that relevant expertise can be obtained when needed. Coaches should 
continue and expand "guest coach" programs (where a faculty member is 
invited to be with a team during a game situation). Coaches should con
tinue and expand faculty mentor programs where a faculty member acts 
as adviser/mentor to an individual athlete. 

B. Attitudes toward intercollegiate athletics 

There is considerable disapproval of intercollegiate athletics, concern over 
special privileges, and embarrassment about recent scandals. There is not 
only a distance between the athletics and academics, there is disillusion with 
the role of athletics on this campus. We believe this feeling is directed more 
at men's athletics than at women's athletics. 

Academic personnel were asked to agree or disagree with a series of state
ments about intercollegiate athletics at the University of Minnesota. The 
strongest area of agreement was with the proposition that scandals are em
barrassing (over 80% agreed or strongly agreed with this statement), pre
sumably referring to events of the last few years, ranging from sexual assault 
to vandalism in the dorms to secret payments. In contrast, only 16% of the 
faculty felt that losing teams are embarrassing. Thus, the academic commu
nity is much less concerned about winning than about scandalous behavior. 

Other areas of high agreement were that athletics distorts priorities away 
from academic values, lowers academic standards by admitting poor stu
dents, and provides special privileges (over two-thirds agreed here). In 
other words, the academic personnel feel that core academic values and stan
dards are compromised by athletics. Moreover, they feel that equity is di
minished by special treatment of athletes. 

In terms of the advantages of athletics, academic personnel selected enter
tainment value, school spirit, building community identification, and bring
ing people to campus as the chief virtues of athletic programs. Over three
quarters agreed with these statements. Rated at the bottom were features that 
spill over into the rest of the University such as recruiting faculty and stu
dents. 

The negative attitude toward athletics was most apparent in the open-ended 
responses to a question about improving the relationship between academic 
programs and athletic programs. Over three hundred people (N= 312) took 
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the time to write comments. The responses could be loosely broken down as 
follows: 

Three quarters of the respondents argued for modest reforms. Some gave 
answers that were sympathetic to the situation of scholar-athletes, e.g., 
"accept the fact that athletes are different and treat them accordingly." Even 
so, many of these comments had an academic emphasis (e.g., publicize those 
athletes with high gradepoints) rather than an athletic emphasis. 

A much larger group (72% of the "modest reformers") displayed a "get 
tough" attitude, i.e., they want to see admission standards higher, special 
privileges (e.g., training tables, special dorm sections, early registration) for 
athletes reduced. 

One quarter of the respondents argued for "radical reform", namely elimi
nating athletics altogether, moving to Division III, having only intramurals, 
or paying athletes as professionals. In other words, these respondents see no 
way academics and Division I athletics can peacefully coexist. 

In summary, if we include the "radical reformers" and the "get tough" mod
est reformers together, three-quarters of those responding to the open-ended 
question are frustrated with the status quo and want to reassert academic val
ues. They want to expect more from athletes in the classroom. Less than a 
quarter of academics are willing to make further accommodations to athletes. 

Interviews with athletic department staff indicate that, regardless of the sen
timent expressed above, they find individual faculty members generally 
helpful when asked to make accommodation for athletes' missed classes. 
There are, however, a few faculty who refuse to allow makeup exams for 
absences excused under the Senate and ACIA policy. Faculty members were 
especially unhelpful when the Men's NCAA basketball tournament and the 
Women's NCAA swim tournament occurred during exam week. 

Recommendation 3: Inform the new Athletic Directors of the 
prevailing faculty sentiment. 

• Note: The sentiment is undoubtedly conditioned by events prior to their 
arrival. It is critical that Athletic Directors make strenuous efforts to re
gain public trust. Certain proposed policies of the men's Athletic Direc
tor may run afoul of the faculty views described above. For example, the 
proposed major in "sports management" and the new preferential seating 
at football games are likely to be viewed with distaste by many faculty 
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and administrators. It is important that the Assembly Committee on In
tercollegiate Athletics (ACIA) try to represent prevailing faculty views 
to the athletic administration. 

Recommendation 4 (to Deans): Issue a reminder to faculty about 
adherence to Senate policy on missed classes adopted in 1949. 

• Note: The policy states that students in extracurricular and athletic 
events are to be allowed to make up work to the same extent that ill stu
dents are allowed to make up work. Faculty should not discriminate 
against athletes for excused absences approved by ACIA. 

C. Evidence of improvement in athletes' academic performance 

Discussions suggest that the Athletic Directors, the Academic Counseling 
Unit, and ACIA are trying to uphold academic values, often in the face of 
considerable pressure to lower standards. The Academic Counseling Unit is 
particularly responsible on a day-to-day basis for the maintenance of aca
demic integrity. The ACIA has helped through its initiation of an academic 
audit program whereby several sports are reviewed each year. Committee 
members go over each athlete's transcript and discuss his/her degree 
progress, GP A, and incompletes with the coach and counselor. The Athletic 
Directors have less of a track record because they are new but both have 
voiced support for improving academic performance and should be praised 
accordingly. The women's Athletic Director has concrete plans for encour
aging and rewarding academic excellence. 

According to data collected by the Counseling Unit, the grade point averages 
of athletes have improved from 1984-85 to 1987-88. The graduation rate in 
the past two years has been right at the all-university average (that is only 
29% over a five-year period). The major problem identified in the Aca
demic Audits, in conversations with the Academic Counseling Director, and 
the Athletic Directors continues to be the "fragile" student, primarily those 
athletes admitted into General College because they are not admissible into a 
regular college. Such students experience difficulty in accumulating the 
gradepoint average needed to transfer into a degree-granting college. These 
athletes tend to be concentrated in the men's department, particularly in the 
revenue-producing sports. 

Some areas of academic abuse were uncovered but these appear to be outside 
the purview of the athletic departments and indeed are objects of their con
cern. One concern is the Department of Independent Study. Following an 
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Academic Counseling Unit study of the speed with which athletes complete 
independent study courses, the athletic departments properly ceased paying 
for these courses in many circumstances. Independent Study has recently 
taken action to correct this situation. Another area of reported abuse con
cerns professors who offer "gut" courses or who, without solicitation, offer 
"soft" grading to athletes and other selected student populations. This is a 
matter of concern for the academic mission, which should be reviewed by 
Academic Affairs. 

Recommendation 5 (to Athletic Directors): Offer athletic schol
arships only to students who meet admission standards of degree
granting colleges. 

• Note: Our reasoning is that athletes have to devote so much time to their 
sports that they do not have time left for remedial education. They need 
to be adequate students from the outset. The historical record indicates 
that the transition from General College to degree-granting colleges is 
difficult for such athletes. 

Recommendation 6: Judge all athletic administrators and coaches 
on their success in meeting academic expectations -- admission of 
high quality students, graduation rates, and grade averages. 

• Note: The president (or relevant vice president) should evaluate Athletic 
Directors in part on how well they fulfill academic expectations; the 
Athletic Directors should evaluate coaches on this basis; the ACIA should 
provide input toward this end. Only by holding athletic personnel ac
countable for graduation as well as for winning will we make progress 
toward academic excellence. Both Athletic Directors are moving in this 
direction, we note, and should be complimented for their intentions. 

Recommendation 7: Change the role of the Academic Counseling 
Unit as the Athletic Directors and coaches take on more responsi
bility for academic success. 

• Note: At present this unit is overworked due to the burden of "fragile 
students" and the necessity of keeping tabs on so many students. The 
Counseling Unit should not be the victim of its success, i.e., the Univer
sity should not recruit more and more fragile students for the counselors 
to handle. Rather the goal should be to recruit such good students that 
less remedial counseling is needed and more effort can be devoted to ca
reer planning and other assistance to students. 
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Recommendation 8 (to Deans): Take a leadership role in ending 
abuse of independent study and in monitoring faculty grading 
practices. 

D. Problematic faculty control of athletics 

Historically the faculties at the nation's colleges and universities have gov
erned athletics. In recent years as athletics became big business, control has 
shifted from the faculty to presidents. 

At Minnesota faculty governance is exercised through the Assembly Com
mittee on Intercollegiate Athletics (ACIA), a committee of eight faculty 
members and six others. The committee's role has historically been weak. 
For example, it was ignored by the president during the Madison crisis in 
1986; he created a task force to deal with the issue. Often the ACIA is ig
nored when hiring or firing coaches and AD's; earlier this year a faculty 
member resigned from the committee because of this issue. During the past 
year new governance procedures were adopted by the Twin Cities Assembly 
in the hopes of strengthening the committee. 

Presidential control over athletic policy is exercised through the appointment 
of faculty representatives to the Big 10 and NCAA. These two faculty mem
bers vote at the president's direction, although they also receive instructions 
from the ACIA (and are members of it). Also, the president attends and 
votes at some important NCAA meetings. 

Normally presidential control over administration has been exercised by the 
Athletic Directors reporting to a particular vice president who in tum re
ports to the president. Temporarily the Athletic Directors have reported to 
the men's faculty representative. At present the Athletic Directors are re
porting directly to the president, although we understand that this practice is 
under review. The effectiveness of administrative control is called into 
question by the fact that the men's athletic department ignored in both 1987 
and 1989 the Provost's request for a planning document. This is a significant 
lapse. 

Recommendation 9 (to the President): Clarify immediately the 
lines of authority. 

• Note: We recommend that the Athletic Directors report to a vice presi
dent because of limits on presidential time and because of the priority of 
academics versus athletics. The director of the Academic Counseling 
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Unit and the director of sports facilities should also report to the same 
vice president. It does not matter much which vice president it is, except 
that it should not be the academic vice president, again because of time 
constraints and academic priorities. 

Recommendation 10 (to the vice president in charge of athletics): 
Strengthen and exercise authority over budgeting and planning of 
athletic programs and facilities. 

• Note: Submit requests for their capital and operating funds to Senate 
Finance and Planning Committee for their review, along with other 0100 
requests. 

Recommendation 11 (to ACIA): Focus on academic matters, 
leaving business matters to the appropriate vice president as ad
vised by others. 

• Note: Insofar as possible, ACIA should confine its agenda to academic 
matters, i.e., to matters affecting athletes as students, rather than ticket 
prices, seating, TV rights, etc. By reducing the scope of its agenda, we 
believe that ACIA can be more effective in achieving its charge. Other 
committees should provide input in the other areas affected by athletics, 
e.g., Finance and Planning for sports facilities and Student Affairs for 
student ticket policies. 

Recommendation 12 (to ACIA): Have an annual meeting with the 
appropriate vice president for the purpose of reporting on the 
success of the Athletic Directors and the coaches in meeting aca
demic expectations. 

• Note: ACIA's input, informed by the academic audits and by analysis of 
the data on academic progress, should be weighed in evaluating the per
formance of athletic personnel. 
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PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT 

I. OVERVIEW 

The Personnel Department has responsibility in nine areas: 

• Compensation administration includes job classification, perfor
mance appraisal and salary plans. 

• Pay equity implements specific salary adjustments based on an evalua
tion of job worth as required by statute. 

• Employment includes applicant testing, screening and referral to the 
hiring unit. 

• Special employment consists of supplementary office services (SOS), 
cost containment of both workers compensation and unemployment 
compensation, affirmative action efforts and the Minneapolis Neighbor
hood Employment Network program. 

• Organizational development helps units with staff organization, 
conflict management and communication strategies and provides training 
for managers, supervisors and staff. 

• Labor relations negotiates and administers contracts. 

• Human resources research analyzes human resources problems 
within the Personnel Department. 

• Records retention maintains employee files, job requisition and 
classification information for the Personnel Department. 

• Employee benefits administers the Faculty Retirement Plan, Optional 
Tax Deferred Annuities, State Plan Insurance, Minnesota State Retire
ment System Administration and Unemployment Compensation. 

The University employs 13,013 civil service and 4,845 faculty on the Twin 
Cities Campus. The Personnel Department's professional, technical and 
clerical staff totaled 69. The personnel ratio (the number of personnel de
partment staff per 100 civil service employees) of 0.5 appears to compare 
very favorably with the average government and education (0.9), non-busi
ness (0.8), all companies (1.1), and transportation, communication and utili
ties (1.5). Unfortunately, similar data were not available for other Big Ten 
Universities. 

Page 17 



Review of Service Units 

II. PROCESS 

Background data for this report were obtained through interviews with key 
administrators in the Personnel Department and through a survey of users of 
the services provided by the department. The director and the three assistant 
directors (Employee Benefits, Compensation/Area Operations and Admin
istrative Operations) were interviewed. Members of the subcommittee also 
met with four managers within the Compensation/ Area Operations Division. 
These included the Compensation Manager, the Research Manager and the 
area office managers for the Minneapolis campus and the St. Paul/Coordinate 
campuses. Summary information on program activities was also obtained 
from the Employee Assistant Program Manager. 

Two groups utilizing Personnel Department services were asked to evaluate 
certain aspects of the service provided. A questionnaire to 450 Deans, Di
rectors and Department Heads generated 143 responses (31 %). A somewhat 
shorter questionnaire sent to 411 Principal Investigators generated 72 re
sponses ( 17.5% ). (See Appendix 3 for survey results). 

III. OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Interests of employees vs interests of the University 

Its patterns of consultation suggest that Personnel views its clients to be civil 
service employees rather than program administrators. At present the Per
sonnel Department obtains significant input on civil service employment is
sues from only the Civil Service Committee (CSC) and the Administrative 
Advisory Group. 

The CSC is composed of nine civil service employees appointed by the Presi
dent and approved by the Board of Regents. They have broad advisory re
sponsibilities to present recommendations to the President regarding Civil 
Service Rules. In addition, CSC acts as an appeals board in certain grievance 
cases, interprets the Civil Service Rules in cases of disputes, and reviews 
changes in the compensation plan, salary ranges and job classifications. The 
Administrative Advisory Group is very large, primarily reactive, focusing 
on implementation of change. It provides only limited opportunity for ef
fective input. 

Those who hire and supervise civil service employees have no direct means 
to provide input to the Personnel Department on a broad range of issues re
lated to the management of civil service and bargaining unit employees. 
Many members of these groups feel the Personnel Department fails to effec-
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tively serve the needs of program administrators at the University. Simi
larly, some program administrators feel that the Personnel Department does 
not sufficiently weigh their interests in bargaining negotiations with unions. 

Recommendation 1. Revise the mission statement of the Person
nel Department to indicate that it represents the University and 
that its primary clients are employers and employing units. 

• Note: The Personnel Department must recognize in its mission statement 
and in its operations that its function is to serve programs of the Univer
sity, individually and collective! y. 

Recommendation 2. Establish an oversight committee represent
ing the viewpoint of management drawn from academic units 
across the University to provide advice to the Director of Per
sonnel on the formation of strategy and policy for the Personnel 
Department. 

• Note: This committee is to be appointed by the vice president responsible 
for the Personnel Department. The committee would help develop Per
sonnel Department policy on job classification procedures, employee re
cruiting, performance evaluation and the training needs of University 
administrators in personnel matters. Additionally, the committee will 
provide input to the Personnel Department on bargaining unit negotia
tions. The committee also will meet with the vice president annually to 
report on the performance of the Personnel Department. 

B. Student employees 

In order to effectively manage all human resources at the University, Per
sonnel must control all classes of nonacademic employees. Presently, student 
employment is outside their purview. Consequently, Personnel cannot con
trol student wages or adjust them relative to other classes of employees. 

Recommendation 3. Transfer responsibility for setting student 
wage rates from the Office of Student Financial Aid to the Per
sonnel Department. 

C. Proactive approach 

The Personnel Department's orientation is more reactive than proactive. 
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A large proportion of its resources are devoted to implementation of new 
rules and procedures in response to changing statutes. The result is an em
phasis on regulation of the hiring process rather than on the outcome of the 
process, namely the quality of personnel hired, or on the costs of the process 
in terms of the time it consumes. 

Comments by Deans, Directors and Department heads expressed a great deal 
of frustration with the time required for approval of form 18 (protected 
classes) positions, the lack of qualified minority applicants for such positions 
and the time such positions remain open before they are filled. There is a 
definite undercurrent of feeling that a more proactive approach is needed to 
train qualified minority applicants while at the same time reducing paper
work for departments. Also the Task Force heard complaints about the 
difficulties of weeding out incompetent employees, on the one hand, and 
promoting competent ones, on the other hand. 

Recommendation 4: Establish ways to reduce the time required to ap
praise form 18 (protected classes) positions and to enhance the pool of 
qualified minority applicants. 

Recommendation 5: Lengthen the probationary period to nine to 
twelve months so that supervisors can better evaluate employees. 

Recommendation 6: Create a flexible promotion system within 
colleges so that upward movement across departments can be ac
complished without a search process. 

D. Widespread dissatisfaction with the Job Evaluation Question
naire. 

Our survey shows that specific practices of the Personnel Department pose 
difficulties for academic units. There is broad-based dissatisfaction with job 
classification and reclassification using the Job Evaluation Questionnaire 
(JEQ) form. 

The Task Force obtained a wide range of opinions concerning the effective
ness of the JEQ form to classify positions. The data in Table 4 indicate 31 
percent of the Deans, Directors and Department Heads responding were ei
ther very dissatisfied or dissatisfied with the JEQ form in initial job classifi
cations for secretarial/clerical positions. However, 46 percent were either 
satisfied or very satisfied (question 2a). A similar picture emerges for the 
initial classification of bargaining unit and other civil service positions by 
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Deans, Directors and Department Heads (questions 2b and 2c) and for all 
three classes by Principal Investigators responding to this survey. 

The written comments, however, indicate widespread dissatisfaction with the 
time required to complete the JEQ form and the amount of time Personnel 
requires to classify positions after the form has been completed. Fifty per
cent of the Deans, Directors and Department Heads and 65 percent of the 
Principal Investigators provided written comments on the personnel survey. 
Of these, one-third of the Deans, Directors and Department Heads and one
fourth of the Principal Investigators mentioned this area as a major concern. 
Several respondents question if the full range of 52 questions is needed to rate 
every position, particularly some at the entry level. Other respondents noted 
that the requirements must be stated in such general terms that the process 
does not produce job descriptions that list the desired skills. This appears to 
be a particular problem for the scientific series. In addition, some respon
dents feel the system is being abused to reclassify positions in an effort to 
provide increased salaries. 

Recommendation 7: Simplify the JEQ form used for classifica
tion and reclassification of positions. Reduce the time required 
to prepare the form and to have it evaluated by Personnel. 

Recommendation 8: Allow supervisors to include the required 
and desired skills in position descriptions. 

E. Generating a pool of secretarial/clerical applicants. 

The method used to generate a pool of applicants for a secretarial/clerical 
position frequently fails to generate a pool of well-qualified applicants. This 
failure results in inefficient use of both the employer's and applicant's time. 

The current on-line application system appears to be efficient and to provide 
reasonable feedback to the person applying. However, the current system of 
referral does not permit an applicant to apply for a specific secretarial job. 
The referral system uses a systematic procedure to assign applicants to refer
ral pools. Twenty percent of the Deans, Directors and Department Heads 
providing written comments expressed dissatisfaction with the current pool 
system. Their comments note these pools may include both applicants for 
part-time and full-time work, applicants with definite preferences for other 
work locations, and the individual just released from the same position. 
Contacting and interviewing large numbers of applicants who are not inter-
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ested in the position is time consuming and may result in the preferred appli
cant accepting another job before the process can be completed. 

Recommendation 9: Replace the current system of generating 
applicant pools with a system that permits applicants to apply for 
specific positions. 

F. Screening and testing of applicants 

The Personnel Department administers a typing test to secretarial applicants. 
Applicants are told only if they passed or did not pass. Hiring departments 
are told only that applicants in the pool have passed the test. The Task Force 
has been assured the typing test has been validated. Assuming the test is valid, 
both the applicant and the hiring unit would benefit from knowing the results 
of the test. 

The survey results noted general satisfaction with applicants' typing skills 
(question 8, Table 4). However, the written comments noted secretarial ap
plicants should be screened for a wider range of skills. Editing and word 
processing skills are broadly required at the current time. Applicants could 
be screened on these skills in addition to typing. 

Personnel does not conduct any testing for other positions. It would be useful 
for the department to design tests for other positions or at least to help hiring 
units design appropriate tests for applicants. 

Recommendation 10: Work with a sample of units across the 
University to identify common secretarial skills required, to de
vise tests to rate each of these skill areas, to administer these tests 
to applicants and to make the results available to both the appli
cant and interviewing units. 

Recommendation 11: Provide advice on applicant testing for a 
broader range of civil service positions. 

G. Career development 

The majority of Deans, Directors and Department Heads responding to the 
questionnaire felt that the University does not provide sufficient promotional 
opportunities or career development programs for employees (questions 10 
and 11, Table 4). Sixty percent indicated that Personnel rarely or never pro
vides sufficient career development programs for employees. Similarly, 58 
percent indicated the University rarely or never provides sufficient promo-
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tional opportunities. The written comments express a need for a job classifi
cation system with sufficient flexibility to reward productive employees and 
a referral system making it less difficult to promote from within a unit. They 
also indicate a need for information on the qualifications needed for higher 
level positions, on training that can be taken to develop those skills and 
identifying available job openings within the University. 

The Personnel Department has begun to study what is needed to enhance ca
reer development opportunities at the University. This work suggests a two 
part program may be appropriate to serve the needs of both hiring units and 
employees. Hiring units may want planning for succession, while individual 
employees may want a self-directing career development program. Certain 
types of information and training support are needed for both programs. 
For example, a self-directing program would require workshops explaining 
how to develop the program, information on skill requirements for various 
positions, a listing of courses and activities providing the required training, 
and an on-line job listing readily available to University employees. Addi
tional information bases also are needed to help hiring units develop an ef
fective plan for succession. 

Recommendation 12: Develop appropriate educational and informa
tional materials to aid both hiring units and individual employees in 
setting and accomplishing career development objectives. 

H. Personnel's advice on resolving workplace conflict, organiz-
ing an office and disciplining personnel. 

The Deans, Directors and Department Heads who had used Personnel ser-: 
vices to resolve workplace conflicts, for advice on organizing an office and 
for advice in disciplining personnel were highly satisfied with the help ob
tained (questions 15 through 20 of Table 4). Sixty percent were either sat
isfied or very satisfied with assistance in resolving conflict among workers. 
Forty-nine and 78 percent were satisfied or very satisfied with assistance in 
office organization and advice on disciplining personnel, respectively. 

Recommendation 13: Continue to provide services in resolving 
workplace conflicts and office organization, and in disciplining 
or dismissing personnel. 
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I. Employee Benefits programs 

Patterns of consultation in this area appear to be appropriate. The Personnel 
Department obtains significant input from the Faculty Affairs Committee 
(FAC). The FAC focuses on issues related to faculty compensation, includ
ing salaries, retirement plans, insurance benefits, leave programs and tuition 
support for dependents of faculty. They relate specifically to the employee 
benefits and Employee Assistance Program areas within Personnel. 
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I. OVERVIEW 

The overall purpose of Physical Planning is to plan for physical development 
that assures institutional objectives. Its 1987 Strategy for Focus document 
reports that annual recurring state funds total just over $2 million, while its 
annual income from services is estimated at just over $4 million. The unit is 
headed by an Associate Vice President for Physical Planning; it is organized 
into eight divisions: 

• Building Official: Issues building permits; conducts inspections of con
struction for code compliance; is responsible for code enforcement. 

• Emergency Management: Plans, organizes, and trains University per
sonnel to respond to campus emergencies. 

• Health Sciences Planning: Coordinates development for the health sci
ences. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Real Estate: Coordinates the acquisition and disposition of real estate 
property and University leases. Maintains computerized inventory of 
University real estate (owned and leased). 

Space Programming and Management: Maintains a computerized room
by-room inventory of space and houses the University's physical moves 
coordinator; develops guidelines and standards for space use; coordinates 
assignment of space and space transfers from one department to another. 

Planning Office: For major projects (new buildings, additions, and large 
remodeling projects) works with Building Committee and manages pro
ject budgets and design to completion; provides interior and graphic de
sign; plans land use (site development, traffic patterns). The office em
ployes a landscape architect who reviews all new landscape designs and 
maintains a current and historical inventory of all tree species on campus. 

Engineering and Architecture: Provides preliminary design, planning, 
and specifications for construction and remodeling projects of up to 
$500,000; develops and maintains utility system maps of all campuses; 
projects the need for future facilities. 

Construction Administration: Serves as the University's agent on con
struction projects -- provides liaison with contractors, supervises 
progress meetings, reviews change orders, monitors payouts to contrac-
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tors; the office is involved with 80-90 construction projects at any given 
time. 

II. PROCESS 

In conducting its review of Physical Planning, the Task Force relied on rele
vant planning documents from Physical Planning, internal audit reports, and 
memos. Surveys were developed and sent to users; Task Force members met 
with deans, and followed up on communications from other users. The As
sociate Vice President and staff in Space Progranuning, Planning, Construc
tion Administration, and Engineering and Architecture were interviewed. 

III. 0BSERV ATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Integration of academic and physical planning 

Academic planning must drive physical planning, yet the two must be for
mally integrated in order to create a unified approach in determining priori
ties. At present, physical planning is not well integrated with academic plan
ning. Academic priorities appear to be considered apart from current 
building use plans, and the Planning Office often lacks adequate program in
formation before capital requests are submitted with the Legislative request, 
resulting in uninformed estimates. 

Recommendation 1: Integrate physical planning with academic 
planning. Establish a high-level (vice president) administrative 
committee that systematically considers all aspects of planning. 

B. Use of more broad-based consultation 

The planning of major buildings and landscape and other campus projects 
should be a more open process. Apparently a standing physical planning ad
visory committee existed several years ago, but no longer. Lack of con
sultation has resulted in unilateral decisions, some of which inevitably seem 
unwise or capricious. Recent examples are the creation of a narrow lane 
combining an entrance and exit to Northrop Garage, with the resulting con
fusing and possibly dangerous traffic pattern of pedestrians and cars; and the 
tearing out of the shrubbery on the main East Bank campus mall, which 
resulted, predictably, in the current unattractive criss-cross dirt paths on the 
mall. There is presently no open hearing process, or any other way for in
terested parties to voice opinions on building projects, landscaping, or any 
other facet of the physical environment. Neither is there regular communi
cation with any Senate committee. 
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Recommendation 2: Create a planning commission to assist the 
Office of Physical Planning on all aspects of campus physical 
planning from new building sites to traffic flow to signage to 
landscaping. 

• Note: This committee would supersede the current Technical Advisory 
Committee, a vestige of the earlier Beautification Committee, which had 
a narrower scope. 

C. Cost and quality of service 

Users indicate much dissatisfaction with the quality of Physical Planning and 
its costs. Many survey respondents said poor communication between Physi
cal Planning and their unit causes delay in the planning, design and construc
tion process and increases the overall cost. Several respondents indicated 
they feel Physical Planning is not held accountable for the quality of work on 
projects; this criticism is attributable in part to poor communication. Others 
said Physical Planning sees the contractors, not the University academic unit, 
as the client. Users seem divided on the question of professional competence 
of design and engineering staff. 

Among the groups surveyed, principal investigators were the most critical. 
Of the 157 responses, positive and negative responses to several items were as 
follows: 

%Terrible/Poor 

Qualifications of Planning Staff 
Communication with Planning 
Overall Service 
Response Time to Begin Project 

35% 
42% 
51% 
71% 

% VeryDissatis/Dissat 

Cost Estimates Compared to Actual 
Time Required to Complete Project 
Cost of Physical Planning Services 

56% 
74% 
79% 

%Good/Excellent 

25% 
21% 
36% 

8% 

%SatisN erySatis 

14% 
8% 
0% 

A higher proportion of responses from the Deans, Directors, and Depart
ment Heads survey were neutral or average. 
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Recommendation 3: Review the rate structure for services to as
sure reasonable charges. Identify the basis for all fee-for-service 
charges on individual projects to user satisfaction. 

Recommendation 4: Implement a regular system of evaluating 
level of user satisfaction. 

D. Need for more constructive advice in design 

Users want Physical Planning to take a more active role of advocacy for their 
academic department, to be more cognizant of purpose and use in preparing 
designs and drawings, and to actively point out possible design alternatives or 
even compromises for efficiency in remodeling projects. Instead, Physical 
Planning too often takes a remodeling request literally, without challenging 
its feasibility or efficiency, or without suggesting more workable alterna
tives. 

For example, one college told the Task Force that Physical Planning recently 
was asked to install a hood in a laboratory, at a location within the room sug
gested by the user department. Plans were designed and construction com
pleted exactly as suggested, without further consultation -- even though, un
beknownst to the department, the utilities necessary for hood installation 
were on the opposite wall from that suggested, requiring the additional ex
pense of utility re-routing. In this instance, Planning did not ascertain that 
the specific location of the hood was not critical to the department, which 
would have welcomed a proposal for a more efficient way to accomplish the 
same purpose. It appears that sometimes Physical Planning tries to be too ac
commodating. 

Some, but not all, users feel they themselves must spend an inordinate amount 
of time dealing with remodeling and construction. In any event, total time 
spent represents a significant investment for academic staff in non-research 
and non-teaching activities. 

Recommendation 5: Take a much stronger consultant/advocate 
role for University departments to insure cost effectiveness of 
projects. 

E. Need for more accurate assessment of costs 

Users are dissatisfied with the process of establishing costs, especially since 
projected costs for various reasons often tum out to be much higher than the 
estimates or accepted bids. Some users think this problem stems from the 
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fact that Physical Planning does not give outside contractors enough infor
mation to make realistic bids, or that Physical Planning gives bidders inaccu
rate information resulting in excessive change orders, or that delays between 
the submission of Form 14's (Request for Engineering Services and Cost Es
timates) and actual start-up of construction are excessive, thus adding to cost. 
In any event, because users have so little confidence in the bidding system, 
they make excessive requests for estimates -- which, in tum, further bogs 
down the process and adds to the cost. At the least, Construction Adminis
tration staff should be more involved during the architecture and engineering 
phase of projects to insure best estimates for time and cost. 

Recommendation 6: Establish explicit criteria for accuracy of 
estimates and measure employee performance against these crite
ria in personnel evaluations. 

On the positive side, the Construction Administration division deserves 
credit for having instituted the so-called annual contractor system: Several 
contractors are engaged for a period of time, during which they can be called 
to projects of up to $30,000. For users this means projects can be completed 
more quickly. 

F. Charging the cost of code requirements 

Users expressed dissatisfaction with charges for updating code requirements 
unrelated to remodeling. An academic department might be expected to pay 
for the cost of upgrading hood ventilation in a laboratory, for instance, but 
should not be expected to pay for the cost of regulations unrelated to the pur
pose for remodeling, such as new door handles to meet handicapped access 
codes. 

Likewise, academic departments should not be expected to pay for code
mandated interior building signage. For example, four academic depart
ments who occupy an East Bank building recently were ordered, by Envi
ronmental Health and Safety (not Physical Planning), to pay for compliance 
with the Minnesota Clean Indoor Air Act by installing up-to-code Smoking 
and No-Smoking signs -- an example of a support service unit assumption 
that a~arl""mic bud~ets can with.;:t~mct seeminPlv pnrllncs nr,ll-~W;' bmic 

Recommendation 7 (to Central Administration): Mandate that all 
costs incurred to comply with code requirement be paid cen
trally, without charge-back to academic units. 
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• Note: The recommendation refers to all costs not directly related tore
modeling projects. This issue -- charging academic budgets for non-aca
demic code requirements-- requires Central Administration's immediate 
attention. 

G. Communication and management 

Several situations indicate that there is a need for better coordination, com
munication, and management within Physical Planning. 

The Task Force was unable to determine just where responsibility for cam
pus signage resides, but it has become abundantly clear that exterior building 
signage needs much improvement. Visitors to the campus cannot find their 
way because building signs and markings are inadequate, ambiguous or con
fusing. 

The Task Force found evidence that communication among the several 
Physical Planning divisions is poor. For instance, Space Programming is not 
provided with adequate or timely information from Construction Adminis
tration so that floor plans can be kept up to date after remodeling. As-built 
drawings are not updated as they should be and no one takes the responsibility 
of following through, despite the fact that this lack of continuously updated 
information ultimately can lead to time delays and additional expense. 

A number of survey respondents also commented on the bureaucratic and hi
erarchical administrative structure of Physical Planning, which by its nature, 
they said, creates numerous unnecessary administrative steps that result in 
further delays. Communication among employees and divisions is poor, 
hampered in part by a clumsy structure. Communications might be im
proved by consolidating the current eight-division configuration, which 
would also have the potential to save money by making more efficient use of 
a smaller staff. For instance, Space Programming might be merged with the 
Planning division. Emergency Management could be moved to another sup
port unit, perhaps to Police. 

Users also report frustration at either not being contacted for long periods of 
time by anyone about their remodeling or construction projects, or else being 
contacted by several different people from several different divisions for 
overlapping or closely related information on the same project. Thus, users 
spend a lot of time repeating the same or similar information to different 
people, trying to make sense of confusing communications, or trying to dis
cover which office is supposed to be responsible for what. Some users told 
the Task Force their only reliable source of information is construction 
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workers after the project is started; others felt the Physical Planning profes
sional staff are asked to take on more projects than they can reasonably be 
expected to handle at once. Users are further confounded by the apparent 
overlap of functions between Physical Planning and Physical Plant Opera
tions (PPO), which is going to become reinvolved in remodeling work, and 
there is general confusion about the relationship between Physical Planning 
andPPO. 

Finally, the Task Force found the interface between Physical Planning and 
PPO to be terrible. PPO complains about being given responsibility for the 
maintenance of new buildings for which they have had no input into planning 
except for receipt of building committee meeting minutes (and, it is true, of
ten no consideration has been given to operating costs for a building once 
completed). For instance, new buildings have been designed with fourth 
floor outdoor landscape areas, with no thought as to how maintenance and 
grounds crews would get to such unreachable areas with appropriate equip
ment; or buildings have been designed with windows or skylights that are 
completely inaccessible for cleaning. Also, Physical Planning notes that an 
annual recurring budget was recently established for landscape betterments, 
to be used principally at the recommendation of the landscape architect and 
the Technical Advisory Committee. (Note: This appears to conflict with the 
Legislative Auditor's August 1988 report on PPO, pg. 109.) Yet PPO told 
the Task Force that no dedicated funds exist for replacing the mall shrubbery 
or for any other landscaping. 

User departments also get caught in the cross-fire between Physical Planning 
and PPO when a malfunction occurs in a new facility, as each points to the 
other as the party responsible for the solution. This usually leaves user de
partments to their own devices to mediate or coordinate communication for a 
satisfactory resolution. Physical Planning and PPO simply must find a way 
to work together in a civil and professional manner for the greater good of 
the University. It is unacceptable that separately and together they waste 
valuable user time, they cost academic budgets far too much by their ineffi
ciencies, and they tax the patience of academic departments to the limit. 

The high level of academic department frustration with these two support 
units cannot be overstated. Far from serving and supporting the academic 
mission, Physical Planning and PPO actually impede it. 

Recommendation 8 (to the Senior Vice President for Finance and 
Operations): Address immediately the communication, coordina
tion, and management problems in Physical Planning. 
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H. Space assignment 

Deans interviewed by the Task Force criticized the Minnesota Space Facili
ties Model as inflexible because it does not accommodate differing qualities 
of space. Larger offices in older buildings, such as Folwell Hall, do not "fit" 
the model's average square-foot criteria, so faculty in these buildings are 
routinely told that they already occupy too much space. 

The model is considered to be one of the best nationally, however, and Space 
Programming deserves credit for having been ahead of its time; but revision 
is now needed so that quality factors can be accommodated. Revision should 
also take into account the need for specialized research facilities, graduate 
fellows, and the like. The need to physically conduct an inventory of all 
space should be evaluated in terms of efficiency. 

A Space Advisory Committee, headed by an Assistant Vice President for 
Academic Affairs, recently was created to advise central administration on a 
host of space-related issues. Heretofore, there has been no protocol for as
signing space to users, which has resulted in everyone fending for them
selves. 

Recommendation 9: Give the recently-established Space Advisory 
Committee the further responsibility of establishing a protocol 
for the assignment of space. 

Recommendation 10: Revise the Minnesota Space Facilities Model 
as soon as possible. 

I. Recommendations from the June 1987 Task Force 

Finally, the Task Force endorses all campus environment recommendations 
set out by the Advisory Task Force on Planning in June 1987 (Appendix 2). 
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I. OVERVIEW 

Physical Plant Operations (PPO) is responsible for managing the physical 
condition of buildings and grounds on the Twin Cities campus. This includes 
maintenance and repair of building interiors and exteriors (except the hospi
tal); provision of heat, air-conditioning and electricity to buildings; provi
sion of custodial service (except to the hospital, Coffman Union and the dor
mitories); removal of hazardous and nonhazardous waste; and maintenance 
of grounds, removal of snow, and street cleaning. PPO also has some re
sponsibility for the Rosemount Research Center and provides service to four 
off-campus locations. PPO's goal is to provide quality service, in a timely 
manner, in the most economical way possible. 

The University's Twin Cities campus has over 18 million gross square feet of 
space, and 358 acres of land (including 151 acres of turf). Approximately 13 
million gross square feet are in supported space, for which PPO receives 
central funding to provide maintenance. The remaining area is in non-sup
ported space, occupied by programs that are not state supported. 

PPO employs approximately 1,400 personnel in four categories: Civil Ser
vice (169), students (271 ), skilled trade workers (217), and bargaining unit 
employees represented by the Teamsters Union (753). From July through 
February of this fiscal year, average monthly payroll has been $3.9 million. 

Before 1987, when the University signed the first three-year master contract 
with the Minnesota Building and Construction Trades Council, PPO work 
rules and labor relations were loosely based on individual trade agreements. 
The master contract, which covers all construction and maintenance work at 
the metropolitan area campuses and facilities, simply formalized the wage 
rates (prevailing wage) and labor relations that had been in place for the last 
50 years. Slightly more than half of the 94 job classifications under the cur
rent biennial Teamsters contract are at PPO. The Teamster contract ad
dr~sses seniority, disciplinary measures for just cause, work time, and pre
mmmpay. 

The 0100 PPO allocation for the current year is $57 million, plus an indirect 
cost allocation of $1 million for waste disposal. After allocations of $5 mil
lion for administrative costs and $30 thousand to operate Rosemount, the re
mainder is distributed to divisions. This is supplemented by redistribution of 
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funds from the central administration. Some divisions in PPO also generate 
revenue from their services. 

Nearly two thirds of PPO costs are financed with Operations and Mainte
nance (0100) funds provided by the central administration. Most remaining 
costs are financed from the budgets of other departments. In some instances, 
funds are transferred from another department budget to PPO (such as some 
Athletic Department funding and indirect cost recoveries from central ad
ministration). However, the majority of the charges to other departments are 
recorded in accounts outside the control of PPO. Approximately $2 million 
each year is funded through external billings, primarily for utility services 
provided to non-University customers. 

As stated in the recent Legislative Audit, the University's accounting system 
does not provide comprehensive financial information on PPO. What results 
is a distorted picture of the real costs of PPO. For instance, for fiscal1987, 
PPO costs were reported as $52 million on the University's accounting 
reports; however, the Audit calculations indicate that PPO actually incurred 
$7 4 million in costs for that year. This difference is presumably due to direct 
charges and external billings. 

PPO's lines of reporting to central administration have changed several times 
in recent years: 

• Between 1984 and 1986, an Associate Vice President for Finance and 
Operations was responsible for a combined Department of Physical 
Planning and Physical Plant Operations. 

• In 1986, prompted by management problems, PPO was separated from 
Physical Planning and put under a separate Associate Vice President. 

• A year later PPO was transferred from the Vice President for Finance 
and Operations to the Vice President for Academic Affairs, reporting 
through an Associate Vice President. 

• In March, 1989, as a result of the management and financial problems 
documented in the Legislative Audit Report (issued August 1988), the 
Director of PPO now reports directly to the Senior Vice President for 
Finance and Operations. 

There have also been numerous internal reorganizations The one in Febru
ary 1989, resulted in eight divisions. A description of these divisions fol
lows: 
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1. Administrative Control 
Headed by: Senior Administrative Director 
Staffed by: 19 full-time civil service employees, 9 part-time students 
0100 Operating Budget: $859,876 
Functions: Authorization and Budget Accounting; Payroll 

Central Office Services 
Computer/Cost Analysis 

2. Constructive Division 
Headed by: Assistant Director 
0100 Operating Budget: None 
Revenue: Generated 
Functions: Remodeling for projects of less than $100,000 

3. Custodial and Grounds 
Headed by: Assistant Director 
Staffed by: 35 supervisors, 435 full-time bargaining unit employees, 

42 part-time bargaining unit employees, 141 part-time students, 3 
support staff 

0100 Operating Budget: $12,454,479 
Revenue: Generated 
Functions: Custodial services inside buildings 

Maintains grounds 
Removes snow from sidewalks and stairs 

4. Environmental Operations 
Headed by: Assistant Director 
Staffed by: 22 full-time bargaining unit employees, 26 students, 2 

support staff 
0100 Operating Budget: $1,097,513 
Indirect Cost Recovery for Waste Disposal: $1,050,695 
Revenue: Generated 
Functions: Manages removal of hazardous and nonhazardous waste 
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5. Heating Plant Operations 
Headed by: Assistant Director 
Staffed by: 7 administration employees, 75 bargaining unit 

employees, 12 civil service employees, 7 students 
0100 Operating Budget: $23,416,871 
Revenue: Generated 
Functions: Operating and maintain heating plants 

Obtain electricity, sewer, water and gas from outside vendors 

6. Maintenance and Operations 
Headed by: Associate Director 
Staffed by: 112 bargaining unit employees, 274 skilled trade, 48 civil 

service employees, 21.5 students, 2.5 support staff 
0100 Operating Budget: $13,525,462 
Revenue: Generated 
Functions: Maintain and repair buildings 

7. Personnel 
Headed by: Personnel Officer 
Staffed by: 2 civil service employees 
Functions: Personnel consulting 

8. Transportation 
Headed by: Assistant Director 
Staffed by: 4 administrative employees, 28 bargaining unit employees, 

4 civil service, 4 students 
0100 Operating Budget: $579,224 
Revenue: Generated 
Functions: Procurement, maintenance and sale of all PPO motorized 

vehicles 
Minneapolis tool crib 
Key shop 

II. PROCESS 

In conducting its review of PPO, the Task Force read PPO's Strategy for Fo
cus document, reviewed the August 1988 Legislative Audit and a number of 
audit reports and responses issued between August 1988, and April 1989; in
terviewed deans; conducted interviews with and reviewed materials prepared 
by division directors and PPO management; reviewed documents relating to 
proposed and/or implemented policies and procedures; conducted a survey; 
and read solicited and unsolicited letters. 
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III. OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. General operations 

Task Force survey responses from Deans, Directors and Department Heads 
indicate 44% think that overall service provided by PPO is good to excellent, 
43% consider it average, while only 14% think it is poor to terrible. In con
trast, 46% of Principal Investigators rated overall PPO service poor to terri
ble, while only 19% ranked service in the good to excellent range. Both 
groups were very dissatisfied with the costs of PPO (50% of Principal Inves
tigators and 34% of Deans, Directors and Department Heads). The primary 
complaint in comments was the cost passed on to users of services provided 
by PPO. In addition, several respondents commented on the poor manage
ment and coordination of the chargeable functions of PPO, noting that 
"management that oversees the employees seems excessive and, in many in
stances, incompetent." 

1. The crisis in management of PPO. 

It is evident that organizational changes since 1984 have not improved the 
situation. These changes have been poorly communicated to managers and 
staff, and have not been particularly effective. Employees appear to have se
rious concerns about all levels of PPO management and supervision. Man
agement has to be responsible not only for financial accountability, but also 
for the rational development and implementation of policies and procedures. 
For this to happen, managers at all levels must be well used, and receive ade
quate training, support and guidance from top management. Communication 
among PPO divisions is poor at best. Within PPO all levels of supervisory 
and management personnel make changes in internal organization, staff, and 
budgets without assessing the impact of those changes on other PPO divisions 
or on other units at the University. 

There are also external communication problems. Communication between 
PPO and users of their services, and between PPO and Physical Planning, has 
been inadequate or non-existent. (The latter is documented in the Physical 
Planning report). Consideration should be given to consolidation of PPO's 
divisions as a possible means of improving communications among employ
ees, reducing duplication of services, and clarifying roles and responsibili
ties. 

Recommendation 1 (to Senior Vice President for Finance and 
Operations): Address the crisis in management in PPO. 
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Recommendation 2: Clarify the roles of managers, foremen and 
supervisors and provide them with training and authority to ful
fill their roles. 

• Note: There is an opportunity in the Personnel Division to fill a vacant 
training coordinator position with a person who could provide training 
to management and supervisory staff at all levels. 

There is a lack of information and involvement when buildings recently con
structed are turned over to PPO. PPO's Administrative Control Division 
needs to know what programs or departments will occupy new building space 
to monitor accuracy of building charges, accumulate costs by building, and 
recover costs from self-supported departments which occupy space in other
wise supported buildings. As-built drawings, for which no one seems to take 
responsibility, need to be updated regularly so they are reliable decision
making resources, yet information available to facilitate this process is not 
readily exchanged. 

Recommendation 3 (to PPO and Physical Planning): Involve PPO 
more closely in new building and remodeling activities, from de
sign stage through final project acceptance. 

• Note: Numerous hours over many months have been spent clarifying the 
respective roles of PPO and Physical Planning when PPO becomes rein
valved in remodeling, yet the academic community has not been in
formed of this proposed change nor given an opportunity to comment on 
its merits, although the discussion began a year ago. 

Recommendation 4: Appoint a faculty user consultative commit
tee to work with PPO. 

• Note: This committee would ensure that needs of the academic commu
nity are addressed, policies are reviewed during development and im
plementation, communication between PPO and its users is adequate, and 
regular evaluation and monitoring of service levels and quality takes 
place. It is particularly important to work with the Custodial and 
Grounds and Maintenance and Operations Divisions of PPO. The Physi
cal Plant and Space Allocation sub-committee of the University Senate 
Finance and Planning Committee might be strengthened to fill this role. 
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2. Financial information as a basis for managerial decisions 

Many of PPO's problems began with the retrenchments of the early 1980s, 
much of which was passed on to support services. As the PPO budget has 
eroded, costs for some services have been shifted to users, often indiscrimi
nately and often without their prior knowledge. This impairs the ability of 
academic units to fulfill their missions. 

PPO management feel they have not been adequately involved in biennial re
quests for legislative funding, which have been based primarily on the exist
ing funding base, not anticipated costs or actual expenditures. For example, 
funding for new space has been provided on a non-recurring basis the last 
two years and has not met estimated costs. Allotments for annual bargaining 
unit and civil service salary increases have not kept up with cost of living or 
bargaining unit progression increases; skilled trades increases and cost of 
living increases to supply budgets have not been provided on a regular basis. 
It is imperative that PPO link its operating budget to, and involve its direc
tors and managers in, the operations budgeting process. 

Ongoing commitment to an integrated, computerized system of financial 
record keeping in PPO is critical. Written procedures and guidelines must be 
established to clarify the basis for generating current and historical data on 
revenue generated by divisions, gross square feet allocated to supported and 
non-supported space, and components of costs charged to specific division 
functions. 

Recommendation 5: Develop appropriate financial management 
information for use in budget development. 

Since PPO charges approximately one-third of its costs to other departments 
or off-campus users, it is imperative that those costs be reasonably estab
lished. PPO has a monopolistic position on campus. To be sure charges for 
services are reasonable, PPO should conduct ongoing assessment of costs for 
specific jobs, comparing PPO costs with those of off-campus providers. 
Work should be contracted out when cost effective. 

Billings are slow, incomplete and unrelated. There is currently no system in 
place to track and relate jobs which require work from more than one shop. 
Nor is there a system for keeping track of and monitoring the need for 
multiple service calls for the same project. 

Rates charged for services are often unsupported by current accounting 
records, are sometimes inequitable, and are not monitored or authorized by 
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the University central administration. In some cases, PPO does not recover 
its actual costs, while in other cases it is overcharging certain groups of cus
tomers (e.g., a surcharge is added to skilled trades worker wages to recover 
the cost of drivers, but this charge is not added to the wages of civil service 
employees who also use driver services). Administrative costs are not 
recovered in charges to many users, and current overhead rates do not eq
uitably distribute costs. Equipment costs are not factored into rates, so PPO 
loses the opportunity to recover funds for equipment replacement. 

Charges to non-University groups to recover costs for their use of space have 
not been increased since about 1973. No recovery is made for utilities. 

Recommendation 6: Develop and implement a clear, consistent 
and equitable rate policy. 

PPO has had a tendency to pass on costs inconsistently or without knowledge 
of users. Inaccurate cost estimates, often well below actual costs for projects, 
often result in users being charged well above what they had budgeted. 

Recommendation 7 (to the Senior Vice President for Finance and 
Operations): Do not allow PPO to make automatic charges to 
user budgets. 

Much of PPO's labor is more specialized and expensive than similar opera
tions elsewhere. Labor costs constitute a high percentage of total costs. Un
fortunately, the brunt of this burden is presently borne by the academic de
partments whose budgets are hit with the high cost of services. Job classifi
cations within PPO divisions must be reviewed to ensure that all work is per
formed by the appropriate level of employee. Significant savings can be re
alized by addressing these issues. 

Recommendation 8: Address current work rules and the re
quirement to pay prevailing wage rates in the next contract nego
tiations. 

3. Action prompted by legislative audit 

In March 1988, the Legislative Audit Commission directed a program eval
uation and financial audit of PPO. The August 1988 report spelled out over 
60 recommendations. An internal audit in 1986 spelled out 58 recommenda
tions relative to PPO; many recommendations in the two audits were the 
same. 
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An Update on Implementation of Legislative Audit Recommendations was 
submitted in January 1989, by top management responsible for PPO. Ac
cording to that update, 70% of the recommendations open for direct action 
by PPO had been implemented. It appears that there are instances where top 
management has indicated implementation, but the policies and procedures 
have not been communicated to operating levels within PPO so that they are 
not, in fact, being implemented in practice. 

Recommendation 9: Assure that responses to the Legislative Au
dit are implemented at all levels of operation. 

Improvements have been made in response to the Audit. PPO has reviewed 
its inventory system and determined where it is feasible to computerize. Di
visions now include discount terms on their orders from vendors, and there 
has been partial implementation of prompt payment to ensure receipt of ap
plicable discounts. It appears that there is currently no mark-up being 
charged against materials and supplies. At least one shop charges replace
ment costs. 

Recommendation 10: Continue implementation of Legislative 
Audit recommendations, specifically: 

• PPO should develop a consistent rate for steam charges and a 
written policy for consistently charging units for utilities. 
Non-University customers should be charged at least as much 
as University units for steam, and receipts should be collected 
within 30 days. 

• Components of the utility rates should be evaluated, primarily 
relating to the accumulation of reserves for capital asset re
placement. 

• Shop ticket charges should be authorized, documented and ap-
proved on a regular basis. 

B. By Division 

1. Custodial and Grounds (C&G) 

The budget for this division has not reflected the services which are to be 
provided. Approximately 3 million square feet of new space have been 
added since 1981; the resource base has not been increased. Labor costs are 
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high and allotments for annual bargaining unit salary increases have not kept 
up with the cost of living or bargaining unit progression increases. 

Management has taken some positive steps. Labor-saving procedures, 
equipment and supplies are researched and used when possible. Issues of 
employee attendance, work habits and quality, and morale are being ad
dressed. A quality control position was established to provide a point of in
put for user complaints; there is, however, little evidence that appropriate, 
on-going complaint follow-up takes place. 

There is a landscape architect position in the Office of Physical Planning, 
with a recurring annual budget for new and replacement landscaping. This 
conflicts with statements in the Legislative Audit which assert that a recur
ring budget allocation was approved for Physical Plant in March 1988, to be 
used to make additions to the University's relatively small grounds work 
force. The C&G director was not aware of the existence of such dedicated 
funds. 

Along with University Police and PPO's Maintenance and Operations Divi
sion, C&G employees help to keep buildings secure and to maintain grounds 
to maximize the safety of University students and staff. However, these units, 
as well as others concerned with risk management, do not work together to 
provide for the security and safety of the University's resources. 

There is wide-spread concern about the level of services provided to all aca
demic units. A survey was conducted by C&G in October 1988, to give cus
todial clients an opportunity to express their concerns. Of over 3,000 re
sponses, 86% were satisfied with custodial services, while 14% expressed 
dissatisfaction. In contrast, the Task Force survey showed that only 29% 
were satisfied or very satisfied, 21% were neutral, while 51% were dissatis
fied or very dissatisfied. 

Many comments focused on the poor supervision and management of custo
dial services. Several units felt that custodians are not held accountable for 
their actions and that it is difficult to communicate any complaints or com
ments to the management. While many respondents said that individual of
fices or labs were cleaned regularly, common areas such as classrooms, 
stairs, lounge areas and bathrooms were not maintained well. Respondents 
noted that custodial personnel are not responsive to unique needs of units, not 
productive, and communication is poor. 

Recommendation 11: Improve supervision of Custodial and 
Grounds employees. 
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• Note: Supervisors need to be more involved with frequent and regular 
monitoring of work habits and performance to ensure that policies for 
service levels and quality of service are enforced. They must communi
cate better with employees and be more responsive to employees' con
cerns. 

An Employee Policy and Procedure Manual for the Custodial and Grounds 
Division (revised July 1988) outlines tasks and duties of a building and 
grounds worker. However, no recent communication with users has ad
dressed the services to be provided, priority order for those services, or the 
expected level of quality. While many agree that the appearance of buildings 
and grounds is important not only to employee morale, but to the image the 
University projects for its many visitors, there is no evidence that C&G em
ployees, supervisors or management have in place an adequate system for 
setting service standards or insuring that they are routinely met. 

Recommendation 12: Establish service and quality standards and 
communicate them to users. 

2. Environmental Operations 

Faculty must be involved in developing and implementing policies on the 
purchase, use and disposal of hazardous materials. Training is offered at the 
University for dealing with hazardous waste problems of varying magni
tudes, but there is not an obvious commitment on the part of faculty to take 
responsibility for training of their staff and students, or for proper handling 
of hazardous materials used in their research or teaching. 

Until1979, the University had an All-University Hazardous Waste Commit
tee, made up of faculty and staff from the Institute of Technology, Medical 
School, Veterinary Medicine, etc. It met quarterly and functioned as an 
advisory committee in the area of hazardous waste. It is not clear why the 
committee was abandoned, but it does not appear that anything has been es
tablished to take its place to provide feedback on an important function to the 
administration. 

Recommendation 13: Reconstitute an All-University hazardous 
waste committee. 

A related unit exists within Environmental Health and Safety, which reports 
to the Vice President for Student Affairs. There appears to be some overlap 
in responsibility, or at least confusion over the distinction between the two. 
It appears that reorganization is being addressed, with the pending move of 
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collection of hazardous waste and lab safety services from this Division to 
Environmental Health and Safety. 

Environmental Operations deserves some compliments. Suggestion forms 
have been provided for feedback; the head of the Division responds to and 
monitors any complaints. They have instituted a number of recycling ef
forts, and with more effort can bring the University to the forefront of recy
cling. This Division makes excellent use of student workers. The work pro
vides students not only with financial aid, but with a source of valuable expe
rience and education. 

3. Heating P /ant Operations 

The Legislative Audit recommendations identified (Recommendation 1 0) 
some specific concerns relating to Heating Plant Operations. The Task Force 
differs from the Legislative Audit in suggesting that utility charges for non
University customers should be at least as much as those for University 
customers. 

Deterioration of the heating plant facilities is a significant concern to the 
University. Due to the serious condition of the facilities, accumulated re
serves currently are being used for repairs and maintenance of the heating 
plants. 

4. Maintenance and Operations (M&O) 

This division of PPO has the greatest impact on the academic mission of the 
University. 

The division is noted for its informal, decentralized system of planning shop 
work: 

• Most shops do not prepare adequate daily work plans, and foremen have 
not been trained in scheduling. 

• No system-wide formal procedure exists for setting priorities among 
shop tickets. 

• There is no regular evaluation of services. 

• There is consistently poor documentation of work performed. The shops 
rarely report differences between the work originally authorized and the 
work actually completed. 
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• Work quality of shops employees is consistently high, but there is no 
formalized process for monitoring and evaluating it. 

• PPO's shops are more specialized and more expensive than similar oper
ations elsewhere. 

There is no definitive policy for distinguishing routine services which are to 
be charged to the PPO operating budget, from non-routine services which 
are to be charged to other departments. Academic units are, therefore, sub
ject to uncertainty and inconsistent treatment. Guidelines previously existed, 
as noted in a 1982 memo, which stated that fixed equipment and laboratory 
services located in 0100 supported premises (excluding window air condi
tioners and carpeting installed at departmental option) were to be routine 
services; interpretation and implementation of these guidelines has been in
consistent. 

In apparent response to the Legislative Audit, a preliminary policy for rou
tine and non-routine maintenance was issued by the Director of PPO in 
October 1988. Only three managers received the memo, which asked for 
review and input; the policy is still in preliminary form. That policy states 
that "Physical Plant Operations will provide routine maintenance services for 
all supported site work, facilities and equipment for the Twin Cities Campus 
and certain off-campus properties. The extent of maintenance provided is 
consistent with the funding provided to perform the services and generally 
requires prioritization." The current driving force behind the definition of 
routine appears to be availability of funds in the PPO operating budget. As a 
result academic units often do not know for which services they will be 
charged. 

Input from the academic community must be sought in this process, and the 
policy must be communicated to the users as well as the organizational levels 
in PPO responsible for the implementation of such a policy. 

Recommendation 14: Complete the development of, and fully 
implement, a policy which clearly distinguishes routine from 
non-routine services. 

Because funding for maintenance has not been consistent with activities to be 
performed, a large deferred maintenance backlog has occurred. Deferred 
maintenance represents the cumulative financial effects of not properly 
maintaining capital assets. Most projects on the University's deferred main
tenance list are building repairs. 
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The level of deferred maintenance and the absence of a comprehensive re
view of building conditions constitutes a serious financial management 
weakness. There is a serious concern for safety as well, as facilities age. For 
example, there are no plans for replacement of old elevators, such as those in 
the Social Sciences Building. 

A preliminary estimate of the cost of providing a complete engineering anal
ysis of the deferred maintenance needs on the Twin Cities campus has been 
made, and a small project with internal funds to analyze a sample of 20 
buildings has been initiated. 

Recommendation 15: Conduct a comprehensive review of build
ing conditions to determine the extent of deferred maintenance 
needs. 

• Note: PPO, in concert with the Senior Vice President for Finance and 
Operations, should review funding for repairs and maintenance activities 
to establish realistic operating budgets and use available funds to address 
the deferred maintenance problem. This would include establishing ap
propriate levels of service, levels of responsibility and cost projections. 

The preventive maintenance system evolved over the past 20 years with little 
central PPO control or engineering input. Following computerization of the 
system (in which most activities are for equipment maintenance) shop fore
men could easily add new activities or change the frequency of activities on 
the system. PPO management has not developed manuals or policy state
ments on inclusion of activities in the preventive maintenance system. Con
sequently, development has been incremental, not a planned comprehensive 
effort. PPO has practically no means of managing its preventive mainte
nance program or determining its cost-effectiveness. 

Recommendation 16: Give high priority to effective preventive 
maintenance. 

• Note: Due to its routine and repetitive nature, preventive maintenance 
receives less attention than other types of maintenance in PPO. But be
cause of its potential for long-term cost savings, effective preventive 
maintenance should be a priority of plant managers. 

5. Transportation 

Since its creation, the Transportation Division has been characterized by un
clear lines of authority, poor communications between management and 
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staff, and conflicts among personnel. After several reorganizations it is still 
unclear what the responsibilities of this Division are or should be. A recom
mendation to dissolve this Division has recently been submitted to top PPO 
management. The Task Force endorses this. 

This division and Fleet Services both perform maintenance on vehicles. Be
cause of different cost bases, rates charged by these two units are very 
different. Fleet Services currently manages its operations with full-cost ac
counting, apparently efficiently and effectively. 

Recommendation 17: Centralize maintenance, replacement and 
service of all University vehicles, preferably in Fleet Services. 
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PURCHASING AND MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

I. OVERVIEW 

The mission of the Department of Purchasing and Materials Management is 
to supply University colleges and departments with efficient purchasing and 
delivery services that respond to college and departmental needs, and that 
provide suppliers with fair consideration of their products and services. In 
the 1987-88 fiscal year, the total budget of Purchasing was approximately 
$1.9 million and total purchases made through Purchasing were approxi
mately $197 million. 

II. PROCESS 

In its review of Purchasing, the Task Force had available a number of pro
gram and financial audit reports beginning in 1980, all relevant 1987 Strat
egy for Focus documents, with 1989 updates, annual reports and other mate
rials submitted by Purchasing, including copies of brochures and newsletters 
which purchasing provides to vendors and University users of Purchasing 
services. 

In addition, the Task Force developed and administered two surveys designed 
for soliciting information from constituent users. One survey, sent to Deans, 
Directors and Department Heads, covered office supplies and instructional 
equipment. The second survey, sent to Principal Investigators, focused on 
one well-defined area, purchasing laboratory supplies and equipment. 
Members of the Task Force also interviewed the Director of Purchasing and 
several administrators from Academic Affairs and colleges. 

III. 0BSERV ATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In 1981 the University office of Management Planning and Information Ser
vices (MPIS) reviewed Purchasing staffing and costs, comparing the Univer
sity with 18 peer institutions. MPIS concluded that "Minnesota's cost per 
dollar of purchases is the lowest of the eighteen schools reporting and less 
than a third of the average for schools reporting with fringes included. If 
the quality and extent of service being provided [by Minnesota Purchasing] 
are equal to or greater than the comparison schools, ours is a highly efficient 
operation -- probably the most efficient in this group." 

In 1984 the University Department of Audits issued a report on Purchasing. 
The recommendations of the report related to a full range of issues similar to 
those which the current Task Force is addressing. A major shortcoming dis
closed by the 1984 review was the lack of accurate and timely management 
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information for the Purchasing department, central administration and user 
departments. Many of the issues focused on the need for computerization in 
Purchasing, but they also ranged broadly from inefficiencies of purchasing 
forms design to the usefulness of newsletters. 

In a subsequent review and program audit report in 1987 it was noted that 
Purchasing "should be commended for the progress they have made toward 
implementing recommendations and improving controls. In total, of the 38 
recommendations made, 35 [were] either implemented, partially imple
mented, or an alternative action taken." 

Related to these recent changes in Purchasing, it is also instructive to note that 
academic respondents to our Task Force survey indicated an unusually high 
level of current satisfaction with service from Purchasing-- over 95% of all 
respondents indicated a neutral to very satisfied response to this overall 
question. Many respondents noted that major improvements had been made 
over the past several years in responding to academic departments' purchas
ing needs. 

Purchasing and Materials Management's Strategy for Focus plans are well 
developed and directly related to its mission, the program audit recommen
dations previously identified and current user needs. The Task Force is 
especially pleased to note that strong constituent user inputs have influenced 
both Purchasing's long-term and annual planning efforts. 

One of the highest priorities in the plans of Purchasing is the need for in
stalling computerized records. The Task Force agrees with this priority and 
notes that the lack of automation has likely resulted in major inaccuracies and 
inefficiencies for both Purchasing and its users. 

Recommendation 1: Continue current efforts to computerize 
records in Purchasing, including integration with the Univer
sity's General Ledger. 

Only one University purchasing policy and its related procedures appeared to 
be problematic for many departmental units and faculty, especially principal 
investigators, and this was the Regents' policy for competitive bidding on all 
purchases over $2,000. Over 17% of all faculty respondents expressed 
strong negative opinions about the efficacy and efficiency of this policy and 
its related procedures. This policy needs to be given both current and peri
odic review. 
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Purchasing and Materials Management 

Recommendation 2: Review, in consultation with academic users, 
the current Regents' policy for competitive bidding on all pur
chases over $2,000 . 

Page 51 



I· 

STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

I. OVERVIEW 

The mission of Student Support Services is to provide: "basic academic and 
administrative services ... which provide the administrative framework that 
supports the instructional efforts of the University's colleges and campuses. 
Direct service to students has high priority, but services are also provided to 
faculty, staff, and administrators at the University, and to outside agencies." 

Student Support Services (SSS) is comprised of three operational areas: Ad
missions and Prospective Student Services (ADM), Office of the Registrar 
(OTR), and Office of Student Financial Aid (OSFA). The fourth area of SSS, 
Information Systems and Services (ISS), provides computer, informational 
and clerical support to the other three. 

In 1986-87 SSS had a budget of $7.5 million. In the same year ADM, OTR 
and ISS had a total FTE of 61 professional staff and 79 clerical staff; OSFA 
had 86 full-time and 60-80 part-time staff, not distinguished by type. 

II. PROCESS 

The examination of Student Support Services included talking to the chairs of 
all relevant University Assembly and Senate committees; examining materi
als provided by the Coordinator of Student Support Services, including the 
Strategy for Focus document, the annual reports for 1986-87 and 1987-88 
and a report on a survey of client reaction undertaken in Fall 1985 and again 
in Fall1987; reading audits (on registration, fee assessment and student ac
counts receivable, student financial aid and student administrative fees), and 
other relevant reports and information; speaking with the chair of the Colle
giate Management Information Services Committee (CMISC), an ad-hoc 
group; discussing issues at a monthly meeting of another ad-hoc group, the 
Collegiate Student Affairs Administrators (CSAA); interviewing the direc
tors of the four student support service areas; and interviewing the Coordi
nator of Student Support Services. 

The Task Force conducted no surveys for this area, in part due to the recency 
of the 1985 and 1987 surveys. 
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III. OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Involvement of academic units in consultation with SSS. 

The degree of contact that the four operational units of SSS have with the 
academic units (colleges, departments, their staffs and faculty) of the 
University varies greatly. There are Prospective Students' and Registrar's 
Advisory Committees, consulted by ADM and OTR, respectively. Both of 
these committees are constituted -principally of student affairs officers of the 
colleges, most of whom are staff concerned with the administrative, rather 
than the academic, functions of SSS. OSFA has little contact for the purposes 
of operational consulting with any aspect of the academic side of the Univer
sity. The Registrar's Advisory Committee works very well, in the view of its 
members; the Prospective Students' Advisory Committee works less well. 

Two self-organized groups appear to be the most active forums for the dis
cussion of issues related to SSS. These are the Collegiate Student Affairs 
Administrators (CSAA) and the Collegiate Management Information Ser
vices Committee (CMISC), which includes some faculty members. Their 
unsolicited advice is not always influential on the operations of SSS. 

Although considerable effort has gone into planning within SSS during the 
past three years, it appears that very limited consultative effort was made to 
involve faculty and academic units in these discussions and developments. 
SSS staff maintain that it is difficult to seek advice from the academic units of 
the University at large due to the technical nature of their functions, arguing 
that it is very time-consuming to inform those unfamiliar with SSS opera
tions to the point that they can provide effective advice. Furthermore, it is 
not clear to SSS that faculty are willing to devote this kind of time. There
fore, knowledgeable student affairs officers in the colleges are their principal 
contacts with the academic mission. 

SSS needs to formally involve faculty in their advisory processes. Faculty 
need not be involved in the operational details of SSS to the same degree as 
might be necessary for collegiate student services officers, but faculty and 
program units from across the University need to be systematically involved 
with the development of strategic plans and discussions of policy issues 
within SSS. Faculty have valuable input concerning (e.g.) information access 
they would like to have for effective advising, devising strategies in the re
cruitment of high ability students or making the most effective use of discre
tionary financial aid. 
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One concern of the Task Force is that SSS is almost entirely driven by the 
undergraduate side of the University. This inevitably has created a mindset 
that considers graduate and professional students and their colleges as 
"exceptions" for all purposes from the time of application. An example is the 
recent evaluation and purchase of academic progress software. Although 
intended for all-University use, the software was developed solely as an un
dergraduate package, and no consultation or involvement of the Graduate 
School was sought at any time prior to its purchase. 

Recommendation 1: Involve faculty and academic units in the 
consultative processes of all four functional divisions of SSS. 

OSFA is particularly isolated from consultation outside of SSS. They de
scribe their mission as the administration of need-based financial aid, largely 
driven by federal and state procedures beyond their control. Acceptance of 
this as their exclusive mission leaves little room for OSFA to have any posi
tive interactions with the academic mission of the University. There is ten
sion and frustration with this position on the part of all colleges in their use of 
merit scholarships and in the admission management policies. Seeking con
sultation with academic units would be a first step in addressing these issues. 

Recommendation 2: Revise the mission of OSFA and develop 
OSF A strategies for flexible and creative use of financial aid re
sources to promote the academic mission of the University. 

At the present time OSFA is responsible for recommending undergraduate 
student wage rates and related policies for the University. Because of the ex
clusive concern for student financial need within OSFA, responsibility for 
recommending student wage rates and the development of related policies 
should be taken from this unit and reassigned to Personnel. 

Recommendation 3: Reassign the responsibility for setting stu
dent wage rates and policies from OSF A to the Department of 
Personnel. 

SSS should be commended for the efforts it has made to be responsive to 
some student needs, efforts which are not always readily visible. Examples 
of this are consideration of student time by finding ways to shorten the time 
students spend in line waiting for services, trying to reduce the number of 
offices a student must visit to get information or resolve a problem, and, 
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though many changes are only in the planning stages, finding ways to sim
plify the registration process through new policies. 

OSFA has a more difficult time being responsive to students because of the 
state and federal regulations it must follow and the narrowness of its per
ceived mission. The recent addition of counselors for graduate, medical and 
law students has been helpful but inadequate. 

Recommendation 4: Develop a recurring system for collecting 
student and faculty opinions about the effectiveness of all ser
vices within SSS, including OSFA, for both undergraduate, grad
uate and professional students. 

B. Lines of reporting 

SSS feels that it is frequently put in a reactive position in the execution of its 
mission due to decisions made in Academic Affairs, in which they were not 
consulted. They often feel that they could have given advice at an early stage 
in certain matters that would have made the implementation of the decision 
more efficient. Reporting to an independent Vice President for Student Af
fairs has enforced a separation between SSS and the central control of the 
academic mission of the University. 

Recommendation 5: Implement the proposed reorganization in 
which the Vice President for Student Affairs reports directly to 
the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

• Note: The Task Force hopes and expects that this change is functional 
and not just symbolic, and will include reciprocal consultation. 

C. Information handling 

Execution of the mission of SSS depends in all phases on the effective han
dling of information and large data bases. The computing, data handling and 
electronic communication environment at the University is somewhat 
chaotic. Different objectives of various units and high central administrative 
charges have led many academic departments and college to develop their 
own data bases and systems to handle student and financial records. This 
leads to considerable duplication of effort, hardware and software. 

SSS is not enthusiastic about the idea of a CIO for the University due to the 
vagueness with which the duties of such a position can currently be defined. 
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Nonetheless, they recognize better than almost any unit within the University 
the value of such a coordinated distribution system. 

The forthcoming consultant's report on management information systems 
recommends decentralization of student information from the Twin Cities to 
coordinate campuses. The report also mentions, though does not address, the 
difficulty academic units on the Twin Cities campus have getting student in
formation from the central system for advisement purposes, among others. 

Recommendation 6: Develop and implement ways to provide 
distributed, consistent, and timely access to SSS information by 
academic units. 

A particularly vexing and long-standing problem in effective information 
handling and record-keeping is the fact that the student records of Continuing 
Education and Extension (CEE) are not fully integrated with those of the rest 
of the University. This situation has a long history and should not be toler
ated any longer. It poses a serious impediment to any efforts to provide aca
demic units with accurate records for student advising and planning. Inte
gration is not controversial, it is simply long overdue. 

Recommendation 7: Implement the full integration of CEE 
records with those of SSS without delay. 

D. Costs of SSS. 

A May 1987 MPIS Report on Costs of Student Support Services contains data 
that show that the University has higher absolute and unit cost expenditures 
for SSS than a cohort of peer institutions. For example, costs per recipient in 
Financial Aid were estimated to be between 50% and 100% higher than 
average funding at peer institutions. The 1987 MPIS costs analysis of SSS 
also indicates that there may be inflation of position classifications and wages 
taking place within the unit. It was noted, for example, that average salary 
per staff in Admissions may be as much as 50% higher than among peer in
stitutions. 

These effects are not necessarily attributable to staff inefficiencies within 
SSS but rather to (a) the wider range of services provided here under the SSS 
umbrella, including more specialized functions and activities (OTR performs 
175 identifiably different functions, which is 25% higher than the mean of 
140 functions performed by registrars offices of peer institutions); (b) gen
erally larger workload volumes and workloads per employee; (c) larger 
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staffs; and (d) higher salaries for several categories of employees. This 
raises the question of whether SSS is providing the appropriate level and 
blend of student support services and the related question of whether all po
sitions within SSS are appropriately classified. (With the exception of the 
Coordinator, SSS is staffed entirely by civil service personnel). 

Recommendation 8: Appoint a study group to examine the 
appropriateness of the current mission(s) and the priority of 
current services provided by the units of SSS. 

• Note: This group should be chaired by the new Vice President for Stu
dent Affairs and should consist of staff from central administration, SSS, 
and collegiate student affairs, and faculty from academic units. 

Recommendation 9: Initiate a technical review of all current po
sition classifications within SSS to assess for appropriate level 
and wage rate classifications. 

• Note: This review should be undertaken in conjunction with, andre
ported to, the study group of Recommendation 8. 
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I. OVERVIEW 

The mission of Support Services and Operations (SS&O) is to provide essen
tial services to the University community in such a way as to enhance the 
ability of students, staff, faculty, administrators and visitors to achieve aca
demic objectives. The units which make up SS&O include: Housing Services 
(8 residential halls, 6 residential food services, family housing, faculty 
housing, off campus housing, campus rental housing); Food Services ( 11 
public food services, special events, food production center, food stores, 
vending services); Bookstores (4 stores); Printing and Graphic Arts (printing 
department, duplicating, addressing and mailing, bindery, campus mail); 
Technical Services (laundry, office equipment rental, leasing and repair, and 
the technical shops); Transportation Services (fleet services, parking, bus 
transportation-intercampus and Route 52, flight facilities); and Management 
Support Systems (accounting, computer support and administration). 

SS&O had 1,135 full time employees and total income of $81 million during 
the 1987-88 fiscal year. Of this amount $79 million was income received for 
services provided. 

II. PROCESS 

In its review of SS&O the Task Force had available various annual reports, 
financial audits and program reviews for each of the major operating divi
sions for the past five years as well as the 1989 Strategy for Focus Planning 
Update. Task Force members met with the Student Affairs Committee and 
the chairs of several student-faculty advisory committees. In addition, the 
Assistant Provost for SS&O and all unit directors were interviewed by mem
bers of the Task Force. The Task Force developed and administered a survey 
which asked about specific service areas. The survey sent to a random sam
ple of deans, directors, department heads, faculty and professional adminis
trative employees elicited 785 responses. Table 2 (page 64) and Appendix 
Table 15 show the highlights of the survey data: (1) high satisfaction with the 
bus services (both intercampus and Route 52), the bookstores and duplicating 
services; (2) general satisfaction but at least 10% negative responses for the 
computer store, campus mail and the printing department; (3) general 
satisfaction but at least 25% negative responses for the food services and 
vending machines; ( 4) The most negatively evaluated campus service was 
parking with 48% of respondents either dissatisfied or extremely dissatisfied. 
Four services (residence halls, flight services, fleet services and faculty 
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housing) produced 50% or greater neutral responses. (All data broken down 
by respondent category can be found in Appendix 3.) 

III. 0BSERV ATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Task Force is able to report that the managers of SS&O units are experi
enced professionals possessing both the will and ability to balance cost-effec
tive management practices against the unique pressures of a public academic 
institution. Each service unit manager always faces the challenge of juggling 
two hats: a business hat and a university hat. Meetings with directors con
vinced Task Force members that both hats are recognized and worn appro
priately. 

The Task Force discovered many examples of how SS&O units directly en
hance the academic mission of the University in ways which privilege aca
demic objectives at the expense of business policy. One example is Public 
Food Services' policy of providing study space in the cafeterias. At a 
university where study space often seems inadequate and the climate inhos
pitable, Food Services accepts the fact that student dining areas will often be 
occupied by non-diners during peak business hours. Rather than taking steps 
to remove non-paying guests this SS&O unit put on its university hat and now 
keeps the dining areas open most of the day. 

While we recognize the difficulty of this hat juggling feat, the Task Force 
recommends that SS&O also give consideration to the demand and need for 
extended (limited-service) hours in the bookstores and food services. 

It is clear, however, that the academic mission is best enhanced when the 
provision of essential services is managed in terms of business performance 
criteria. SS&O facilitates the ability of the rest of the University to carry out 
its academic mission when it provides the maximum quality of service at 
competitive prices and manages its units as efficiently as possible. 

The general management philosophy of Support Services and Operations 
emphasizes decentralized day-to-day management coupled with a high regard 
for the ability and willingness of people to get the job done. Planning and 
performance in all SS&O units is evaluated using a strong Management by 
Objectives (MBO) program. While the Task Force applauds the introduction 
of the Outstanding Service Awards program, we believe SS&O should con
sider the advantages of setting percentage amounts for the various awards 
programs consistently across units. 
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In its review of SS&O the Task Force identified four general areas of rec
ommendation: A) Student-faculty input to policy process; B) Financial re
porting and control; C) Quality/cost ratio of campus services; and D) Tem
porary solutions to parking crisis. Although it is area D that is most visible to 
individuals, we have listed the areas A to D in descending order of impor
tance. "A" is critical if the academic issues are to guide Support Services and 
Operations; "B" proposes a policy for SS&O that will impact upon operating 
units outside of SS&O; "C" guides SS&O congruent with its mission state
ment; and "D" recognizes the needs of individuals for access and safety. 

A. Student-faculty input to policy process 

In meetings with both student-faculty advisory committees and SS&O unit 
directors, the Task Force has been told that the advisory committees as cur
rently structured are of minimal benefit to the service units and play an in
significant role in keeping academic priorities in the planning and policy set
ting process. The opinion that "outside views" are important to the man
agement of SS&O was unanimous. 

Recommendation 1: Replace advisory committees with a single 
consultative committee. 

• Note: The Task Force recommends that the new Senate Support Services 
Committee concern itself primarily with broad policy and strategic 
planning issues. The Task Force believes that the new Senate Support 
Services Committee can be designed so that the committee (1) concen
trates primarily on high level issues of planning and policy; (2) be ac
countable to the Senate but also report to and consult with the relevant 
vice president; (3) appoint members to serve three year rotating terms 
and require them to participate in a management seminar during the first 
year. By emphasizing issues of policy and strategy, student-faculty board 
members can effectively contribute to the same long term goals and 
objectives upon which SS&O unit directors are evaluated. 

B. Financial reporting and control 

If our view that the academic mission is best enhanced when the service unit 
is managed in terms of business performance criteria is correct, it has im
portant implications for not only how student-faculty participation should be 
involved in the management process but how these services should be di
rected financially. 
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The Task Force is convinced that the most favorable quality/cost ratio in the 
provision of necessary services will be achieved when all costs and revenues 
associated with a specific service are assigned to the unit providing that ser
vice, and that service and capital transfers between units are minimized. 

Funds budgeted for maintenance and replacement of SS&O facilities (often 
referred to as "reserves") should be used in accordance with the approved 
maintenance and capital replacement plans of these units and should not be 
available for projects, programs, or units outside SS&O nor for transfers 
between different unit groups within SS&O. The capital allocation process 
should be based on budgets and plans developed in conjunction with the 
strategic academic objectives of the University and not on the temporary 
availability of accumulated reserves for which uses have already been identi
fied and budgeted. As operating budgets begin to reflect minimum 1-1.5% 
net margins, there will be no reserve funds which are not already committed 
to the replacement and renovation of existing facilities. 

Recommendation 2: Minimize transfers of capital funds between 
units. 

Consistent with the recommendation above concerning capital transfers 
would be a practice of insuring that each unit group within SS&O fund its 
budgeted operating requirements internally and not pay or receive subsidies, 
commissions or other transfers from unit groups within or outside SS&O. 

An example of the practice to be avoided is the payment to selected units of 
commissions on vending machine sales, public event concessions, and park
ing. Because the overall net margin for SS&O units is fixed, any gratuitous 
rebate of commissions is an added cost which necessarily leads to higher av
erage prices to all other users and, hence, violates the principle of maximiz
ing the quality/cost ratio for all users. To the extent the recipients of these 
"hidden" sources of funds are removed from the budget and expenditure 
process of individual units there is little, if any, supervision of their use. This 
is not to say that the Task Force is aware of any inappropriate expenditures; 
rather we simply believe that the most favorable quality/cost ratio for cam
pus services will be achieved when price policies reflect minimum margins 
of 1-1.5% or less with no transfer payments. 

Recommendation 3: End transfer payments across units. 

The Task Force believes there are both cost and service advantages to placing 
all income producing, business-type units on a full cost absorption basis and 
under one management umbrella. We recommend that a study be undertaken 
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to consider what additional business-type units should be managed by SS&O. 
Possibilities for consideration include University Libraries' copying ser
vices, Physical Plant and Operations vehicle maintenance service, and vari
ous scientific shops that are currently cross-charging other units. This rec
ommendation is not a prejudgment that all such operations be consolidated in 
SS&O but rather a call to review the academic mission rationale for cur
rently not having them managed by SS&O. Absent such rationale, consoli
dation under SS&O would seem appropriate. The argument for this recom
mendation is our premise that the most favorable quality/cost ratio in the 
provision of essential services will be achieved where costs and revenues are 
identified and assigned to the appropriate unit. To the extent business-type 
service units are achieving excessive net margins or are not fully absorbing 
general and administrative overhead costs, the most favorable quality/cost 
ratio has not been achieved. 

Recommendation 4: Review all business-like functions for possi
ble consolidation under SS&O. 

C. Quality/cost ratio of campus services 

The Task Force recommends that existing SS&O "shadow pricing" programs 
for all units be continued and expanded. While the issue of inside vs. outside 
services is influenced by quality and service trade-offs as well as price, the 
Task Force found that, in general, for services provided by SS&O, the aver
age price is comparable or less than services available from outside vendors. 
However, close monitoring is required to assure that this standard is univer
sally met. 

Recommendation 5: Expand market price monitoring programs. 

D. Temporary relief for parking problems. 

Survey respondents were, by far, more dissatisfied with parking than any 
other single campus service. Moreover, the size and commuter character of 
our student population suggest that the seriousness of this problem cannot be 
covered up much longer by patient and understanding students, faculty and 
staff. While a strategic shift in University goals and priorities may some day 
shrink the student population or move commuters into dormitories, the 
parking problem is hindering our current academic mission today and must 
be given priority now. 

The Task Force is aware of present SS&O efforts to produce long term so
lutions through the construction of one or more new parking ramps. The 
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immediate problem needs to be addressed. While it is beyond the scope of 
this Task Force to identify and evaluate short-term solutions, we recommend 
consideration be given to more flexible contract lot waiting lists, maximum 
utilization of close-in, safe and convenient contract parking ramps during 
off-peak hours, and leasing additional space from any of the conveniently lo
cated underutilized commercial parking facilities. 

Recommendation 6: Identify and evaluate short-term parking 
solutions. 

TABLE 2. PERCEPTIONS OF SELECTED CAMPUS SER
VICES CRANKED IN ORDER OF BEST TO WORST): 

Ratio of %of total 
positive to respondents 
negative responses positive neutral negative 

1. Intercampus Bus Service 19.3 73% 23% 4% 
2. Route 52 Bus Service 10.2 49 46 5 
3. Bookstores 10.2 78 14 8 
4. Duplicating Services 6.5 67 23 10 
5. Residence Halls 6.1 22 74 4 
6. Flight Services 5.7 29 66 5 
7. Fleet Services 4.3 41 50 9 
8. Computer Store 4.1 62 23 15 
9. Camgus Mail 3.7 64 19 17 
10. Printing Department 3.4 54 30 16 
11. Faculty Housing 1.7 21 66 13 
12. Public Food Services 1.7 44 30 26 
13. Vending Machines 1.2 35 36 29 
14. Parking 0.7 33 19 48 
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UNIVERSITY POLICE 

I. OVERVIEW 

The University Police serves an important function in the life of the campus. 
The Commitment to Focus document from the Department indicates that its 
major functions are crime prevention and control, maintenance of order, and 
protection of life and property. The unit, which has authority on the Min
neapolis and St. Paul campuses, consists of 46 officers who provide around 
the clock service to the campus. An additional ten support staff, 57 student 
security monitors, and students aides report to the unit. Three subunits in
clude an Operations Division which handles patrol functions, Staff Services 
Division which encompasses an investigations office, a crime prevention of
fice, training office, and a records office, and a Support Services Division, 
which includes public services such as dispatching, security services, and 
supply /maintenance. 

II. PROCESS 

The Task Force studied relevant policy documents, such as police reports and 
the Planning for Focus report. Surveys were sent to Deans, Directors and 
Department Heads, Faculty, and Professional Administrators. Interviews 
were conducted with various user groups on campus, including resident hall 
directors and student organizations, and with the Chief and other personnel 
from the University Police. The Task Force reviewed all available docu
ments related to complaints about the Police Department. 

III. OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Operation 

The University Police has recently been attempting to adapt itself to the 
unique needs of an urban campus. Additional foot patrols have been imple
mented, particularly on the Minneapolis campus, to deal with the many areas 
that are not readily accessible by car. The Task Force survey indicates a 
general satisfaction with the services provided by the University Police. 
Over 50% of the survey respondents indicated that they were satisfied or 
very satisfied witl-t the overall service of the l Jniversitv Police, whilf• onlv 
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neutral). However, 1 L /o ot the respolldents were concerned with the security 
of personal property on campus. In addition, responses to an informal sur
vey of resident hall staff were generally positive. These responses reflect 
well on the officers. The office has responded to one of the recommenda-
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tions made by the resident hall staff-- increased sensitivity of some officers -
-by implementing training courses. 

As with most service units, the University Police has borne a significant 
amount of retrenchment activity. Housing for the Police unit is, at best, 
inadequate. There is great concern over the communications system, which 
is quite old and which does not function adequately in some locations on 
campus. This is a potential risk to officers, students, and staff. It appears that 
this has recently been addressed, although implementation of the new radio 
system has not been completed. 

A number of new programs have been implemented to better integrate the 
police into campus life. The Police have distributed information and assisted 
in educating campus groups to improve the interaction between these groups 
and non-University residents near campus. A program on personal safety 
and University Police services has been provided for parents during student 
orientation, and has been well received by the New Student Programs Ori
entation Department. This program will be extended next year to include 
new students. Training is underway for presentations in both dormitories 
and in other University settings on crime prevention and other topics. Plans 
have been made to evaluate the service provided to the campus community 
through a survey of students and staff and through a planned anonymous 
complaint form. 

The Task Force recognizes that the University Police department is currently 
being audited, both from a managerial and a financial standpoint, and 
strongly endorses such periodic review. In the final days of Task Force op
eration, we were able to review the final reports. We fully concur with the 
findings reported. Many of these findings support our recommendations 
below. It is clear that Chief Wilson has strong goals and objectives for the 
Department, the implementation of which has caused some problems with 
both individual employees and the bargaining unit. Concern has also been 
expressed about the appropriateness of equipment purchased. Since the in
tent of this Task Force was to assess the effectiveness of the support units with 
respect to the academic mission of the University, the specifics of manage
ment operations were outside our purview. 

B. Functions performed 

As with many University service functions, the Police have assumed anum
ber of responsibilities because of the absence of other groups to assume them. 
For example, one full time officer and an assistant are occupied with the task 

Page 66 



University Police 

of transferring monies from campus enterprises such as Northrop Audito
rium and the Bierman Athletic Complex to banks. The unit is neither bonded 
nor insured for handling such monies, nor is it supplied with special training 
or equipment for this task. It has continued to exist as a courtesy to Univer
sity units. The full time use of an officer, student assistant, and a vehicle for 
this purpose is risky and not cost effective. An outside contract for security 
services should be investigated. 

There is a need for a consultative committee to assist the University Police in 
developing management and financial policies. This group would assess the 
range of services that the Police should provide given the location of the 
Twin Cities campus and the fiscal constraints on the University. For exam
ple, it may be that the University Police should concentrate on building and 
grounds security and crime prevention and transfer responsibility for crimi
nal investigation, case preparation, and special weapons and tactical activities 
to the Minneapolis and St. Paul Police. The need for a pursuit vehicle in the 
Police motor pool could also be questioned. This action has many ramifica
tions for the University and for Minneapolis and St. Paul, and deserves more 
study. 

The committee should also: 

• Investigate overlapping responsibilities between University Police and 
Parking Services including monitoring parking meters and issuance of 
parking permits, and make recommendations on this topic to the appro
priate vice presidents. Elimination of overlapping services will be more 
cost effective and reduce confusion about which unit is responsible for 
these activities. 

• Assist the Police Department in its continued integration into campus life 
as appropriate. The Police view themselves as a potential asset in both 
teaching and research for academic units. Although this goal is laudable, 
it will not be easily implemented without input from the academic sphere. 

Recommendation 1: Appoint a faculty/user consultative commit
tee to assist in developing priorities and policies. 

• Note: The committee should report its findings to the appropriate vice 
president. 
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C. Security 

Over 65% of the survey respondents expressed concern about security of 
personal property. The Police have had limited success in addressing this is
sue. Although roving security patrols have been instituted, much of the fi
nancial responsibility for building security has been transferred to academic 
units. For example, the Health Sciences Complex employs their own moni
toring force which controls access to areas of the complex at night and on the 
weekends. Other units are being encouraged to do the same. The Police have 
financed training and uniforms of the security units to maintain uniformity. 
The salaries and benefits, however, are absorbed by the sponsoring unit. The 
Task Force is concerned about the transfer of this additional financial re
sponsibility to the academic units. 

In addition, the Police maintain that Custodial and Grounds division of 
Physical Plant Operations should play a significant role in building security. 
This would range from unlocking and locking inside and outside doors to re
porting unusual activities to Police. The Employee Policy and Procedure 
Manual of the Custodial Division indicates "employees are responsible for 
the cleaning and security of their assigned area ... " It is not clear how this 
policy is implemented. Custodial employees are instructed not to open 
locked doors on request. A committee with a view to the overall benefit to 
the University should develop a uniform policy involving all relevant sup
port units. 

Personal security is also a concern. The escort service has had positive re
sponse and should be expanded. The Police and the Custodial and Grounds 
unit of Physical Plant Operations should be sensitive to the issues of personal 
safety that are related to their functions, such as routinely patrolling walk ar
eas and the replacement of outside lighting. 

Recommendation 2 (to consultative committee recommended in 
#1): Formulate a policy for improving campus security. 

D. Risk management 

: ~} i.. 1 .. : 

tee should be activated, and assigned the task of reviewing policies as indi
cated above. 

Clearly the University Police fall within the scope of this group. The group 
should consider overall campus issues such as the type and amount of security 
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at campus activities such as athletic functions, speaking engagements, and 
other performances and publish guidelines for groups using campus facili
ties. This concern arises from the fact that, at present, the program sponsor 
determines the amount of security necessary and from concerns within the 
University Police about lack of appropriate funding for providing security. 
An unbiased policy-making committee should be implemented. Clearly, this 
committee would also have responsibilities in the areas of hazardous waste 
disposal, campus security, and other activities that place the University at 
risk. 

Recommendation 3: Invigorate the University Risk Management 
Group to assess liabilities of the University and to develop poli
cies to minimize them. 

Page 69 



UNIVERSITY RELATIONS 

I. OVERVIEW 

The University News Service, Publications, Special Events, and Planning and 
Operations comprise the four functional areas of University Relations. For 
the 1988-89 fiscal year this unit had 26 full time employees and budgeted ex
penditures of $1,295,376. In recent years University Relations has relied in
creasingly on non-recurring funding for operating purposes. 

University Relations' mission, as adopted in October 1988, is "to promote 
understanding and communication within the University of Minnesota and 
between the University and the public." To accomplish this mission Univer
sity Relations has identified two objectives: (1) to assume the leadership role 
in University-wide public relations activity; and (2) to act as the public rela
tions office for central administration. As the standard bearer of communi
cations strategy and planning for the entire University, University Relations 
will thus divide its time between University-wide and central administration 
public relations. It does not plan to assume responsibility for the routine 
public relations of individual academic units. 

II. PROCESS 

In its review of University Relations the Task Force had available the Report 
on University Relations to the Senate-based Task Force for the Review of 
Twin Cities Support and Service Units. In addition, the Vice President for 
External Affairs and the Acting Director of University Relations were inter
viewed by members of the Task Force. 

III. OBSERVATIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

University Relations has been in the midst of a crisis of mission and leader
ship and has lacked coherence, direction, and purpose. Nevertheless individ
ual staff within University Relations have continued to provide award-win
ning reportage and publications. The Task Force believes that management 
must shift from a reactive to a proactive stance in its communications about 
the University and create an open dialogue with the people of Minnesota. 
University Relations addresses these concerns in the mission statement and 
objectives adopted last fall. The Task Force is hopeful that the new director 
soon to be hired will take an assertive leadership role, train and develop a 
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professional staff, establish a recurring funding base, and put an end to the 
question: Why do success stories about students and faculty at other univer
sities receive more media coverage than their University of Minnesota coun
terparts? 

Recommendation 1: Assume proactive communications stance. 

Implicit in the new mission statement is the view that a limited centralized 
staff will enable University Relations to act as the source of University-wide 
communications direction. The Task Force is not convinced that this decen
tralized approach will, in fact, produce a coordinated program of public 
communications. While centralized professional public relations staff sup
port on a University-wide basis may not be necessary, some direct and con
tinuous contact between the academic units and University Relations would 
facilitate consistency in media relations. For this reason, the Task Force rec
ommends that University Relations act to strengthen its role of central coor
dinator by establishing an all-University Communications Council comprised 
of Deans and Communications Managers from each of the colleges. The 
Communications Council would serve to develop and distribute public rela
tions themes and practices developed by University Relations to the individ
ual academic units. 

Recommendation 2: Establish University-wide Communications 
Council. 

The new director also needs to give attention to rationalizing internal Uni
versity communications. Instead of supplying the vital information needs of 
the academic units, the present system merely stirs confusion with its flood of 
redundant and uninformative memos and newsletters. While this approach 
may well express the rich diversity of our University, it does not result in 
timely information dissemination. 

Recommendation 3: Develop a plan for coordination and effi
cient distribution of University, College, and Program informa
tion. 
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APPENDIX 1. University of Minnesota 
Support/Service Units 

President's Office 

Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action 

Office of Proyost and Academic Affairs Vice President 

Office of Academic Personnel System 
Departments of Aerospace Studies, Military Science and Naval Science 
University Art Museum 
Department of Concerts and Lectures 
Educational Development Programs 
Graduate Assistants Office 
University Honors Office 
University Libraries 
Office of International Education 
University of Minnesota Press 
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs 

Office of A~:riculture. Forestry and Home Economics Vice Presi-
d.W 

Agricultural Experiment Station 
Minnesota Extension Service 

Office of Finance and Operations Vice President 

Accounting Records and Services 
Administrative Information Services 
Audits 
Auxiliary Support Services (includes Bookstores, Food Services, 

Housing, Printing, Technical Services and Transportation) 
Bursar's Office 
Office of Associate Vice President for Development and Alumni 

Relations 
Office of Investments and Cash Management 
Management Planning and Information Services 
Office of Director of Personnel 
Physical Planning 
Physical Plant Operations 
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University Property/Casualty Insurance 
Purchasing and Materials Management 
Office of Research and Technology Transfer 

Office of General Counsel and Vice President 

Office of University Attorney 

Office of Health Sciences Vice President 

Office of Alcohol and Drug Abuse Programming 
Allied Health Professions 
Biomedical Graphic Communications 
Comprehensive Epilepsy Program 
Health Sciences Continuing Education 
Health Sciences Learning Resources 
Health Sciences Minority Program 
Health Sciences Outreach 
Health Sciences Public Relations 
Health Sciences Student Services 
Center for Health Services Research 
University of Minnesota Hospital and Clinic 

Office of External Relations Vice President 

University Relations 

Office of Student Affairs Vice President 

Athletic Facilities Department 
Boynton Health Service 
Chemical Use and Abuse Counseling 
Housing Office 
Intercollegiate Athletics (Men's and Women's) 
Marching Band 
Office of Minority and Special Student Affairs 
Department of Police 
Student Activities Office (includes Department of Recreational Sports) 
Student Development Centers 
University Student Legal Service 
Student Support Services 
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APPENDIX 2. Management of the Campus Environment1 

"St. Paul and Minneapolis extend from the Mississippi 
River like the legs on a pair of trousers. Where they join is 
the University of Minnesota." 

Barefoot Boy with Cheek - Max Schulman 

"The Minneapolis campus is divided by one of the world's great rivers 
and again by U.S. Highway 12. It fails to benefit fully from the natural assets 
of the river and it fails to guard itself against the intrusions and disruptions of 
current urban life. The Task Force is concerned about the campus environ
ment, since with classrooms, laboratories, and libraries, it contributes to the 
quality of research, scholarship, and intellectual discourse. 

Until World War II the campus lay entirely east of the river, as it had 
from the time of its founding in what was then the village of St. Anthony. As 
Minneapolis absorbed its smaller neighbor east of the river, the campus be
came urban and remains so. Until the mid-1950s it was not a commuter 
campus but a part of southeast Minneapolis, the oldest section of the city, 
which was a community of grade and high schools, churches, commerce and 
industry, and an array of supporting services and community organizations. 
Large numbers of students and faculty members were residents of that com
munity. The expansion of the campus to the West Bank, the building of the 
interstate highway system through the city, and the subsequent decline of the 
public transit system as the chief mode of urban transportation changed the 
character of southeast Minneapolis and the campus setting. The sense of 
community was significantly diminished. The immediate surroundings of 
the campus have come to consist of parking ramps and lots and streets 
clogged with motor vehicles. Students, faculty, and staff commute to the 
campus for the most part, for only a handful now live in the southeast com
munity. 

Earlier the campus was a cultural center for the Twin Cities. There 
were weekly convocations at 11 a.m. each Thursday during which classes 
were not scheduled and the Minneapolis Symphony's regular concert season 
played in Northrop Auditorium, which also welcomed the Metropolitan 

1
Plan for Focus, Advisory Task Force on Planning, June, 1987, Pages 45-47, 50-52. 
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Opera Company during its annual spring tour. These major cultural attrac
tions are lost, and their passing without comparable replacements has left the 
campus poorer. 

Once one of the best maintained urban campuses, the successive re
trenchments of maintenance and campus grounds' budgets during the 1970s 
and 1980s, the steady pressure of over-capacity enrollments, and the indif
ference of a part of the student body to the requirements for preserving the 
amenity of landscaping have left the campus unkept and exhausted. When 
some of the less attractive aspects of current urban life--vagrancy, sporadic 
vandalism, and ubiquitous graffiti--are added, the result is an environment 
which is almost always dirty, often dangerous, and increasingly unattractive 
as a place to carry on the University's work. With computers providing easy 
and frequent electronic contact with colleagues and graduate students, there 
is the prospect that some faculty will appear only for mandatory course lec
tures and department faculty meetings, thereby impoverishing the intellec
tual community if the campus does not provide congenial circumstances for 
research and scholarship. 

The problem is more than dirty classrooms, offices, and laboratories 
and unattractive grounds. The Minneapolis campus has lost control of its en
vironment by failing to establish planning principles that would allocate pri
orities to groups seeking access to the campus. The result is that classrooms 
and laboratories on either side of Church and Pleasant Streets are entirely 
unsatisfactory for half of the academic year or more because of the noise, 
vehicle exhaust emissions, and vibrations associated with ordinary and heavy 
vehicle traffic on these streets through the heart of the campus. The accessi
bility of practically every part of the campus to the most casual motorist is 
the most pernicious influence on the campus environment. 

The St. Paul campus of the University began as a consequence of the 
1859 Morrill Act with the purchase of the Old Bass Farm, acquired tore
place the previous experimental farm that lay in the path of the expanding 
Chicago, Milwaukee, and St. Paul Railroad, beautifully situated, overlooking 
the Como Road. A way from the city centers and the direct path between 
them, surrounded by what was then rural Ramsey County and its own ex
perimental plots, the St. Paul campus has successfully avoided the urban fate 
decreed for Minneapolis. Landscaped long ago by an inspired forester, its 
serenity continues undisturbed. 
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While lacking the drama of a river bluff setting, the St. Paul campus has 
realized to a far greater degree the considerable potential of its site. Its 
growth has been more gradual than the Minneapolis campus, more thought
ful, more gracious. It continues to exist in harmony with its surroundings 
where many students, faculty, and staff make their homes. Most importantly, 
it has been guided in its development by a comprehensive plan of recent ori
gin. Concerned that the amenities of an attractively landscaped campus be 
preserved, the members of the campus community have generously con
tributed to a fund dedicated to that end. The overall result is most felicitous, 
for the St. Paul campus has preserved and enhanced an environment that en
courages and sustains research, study, and scholarly discourse. It appears to 
have learned well the lessons of the Minneapolis campus experience. 

The following recommendations pertain for the most part to the Min
neapolis campus, but some apply equally to both. Skillful planning is a com
plex and difficult process, the impact of which cannot always be gauged. 
Physical planning in an academic setting is probably even more exacting. 
The holding of open hearings during which all interested parties may become 
familiar with proposed projects and voice their opinions can improve the fi
nal result. 

10. RECOMMENDATION: The planning of major buildings and 
campus projects should be an open process. 

The comprehensive plan for the Minneapolis campus dates to 1976; the 
number of variances and the impact of these departures on the campus devel
opment require that an update receive prompt attention. The plan should 
have, for our time, something of the sweep and vision that the Cass Gilbert 
Plan had in its day. 

The plan should establish an associated priority ordering for use of the 
campus, with top priority given to those in the classrooms, laboratories and 
libraries, lower priority to pedestrian and bicycle traffic, lower still to ser
vice vehicles, public transit, and private vehicles with the campus as destina
tion.' and lowest of all to vehicles passing through the campus for simple con
vemence. 

11. RECOMMENDATION: The comprehensive plan for the 
Minneapolis campus should be brought up-to-date. 
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12. RECOMMENDATION: The street plan for the Minneapolis 
campus should be directed toward routing local vehicular traffic 
around the campus and its environs rather than through it. 

This will require the cooperation and support of federal, state, and local 
officials. But given state and local expectations of the University, their active 
assistance in creating a hospitable climate is not unreasonable. Specifically, 
in the instance of Washington Avenue (U.S. 12), an earlier proposal to place 
it in a tunnel below the campus should be reactivated. 

A goal should be to remove vehicular traffic from the campus, moving 
it to the periphery, including University service vehicles except in those in
stances where their presence is required in order to render service. 

Specifically, Church, Pleasant, and Pillsbury Streets S.E. are early can
didates for this plan. The provision of services to buildings along these 
streets can be accommodated by the judicious use of service/access paths, 
demonstrated a generation ago in the instance of Church Street. 

13. RECOMMENDATION: Existing campus streets, where pos
sible, should be closed to local traffic and converted to pedestrian 
malls. 

The rigors of our climate preclude wide use of the campus grounds 
during 4-5 months of the year. But even during pleasant weather, the total 
campus character is not a particularly inviting one for conversation and so
cialization. The plaza between Nicholson and Williamson Halls is a notable 
and successful exception to the general state of affairs. The barren space on 
the West Bank between the Library, Management and Economics Building, 
and the Humphrey Institute demands early attention. There is also a need for 
a commons area in St. Paul to facilitate interaction among faculty from the 
St. Paul departments and visitors from the Minneapolis campus. A St. Paul 
branch of the Campus Club would further promote the quality of the intel
lectual community. In addition to large spaces of this kind, more intimate 
spaces should be created for smaller groups. 

14. RECOMMENDATION: Campus planning on both campuses 
should create additional outside commons space in order to en
hance the campus environment. 
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In clement weather, biking offers a healthy, energy-efficient means of 
travel. An adequate system of bike paths would attract a larger number of 
users and an improvement in the campus environment. 

15. RECOMMENDATION: The campuses should have a well
planned, clearly marked, and carefully monitored system of bike 
paths. 

Public transportation between the Twin Cities campus is less satisfac
tory than a generation ago, and must be improved if the full academic poten
tial of certain disciplines is to be realized. The reciprocal parking arrange
ments should be expanded and improved. 

16. RECOMMENDATION: Transportation between the two 
campuses should be improved. 

The Social Sciences Tower is considered to have failings of serious di
mensions by its occupants; the Humphrey Institute, on the other hand, has 
spaces that appear to overcome the tendency toward isolation associated with 
tall, multi-storied buildings. The importance of the Recommendation #10 is 
hereby stressed. 

17. RECOMMENDATION: Care should be taken in the design 
and execution of high-rise office towers. 

Utilizing the St. Paul campus example, Minneapolis students, faculty, 
and staff should be challenged to do as much for their campus as the St. Paul 
campus community has done for theirs. 

18. RECOMMENDATION: The Minneapolis campus community 
should undertake a campus landscaping program. 

19. RECOMMENDATION: Future buildings on the Minneapolis 
campus should, where appropriate, be placed at the Washington 
A venue bridgeheads. With proper design such buildings can take advan
tage of the natural beauty of the River gorge, shorten the distance between 
the East and West Bank campuses, and lower the psychological barrier posed 
by the River." 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 1. INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS SURVEY-
PROFESSIONAL APPOINTMENT EMPLOYEES N=255 

1. Please indicate your level of involvement with Men's and Women's Intercollegiate 
Athletics at the University of Minnesota. 

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Very 
Frequently 

a) Attend games 42% 29% 18% 5% 6% 
b) Have had athletes take 73% 14% 9% 3% 1% 

my classes 
c) Served on committees 88% 4% 6% 1% 1% 

dealing with athletes 
d) Helped in recruiting new athletes 89% 4% 1% 1% 5% 
e) Helped in mentoring, advising, 83% 6% 4% 4% 3% 

tutoring athletes 
f) Participated in other special programs 92% 1% 3% 1% 2% 

for athletes (e.g. guest coach) 
Other (please specify) 

2. Would you be willing to participate in special programs for athletes (e.g. mentoring)? 
No 59% Yes 16% Maybe 26% 

3. We are interested in your ideas about how Intercollegiate Athletics contributes 
to the academic mission of this University and how it may detract from academics. 
The list below contains a range of perceptions people have about athletics. Please 
indicate your level of agreement with each statement. 

Advantages of Athletics 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

a) Winning teams provide 1% 3% 9% 65% 22% 
entertainment 

b) Builds school spirit 1% 3% 14% 54% 17% 
c) Provides financial aid to low 7% 19% 27% 41% 6% 

income students 
d) Provides better athletic facilities 4% 16% 31% 44% 5% 

on campus 
e) Provides visibility that helps in 8% 23% 29% 34% 6% 

f) 
recruiting other students (non-athletes) 
Provides visibility that attracts outside 7% 14% 29% 42% 9% 

g) 
funds for the entire University 

Furnishes a sense of community 
and tradition 

1% 8% 23% 57% 10% 

h) Retains alumni loyalty 2% 6% 24% 55% 13% 
i) Brings community people to campus 2% 6% 20% 60% 12% 
j) Gives community people a sense 1% 6% 18% 63% 12% 

of identification with the University 
k) Provides an opportunity for student 7% 15% 34% 35% 9% 

athletes to grow and excel 
1) Other (please list) 
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Disadvantages of Athletics 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

a) Impairs academic performance 2% 10% 29% 45% 15% 
of student athletes 

b) Too expensive, diverts money from 5% 19% 27% 33% 16% 
the rest of the University 

c) Emphasis on nonacademic values 2% 10% 13% 44% 30% 
distorts priorities 

d) Exploits student athletes 3% 15% 29% 35% 18% 
e) Admission of athletes who are poor 3% 11% 23% 45% 18% 

students lowers academic standards 
f) Detracts from the real mission of 5% 20% 23% 34% 18% 

the University 
h) Provides special academic privileges 3% 8% 21% 39% 29% 

for athletes which are not available to 
other students (e.g. preferential 
registration, tutors, etc) 

i) Scandals create public embarrassment 0% 2% 14% 45% 38% 
j) Scandals hurt recruiting of other 0% 12% 33% 33% 22% 

students and faculty experience 
k) Losing teams are an embarrassing or 12% 38% 40% 9% 1% 

depressing experience 
1) Other (please list) 

4. What suggestions do you have for improving the relationship between academic 
programs and athletic programs? · 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 2. INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS SURVEY
FACULTY MEMBERS N=355 

1. Please indicate your level of involvement with Men's and Women's Intercollegiate 
Athletics at the University of Minnesota. 

Never 

a) Attend games 42% 
b) Have had athletes take 41% 

my classes 
c) Served on committees 97% 

dealing with athletes 
d) Helped in recruiting new athletes 95% 
e) Helped in mentoring, advising, 87% 

tutoring athletes 
f) Participated in other special programs 98% 

for athletes (e.g. guest coach) 
Other (please specify) 

Rarely Sometimes 

29% 20% 
32% 23% 

2% 1% 

5% 1% 
9% 4% 

1% 0% 

Frequently Very 
Frequently 

7% 3% 
3% 1% 

1% 0% 

0% 0% 
1% 0% 

0% 0% 

2. Would you be willing to participate in special programs for athletes (e.g. mentoring)? 
No 65% Yes 10% Maybe 25% 

3. We are interested in your ideas about how Intercollegiate Athletics contributes to the 
academic mission of this University and how it may detract from academics. The list 
below contains a range of perceptions people have about athletics. Please indicate your 
level of agreement with each statement. 

Advantages of Athletics 
Strongly 

a) Winning teams provide 
entertainment 

Disagree Disagree Neutral 
2% 2% 10% 

b) Builds school spirit 
c) Provides financial aid to low 

income students 
d) Provides better athletic facilities 

on campus 

4% 
7% 

9% 

e) Provides visibility that helps in 11% 
recruiting other students (non-athletes) 

f) Provides visibility that attracts outside 10% 
funds for the entire University 

g) Furnishes a sense of community 3% 
and tradition 

h) Retains alumni loyalty 2% 
i) Brings community people to campus 2% 
j) Gives community people a sense 2% 

of identification with the University 
k) Provides an opportunity for student 9% 

athletes to grow and excel 
1) Other (please list) 
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4% 
17% 

19% 

25% 

21% 

10% 

5% 
3% 
3% 

16% 

14% 
27% 

29% 

27% 

27% 

22% 

21% 
18% 
14% 

33% 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 
59% 26% 

57% 20% 
40% 8% 

37% 5% 

31% 

34% 

54% 

54% 
63% 
65% 

37% 

6% 

7% 

11% 

11% 
14% 
16% 

4% 



Disadvantages of Athletics 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

a) Impairs academic performance 1% 10% 22% 48% 18% 
of student athletes 

b) Too expensive, diverts money from 4% 20% 35% 29% 12% 
the rest of the University 

c) Emphasis on nonacademic values 2% 10% 10% 47% 31% 
distorts priorities 

d) Exploits student athletes 3% 15% 23% 36% 23% 
e) Admission of athletes who are poor 

students lowers academic standards 
1% 11% 15% 46% 27% 

f) Detracts from the real mission of 3% 19% 22% 34% 22% 
the University 

h) Provides special academic privileges 2% 6% 24% 47% 22% 
for athletes which are not available to 
other students (e.g. preferential 
registration, tutors, etc) 

i) Scandals create public embarrassment 0% 1% 10% 40% 48% 
j) Scandals hurt recruiting of other 1% 38% 32% 15% 1% 

k) 
students and faculty experience 
Losing teams are an embarrassing or 
depressing experience 

14% 38% 32% 15% 1% 

1) Other (please list) 

4. What suggestions do you have for improving the relationship between academic 
programs and athletic programs? 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 3. INTERCOLLEGIATE ATHLETICS SURVEY -
DEANS, DIRECTORS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS N=121 

1. Please indicate your level of involvement with Men's and Women's Intercollegiate 
Athletics at the University of Minnesota. 

Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Very 
Frequently 

a) Attend games 18% 26% 23% 18% 15% 
b) Have had athletes take 44% 25% 26% 5% 0% 

my classes 
c) Served on committees 74% 11% 6% 4% 5% 

dealing with athletes 
d) Helped in recruiting new athletes 81% 8% 6% 4% 2% 
e) Helped in mentoring, advising, 76% 11% 8% 3% 3% 

tutoring athletes 
f) Participated in other special programs 85% 5% 6% 3% 2% 

for athletes (e.g., guest coach) 
Other (please specify) 

2. Would you be willing to participate in special programs for athletes (e.g. mentoring)? 
No 53% Yes 19% Maybe 29% 

3. We are interested in your ideas about how Intercollegiate Athletics contributes 
to the academic mission of this University and how it may detract from academics. 
The list below contains a range of perceptions people have about athletics. Please 
indicate your level of agreement with each statement. 

Advantages of Athletics 

Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

a) Winning teams provide 2% 4% 7% 57% 31% 
entertainment 

b) Builds school spirit 2% 1% 17% 59% 21% 
c) Provides financial aid to low 5% 17% 22% 47% 9% 

income students 
d) Provides better athletic facilities 8% 16% 23% 42% 12% 

on campus 
e) Provides visibility that helps in 

recruiting other students (non-athletes) 
9% 26% 23% 34% 8% 

f) Provides visibility that attracts outside 8% 13% 18% 48% 12% 
funds for the entire University 

g) Furnishes a sense of community 3% 5% 15% 61% 17% 
and tradition 

h) Retains alumni loyalty 3% 4% 17% 55% 22% 
i) Brings community people to campus 2% 6% 11% 63% 19% 
j) Gives community people a sense 2% 2% 13% 59% 25% 

of identification with the University 
k) Provides an opportunity for student 6% 11% 32% 41% 10% 

athletes to grow and excel 
1) Other (please list) 
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Disadvantages of Athletics 
Strongly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree 

a) Impairs academic performance 3% 18% 29% 41% 9% 
of student athletes 

b) Too expensive, diverts money from 7% 37% 24% 22% 10% 
the rest of the University 

c) Emphasis on nonacademic values 3% 16% 23% 40% 18% 
distorts priorities 

d) Exploits student athletes 4% 19% 36% 28% 12% 
e) Admission of athletes who are poor 4% 18% 18% 44% 15% 

students lowers academic standards 
f) Detracts from the real mission of 6% 

the University 
35% 20% 28% 12% 

h) Provides special academic privileges 4% 
for athletes which are not available to 

11% 20% 43% 22% 

other students (e.g. preferential 
registration, tutors, etc) 

i) Scandals create public embarrassment 0% 5% 5% 46% 44% 
j) Scandals hurt recruiting of other 3% 14% 20% 40% 24% 

students and faculty experience 
k) Losing teams are an embarrassing or 13% 46% 26% 12% 3% 

depressing experience 
1) Other (please list) 

4. What suggestions do you have for improving the relationship between academic 
programs and athletic programs? 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 4. PERSONNEL SURVEY - DEANS, DIRECTORS 
AND DEPARTMENT HEADS N=126 

1. Approximately, how many times in the last year did you use Personnel's services? 
Times used personnel: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 12 15 18 20 
Number of Responses: 6 9 9 12 8 9 16 4 1 12 9 3 1 5 

Please rate Personnel's service to your unit in each of the following areas: 

2. With respect to initial job classifications, how satisfied are you that the JEQ form 
results in an appropriate evaluation of jobs? 

very very 
dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied satisfied responses 

a) Secretarial/clerical 12% 19% 23% 43% 3% 133 
applicants 

b) Bargaining unit 4% 14% 61% 21% 0% 28 
applicants 

c) For other Civil Service 16% 22% 25% 34% 3% 103 
applicants 

3. With respect to reclassifying19% 32% 18% 28% 3% 132 
existing jobs, how satisfied 
are you that the JEQ form 
results in an appropriate 
evaluation of jobs? 

4. How satisfied are you with 9% 18% 24% 45% 4% 139 
Personnel's speed in posting 
your jobs? 

5. For each of the following, indicate how satisfied you are with the quality of applicants 
referred: 

a) secretarial/clerical 18% 22% 22% 36% 2% 137 
applicants 

b) bargaining unit 4% 13% 74% 9% 0% 31 
applicants 

c) other Civil Service 7% 22% 48% 21% 2% 101 
applicants 

6. How well does Personnel screen the following? 
terrible poor average good excellent responses 

a) secretarial/clerical applicants 12% 26% 44% 15% 2% 136 
b) bargaining unit applicants 4% 13% 74% 9% 0% 23 
c) other Civil Service applicants 7% 22% 48% 21% 2% 101 

7. How well does the performance 5% 17% 40% 32% 6% 122 
appraisal form allow you to assess 
employee performance? 
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never rarely sometimes frequently always responses 
8. Do the secretaries have 0% 7% 35% 47% 11% 133 

the typing skills that you need? 

9. Does Personnel provide 2% 11% 48% 33% 6% 132 
adequate training programs 
for Supervisors? 

10. Does Personnel provide 15% 45% 
sufficient career 

26% 13% 1% 132 

development programs 
for employees? 

11. Does the University 
provide sufficient 

11% 47% 31% 9% 2% 137 

promotional opportunities 
for employees? 

In the past three years, has Personnel: 
yes no responses 

12. assisted you with resolving workplace conflict? 94% 6% 53 
(if yes please answer question 14) 

13. assisted you with office organization/reorganization? 97% 3% 32 
(if yes please answer question 15) 

14. advised you on disciplining/dismissing personnel? 99% 1% 70 
(if yes please answer question 16) 

How satisfied are you with Personnel's: 
very very 

dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied satisfied responses 
15. assistance in resolving 2% 13% 26% 51% 9% 55 

workplace conflict? 
16. assistance with office 5% 10% 36% 44% 5% 39 

organization/reorganization? 
17. advice on disciplining/ 3% 6% 14% 54% 24% 71 

dismissing personnel? 

About bargaining unit employees only: 

Please rate the performance of Personnel in: 
terrible poor average good excellent responses 

18. contract negotiation 0% 25% 55% 20% 0% 20 
19. contract administration 0% 16% 68% 16% 0% 19 
20. grievance resolution 0% 15% 65% 20% 0% 20 

What suggestions do you have that would make Personnel more responsive to your needs? 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 5. PERSONNEL SURVEY - PRINCIPAL 
INVESTIGATORS N=54 

1. Approximately, how many times in the last year did you use Personnel's services? 
Times used personnel: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 12 15 20 50 
Number of Responses: 8 24 8 2 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 1 

Please rate Personnel's service to your unit in each of the following areas: 

2. With respect to initial job classifications, how satisfied are you that the JEQ form 
results in an appropriate evaluation of jobs? 

very very 
dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied satisfied responses 

a) Secretarial/clerical 13% 37% 21% 24% 5% 38 
applicants 

b) Bargaining unit 16% 11% 26% 47% 0% 19 
applicants 

c) For other Civil Service 14% 31% 38% 17% 0% 42 
applicants 

3. How satisfied are you 8% 28% 36% 6% 53 
with Personnel's speed 
in posting your jobs? 

4. For each of the following, indicate how satisfied you are with the quality of applicants 
referred: 

a) secretarial/clerical 14% 30% 30% 19% 8% 37 
applicants 

b) bargaining unit 30% 25% 25% 15% 5% 20 
applicants 

c) other Civil Service 8% 31% 31% 28% 3% 36 
applicants 

5. How well does Personnel screen the following? 
terrible poor average good excellent responses 

a) secretarial/clerical applicants 18% 26% 26% 44% 6% 34 
b) bargaining unit applicants 5% 10% 10% 40% 30% 20 
c) other Civil Service applicants 15% 32% 32% 30% 18% 40 

never rarely sometimes frequently always responses 
6. Do the secretaries have the 6% 18% 53% 18% 6% 34 

typing skills that you need? 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 6. PHYSICAL PLANNING SURVEY -
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS N=157 

Terrible Poor Average Good Excellent 

1. Overall service provided by 
Physical Planning 13% 38% 28% 20% 16% 

2. Qualifications of Planning personnel 
to perform designated service 8% 27% 39% 22% 3% 

3. Response time of Physical Planning 
to start project once service has 
been requested 27% 44% 22% 8% 0% 

4. Timeliness of receipt of billing 
statement from Physical Planning 10% 33% 38% 15% 5% 

5. Breakdown of charges on billing 
statement 20% 27% 36% 18% 0% 

6. Accessibility and availability of 
Planning personnel for questions about 
service--before and during project 11% 15% 50% 22% 2% 

7. Communication with Planning 14% 28% 38% 19% 2% 
Very Very 

Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Satisfied 
8. Cost estimate given by Physical 

Planning compared with actual costs 29% 27% 29% 14% 0% 
9. Time required by Physical Planning 

to complete project 37% 37% 20% 6% 2% 
10. Verification of project costs by 

Planning before you received bill 16% 29% 51% 4% 0% 
11. Time estimate given by Planning 

to complete project compared to 
actual completion time 35% 31% 31% 4% 0% 

12. Cost of Physical Planning service 55% 24% 22% 0% 0% 

13. Were the Physical Planning personnel responsive to your needs? 
Yes 67% No 33% 

14. Did the services provided by Physical Planning meet your expectations of what should 
be provided? 
Yes 55% No 45% 

15. Were there any constraints in your unit that may have prevented Physical Planning 
from providing service in a timely, cost efficient manner? 
Yes 8% No 92% 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 7. PHYSICAL PLANNING SURVEY • DEANS, 
DIRECTORS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS N=137 

Terrible Poor Average Good Excellent 

1 . Overall service provided by 
Physical Planning 

2. Qualifications of Planning personnel 
to perform designated service 

3. Response time of Physical Planning 
to start project once service has 
been requested 

4. Timeliness of receipt of billing 
statement from Physical Planning 

5. Breakdown of charges on billing 
statement 

4% 

3% 

13% 

5% 

10% 
6. Accessibility and availability of 

Planning personnel for questions about 
service--before and during project 5% 

7% 
Very 

Dissatisfied 

7. Communication with Planning 

8. Cost estimate given by Physical 
Planning compared with actual costs 9% 

9. Time required by Physical Planning 
to complete project 20% 

10. Verification of project costs by 
Planning before you received bill 6% 

11. Time estimate given by Planning 
to complete project compared to 
actual completion time 10% 

12. Cost of Physical Planning service 27% 

17% 42% 

11% 39% 

32% 32% 

19% 50% 

23% 50% 

13% 42% 
15% 42% 

Dissatisfied Neutral 

24% 

27% 

23% 

34% 
29% 

41% 

26% 

47% 

34% 
32% 

13. Were the Physical Planning personnel responsive to your needs? 
Yes 79% No 21% 

32% 5% 

42% 6% 

19% 4% 

20% 6% 

12% 4% 

27% 14% 
25% 11% 

Very 
Satisfied Satisfied 

22% 

22% 

19% 

18% 
9% 

3% 

5% 

4% 

5% 
4% 

14. Did the services provided by Physical Planning meet your expectations of what should 
be provided? 
Yes 66% No 34% 

15. Were there any constraints in your unit that may have prevented Physical Planning 
from providing service in a timely, cost efficient manner? 
Yes 13% No 87% 

Page 91 



APPENDIX 3. TABLE 8. PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS SURVEY -
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS N=l57 

Terrible Poor Average Good Excellent 

1. Overall service provided by PPO 7% 
2. Qualifications of PPO personnel to 

39% 36% 18% 1% 

perform designated service 3% 13% 45% 37% 2% 
3. Response time of PPO to start project 

once service has been requested 11% 43% 26% 19% 1% 
4. Timeliness of receipt of billing 

statement from PPO 5% 30% 44% 19% 1% 
5. Breakdown of charges on billing 

statement 15% 31% 40% 14% 0% 
6. Accessibility and availability of PPO 

for questions about service--before 
and during project 6% 26% 42% 23% 3% 

7. Communication with PPO 8% 31% 45% 20% 0% 
8. Cost estimate given by PPO 

compared with actual costs 16% 37% 38% 37% 0% 
9. Time required by PPO to complete 

project 19% 40% 21% 20% 0% 
1 0. Verification of project costs by 

PPO before you received bill 16% 27% 50% 8% 0% 
11. Time estimate given by PPO to 

complete project compared to actual 
completion time 16% 27% 37% 20% 0% 

12. Cost of PPO service 50% 26% 24% 0% 0% 

13. Were the PPO personnel responsive to your needs? 
86% Yes No 14% 

14. Did the services provided by PPO meet your expectations of what should be provided? 
Yes 57% No 43% 

15. Were there any constraints in your unit that may have prevented PPO from providing 
service in a timely, cost efficient manner? 
Yes 14% No 86% 

16. Have you ever been billed by PPO for routine requests? 
Yes 40% No 60% 
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The following questions relate to routine, non-chargeable, functions of Physical Plant 
Operations. Please evaluate the following non-chargeable functions of PPO. 

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
dissati.yfied satisfied 

18. General interior custodial services 16% 35% 21% 24% 5% 
19. Temperature control 23% 38% 20% 19% 0% 
20. Replacing interior lights or 

light bulbs 3% 21% 29% 42% 6% 
21. Maintaining building fixtures and 

mechanical services, such as 
drinking fountains and elevators 10% 26% 34% 27% 3% 

22. Maintenance of building 
interiors, such as painting 21% 28% 23% 26% 2% 

23. Locking and unlocking buildings 
at designated times 6% 8% 35% 46% 4% 

24. Removing snow and ice from 
sidewalks and parking lots 17% 20% 25% 30% 9% 

25. Cleaning sidewalks and 
parking lots 11% 20% 33% 31% 5% 

26. Replacing exterior lights or 
light bulbs 2% 5% 59% 31% 2% 

27. Maintenance of building exterior 7% 8% 45% 35% 3% 
28. Maintenance of grounds 7% 21% 34% 33% 6% 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 9. PHYSICAL PLANT OPERATIONS SURVEY -
DEANS, DIRECTORS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS N=l52 

Terrible Poor Average 

1. Overall service provided by PPO 1% 13% 43% 
2. Qualifications of PPO personnel to 

perform designated service 2% 4% 32% 
3. Response time of PPO to start project 

once service has been requested 3% 21% 38% 
4. Timeliness of receipt of billing 

statement from PPO 2% 18% 51% 
5. Breakdown of charges on billing 

statement 9% 36% 41% 
6. Accessibility and availability of PPO 

for questions about service--before 
and during project 5% 20% 37% 

7. Communication with PPO 3% 17% 39% 
8. Cost estimate given by PPO 

compared with actual costs 7% 19% 37% 
9. Time required by PPO to complete 

project 5% 24% 27% 
10. Verification of project costs by 

PPO before you received bill 9% 21% 52% 
11. Time estimate given by PPO to 

complete project compared to actual 
completion time 6% 23% 31% 

12. Cost ofPPO service 34% 34% 24% 

13. Were the PPO personnel responsive to your needs? 
Yes 87% No 13% 

Good Excellent 

40% 

51% 

31% 

24% 

12% 

31% 
33% 

34% 

40% 

16% 

37% 
4% 

4% 

11% 

7% 

4% 

2% 

8% 
8% 

2% 

4% 

2% 

3% 
3% 

14. Did the services provided by PPO meet your expectations of what should be provided? 
Yes 77% No 23% 

15. Were there any constraints in your unit that may have prevented PPO from providing 
service in a timely, cost efficient manner? 
Yes 11% No 89% 

16. Have you ever been billed by PPO for routine requests? 
Yes 52% No 48% 
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The following questions relate to routine, non-chargeable, functions of Physical Plant 
Operations. Please evaluate the following non-chargeable functions of PPO. 

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
dissatisfied satisfied 

18. General interior custodial services 18% 27% 27% 23% 5% 
19. Temperature control 12% 38% 20% 28% 2% 
20. Replacing interior lights or 

light bulbs 
21. Maintaining building fixtures and 

mechanical services, such as 
drinking fountains and elevators 

22. Maintenance of building 
interiors, such as painting 

23. Locking and unlocking buildings 
at designated times 

24. Removing snow and ice from 
sidewalks and parking lots 

25. Cleaning sidewalks and 
parking lots 

26. Replacing exterior lights or 
light bulbs 

27. Maintenance of building exterior 
28. Maintenance of grounds 

8% 

10% 

17% 

2% 

12% 

11% 

3% 
4% 
6% 
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20% 

18% 

31% 

10% 

25% 

18% 

2% 
14% 
21% 

22% 

24% 

21% 

34% 

22% 

29% 

46% 
39% 
31% 

46% 

47% 

28% 

45% 

37% 

39% 

46% 
42% 
38% 

5% 

1% 

3% 

9% 

5% 

4% 

2% 
4% 
4% 



APPENDIX 3. TABLE 10. POLICE SURVEY · DEANS, DIRECTORS 
AND DEPARTMENT HEADS N=l38 

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
dissatisfied satisfied 

Building security 3% 17% 28% 49% 3% 
Lock out service (cars or buildings) 1% 5% 63% 27% 4% 
Emergency health services transport 1% 3% 54% 28% 14% 
Special events security 0% 1% 56% 40% 4% 
Crime prevention 1% 14% 49% 35% 2% 
Escort services 1% 2% 54% 36% 7% 
Criminal apprehension/investigation 4% 11% 47% 32% 6% 
Education and instruction in crime 

prevention and personal safety 2% 12% 48% 34% 4% 

3. Please evaluate the University Police in the following areas using the same scale as 
above. 

Overall attitude of Police officers 

Responsiveness to your requests 

Overall service provided by Police 

0% 

2% 

0% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

31% 

26% 

31% 

53% 

49% 

55% 

11% 

19% 

9% 

4. Do you feel the University Police dispatched are qualified to meet your requests? 
Yes 66% No 1% Uncertain/Don't Know 33% 

5. Is security of personal property on campus a rna jor concern? 
Yes 81% No 19% 

6. In your experience, does the University Police extend equal courtesy to all members 
of the campus community? 
Yes 46% No 4% Uncertain/Don't Know 50% 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 11. POLICE SURVEY -FACULTY MEMBERS 
N=396 

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
dissatisfied satisfied 

Building security 4% 18% 39% 36% 2% 
Lock out service (cars or buildings) 0% 5% 63% 24% 7% 
Emergency health services transport 0% 1% 69% 28% 3% 
Special events security 1% 2% 69% 27% 2% 
Crime prevention 3% 18% 61% 17% 1% 
Escort services 0% 3% 73% 22% 3% 
Criminal apprehension/investigation 5% 13% 67% 15% 1% 
Education and instruction in crime 

prevention and personal safety 2% 11% 68% 17% 2% 

3. Please evaluate the University Police in the following areas using the same scale as 
above. 

Overall attitude of Police officers 2% 6% 41% 45% 7% 
Responsiveness to your requests 1% 5% 46% 38% 10% 
Overall service provided by Police 2% 4% 46% 42% 6% 

4. Do you feel the University Police dispatched are qualified to meet your requests? 
Yes 38% No 3% Uncertain/Don't Know 59% 

5. Is security of personal property on campus a major concern? 
Yes 69% No 31% 

6. In your experience, does the University Police extend equal courtesy to all members 
of the campus community? 
Yes 33% No 6% Uncertain/Don't Know 61% 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 12. POLICE SURVEY - PROFESSIONAL 
APPOINTMENT EMPLOYEES N=245 

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
dissatisfied satisfied 

Building security 4% 19% 38% 37% 2% 

Lock out service (cars or buildings) 3% 10% 60% 23% 4% 

Emergency health services transport 3% 2% 61% 25% 8% 

Special events security 0% 2% 55% 39% 5% 

Crime prevention 2% 14% 60% 23% 2% 

Escort services 0% 4% 51% 38% 6% 

Criminal apprehension/investigation 3% 14% 59% 21% 3% 

Education and instruction in crime 

prevention and personal safety 1% 12% 60% 23% 3% 

3. Please evaluate the University Police in the following areas using the same scale as 

above. 

Overall attitude of Police officers 1% 9% 44% 39% 7% 

Responsiveness to your requests 1% 8% 41% 40% 9% 

Overall service provided by Police 1% 7% 46% 40% 7% 

4. Do you feel the University Police dispatched are qualified to meet your requests? 
Yes 39% No 4% Uncertain/Don't Know 57% 

5. Is security of personal property on campus a major concern? 
Yes 70% No 30% 

6. In your experience, does the University Police extend equal courtesy to all members 
of the campus community? 
Yes 27% No 10% Uncertain/Don't Know 62% 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 13. PURCHASING LAB SUPPLIES AND 
EQUIPMENT SURVEY - PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS N=104 

If your research does not require lab supplies check here N=41 and return to: Academic 
Affairs 
Title or position of person responsible for ordering lab supplies: 
(not analyzed) 

N=63 

Are you aware of the Depamnent of Purchasing's Lab Product Information Service? 
64% Yes 22 36% No 

1. Have you had problems with getting needed lab supplies through Purchasing 

Never 
6% 

Rarely 
48% 

Sometimes Frequently Always 
43% 2% 0% 

2. Have you been satisfied with the service from Purchasing in getting needed lab 
supplies 

Very dissatisfied neutral satisfied 
dissatisfied 

0% 7% 36% 42% 

3. Please check each LPIS service you have used 

Assistance on University contracts and discounts 
Received information about lab products 

Very 
satisfied 

15% 

59% 
44% 
38% 
67% 
16% 

Received list of low-price vendor and secondary vendor for each product wanted 
Received Chemical Storehouse information 
Used Laboratory Buyer's Guide indices, chemical reference materials or 

scientific catalogs from LPIS library 
25% Received materials safety data sheets 

4. Please rate each LPIS service you have used 

Very Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
dissatisfied 

Assistance on University contracts 
and discounts 0 9% 32% 48% 

Received information about lab 
products 3% 20% 31% 31% 

Received list of low price vendor 
and secondary vendor for each 
product wanted 6% 17% 39% 28% 

Received Chemical Storehouse 
information 2% 9% 26% 52% 
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Very 
satisfied 

11% 

15% 

11% 

11% 



-------------------------------------------------------------------

Very Dis satisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
dissatisfied satisfied 

Used Laboratory Buyer's Guide 
indices, chemical reference 
materials or scientific catalogs 
from LPIS library 0% 13% 66% 13% 8% 

Received materials safety data sheets 5% 14% 50% 18% 14% 

5. Does the Lab Supply Coordinator send new information or updates to the person most 
involved in purchasing lab supplies? 55% Yes 45% No 

6. I go to outside sources to get supplies 

Never 
2% 

Rarely 
10% 

Sometimes Frequently 
23% 60% 

Reason for going to outside sources (check all that apply) 

37% cheaper 54% faster 38% more convenient 

Always 
5% 

42% other most frequent response had to do with availability at Chern Storehouse 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 14. PURCHASING OFFICE AND 
INSTRUCTIONAL EQUIPMENT SURVEY - DEANS, DIRECTORS AND 

DEPARTMENT HEADS N= 144 

Very 
dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
satisfied 

1. How satisfied are you with the service 
from purchasing? 2% 3% 16% 68% 11% 

2. How satisfied are you with the tum
around time (date of order to receipt 
of supplies and debit of account) 2% 

Never 
16% 

Rarely 
25% 50% 7% 

Sometimes Frequently Always 
3. Do you find the information in Dollars 

and Sense and other publications 
helpful? 3% 

4. Are the procedures understandable? 1% 
5. Is it clear under what circumstances each 

form should be used? 1% 
6a. I have called Purchasing: (check all that apply) 

88% to get information on procedures 
74% to get information on the status of bids or orders 

6% 
4% 

6% 

38% 
23% 

30% 

40% 
61% 

48% 

41% to request special seiVices (please specify). ____________ _ 
22% other reasons (please specify) ________________ _ 

b. Have you found Purchasing helpful when you contacted them? 

N=l40 Never 
1% 

Rarely 
2% 

Sometimes Frequently Always 
11% 51% 34% 

7a. Have you received training from Purchasing? (check all that apply) 
47% none 
47% Basic Buying 
13% Advanced Buying 
7% Forms Design 

b. If you have received training, how satisfied were you with the training? 

N=77 Very 
dissatisfied 

3% 

Dissatisfied Neutral 

4% 19% 
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Satisfied 

60% 

Very 
satisfied 

14% 

13% 
13% 

16% 



Sa. Do you use your own vendors/services for getting supplies and equipment? 

Never 
1% 

Rarely 
14% 

Sometimes Frequently 
46% 35% 

b. Reasons for using outside sources (check all that apply) 

Always 
3% 

48% cheaper 48% more convenient 5% know someone who sells supplies 
54% faster 47% other (please specify) most common response was availability 

9a. Has your department used University Travel Services 62% Yes 38% No 

b. If you have, have you been satisfied with what they have provided? 

N=87 Very Dissatisfied Neutral 
dissatisfied 

2% 8% 23% 
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Satisfied 

64% 

Very 
satisfied 

2% 



APPENDIX 3. TABLE 15. SUPPORT SERVICES SURVEY -ALL 
RESPONDENTS N=785 

Extremely Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Extremely Responses 
dissatisfied satisfied 

1. Bookstores 1% 7% 15% 67% 11% 785 
2. Computer Store 2% 12% 23% 51% 10% 616 
3. Public Food Services 7% 20% 30% 42% 2% 701 
4. Residence Halls 0% 4% 74% 19% 30% 324 
5. Faculty Housing 4% 9% 66% 14% 7% 312 
6. Campus Mail 2% 16% 19% 55% 8% 755 
7. Printing Department 4% 12% 31% 45% 8% 558 
8. Parking 19% 29% 18% 31% 3% 714 
9. Route 52 Bus Service 1% 4% 46% 43% 6% 396 
10. Intercampus Bus Service 0% 4% 23% 61% 13% 577 
11. Fleet vehicles 2% 8% 50% 36% 4% 379 
12. Flight services 2% 3% 66% 23% 6% 299 
13. Vending Machines 5% 24% 35% 35% 1% 620 
14. Duplicating Services 2% 9% 23% 55% 11% 597 

APPENDIX 3. TABLE 16. SUPPORT SERVICES SURVEY-FACULTY 
MEMBERS N=375 

Extremely Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Extremely Responses 
dissatisfied satisfied 

1. Bookstores 1% 9% 19% 70% 1% 349 
2. Computer Store 3% 13% 26% 48% 10% 306 
3. Public Food Services 7% 21% 32% 38% 2% 330 
4. Residence Halls 0% 5% 80% 14% 1% 148 
5. Faculty Housing 6% 9% 59% 18% 9% 151 
6. Campus Mail 2% 15% 19% 55% 10% 365 
7. Printing Department 2% 11% 39% 43% 4% 236 
8. Parking 20% 29% 18% 31% 2% 343 
9. Route 52 Bus Service 1% 1% 50% 42% 6% 175 
10. Intercampus Bus Service 0% 5% 25% 59% 11% 271 
11. Fleet vehicles 3% 12% 54% 27% 3% 162 
12. Flight services 3% 3% 66% 21% 7% 137 
13. Vending Machines 6% 22% 37% 34% 1% 299 
14. Duplicating Services 2% 12% 27% 52% 8% 265 
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APPENDIX 3. TABLE 17. SUPPORT SERVICES SURVEY-DEANS, 
DIRECTORS AND DEPARTMENT HEADS N=137 

Extremely Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Extremely Responses 
dissatisfied satisfied 

1 . Bookstores 0% 
2. Computer Store 3% 
3. Public Food Services 6% 
4. Residence Halls 0% 
5. Faculty Housing 2% 
6. Campus Mail 1% 
7. Printing Department 1% 
8. Parking 14% 
9. Route 52 Bus Service 0% 
10. Intercampus Bus Service 0% 
11. Fleet vehicles 1% 
12. Flight services 0% 
13. Vending Machines 9% 
14. Duplicating Services 1% 

4% 
14% 
17% 
0% 
6% 
19% 
10% 
27% 
4% 
1% 
3% 
2% 
24% 
8% 

11% 
15% 
32% 
70% 
69% 
22% 
18% 
17% 
44% 
23% 
38% 
61% 
33% 
13% 

64% 
54% 
41% 
22% 
19% 
50% 
58% 
37% 
36% 
58% 
49% 
29% 
33% 
59% 

21% 
13% 
5% 
8% 
6% 
6% 
14% 
5% 
16% 
18% 
8% 
8% 
0% 
19% 

APPENDIX 3. TABLE 18. SUPPORT SERVICES SURVEY
PROFESSIONAL APPOINTMENT EMPLOYEES N=273 

137 
119 
132 
60 
64 
139 
125 
133 
80 
112 
86 
59 
111 
135 

Extremely Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Extremely Responses 
dissatisfied satisfied 

1 Bookstores 1% 
2. Computer Store 2% 
3. Public Food Services 7% 
4. Residence Halls 0% 
5. Faculty Housing 1% 
6. Campus Mail 2% 
7. Printing Department 7% 
8. Parking 22% 
9. Route 52 Bus Service 1% 
10. Intercampus Bus Service 1% 
11. Fleet vehicles 1% 
12. Flight services 1% 
13. Vending Machines 2% 
14. Duplicating Services 2% 

5% 
10% 
20% 
4% 
13% 
16% 
15% 
30% 
7% 
3% 
5% 
5% 

25% 
5% 
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12% 
25% 
26% 
67% 
76% 
17% 
28% 
19% 
35% 
19% 
52% 
69% 
35% 
25% 

72% 
54% 
47% 
25% 
5% 
58% 
40% 
27% 
45% 
64% 
39% 
21% 
37% 
57% 

10% 
9% 
1% 
3% 
5% 
8% 
10% 
13% 
11% 
12% 
4% 
4% 
0% 
11% 

273 
191 
239 
116 
96 
251 
197 
238 
148 
194 
131 
103 
210 
197 
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University Personnel Department 
1919 University Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55104-3481 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: MARK BRENNER 

FROM: ROGER FORRESTER ··Z.~ _,.!). -;k~1 
SUBJECT: PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT RESPONSE TO THE REPORT BY THE TASK 

FORCE FOR REVIEW OF TWIN CITIES CAMPUS SUPPORT & SERVICE UNITS 

DATE: .JUNE 29, 1989 

I would like to begin by complimenting the committee that reviewed the 
Personnel Department for their sensitivity and candor. J believe that 
their constructive criticism was valid in most instances, and I appreciate 
their compliments related to our consulting services, 

I totally agree with the s~ven recommendations that should apply to all 
University service units on pages 5 through 8 of the report, and although 
we have attempted to implement a number of the recommendations in the past, 
I am committed to implementing all recommendations in the future. 

We have attempted in our recent Mission Statements to emphasize positive 
customer services and to financially reward service oriented Personnel 
Department employees. However, I realize that more must b~ done to improve 
the level of services we provide, and I am committed to accomplishing this 
goal. 

In response to the observation that Personnel views its clients to be Civil 
Service employees rather than program administrators, I can only say that 
we have tried to serve both managers and non-management employees when 
appropriate. In fact, we have received feedback from employee groups which 
indicates that they feel we are too management oriented. I do, however, 
feel that we must be more conscious of the academic mission of the University, 
and that we need to consult on a regular basis with academic administrators 
in the future. 

Many of the major problems cited, including the Job Evaluation Systems 
Secretarial Employment (which incidentally does not include non-typing 
clerical employment), and applicant testing have resulted from major 
Personnel Department budget retrenchments which occurred in 1982 and 1983. 
As a result of these cutbacks, and in the case of testing new federal 
regulations, the Personnel Department eliminated most employment tests and 
developed job evaluation and computerized secretarial applicant screening 
systems that were less labor intensive. 

An Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action Employer 
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Although I strongly believe that we must make every attempt to use existing 
staff as effectively as possible, and to set proper program priorities, 
the personnel ratio information included in the report clearly indicates 
that the University Personnel Department has approximately one-half the staff 
employed on average by government and educational institutions per 100 
employees served. In addition, a recent survey indicates that our Personnel 
Department staff size is roughly one-half the average size of other Big Ten 
universities per 100 employees served. I assure you that we will do every
thing possible to maximize our efficiency and service orientation in the 
future~ but I feel obligated to make you aware of the fact that we must deal 
with some rather serious staffing constraints. For example, the staffing 
constraints cited may also affect our ability to implement our proposed 
Career Development program (copy attached), which we feel would address 
some of the committee's concerns and the concerns of employees and managers 
at the University. 

Personnel will continue to make consulting services a high priority per the 
committee's recommendation. 

In closing I would like to reaffirm our commitment to make as many of the 
recommended improvements as possible in spite of our staffing limits. Please 
note, however~ that certain specific recommendations on pages 17-23 do need 
further discussion before we feel we would be ready to proceed. 

RF/mg 
c: Gus Donhowe 

Bill Thomas 
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June 29, 1989 

Mark Brenner 

Office of Student Services 
College of Biological Sciences 
223 Snyder Hall 
1475 Gartner Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 

(612) 624-9717 

Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Office of the Provost and VP for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Professor Brenner: 

We have received the report of the Task Force for the 
Twin cities Campus Support and Service Units and 
opportunity to discuss it among staff in our office. 
relay a few of our comments to you. 

Review of 
had some 
I wish to 

First, we are grateful to those folks who invested so much time and 
effort in the work of the task force. I interacted with them 
several times in discussions to gather information and ideas for 
the report. I think they did an excellent job and have produced 
a very useful and thoughtful report. 

A few rather minor matters were mentioned in our discussions here. 
First is a comment on a misleading discussion on page 55 referring 
to the purchase of new academic progress software. In contrast to 
the statement appearing here, I am assured by a very active member 
of that planning effort that the Graduate School has been aware of 
their activities for many years. That effort has been closely 
linked to the Registrar's Advisory Committee (RAC). The Graduate 
School representative to RAC certainly was aware of the planning 
effort and had ample opportunity to join the group. Members of the 
planning group seemed to be aware of the special needs of the 
Graduate School and took those into account in making the decision 
to purchase the Miami system. 

A second matter concerns the Personnel Department and 
Recommendation 9, specifically, which would replace applicant pools 
with a system which allows applicants to apply for specific 
positions. I have long felt that the practice of pooling 
applicants is demeaning to our secretarial staff. In our office 
we recognize that their work is critical to our success as a 
student services unit. Hiring individuals who especially enjoy 
student contact will obviously allow us to become most effective 
at meeting the needs of students. Being forced to use an applicant 
pool suggests to me that the interests and special skills of 
secretaries as people are not important - "any typist will do". 



I would much prefer to interview applicants who are aware of who 
we are and what we do and feel that they would like to be part of 
a student services unit. We are strongly in favor of the 
recommendation allowing for that change. 

The task force report suggests many useful changes to improve 
support and service unit operation. We look forward to the 
positive changes we hope will be the result of this impressive 
report. 

Sitl~ C?dorMl 
Kathleen Peterson 
Director of student Services 

jtw 
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Support Services and Operations 
Room 210 
2818 Como Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414 

(612) 625-5878 

June 21, 1989 

TO: Mark Brenner 
Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

FROM: Neil Bakkenist ~ 
Assistant Provost, Support Services and Operations 

RE: Task Force Report: Support and Service Units 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Support and Service Units Task 
Force Report and specifically to the section reviewing Support Services and 
Operations as one of those units. 

While I consider the entire report very helpful, I believe that General 
Recommendations 1-7 on page 5 through 8 deserve very serious review and 
consideration by those who will monitor implementation of the Reports 
recommendations. While recommendations in individual units may be more 
dramatic and are certainly more easily tracked, the real key to better overall 
institutional management of support units is in the pursuit of these seven 
general recommendations. The only "problems" with these recommendations are 
that they are not sensational, not political, not structural and are not 
either immediately gratifying or (in a word much overused around the 
University) visionary. By not being so many things there will be a tendency 
to ignore them as a necessary, but not necessarily important, prologue to the 
"real" recommendations that follow. Such a conclusion would be unfortunate. 

What we have here from a distinguished faculty committee is the recognition 
that quality service requires units to pay attention (i.e. to expend human and 
financial resources) to: the formulation of their mission and its public 
articulation; to the formulation and review of their annual objectives as an 
organization; to the identification and needs of their clients; to their 
responsibilities in the overall (academic) parent organization; and to their 
training and reward of staff who provide the services. These are basics in 
management, but they have been allowed to slide in recent years due to the 
increased imposition of heavier and heavier demands for service and new 
service initiatives without dollar increases to match those demands. What 
this report says, I believe, is that you can't shortchange the basics. I 
couldn't agree more. 

It is my hope that from this report will come the recognition that mission 
statements, Management by Objectives (MBO's), annual reports, staff training, 
staff recognition, consumer questionnaires, advisory committees, etc. are not 
empty concepts, rote activities, or that which you do when you're not busy, 
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but rather fundamental principles of good management that are the last items 
to go in an area's time retrenchment program. We, in Support Services and 
Operations, have spent much time in these areas in the last two and a half 
years and will continue to spend quality time in them in the years to come. 
We were very pleased to see these con~pts and, by association, our priorities 
reaffirmed in this document. We feel that we and other areas would do well to 
follow the Task Force's general recommendations and concentrate even more on 
these less than flashy, but critically important management fundamentals. 

As for Support Services and Operations' unit review (pages 59-64) we were, as 
an organization, pleased with the professionalism and thoroughness of our 
reviewers and the contents of our section of the Report. We were particularly 
proud of two statements: 1) "The Task Force discovered many examples of how 
SS&O units directly enhance the academic mission of the University in ways 
which privilege academic objectives at the expense of business policy", and 
2) "The opinion that 'outside views' are important to the management of SS&O 
was unanimous". We are in existence to serve and support the academic mission 
and we stay in existence through "outside" review, criticism and support. 
It's good to see that we were able to communicate these organizationally held 
beliefs to the Task Force. 

On the six specific recommendations themselves, we agree with all six and for 
those that require any action by SS&O (Recommendations 1 and 4 require no 
direct action by us) we will pursue that action. Specifically in 
Recommendation 2 we fully agree that SS&O capital funds "should not be 
available for projects, programs or units outside SS&O nor for transfers 
between different unit groups within SS&O". (Unit groups within SS&O are 
Bookstores, Parking, and General Support Services). We appreciate the Task 
Force's support of this SS&O and Provost's Office position relative to these 
dedicated reserves. 

In Recommendation 3 we agree with the general philosophy of the Task Force 
relative to commissions and will undertake a review of this practice in the 
coming year. The initiation of commissions rather than direct payments for 
utilities, space, custodial etc. was historically due, in port, to the 
inability to get accurate data (especially in utility consumption) from the 
University. We will revisit this issue in depth next year. 

In Recommendation 5 we appreciate the recognition of our "shadow pricing" 
program and we are intending to expand it next year. As for Recommendation 6 
we agree with the Task Force and with our dissatisfied clients that there is 
simply not enough parking and not enough community commitment to solving the 
problem. (We believe the 48% negative client response relates to parking 
availability and not parking service in existing facilities - this would 
mirror our own data in this regard). In recent years we have had plans to add 
parking, but were rejected in our attempts by other legitimate campus interest 
groups (e.g. the Campus Beautification Committee) whose recommendations 
superseded ours. Current senior administrators have been extremely supportive 
of the need for more parking and we are actively, aggressively pursuing 
options to ease the problem. I see new hope here and the Task Force's 
accurate statement that a critical lack of parking "is hindering our current 
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academic mission today and must be given priority now" can only help in the 
effort. 

Again, let me thank you for the opportunity to respond to this Report. If you 
have any questions, please give me a call. 

NB: jmg 

c: Shirley Clark, Acting Vice President and Provost, Academic Affairs 
Ed Foster, Associate Vice President, Academic Affairs 
Richard Goodrich, Chair, Task Force 
J. Bruce Overmier, Chair, Task Force Subcommittee on SS&O 
Support Services and Operations Directors 
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Office of the Director 
Department of Concerts and Lectures 
1 09 Northrop Memorial Auditorium 
84 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455·0202 

(612) 625-6600 

.;;.;u 1 3 1989 

TO: Richard Goodrich, Chair & Head, Dept. of Animal Science-122 Peters 
Ed Foster, 217 MorH 

FROM: Dale Schatzlei~ 
RE: --Review of TC Campus Suppm·t and Service Units 

Thank you for your recent work on this important study. We do feel that 
the U. needs to press for accountability from its service units. I did 
want to point out one factual error in the report. Listed on page 67, 
there is a reference to a full time officer and assistant who is helping 
to transfer monies from campus enterprises (sic) such as Northrop Audi
torium to banks. In my 15 years here, I know of no such regularized 
service such as what is reported. In fact, we know of no such request 
in the last two years. 

DS/ps 
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June 24, 1989 

To: Mark Brenner, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committe 

From: James B. Preus, Coordinator 
Student Support Services 

Student Support Services 
Williamson Hall 
231 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455-0213 

I write in response to the invitation to comment contained in the memorandum 
from Shirley Clark and you. We discussed the report at length within Student 
Support Services, and the following comments summarize our reactions. 

The report was done thoughtfully and with considerable input. It provides a 
clear message from one of our most important clienteles, the faculty. We do 
appreciate the opportunity to respond, for we believe there may be 
interpretations in the report that need clarification. In a few cases, we 
find it difficult not to be defensive; given unlimited funds we would gladly 
do everything suggested in the report. Unfortunately, we live in a complex 
administrative world where the dynamics bring various players and various 
priorities to bear on decisions. 

General Recommendations 

1. Develop mission statement and management objective to clearly articulate 
commitment to the academic mission of the University. We believe current 
SSS mission statements support the academic mission and would be glad to 
review them annually with any appropriate group. 

2. Conduct periodic financial audits. Agree. We will request this of 
University audit staff. 

3. Conduct periodic in-depth reviews, consistent with the President's plan. 
We would welcome this, particularly input from external peers. This was 
done in financial aid four years ago, but recommendations had resource 
implications that were not funded. 

Page 1 



To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

4. Properly empower faculty/user consultative committees. The Assembly just 
disestablished the advisory committee for Student Support Services; at one 
point, when the University accredited private educational institutions, 
the Senate Committee on Academic Standing and Relations was a standing 
committee of the Senate. The issue is really who sets priorities. 

5. Survey user and potential user satisfaction and provide results to 
consultative committees. We initiated student client surveys several 
years ago and plan a faculty survey this next fall. The results will be 
shared with any interested committees. 

6. Provide information about services to potential users. The Task Force did 
not recognize recent efforts. We publish Viewbooks for students, 
Counselors' Handbook, various "briefs" on University programs, take out 
Daily ads weekly, provide information on financial aid to students, 
schools, counselors; hold meetings to assist college information officers, 
conduct training programs on Registrar activities, etc. We will be glad 
to provide additional information {within the limits of available 
resources}, but we need some guidance on the audiences and topics to be 
addressed. 

7. Initiate appropriate personnel training procedures and institute 
recognition and rewards for employees who provide exceptional service. We 
can do more in training, though this has been high priority during the 
last three years. We have tended to train on technical subjects; our 
efforts at others {e.g., how to deal with irate students} have had limited 
success. We initiated an employee recognition program last year. 

Page 2 



To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

Specif;c Recommendat;ons 

INVOLVEMENT OF ACADEMIC UNITS IN CONSULTATION WITH SSS 

Recommendation 1: Involve faculty and academic units in the consultative 
process of all four functional divisions of SSS. We have a number of 
advisory and coordinating groups in addition to those named in the report, 
for example, the Student Systems Policy Committee, the Publications 
Advisory Committee, and the All-campus Coordinating Committee. The 
Registrar, involved in establishing class offerings, scheduling rooms, 
negotiating class entry processes, and other functions closely related to 
the instructional process, has ongoing contacts with department chairs. 
The Financial Aid Office has been too separate, and the new Director will 
establish an advisory committee to be active for the next financial aid 
cycle. 

Permit me to give you some personal reactions: I do not believe anything 
we do is so complex that a faculty committee could not understand it and 
deal with issues effectively. I do question whether there is interest in 
doing so. My experience suggests that faculty groups will be effective in 
task-oriented group with good staff support in matters that affect them 
directly. To take an example, an ad hoc group of faculty and 
administrators met a dozen times during a winter quarter to resolve 
difficult queueing and priority issues related to implementation of the 
new registration system. Elwood Caldwell provided the stimulis for 
resolution of some very difficult priority issues. On the other hand, 
department chairs frequently send secretaries to meetings about 
establishing the instructional schedule. I believe the managers in 
Student Support Services will welcome any input and guidance from the 
faculty. 

I need to correct the statement in the report on the Academic Progress 
system: " ... no consultation or involvement of the Graduate School was 
sought at any time prior to its purchase." is simply incorrect. The 
software was NOT developed solely for undergraduates. Dennis Clayton 
and/or Lois Newstrand were party to discussions at Registrar Advisory 
Committee meeting held before purchase of the software and were invited to 
join development. Judy Howe and Jim Schaeffer have attended meetings by 
the software developer to learn how to implement this in the Graduate 
School environment. 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

Recommendation 2: Revise the mission of OSFA and develop OSFA strategies 
for flexible and creative use of financial aid resources to promote the 
academic mission of the University. The process is underway. The new 
Director is eager to bring resources into line with University priorities. 
However, this raises a delicate issue: the Assembly Committee was 
consulted in establishing current priority groups for award of 
discretionary aid. However, the Vice President for Student Affairs made 
it clear that the priorities would be set through administrative channels 
at his direction after consultation with central administration. The 
issue is clear: the Financial Aid Office must operate according to 
external regulations, but within the area of discretion, various 
clienteles have interests; we have balanced those interests, giving great 
weight to faculty interests and priorities. I do not believe the faculty 
should have absolute priority in establishing priorities, and that has 
never been conveyed to me or the OSFA. I believe it is a non-issue, for 
given adequate discussion, I believe a representative faculty group would 
develop priorities consistent with the administration's. 

Recommendation 3: Reassign the responsibility for setting student wage 
rates and policies from OSFA to the Department of Personnel. The 
rationale for this recommendation is unclear. It appears in a section 
related to involvement of academic units. Is Personnel more likely to 
acknowledge academic values? I do not understand the relationship 
between need-based aid and the recommendation to reassign this function 
it seems to me to be a non sequitur. That is, there are many 
non-need-based activities in OSFA. 

The statement "exclusive concern for student financial need" is simply not 
accurate. Though the office may appear to be obsessively concerned with 
need (for audit reasons), it is not exclusively concerned concerned with 
need-based programs. Scholarships and supplemental loans are all 
available without necessarily any regard to need; student employment 
itself is not need based. The recommendation is flawed because the 
premise is flawed. Though other institutions may take different 
positions, the Student Employment Office takes the University view that 
equal work should get equal pay, and student wage rates have been tied 
directly to general civil service wage rates. 

Recommendation 4: Develop a recurring system for collecting students and 
faculty opinions about the effectiveness of all services within SSS, 
including OSFA, for both undergraduate, graduate and professional 
students. I understand the task force supports the client surveys we have 
conducted with students; we intend to continue those, probably on a 
two-year cycle. We began in March 1989 the planning of a faculty survey 
that we will administer in the fall quarter 1989. 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

LINES OF REPORTING 

Recommendation 5: ImPlement the proposed reorganization in which the Vice 
President for Stydent Affairs reports directly to the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. This will be a helpful change. 

INFORMATION HANDLING 

Recommendation 6: Develop and implement ways to provide distributed, 
consistent, and timely access to SSS INFORMATION by academic units. We 
believe we are moving toward this objective as rapidly as resources 
permit. For administrative/student data, the University plan is to use 
the Information Center in Administrative Information Services. Student 
Support Services is cooperating fully with the Information Center 
development and, in fact, using that data source for a number of routine 
but important University reports. The financial aid reporting data base 
has just been completed and is available in the Information Center. The 
barriers to access to individual student data are resource issues; that 
is, students' records are available on-line (at no cost) to colleges, 
departments, and advisers, but central funds have never been available to 
provide equipment to departments or advisers. The pressure to do so will 
increase as the Academic Progress system is implemented this next year 
(college student affairs staff members are working closely with this 
effort). Student Support Services is involved in several projects 
related to this objective: student access screens, uploading/downloading 
systems, for example. We would welcome faculty input about our plans for 
making information available. 

Recommendation 7: Implement the full integration of CEE records with those 
of SSS without delay. This is an organizational issue more than a 
computing issue. In most other large institutions the Registrar provides 
service to all students; for various reasons, primarily historical, CEE 
has done its own student records work. A recent decision by Academic 
Affairs transfers leadership of the effort to CEE. At the same time, the 
Registrar is developing a means to transfer academic record data, but the 
future of the overall effort to integrate record systems is not clear, and 
it is not within the control of Student Support Services. 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

COSTS OF SSS 

Comparing the work and funding of support units across institution is 
exceedingly complex work. I believe the MPIS study was useful as a 
formative evaluation but contained major flaws as a summary evaluation. I 
feel compelled to point out the flaws as I see them. They are of two 
types: 

Budgets are too large. They are large because we perform more 
services than comparison institutions. We documented the range of 
services at Minnesota after discussion with our peers. 

Expenditures for services (unit costs) are too high. In the MPIS 
analysis, unit costs were determined by dividing an activity index for 
a particular unit by total expenditure data for that unit; there are 
problems with both parts of that ratio: 

Activity Index--One activity was taken to represent the work of a 
unit. Consider two offices, one in which the Registrar does agency 
billing and the other where the Registrar does not. The unit cost 
of providing transcripts (the activity index) will appear to be 
higher in the first case. 

Expenditure data--Published budgets were available for schools 
from which MPIS retrieved expenditure data (through the AAUDE 
system). At Minnesota, our expenditure totals were approximately 
110% of our budget totals. For comparison schools, expenditure 
totals were 60% to 90% of budget totals. The result was that 
costs were greatly underestimated at peer institutions. 

Recommendation 8: Appoint a study group to examine the appropriateness of 
the current mission(s) and the priority of current services provided by 
the units of SSS. We would welcome such a review. Other constituencies 
should be represented (e.g., the coordinate campuses). 

Recommendation 9: Initiate a technical review of all current position 
classifications within SSS to assess for appropriate level and wage rate 
classifications. We have spent hundreds of staff hours over the past 
several years completing such reviews, including a comprehensive review of 
civil service positions in the Office of Student Financial Aid. I 
routinely provide comparison information on professional level positions 
to Personnel (collected through CIC groups); senior professional staff 
members are underpaid in comparison with peers. Other requests to review 
classification systems in SSS await time from Personnel to help. Of 
course SSS does not classify civil service positions, Personnel does. We 
are willing partners in any further studies to be done. 

cc: Nick Barbatsis, Acting Vice President 
for Student Development 

Jeanne T. Lupton, Special Assistant to the 
Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs and Student Affairs 

Page 6 
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June 27, 1989 

Office of the Dean 
Medical School 
Box293UMHC 
420 Delaware Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Office at 3-120 Owre Hall 
(612) 626-4949 
FAX (612) 626-5657 

Shirley M. Clark, Acting Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs 

~ark L. Brenner, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

Dear Shirley and Mark: 

Congratulations on the report from the faculty-student-staff Task 
Force for the Review of Twin Cities Campus Support and Service Units. 

We had testified specifically regarding Physical Planning, Physical 
Plant Operations and the Personnel Department. We believe that the 
recommendations of the Task Force adequately represent the actions we 
requested be taken. We would like to work closely with administrators 
and departments to help establish and implement appropriate policies. 

Thank you. 

lt;· 
~~d M. Brown, M.D. 

Dean 
Professor, Laboratory Medicine 

and Pathology and Pediatrics 

DMB/mh 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
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Dr. Richard D. Goodrich, Head 
Department of Animal Science 
120 Peters Hall 

Dear Dick: 

Office of the Provost and 
Vice President for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455 

(612) 625-0051 
June 20, 1989 

On behalf of Mark Brenner, Chair of the Senate Consultative Committee, 
and myself, I write to thank you and members of the Task Force for the 
Review of Twin Cities Campus Support and Service Units. You all worked 
very diligently, effectively and creatively to develop assessments of 
support and service units from the perspective of their "academic 
customers." The Task Force discharged its responsibilities in a timely 
way, applied multiple sources and methods, and used an interactive process. 
The report pulls no punches in presenting findings and proposing 
recommendations. As President Hasselmo stated in his letter accompanying 
this report to the Board of Regents, 

"From my preliminary review .... ! already know that the Task Force 
is to be congratulated, and warmly thanked, for the energy they 
invested in this effort, for the important issues that they have 
identified for policy decision, and for the care with which they 
have done their work. Their report represents a major component 
in our program to bring the management of University units to the 
highest level -- a level which, I am pleased to point out, the 
Task Force considers to have been met already by some of our 
service units." 

Although the deliberation and implementation phases 
in their early stages, Mark and I wanted you to know now 
grateful we are for the superb work of this Task Force. 
particularly appreciative of the excellent leadership of 
provided by you, Dick. 

of the report are 
how deeply 
We are 
the Task Force 

Thanks very much for a job well done. We look forward to the next 
steps. 

SMC/rar 

Cordially, 

~·. 
Shirle~ lark Actin~YP~;~st and Acting Vice 

President for Academic Affairs 

c: -0?. Nils Hasselmo, President 
~Dr. Mark L. Brenner, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

Members of the Task Force 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Office of the Vice President for Student Development 

Boynton Health Service 
410 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

DATE: June 21, 1989 

TO: Mark L. Brenner, Chair, SCC 

FROM: Julie E. Hynes, M.Ed., Chemical Health Counselor 

RE: Comments Relevant to: Faculty - Student Staff Task Force Review of Twin 
Cities Campus Support Service Units - Related to 
Men and Women•s Intercollegiate Athletics 

I am writing in regard to the above named recent report of which I received a 
copy. In March 1986, commencing with the football team, I have provided 
Chemical Health Services to both Men and Women•s Intercollegiate Athletics. 
These services consisted of the following: 

1. Educational presentations to the teams in regard to alcohol and other 
drugs, plus factors that contribute to their use/abuse. 

2. Chemical health assessments for student athletes with a positive 
urinalysis drug test or one who has displayed possible symptomatology 
for alcoholism. 

3. General and specific consultations to coaches, athletic trainers, and 
athletic directors in regard to student athletes. 

4. Ongoing counseling for student athletes as needed. 

5. Referral to and serve as a liaison for student athletes who are required 
to participate in outpatient and/or inpatient chemical dependency treat
ment. 

I will not go into the details of my work with both student athletes and non
student athletes. My comments reflect it with both groups. The nature of my 
work, especially with the former, affords me the opportunity to clinically 
observe and address many of the factors that impact both the academics and ath
letic aspects of student athletes• total identities or whole persons. 

I offer these observations to appropriate personnel who may be interested in 
overcoming the current and long standing dichotomy that exists between 
Intercollegiate Athletics, especially Men•s, academia, and yes, some of the 
people within various Student Support Units on the Twin Cities Campuses. Please 
understand, my intents and motivations for sharing are as follows: 

1. I do not have all of the answers or "The Answer." 
2. My perceptions are those of only one person. 
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3. I do care about student athletes as "whole persons" just as much as I 
care about non-student athletes. 

4. My comments are offered in concerned and caring frames of reference, and 
I request that they be taken as such. 

5. They are not given in harsh, critical judgement of anyone, and I request 
that they not be taken in this light. 

There are two main issues that were contained in the report that I will address: 
1) embarrassing incidents, 2) special privileges. As a long-standing non
spectator sport fan and in my professional work with student athletes and non
student athletes, I think that I have some unique perspectives. I have had to 
work closely from within and out of the Athletic Department's system. To be 
effective, we have been forced to learn to trust and support each other. On 
occasion, we have also had to learn to agree to disagree. 

EMBARRASSING SITUATIONS 
Therapeutically and personally, I experience great concern when I see young 
adult people in one of their most crucial stages of development being treated by 
the communications media as if they were professionals, especially when it comes 
to the former's use of poor judgement. I share with you that in the fall 1987, 
I participated in a one and a half day conference entitle "Chemical Dependency 
and Sports in the Twin Cities." I heard a comment that made me question how 
many other media people, locally and nationally, might have the same attitude. 
The comment was made by a well-known, local television news anchor person, and I 
will paraphrase what was said. •1 don't care where they go to school, their 
classfffcation, junior high t~rough college--the minute that young man or woman 
puts on the school uniform, s/he beco~~es public property to me.• In my opinion, 
that is a very heavy burden heaped up on the back of individuals in the early 
stages of their adult development. 

The above is not intended to blame the communications media. Instead, it is 
meant to invite you to be aware of their share of the responsibility and account
ability for co-creating and possibly escalating potential embarrassing 
situations related to student athletics. I also ask that you pay attention to 
the amount of media coverage that has been given to embarrassing events of non
student athletes. I ask that you think about what would be your answers to the 
following questions. 

For _example, a few years ago, one graduate student was tried for the 
murder of another graduate student, because the alleged perpetrator 
claimed that the victim did what? In what college were these two 
graduate students, and were they members of the same or opposite sex? 

I wonder what might be the responses to the above questions if they were asked 
of a random sample consisting of 1,000 to 1,500 University of Minnesota stu
dents, faculty and staff who were on campus in the 1984-85 academic year? I 
also wonder how many could answer questions related to an arrest this 1988-89 
academic year of another non-student athlete for selling illegal drugs. It 
briefly appeared in the paper and on the news, the same as the first example 
cited above. However, I also question what type of response might happen if one 
asked the same people about University of Minnesota-1985 in Madison, Wisconsin 
and that was all they asked. 

In my opinion, whether people are avid to "could care less 11 sport fans, the 
general public and especially the fans all share in the responsibility and 
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accountability to co-create and escalate potential situations of embarrassment. 
Therefore, I invite you to think about these following questions: 

1. Would student athletic related embarrassment be covered by the various 
media forms at the same level for incidents incurred by regular stu
dents? 

2. Do student athlete activities create the demand for news about them? 
3. Do the fans create the demand for new about student athletes? 
4. Or, is it both? 
5. Where do the people who do not care about sports, but among them are 

some who like to hear and read about sport related scandals fit into the 
picture? 

6. Do they equally share in the responsibility, accountability, and demand 
for intense sport-related news, including heavy coverage of situations 
of embarrassment? 

The news media personnel tells us that women•s sports receives minimal coverage 
because of low public demand. The media aims to give the public and their 
advertisers what they have deemed is wanted. I ask, is this statement in 
reference to the coverage of women•s sports a possible indication that the 
public does share some of the responsibility to co-create and perpetuate an 
athletic-related scandal just the same as they share in advocating positive 
sport news. Please think about it. 

WHO IS HURT THE MOST BY NEGATIVE EVENTS? 

As a therapist, I have worked with male and female student athletes. I can 
assure you that it is not easy for the individual student athletes to maintain 
healthy self esteem and to pick up the pieces of their lives to move forward 
following the blitz from various forms of the communication media regarding an 
incident that was first an embarrassment to the person(s) involved. I have felt 
concern for the University community•s embarrassment, but I have also been 
bewildered when the University community turns against young adult persons in 
some of the most crucial years of their development. It has been especially 
painful for these young adult people to receive tongue lashings from their 
fellow students, faculty and staff at the institution where they attend school. 
They often feel as if they were to blame for all of the scandals that have ever 
happened throughout the world in sports, as well as those that are yet to come. 

The harsh judgements occur at times when these young developing adults need all 
the support they can receive. They also require people who can aid in their 
being able to understand that painful embarrassments are realities of life. 
Instead of harsh criticism, another option that an institution could provide to 
these young developing adults, is mature guidance. I invite people in the ath
letic departments, academia, and student support services to consider turning 
embarrassing situations into cooperative learning experiences, where collec
tively all work to hold their heads high and face the ordeals together. Please 
consider that this option could become one of the most viable and valuable 
learning experiences for all involved. 

I am aware that some people might say that this is impossible, and they may be 
correct. However, there is also the possibility that it may work, and one would 
never know until an effort is made to implement it. I think it would be better 
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than to continuously co-create the intrapersonal, and interpersonal damage that 
results from any type of negative prejudice and discrimination that exists on 
this campus against student athletes. This prejudice and discrimination is pre
sent regardless of their color or sexual gender. I first became aware of its 
existence when I initially began to work with student athletes three years ago. 
I was surprised by the number of people who openly said to me, 11 You•re going 
to work with tbose people? 11 Being a person of color, I am very familiar with 
the words 11 those people" when they are said and meant to infer undesirable. 

I think it will require much work on many people•s part to reduce and/or elimi
nate the schizm that exists for athletics. The two athletic directors, though 
very capable and energetic, cannot do it alone. It will require both the 
willingness and practice of many to develop mutual trust and respect between 
intercollegiate athletic and academia, and student support services personnel. 
I my opinion, philosophical agreements would help. However, I ask, is it always 
necessary for the polarities to peacefully accept and recognize each other•s 
coexistence? Its something to think about and consider. 

SPECIAL PRIVILEGES (Some questions that I offer as food for thought.) 

What is a special privilege? 

1. Is drug testing a special privilege? 
2. Is being unable to medically withdraw from classes after the last day of 

withdrawal has passed because eligibility will be lost if it happens? Yet, 
at the same time, you need to enter a chemical dependency inpatient treat
ment program? 

3. Is it a special privilege that your use and/or abuse of drugs such as 
cocaine or marijuana may be detected early in order for you to receive help? 

4. Is it a special privilege that early detection saves you from being able to 
graduate with honors, although you spent your years at the nun using these 
drugs. Plus, your athletic scholarship prevented you from the need to pay 
your way through school by selling these drugs. (I am aware of some non
student athletes where this was the case, because they had no way for their 
use and sale of drugs to be detected, early or late.) 

5. Is it a special privilege that you must spend hours at study table, yet over 
the years, you have discovered that the very early morning or very late 
night hours are the best time for you to study? 

6. Is it a privilege that you cannot work a job while you are in school and yet 
your scholarship and/or financial aid does not provide money for your per
sonal incidentals? 

7. Is it a privilege that you must arise at 4 a.m., have to run, practice, 
attend classes on time, study table and so forth, etc., day after day? 

8. Is it a privilege to have aches, pains, broken bones, fractures, sprains and 
major surgery? 

My point is that beneath what appears to be 11 Special privileges .. , please con
sider that it is often present because of very high prices paid by the indivi
dual student athlete. Further, dependent upon whose perspective it is, the 
privilege could also be perceived as lack of freedom, or curses and disguises. 
I have worked with student athletes while they were on suspension, and I have 
heard them remark about the joy of being a regular student. They did not mean 
to imply they no longer cared about their athletic ability, but they meant it 
was nice to see how 11the other half 1 ives. 11 
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I hope that I have shared some small glimmer of light on this situation, and 
stimulated the thinking of persons who are in the position to do something about 
these two issues. 

JH1,2/ms67 (6/16/89) 

Enclosures 

cc: Nicholas Barbatsis, Acting Vice President for Student Development 
Donald Peters, Director of Boynton Health Service 
Donald Severson, MD, Team Physician 
Michael Coomes, MD, Team Physician 
RickBay, Men•s Athletic Director 
John Gutekunst, Head Football Coach 
Chris Voelz, Women•s Athletic Director 
Leah Wollenberg, Athletic Trainer 
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July 5, 1989 

Letters to the Editor 
Star Tribune 
425 Portland Avenue 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55488 

Dear Editor: 

Boynton Health Service 
410 Church Street S.E. 
rf~~~a~~i0._2-4innesota 55455-0346 

I thank the Star Tribune for demonstrating a point that I made in 
the feedback that I furnished regarding the Task Force's Report 
per staff write~.Howard Sinker's article in the Tuesday, July 4, 
1989 issue of your paper. Please understand, that no facetious or 
malicious intent are meant by my thanks. I truly mean it and in-my 
opinion the article could not have come at a better time to help 
demonstrate my point. 

It was good to see that Mr. Sinker mentioned that the report was 
prepared as a part of a larger survey regarding several university 
student support units. However, there was no mention of any of the 
findings about.any of the other eight units that were surveyed. 

Please understand, I do not question the public's right to know or 
reporters rights to develop their stories per their professional 
expertise. I wanted to share with you that the article reflected 
what I questioned in my feedback as requested on the cover letter 
~entdto the people tb .whom the report was sent. I was one of those 
persons. One of the questions that I raised was related to embarrassing 
situations. I asked, if it was possible f~~ other groups of people 
to:..:aas.o..:shaL.E.in soae of the responsibility and accountability for 
escalating ahtletic related embarrassing situations, especially in 
contrast to non-athletic occurrances? I thought that the aforementioned 
demonstrated the point to the question. Thanks Again! I liked the irony. 

Sincerely, 

~~-~~ 
Julie E. Hynes, M.Ed., Chemital .. 
Health counselor 

cc. Howard Sinker 

.. 
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,~··Metro 1 State news 

: acuity has low regard for 'U' athletics, poll shows 
By. Howard Sinker 
Staff Writer 

. Ulliversity of Minnesota academic 
-'~~monnel have a "considerable dis
~;~~proval of intercollegiate athletics," 
:~a~ceording to a task force survey taken 
.::;~~arlier this year. 

More than 80 percent of those re
<'$pbnding believe that recent Athletic 
v ··-~artment controversies are an em
... 

1b~itrassment to the university, the 
:/ryf.ort said. 

.. There is considerable disapproval of 
intercollegiate athletics, concern over 

·~· ~ecial privileges and embarrassment 
3 "a'bt>ut recent scandals," the report 
·estited. "There is not only a distance 
• 6'~tween the athletics and academics, 
~.1~i.s is <l:isillusio~ment with the role 

(if"athletJcs on th1s campus." 
-.6;;.,; C:.." 

The report was released last month, 
hi~~ore the university was ordered to 
\.r-t. .. 't r 

Considers big-time sports inconsistent with academics 
make public an investigation of 
men's athletic programs it had com
missioned to aid an investigation of 
the university by the National Colle
giate Athletic Association (NCAA). 

The task force was headed by Rich
ard Goodrich, a professor who heads 
the Department of Animal Science. 

"Concern ahout men's intercollegiate 
athletics has been a nationwide issue 
for several years now," said universi
ty President Nils Hasselmo. "That 
has colored the environment to some 
extent. But the report does show 
again that we have some ways to go 
to put our house in order." 

Results were based on responses 
from 731 faculty members, adminis
trators and professional staff mem-

bers. The report was prepared as part 
of a broader survey about how well 
various support and service depart
ments aid the university's academic 
mission. More than 300 of those sur
veyed took time to add written com
ments, and 25 percent "argued for 
'radical reform,' such as eliminating 
athletics altogether, moving to Divi
sion III, having only intramurals or 
paying athletes as professionals," the 
report stated. 

"In other words, these respondents 
see no way academics and Division I 
athletics can peacefully coexist." 

The basketball program was placed 
on two years' probation last year by 
the NCAA, with sanctions that were 
intended to limit recruiting. More 
penalties may ensue as a result of the 

· current report, which centered on 
football and basketball irregularities, 
as well as improper payments report
edly made to players by Luther Dar
ville, former acting director of the 
Office of Minority and Special Stu
dent Affairs. Task force interviews 
conducted with Athletic Department 
staff members indicated that faculty 
members are generally helpful when 
asked to make provisions for athletes 
whose schedules force them to miss 
classes. 

But, the report added, "Faculty 
members were especially unhelpful 
when the men's NCAA basketball 
tournament and the women's NCAA 
swim tournament occurred during 
exam week." 

According to a faculty senate policy, 

adopted in 1949, students in extra
curricular and athletic events should 
be allowed to do makeup work in 
similar fashion to students missing 
class time due to illness. 

The· task force recommended that 
athletic directors report to a universi- · 
ty vice president, instead of directly 
to the president, to emphasize the 
university's priority on academics. 

Interim President Richard Sauer 
stripped Frank Wilderson, former 
vice president for student affairs, of 
that responsibility in July 1988 at the 
same time Sauer fired Paul Giel, 
men's athletic director. 

In other findings: 

• Seventy-eight percent of professors 

and 74 percent of academic staff 
members agreed with a statement 
that athletics provides "emphasis on 
nonacademic values (that) distorts 
priorities." 

• Seventy-three J)ercent of professors 
said admitting subpar students low
ers overall academic standards, and 
41 percent said athletic programs are 
too expensive. 

• Sixty percent of deans, directors 
and department heads said athletics 
provide visibility that attracts out
side funds for the entire university. 
Only 41 percent of the faculty agreed 
with that notion. 

• About 80 percent of the full sample 
agreed that athletics gives Minneso
tans a sense of identity with the uni
versity, and about 70 percent said 
they were a tool for maintaining 
alumni loyalty. 



' . 

l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA : University Personnel Department 
TWIN CITIES 1919 University Avenue 
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i 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

St. Paul. Minnesota 55104-3481 

MARK BRENNER 
/') .~ . . 

ROGER FORRESTER V.f"' .J:. ~n ... :~~1 

PERSONNEL DEP~RTMENT RESPONSE TO THE REPORT BY THE TASK 
FORCE FOR REVIEW OF TWIN CITIES CAMPUS SUPPORT & SERVICE UNITS 

.JUNE ?9, 1989 

I would like to begin by complimenting the r.ommittee that reviewed the 
Personnel Department for their sensitivity and candor. J believe that 
their constructive criticism was valid in most instances, and I appreciate 
their compliments related to our consulting services. 

I totally agree with the sevP.n recommendations that should apply to all 
University service units on pages 5 through 8 of the report, and although 
we have attempted to implement a number of the recommendation~ in the past, 
I am committed to implementing all recommendations in the future. 

We have attempted in our recent Mission Statements to emphasize positive 
customer services and to financially reward service oriented Personnel 
Department employees. HowPver, I realize that more must be done to improve 
the level of services we provide, and I am committed to accomplishing this 
goal. 

In response to the observation that Personnel views its clients to be Civil 
Service employees rather than program administrators, I can only say that 
we have tried to serve both managers and non-management employees when 
appropriate. In fact, we have received feedback from employee groups which 
indicates that they feel ':Je are too management oriented: I do, however, 
feel that we must be more conscious of the academic mission of the University, 
and that we need to consult on a regular basis with academic administrators 
in the future. 

Many of the major problems cited, including the Job Evaluation System, 
Secretarial Employment (which incidentally does not include non-typing 
clerical employment), and applicant testing have resulted from major 
Personnel Department budget retrenchments which occurred in 1982 and 1983. 
As a result of these cutbacks, and in the case of testing new federal 
regulations, the Personnel Department eliminated most employment tests and 
dev~loped job evaluation and computerized secretarial applicant screening 
systems that were less labor intensive. 

An Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action Employer 
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Although I strongly believe that we must make every attempt to use existing 
staff as effectively as possible, and to set proper program priorities, 
the personnel ratio information included in the report clearly indicates 
that the University Personnel Department has approximately one-half the staff 
employed on average by government and educational institutions per 100 
employees served. In addition, a recent survey indicates that our Personnel 
Department staff size is roughly one-half the average sizP. of other Big Ten 
universities per 100 employees served. I assure you that we will do every
thing possible to maximize our efficiency and service orientation in the 
future, but I feel obligated to make you aware of the fact that we must d~a1 
with some rather serio11S staffing constraints. For example, the staffing 
constraints cited may also affect our ability to implement our proposed 
CarP.er Development program (copy attached), which we feel would addresc; 
some of the committee's con~erns and the concerns of employees and man~gers 
at the University. 

Personnel will continue to make consulting services a high priority per the 
committee's recommendation. 

In closing I would like to reaffirm our ~ommitment to make as many of the 
recommended improvements as possible in spite of our staffing limits. Please 
note, however~ that certain specific recommendations on pages 17-23 do need 
further discussion before we feel we would be ready to proceed. 

RF/mg 
c: Gus Donhowe 

Bi 11 Thomas 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

June 29, 1989 

Mark Brenner 

Office of Student Services 
College of Biological Sciences 
223 Snyder Hall 
1475 Gortner Avenue 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 

(612) 624-9717 

Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 
Office of the Provost and VP for Academic Affairs 
213 Morrill Hall 
Minneapolis Campus 

Dear Professor Brenner: 

We have received the report of the Task Force for the 
Twin Cities Campus Support and Service Units and 
opportunity to discuss it among staff in our office. 
relay a few of our comments to you. 

Review of 
had some 
I wish to 

First, we are grateful to those folks who invested so much time and 
effort in the work of the task force. I interacted with them 
several times in discussions to gather information and ideas for 
the report. I think they did an excellent job and have prqduced 
a very useful and thoughtful report. 

A few rather minor matters were mentioned in our discussions here. 
First is a comment on a misleading discussion on page 55 referring 
to the purchase of new academic progress software. In contrast to 
the statement appearing here, I am assured by a very active member 
of that planning effort that the Graduate School has been aware of 
their activities for many years. That effort has been closely 
linked to the Registrar's Advisory Committee (RAC). The Graduate 
School representative to RAC certainly was aware of the planning 
effort and had ample opportunity to join the group. Members of the 
planning group seemed to be aware of the special needs of the 
Graduate School and took those into account in making the decision 
to purchase the Miami system. 

A second matter concerns the Personnel Department and 
Recommendation 9, specifically, which would replace applicant pools 
with a system which allows applicants to apply for specific 
positions. I have long felt that the practice of pooling 
applicants is demeaning to our secretarial staff. In our office 
we recognize that their work is critical to our success as a 
student services unit. Hiring individuals who especially enjoy 
student contact will obviously allow us to become most effective 
at meeting the needs of students. Being forced to use an applicant 
pool suggests to me that the interests and special skills of 
secretaries as people are not important - "any typist will do". 



I would much prefer to interview applicants who are aware of who 
we are and what we do and feel that they would like to be part of 
a student services unit. We are strongly in favor of the 
recommendation allowing for that change. 

The task force report suggests many 
support and service unit operation. 
positive changes we hope will be the 
report. 

Sinc~rely, 
I ) ; 

J
! . rl. -f ; . ;.--( ,'!'-/ . / J 
. i}. I~ ,Ll( ~ (_ . '. '<. :· 

Kathleen Peterson 
Director of Student Services 

jtw 

useful changes to improve 
We look forward to the 

result of this impressive 
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June 21, 1989 

TO: Mark Brenner 

Support Services and Operations 
Room 210 
2818 Como Avenue S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414 

(612) 625-5878 

Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

FROM: Neil Bakkenist ~ 
Assistant Provost, Support Services and Operations 

RE: Task Force Report: Support and Service Units 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the Support and Service Units Task 
Force Report and specifically to the section reviewing Support Services and 
Operations as one of those units. 

While I consider the entire report very helpful, I believe that General 
Recommendations 1-7 on page 5 through 8 deserve very. serious review and 
consideration by those who will monitor implementation of the Reports 
recommendations. While recommendations in individual units may be more 
dramatic and are certainly more easily tracked, the real key to better overall 
institutional management of support units is in the pursuit of these seven 
general recommendations. The only "problems" with these recommendations are 
that they are not sensational, not political, not structural and are not 
either immediately gratifying or (in a word much overused around the 
University) visionary. By not being so many things there will be a tendency 
to ignore them as a necessary, but not necessarily important, prologue to the 
"real" recommendations that follow. Such a conclusion would be unfortunate. 

What we have here from a distinguished faculty committee is the recognition 
that quality service requires units to pay attention (i.e. to expend human and 
financial resources) to: the formulation of their mission and its public 
articulation; to the formulation and review of their annual objectives as an 
organization; to the identification and needs of their clients; to their 
responsibilities in the overall (academic) parent organization; and to their 
training and reward of staff who provide the services. These are basics in 
management, but they have been allowed to slide in recent years due to the 
increased imposition of heavier and heavier demands for service and new 
service initiatives without dollar increases to match those demands. What 
this report says, I believe, is that you can't shortchange the basics. I 
couldn't agree more. 

It is my hope that from this report will come the recognition that mission 
statements, Management by Objectives (MBO's), annual reports, staff training, 
staff recognition, consumer questionnaires, advisory committees, etc. are not 
empty concepts, rote activities, or that which you do when you're not busy, 
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but rather fundamental principles of good management that are the last items 
to go in an area's time retrenchment program. We, in Support Services and 
Operations, have spent much time in these areas in the last two and a half 
years and will continue to spend quality time in them in the years to come. 
We were very pleased to see these concepts and, by association, our priorities 
reaffirmed in this document. We feel that we and other areas would do well to 
follow the Task Force's general recommendations and concentrate even more on 
these less than flashy, but critically important management fundamentals. 

As for Support Services and Operations' unit review (pages 59-64) we were, as 
an organization, pleased with the professionalism and thoroughness of our 
reviewers and the contents of our section of the Report. We were particularly 
proud of two statements: 1) "The Task Force discovered many examples of how 
SS&O units directly enhance the academic mission of the University in ways 
which privilege academic objectives at the expense of business policy", and 
2) "The opinion that 'outside views' are important to the management of SS&O 
was unanimous". We are in existence to serve and support the academic mission 
and we stay in existence through "outside" review, criticism and support. 
It's good to see that we were able to communicate these organizationally held 
beliefs to the Task Force. 

On the six specific recommendations themselves, we agree with all six and for 
those that require any action by SS&O (Recommendations 1 and 4 require no 
direct action by us) we will pursue that action. Specifically in 
Recommendation 2 we fully agree that SS&O capital funds "should not be 
available for projects, programs or units outside SS&O nor for transfers 
between different unit groups within SS&O". (Unit groups within SS&O are 
Books to res, Parking, and General Support Services). We appreciate the Task 
Force's support of this SS&O and Provost's Office position relative to these 
dedicated reserves. 

In Recommendation 3 we agree with the general philosophy of the Task Force 
relative to commissions and will undertake a review of this practice in the 
coming year. The initiation of commissions rather than direct payments for 
utilities, space, custodial etc. was historically due, in port, to the 
inability to get accurate data (especially in utility cons1:1mption) from the 
University. We will revisit this issue in depth next year. · 

In Recommendation 5 we appreciate the recognition of our "shadow pricing" 
program and we are intending to expand it next year. As for Recommendation 6 
we agree with the Task Force and with our dissatisfied clients that there is 
simply not enough parking and not enough community commitment to solving the 
problem. (We believe the 48% negative client response relates to parking 
availability and not parking service in existing facilities - this would 
mirror our own data-In this regard). In recent years we have had plans to add 
parking, but were rejected in our attempts by other legitimate campus interest 
groups (e.g. the Campus Beautification Committee) whose recommendations 
superseded ours. Current senior administrators have been extremely supportive 
of the need for more parking and we are actively, aggressively pursuing 
options to ease the problem. I see new hope here and the Task Force's 
accurate statement that a critical lack of parking "is hindering our current 
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academic mission today and must be given priority now" can only help in the 
effort. 

Again, let me thank you for the opportunity to respond to this Report. If you 
have any questions, please give me a call. 

NB: jmg 

c: Shirley Clark, Acting Vice President and Provost, Academic Affairs 
Ed Foster, Associate Vice President, Academic Affairs 
Richard Goodrich, Chair, Task Force 
J. Bruce Overmier, Chair, Task Force Subcommittee on SS&O 
Support Services and Operations Directors 
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l5i1 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

Office of the Director 
Department of Concerts and Lectures 
1 09 Northrop Memorial Auditorium 
84 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455·0202 

(612) 625-6600 

TO: Richard Goodrich, Chair & Head, Dept. of Animal Science-122 Peters 
Ed Foster, 217 MorH 

FROM: Dale Schatzlei~ 
RE: Review of TC Campus Support and Service Units 

Thank you for your recent work on this important study. We do feel that 
the U. needs to press for accountability from its service units. I did 
want to point out one factual error in the report. Listed on page 67, 
there is a reference to a full time officer and assistant who is helping 
to transfer monies from campus enterprises (sic) such as Northrop Audi
torium to banks. In my 15 years here, I know of no such regularized 
service such as what is reported. In fact, we know of no such request 
in the last two years. ----

DS/ps 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
Department of Food Science & Nut-e_n / 

DATE: June 1.3, 1939 0 
FROM: Lorraine B. Smith, Scientist and Teaching Laboratory Coordinator 
TO : Mark. L. Bnmn~r, Chair, ~na~ Con~ultati.v~ Comrru~ 

RE: Task Force for Review of TWin Cities Campus Support & 
service Units 

I have reTolie···t.{copy of your report which \1/as sent to the Head of thi~: 
depa.rtlnent and VVish to reg1ster my comments. 

PERSONNEL III 
C: Recommendations 4, 5, and 6. Approve. Am particularly 

concerned tlla.t. tlle prot:atic;nary penod (5) be in.-::reased in order U· mere 
tllorougtlly evaluate employee At present, 6 montl1s often is not adequate 
to fully assess employee's pc·tential for further development. 

(6) Flexible promotion must be an issue otherT1vise the 
University 'Will/and now doos lose valuable empioyees due to limited 
:promotional-from-Within opportunities. 

D: JOE· EVALUATION QUESTIOI'iAIRE: 
reo)mmendations 7 and &. 

Heartily agree on 

G: CAREER DEVELOPMENT: Agree that present system does not 
provide a method to re\Alard produd.ive employee. There is need to address 
U1is item. Valuable employees are often lost or lose enthusiasm for JOb 
:periormance \o¥'11en monetary recognition is not in place under jot) hinng 
po1lC1€-:;. 

PHYSICAL PLANT: 
Recommendations 6 an(t 7 ~.-1UST t)e put in action. A Erm 

estimate must be given to use(principal investigators before initiation of 
work. Research funds presently are at mercy of physical plant. Recommend 
tl1at user be issued an actual time in/time out, number of workers needed to 
completf.> s-atisfactory job, and hourly ratk1 being charged in order to reconcile 
budget statements with actual billing from physical plant. In some instanc:es 
two (2) men have been sent out on a job - one to do the actual work, t11e 
ot11er to obs;erve. We have been charged for time for both. Tl1i"3 is unfair 
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and must t)e disaii<.JT"'red. Training of physicai piant per;onnei is n(•t the 
re:;ponsibility of the user. We e~7.:-d, an·::i should get, ez:t•~rienced 
employees if we are to pay t.1-re "going" rate. 

Recommen,jation 11: Agree that we must tmplement 
monitJ)ring of custodial ~rvice. Complaints of a C(1ntinued nature for 
inadequate custodial service has resulted in a change of personnel. Perhaps 
ti..;. :~-.divid1..:a.1 has not t'een properly advised or supervised in his duties. 

Rec:omrnen·jation 13.4 - Departm~S>nts net.-d input in tlle form of a 
memo as to ~A:that duties can be e:q)ected as V·le11 as a schedule of duties so 
that ··Ne are not unrE>asonmat~le in our dE-mands and cause unnecessa.rv 

' problems between the custl)dial worter an·j his/her supervisor. 

UNIVERSITY RELi· .. TIONS. III - Recommendations 2 and 3 should be 
a:t:opro•.;red. 

APPENDIX 2: Rt.-comment1ati·::.n:; 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, and 13 shor.ld be 
implemente·:i ir: t~.e nea!" future 

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND TO YOUR IN-DEPTH RE'v'IE•v;l. 
Y()U have done an outstanding job and are to be commende,j. 

2 



UNIVERSilY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

June 24, 1989 

To: Mark Brenner, Chair, 
Senate Consultative Committe 

From: James B. Preus, Coordinator 
Student Support Services 

Student Support Services 
Williamson Hall 
231 Pillsbury Drive S.E. 
Minneapolis. Minnesota 55455-0213 

I write in response to the invitation to comment contained in the memorandum 
from Shirley Clark and you. We discussed the report at length within Student 
Support Services, and the following comments summarize our reactions. 

The report was done thoughtfully and with considerable input. It provides a 
clear message from one of our most important clienteles, the faculty. We do 
appreciate the opportunity to respond, for we believe there may be 
interpretations in the report that need clarification. In a few cases, we 
find it difficult not to be defensive; given unlimited funds we would gladly 
do everything suggested in the report. Unfortunately, we live in a complex 
administrative world where the dynamics bring various players and various 
priorities to bear on decisions. 

General Recommendations 

1. Develop mission statement and management objective to clearly articulate 
commitment to the academic mission of the University: ·we believe current 
SSS mission statements support the academic mission and would be glad to 
review them annually with any appropriate group. 

2. Conduct periodic financial audits. Agree. We will request this of 
University audit staff. 

3. Conduct periodic in-depth reviews. consistent with the President's plan. 
We would welcome this, particularly input from external peers. This was 
done in financial aid four years ago, but recommendations had resource 
implications that were not funded. 

Page 1 



To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

4. ProperlY empower faculty/user consultative committees. The Assembly just 
disestablished the advisory committee for Student Support Services; at one 
point, when the University accredited private educational institutions, 
the Senate Committee on Academic Standing and Relations was a standing 
committee of the Senate. The issue is really who sets priorities. 

5. Survey user and potential user satisfaction and provide results to 
consultative committees. We initiated student client surveys several 
years ago and plan a faculty survey this next fall. The results will be 
shared with any interested committees. 

6. Provide information about services to potential users. The Task Force did 
not recognize recent efforts. We publish Viewbooks for students, 
Counselors' Handbook, various "briefs" on University programs, take out 
Daily ads weekly, provide information on financial aid to students, 
schools, counselors; hold meetings to assist college information officers, 
conduct training programs on Registrar activities, etc. We will be glad 
to provide additional information (within the limits of available 
resources), but we need some guidance on the audiences and topics to be 
addressed. 

7. Initiate appropriate personnel training procedures and institute 
recognition and rewards for employees who provide exceptional service. We 
can do more in training, though this has been high priority during the 
last three years. We have tended to train on technical subjects; our 
efforts at others (e.g., how to deal with irate students) have had limited 
success. We initiated an employee recognition program last year. 

Page 2 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

Specific Recommendations 

INVOLVEMENT OF ACADEMIC UNITS IN CONSULTATION WITH SSS 

Recommendation 1: Involve faculty and academic units in the consultative 
process of all four functional divisions of SSS. We have a number of 
advisory and coordinating groups in addition to those named in the report, 
for example, the Student Systems Policy Committee, the Publications 
Advisory Committee, and the All-campus Coordinating Committee. The 
Registrar, involved in establishing class offerings, scheduling rooms, 
negotiating class entry processes, and other functions closely related to 
the instructional process, has ongoing contacts with department chairs. 
The Financial Aid Office has been too separate, and the new Director will 
establish an advisory committee to be active for the next financial aid 
cycle. 

Permit me to give you some personal reactions: I do not believe anything 
we do is so complex that a faculty committee could not understand it and 
deal with issues effectively. I do question whether there is interest in 
doing so. My experience suggests that faculty groups will be effective in 
task-oriented group with good staff support in matters that affect them 
directly. To take an example, an ad hoc group of faculty and 
administrators met a dozen times during a winter quarter to resolve 
difficult queueing and priority issues related to implementation of the 
new registration system. Elwood Caldwell provided the stimulis for 
resolution of some very difficult priority issues. On the other hand, 
department chairs frequently send secretaries to meetings about 
establishing the instructional schedule. I believe the managers in 
Student Support Services will welcome any input and guidance from the 
faculty. 

I need to correct the statement in the report on the Academic Progress 
system: " ... no consultation or involvement of the Graduate School was 
sought at any time prior to its purchase." is simply incorrect. The 
software was NOT developed solely for undergraduates. Dennis Clayton 
and/or lois Newstrand were party to discussions at Registrar Advisory 
Committee meeting held before purchase of the software and were invited to 
join development. Judy Howe and Jim Schaeffer have attended meetings by 
the software developer to learn how to implement this in the Graduate 
School environment. 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

Recommendation 2: Revise the mission of OSFA and develop OSFA strategies 
for flexible and creative use of financial aid resources to promote the 
academic mission of the University. The process is underway. The new 
Director is eager to bring resources into line with University priorities. 
However, this raises a delicate issue: the Assembly Committee was 
consulted in establishing current priority groups for award of 
discretionary aid. However, the Vice President for Student Affairs made 
it clear that the priorities would be set through administrative channels 
at his direction after consultation with central administration. The 
issue is clear: the Financial Aid Office must operate according to 
external regulations, but within the area of discretion, various 
clienteles have interests; we have balanced those interests, giving great 
weight to faculty interests and priorities. I do not believe the faculty 
should have absolute priority in establishing priorities, and that has 
never been conveyed to me or the OSFA. I believe it is a non-issue, for 
given adequate discussion, I believe a representative faculty group would 
develop priorities consistent with the administration's. 

Recommendation 3: Reassign the responsibility for setting student wage 
rates and policies from OSFA to the Department of Personnel. The 
rationale for this recommendation is unclear. It appears in a section 
related to involvement of academic units. Is Personnel more likely to 
acknowledge academic values? I do not understand the relationship 
between need-based aid and the recommendation to reassign this function 
it seems to me to be a non sequitur. That is, there are many 
non-need-based activities in OSFA. 

The statement "exclusive concern for student financial need" is simply not 
accurate. Though the office may appear to be obsessively concerned with 
need (for audit reasons}, it is not exclusively concerned concerned with 
need-based programs. Scholarships and supplemental loans are all 
available without necessarily any regard to need; student employment 
itself is not need based. The recommendation is flawed because the 
premise is flawed. Though other institutions may take different 
positions, the Student Employment Office takes the University view that 
equal work should get equal pay, and student wage rates have been tied 
directly to general civil service wage rates. 

Recommendation 4: Develop a recurring system for collecting students and 
faculty opinions about the effectiveness of all services within SSS, 
including OSFA. for both undergraduate, graduate and professional 
students. I understand the task force supports the client surveys we have 
conducted with students; we intend to continue those, probably on a 
two-year cycle. We began in March 1989 the planning of a faculty survey 
that we will administer in the fall quarter 1989. 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

LINES OF REPORTING 

Recommendation 5: Imolement the prooosed reorganization in which the Vice 
President for Student Affairs reports directly to the Senior Vice 
President for Academic Affairs. This will be a helpful change. 

INFORMATION HANDLING 

Recommendation 6: Develop and implement ways to provide distributed. 
consistent. and timely access to SSS INFORMATION by academic units. We 
believe we are moving toward this objective as rapidly as resources 
permit. For administrative/student data, the University plan is to use 
the Information Center in Administrative Information Services. Student 
Support Services is cooperating fully with the Information Center 
development and, in fact, using that data source for a number of routine 
but important University reports. The financial aid reporting data base 
has just been completed and is available in the Information Center. The 
barriers to access to individual student data are resource issues; that 
is, students' records are available on-line (at no cost) to colleges, 
departments, and advisers, but central funds have never been available to 
provide equipment to departments or advisers. The pressure to do so will 
increase as the Academic Progress system is implemented this next year 
(college student affairs staff members are working closely with this 
effort). Student Support Services is involved in several projects 
related to this objective: student access screens, uploading/downloading 
systems, for example. We would welcome faculty input about our plans for 
making information available. 

Recommendation 7: Implement the full integration of CEE records with those 
of SSS without delay. This is an organizational issue more than a 
computing issue. In most other large institutions the Registrar provides 
service to all students; for various reasons, primarily historical, CEE 
has done its own student records work. A recent decision by Academic 
Affairs transfers leadership of the effort to CEE. At the same time, the 
Registrar is developing a means to transfer academic record data, but the 
future of the overall effort to integrate record systems is not clear, and 
it is not within the control of Student Support Services. 
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To: Mark Brenner 
RE: Student Support Services 

COSTS OF SSS 

Comparing the work and funding of support units across institution is 
exceedingly complex work. I believe the MPIS study was useful as a 
formative evaluation but contained major flaws as a summary evaluation. I 
feel compelled to point out the flaws as I see them. They are of two 
types: 

Budgets are too large. They are large because we perform more 
services than comparison institutions. We documented the range of 
services at Minnesota after discussion with our peers. 

Expenditures for services (unit costs) are too high. In the MPIS 
analysis, unit costs were determined by dividing an activity index for 
a particular unit by total expenditure data for that unit; there are 
problems with both parts of that ratio: 

Activity Index--One activity was taken to represent the work of a 
unit. Consider two offices, one in which the Registrar does agency 
billing and the other where the Registrar does not. The unit cost 
of providing transcripts (the activity index) will appear to be 
higher in the first case. 

Expenditure data--Published budgets were available for schools 
from which MPIS retrieved expenditure data (through the AAUDE 
system). At Minnesota, our expenditure totals were approximately 
110% of our budget totals. For comparison schools, expenditure 
totals were 60% to 90% of budget totals. The result was that 
costs were greatly underestimated at peer institutions. 

Recommendation 8: Appoint a study group to examine the appropriateness of 
the current mission(s) and the priority of current services provided by 
the units of SSS. We would welcome such a review. Other constituencies 
should be represented (e.g., the coordinate campuses). 

Recommendation 9: Initiate a technical review of all current position 
classifications within SSS to assess for appropriate level and wage rate 
classifications. We have spent hundreds of staff hours over the past 
several years completing such reviews, including a comprehensive review of 
civil service positions in the Office of Student Financial Aid. I 
routinely provide comparison information on professional level positions 
to Personnel (collected through CIC groups); senior professional staff 
members are underpaid in comparison with peers. Other requests to review 
classification systems in SSS await time from Personnel to help. Of 
course SSS does not classify civil service positions, Personnel does. We 
are willing partners in any further studies to be done. 

cc: Nick Barbatsis, Acting Vice President 
for Student Development 

Jeanne T. Lupton, Special Assistant to the 
Vice Presidents for Academic Affairs and Student Affairs 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
TWIN CITIES 

June 27, 1989 

Office of the Dean 
Medical School 
Box 293 UMHC 
420 Delaware Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 

Office at 3-120 Owre Hall 
(612) 626-4949 
FAX (612) 626-5657 

Shirley M. Clark, Acting Provost and Vice President 
for Academic Affairs 

~ark L. Brenner, Chair, Senate Consultative Committee 

Dear Shirley and Mark: 

Congratulations on the report from the faculty-student-staff Task 
Force for the Review of Twin Cities Campus Support and Service Units. 

We had testified specifically regarding Physical Planning, Physical 
Plant Operations and the Personnel Department. We believe that the 
recommendations of the Task Force adequately represent the actions we 
requested be taken. We would like to work closely with administrators 
and departments to help establish and implement appropriate policies. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

/~ );,-""-' 02 

~vid M. Brown, M.D. 
Dean 
Professor, Laboratory Medicine 

and Pathology and Pediatrics 

DMB/mh 

HEALTH SCIENCES 
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