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Dear Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Office of Senior Vice President 
for Academic Affairs and Provost 

232 Morrill Hall 
I 00 Church Street S.E. 
Minneapolis, MN 55455-0110 

612-625-0051 
Fax: 612-624-3814 

The January 1994 Resolution of the Board of Regents mandated the development 
of critical measures and benchmarks with which to assess progress toward the 
achievement of the goals of University 2000: 

That the University approves the development, by the University's 
central and unit administrations and in consultation with University 
and unit governance organizations, of critical measures and 
benchmarks for measuring institutional, campus, and unit 
performance in realizing the goals of University 2000; and directs 
the administration to bring back the results of this effort to the 
Board of Regents by the April 1994 meeting. 

Attached is a first report of our efforts to date. For reasons that are described in the 
report, the development of critical measures and benchmarks has proven to be a 
complicated task requiring substantial staff work and consultation with many 
constituencies-- within and outside the University. 

We found it prudent to review similar efforts at other institutions, including the 
magnitude and cost of these efforts, as well as the many demands for measures that are or 
will be expected of the University by external public and private agencies-- state, federal 
government, accrediting agencies, etc. 

A major component of our effort to date has been the development of a position paper 
that clarifies the purposes of performance measures and articulates principles for their 
selection and use, including the properties of good measures and procedures for their 
development. The attached position paper also provides several examples of institutional 
performance measures to illustrate use of the proposed principles. 

Critical performance measures and benchmarks-- really performance goals-- are key to 
the realization of the goals of University 2000; but they are also subject to misuse and 
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misinterpretation. The position paper helps us to select and agree upon the appropriate 
measures of performance, first for the institution and then later for collegiate and support 
units. 

We anticipate the presentation of institutional performance measures for review by the 
Board in June and for approval in July. Collegiate and support unit measures are being 
developed as part of the collegiate and support unit planning process. The timing is 
important. We expect that each system of higher education will be asked by HEAC to 
provide a set of measures for purposes outlined in the Final Report to the Legislature and 
Governor from the "Minnesota Task Force on Post-Secondary Funding". The measures 
will be presented to the 1995legislature. The University 2000 critical measures and 
benchmarks should serve these state requirements. 

We hope that you will find these materials helpful as we continue our deliberation of 
critical measures and benchmarks. I would direct your questions to Robert B. Kvavik 
and Darwin Hendel who have been leading our planning effort in this area; I am, of 
course, at your disposal to discuss this matter. 

Cordially yours, 

Infante 
ice President for Academic Affairs 
d Provost 

EA/rbk 

Attachment 

cc: President 
Chancellors 
Vice Presidents 
Student Representatives to the Board of Regents 
Executive Secretary and Corporate Secretary, Board of Regents 
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Critical Performance Measures and Benchmarks/Performance Goals: 
A Guide to Their Selection and Application 

University of Minnesota 
April, 1994 

Why Measure? Systematic evaluation of an institution's performance serves four 

central, interrelated purposes: 

1) publicly confirming the institution's success in reaching its stated goals and 
objectives; 

2) guiding and facilitating institutional, collegiate, and support unit self 

improvement; 

3) serving as an important link between planning, performance, evaluation, and 

resource allocation, so that performance in a desired direction can be supported 

and rewarded through the budgeting process; and 

4) providing means for comparison with other similar institutions in the search of 

best practices for the accomplishment of institutional goals. 

To serve these four purposes, the University must develop performance measures and 

benchmarks, or performance goals, that are meaningful, easily understood, and 

effectively and deliberately used by the University community, and in its interaction with 

external accrediting, oversight, and funding agencies. 

The January 1994 Resolution of the Board of Regents recognized the importance of 

measuring progress toward the realization of the goals stated in University 2000: 

That the University approves the development, by the University's central 
and unit administrations and in consultation with University and unit 
governance organizations, of critical measures and benchmarks for 
measuring institutional, campus, and unit performance in realizing the 
goals of University 2000; and directs the administration to bring back the 
results of this effort to the Board of Regents by the April 1994 meeting. 
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External constituencies and agencies are placing increased demands upon universities to 

demonstrate performance in the areas of research, teaching, and outreach. Among the 

emerging requirements are: 

• Changes in the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended in fiscal year 1993 have 

resulted in the creation of a state regulatory agency, the State Post-secondary 

Review Entity (SPRE) and new regional accreditation requirements; 

• The North Central Association now requires that all institutions have a program of 

assessment of student achievements; 

• The Minnesota Graduate Follow-up System requires the provision of employment 

statistics; 

• Student Right to Know legislation requires reporting of information on retention 

and graduation rates; and 

• The Final Report to the Legislature and Governor from the "Minnesota Task Force 

on Post-Secondary Funding" supports system-specific efforts to develop a set of 

measures consistent with the system's mission (though no recommendations are 

made to specify performance measures across or within systems). 

The Higher Education Act amendments that led to the creation of SPREs represent a 

major area of concern for the University (and of all higher education institutions), 

although the full impact of these new requirements is not yet known. Dissatisfied with 

the accreditation process presently in force and with federal quality-control efforts, 

Congress has created SPREs to develop and use more than a dozen criteria including loan 

default rates, persistent patterns of student complaints, late audit reports, and running 

deficits to review higher education institutions. The federal government is moving 

toward more direct involvement in the review of higher education institutions, with 

particular emphasis on their financial and administrative capacity. 

Noteworthy in the actions of external agencies is the emphasis placed on outcomes in 

addition to, or instead of, peer review and the magnitude of institutional resources that 



Critical Measures and Benchmarks 
April 1994 
PageS 

support research and instructional programs. Historically, assessment of American higher 

education has focused on documenting an institution's resources and on the quality and 

quantity of its "inputs", rather than on the quality of its processes or on its demonstrable 

outcomes. Measures of quality have been associated with the size of library budgets, 

rather than with the creation of the most important new knowledge; institutional quality 

was measured more by the ability levels of newly admitted students than by the 

institution's contributions to a student's learning; and funding of public institutions was 

based, in large part, on the number of students served, rather than on measures of 

institutional effectiveness. 

The February 1994 issue of the NASULGC Newsline contained the article "Universities 

Grapple with Productivity", in which the author verbalizes the concern of taxpayers that 

they are not getting sufficient value from public higher education institutions for their tax 

dollars. In describing efforts of the state university system in Oregon to respond to such 

concerns, the article concludes that "the focus needs to be on productivity, not on 

workload, to emphasize output in relation to some measure of input", and that 

"productivity is becoming an integral part of the planning and decision-making at all 

levels within the institutions and its investors need to be much clearer in defining the 

outcomes they seek." A similar effort in the State of Wisconsin, based on an 

Accountability Task Force appointed in 1993 by the governor of that state, proposed 

specific measures for the university system's performance in seven areas: effectiveness, 

efficiency, quality, access, diversity, stewardship of assets, and contribution to 

compelling state needs. 

The University of Minnesota's Response. The goal is to develop a set of institutional 

performance measures that can help the University of Minnesota move forward into the 

21st century with a clear sense of purpose and direction, within the framework of the 

University 2000 mission, vision, and strategic directions; that can be used to link our 

planning, performance, and resource allocation; and that demonstrate to the public the 

progress or lack of progress toward the stated institutional goals and that resources are 

wisely and appropriately used. 

The first step in this process is to define terms and develop a set of principles that can 

guide the selection and development of performance measures. Throughout our 

discussions of critical measures and benchmarks, we have encountered confusion about 
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the meaning of terms. We have also dealt with a variety of opinions on how to construct 

and apply critical measures and performance benchmarks. 

The second step is to identify a set of performance measures that are consistent with 

agreed upon principles and serve the four identified purposes of accountability, self

improvement, linking academic planning and budgeting, and for comparison with other 

institutions. 

The third step is to carry out a consultation process with appropriate University 

governance organizations and external constituencies in order to develop consensus on 

both the principles and on the proposed institutional perfonnance measures. These steps 

need to be completed by the end of May, 1994. 

In June and July 1994, the Board of Regents will be asked to: 

1. Consider and approve a core set of institutional performance measures; 

and subsequently, 

2. Set annual performance goals or benchmarks for each measure beginning 

with the 1995-96 biennial request; in April and May of 1995, and annually 

thereafter, assess prior year performance and establish new goals as part of 

the approval of the academic plan and budget. 

The administration will incorporate the approved perfonnance measures and goals into 

the long-tenn and annual academic planning and budgetary process, the biennial request, 

and the capital planning process, and will provide a progress and performance report on 

each measure and establish new goals in the presentation of the annual academic. plan and 

budget beginning in April and May of 1995, and annually thereafter. 

Following endorsement of the institutional perfonnance measures, specific procedures for 

measurement will be determined, the administrative units with the responsibility to 

assemble data for each measure identified, and a communication plan developed for the 

reporting of data. A process will also be established for the periodic review of the 

measures to assure that they continue to be effective and meaningful to the public and to 

users within the University community. In the first year, we anticipate the need to 
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modify our measures and expectations due to the newness of the process; the Board will 

be kept informed as we progress. 

Definitions. So that all efforts to develop "critical measures and benchmarks" proceed 

with the same understanding of terminology, a first task was to define our terms. 

Definitions of key terms are as follows: 

• Critical measure: A measure that captures an essential aspect of something that 
is important to the institution, e.g., the quality of our faculty. For our purpose, 
measures are of three types and may be causally related: input measures, process 
measures, and outcome measures. 

Input Measure: A measure of resources, both human and financial, available to the 
Univ~rsity, e.g., a measure of the characteristics of the students to be served by 
the University -- "80 percent of entering freshmen coming out of the top 25 
percent of their high school classes". 

Process Measure: A measure that addresses some aspect of how the institution or 
unit interacts with its resources, e.g., how units support the activities of faculty, 
staff, and students to achieve desired outcomes. 

Outcome Measure: A measure that focuses on a particular result/effect/impact. 
Outcome measures demonstrate accomplishments and productivity, e.g., the 
performance of our faculty in research, scholarly, or artistic activity, or of our 
students after graduation. 

• Performance goal or benchmark: A specific value for a particular measure 
that refers to a target to be achieved, i.e., a desired level of future performance. 
For example, "50% of the 1996 entering class graduating in five years" would be 
a performance goal or benchmark. 

• Baseline: The value of a particular measure that describes an initial level of 
peiformance, that serves as "the starting point" in evaluating change associated 
with particular strategic initiatives. 

Principles for selecting measures. The following principles speak to the overall 

purposes for developing a set of critical measures; also, they should guide our selection of 

measures. These principles are: 

I. Be consistent with institutional values. Critical measures should reflect an 

institution's values. As such, they have great symbolic meaning in communicating 

University priorities. For example, selecting graduation rate as a critical measure 

and a benchmark of "50% of the 1996 entering class graduating in five years" 

communicates to the public and the University community the importance we place 
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on this outcome. Developing a set of measures requires making choices about 

values and priorities. 

2. Be relevant to the mission, vision, and strategic directions. Each measure 

should have a clear relationship to the mission, vision, and strategic directions 

outlined in University 2000, and be useful in evaluating the University's relative 

success in moving forward in the desired directions. 

3. Emphasize outcomes. Priority should be given to developing measures that 

reflect real effects/outcomes/products (including changes in efficiency and 

effectiveness), in addition to the associated input or process measures that are 

needed to understand how outcomes can be changed. 

4. Be meaningful at the institutional, campus, and college levels whenever 

feasible. In this way, they provide a more complete picture of differential 

contributions to addressing the University's strategic directions. It is recognized, 

however, that desirable differences exist in campus and collegiate units' missions 

and thus each campus and collegiate unit is likely to make different contributions to 

the overall strategic directions. For example, external financial support for research 

activities may be appropriate for the system as a whole, while other measures of 

research, scholarship, or artistic productivity may be more meaningful at the unit 

level. 

5. Reflect common perceptions of university activities. Measures should be easy 

for all constituencies to understand. Although some differences of opinion may 

exist about particular measures, the institutional set of measures should reflect 

commonly held beliefs about the most critical areas for the University of Minnesota 

to maintain and improve its performance. 

6. Address controllable factors. Measures should be used that reflect factors 

directly or indirectly controllable by the University, rather than forces totally 

beyond institutional control. 

7. Balance costs and benefits. The relative benefits of using a particular measure 

should outweigh the costs of implementing the measure (including the costs to 
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develop a reliable and valid measurement instrument) so that assessment activities 

yield dividends worth the investment. 

The following principles suggest how the measures should be used, including how data 

are communicated: 
~ 

1. Develop for long term usage. Although new measures may be developed as 

needed, a basic set of measures should remain in place for a long period of time, at a 

minimum for six years. 

2. Stress administrative accountability. Feedback systems related to the 

performance measures must be in place to enable administrators, faculty, staff, and 

students to use the information to improve and reward performance. 

3. Connect to budgeting. A unit's performance on the relevant performance 

measures, as well as on those that are unit-specific, should be one important 

element of the annual budgeting process. 

4. Report to the public. Periodic, highly visible reports should be made to 

publicize the Universitis level of performance for each of the performance 

measures. The effort should be a major responsibility for an administrative unit at 

the University as part of an overall, ongoing effort to communicate to constituencies 

served by the University. 

The following principles summarize selected important technical issues in the 

development of the set of measures: 

1. Specify performance goals. Performance goals (or benchmarks) should be 

specified in positive terms for each measure (e.g., increased retention rates rather 

than decreased drop-out rates), with an associated timeline and data for the first, 

baseline year to describe initial status on the measure. In specifying performance 

levels for each measure, expectations for performance that exceed "minimums" 

should be set, with realistic expectations for meeting a specific goal. 
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2. Specify standards and be comparative. Each measure should specify the 

standard used to evaluate University performance. In some cases the standard 

should be comparative (e.g., Big Ten institutions, all national research universities). 

In other cases, the standard may be absolute (i.e., performance levels based on an 

institution-specific standard). 

3. Use accurate and meaningful measurement procedures. Each measure must 

have an associated measurement procedure that is likely to yield information that 

meets reasonable standards of accuracy (statistical rules of reliability) and 

meaningfulness (statistical rules of validity). For example, care should be taken to 

avoid using certain quantitative measures as a "proxy" measure for quality, when 

the quantitative measure (e.g., number of publications) may be more a measure of 

quantity than of the quality of what is produced. 

4. Limit the number of measures. The total number of institutional critical 

measures must be kept to a manageable number, perhaps no more than 15, even 

while covering all major elements of the strategic directions. Measures used by 

campuses, colleges, and support units should be similarly limited. 

5. Some measures are more important. In addition to specifying a small set of 

core measures, some indication of the relative importance of each measure should 

be stated, according to its contribution to the University's strategic directions. Not 

all measures are likely to carry the same weight. 

6. Take yearly fluctuations into account. Since some year-to-year fluctuations 

occur, methods should be developed to account for unreliable changes. In some 

cases, multiple year averages should be calculated. For other measures, trends over 

time might provide the best data. 

7. Use existing data whenever possible. Processes and procedures for using a 

particular measure must be either in place currently or feasible to develop with 

minimal additional expenditures. Priority should be given to using existing data as 

the basis for calculating a particular measure, although several important measures 

are not currently part of ongoing information collection procedures. 
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8. Include quantitative and qualitative data. The set of measures should be a 

balance between easily obtainable quantitative measures and less well-defined 

qualitative measures though all measures must be based on desirable measurement 

procedures. 

9. Be consistent with external data reporting requirements. The specification 

of calculation procedures for particular measures should be consistent with 

definitions and procedures required to provide data for external accountability 

purposes (e.g., graduation rates as required by recent state and federal legislation). 

Consultation Process. Given the purposes of a set of measures, including effective 

management of our efforts to improve the University and accountability to our external 

constituencies, the measures chosen need to provide clear direction for our efforts 

internally and be meaningful to both internal and external audiences. An appropriate 

internal and external consultation process is an essential component in developing a set 

of principles and performance measures. 

Internal constituencies would be addressed though the established governance process, 

through internal groups already established for a variety of purposes (e.g., deans and the 

President's cabinet meetings, various student and staff organizations, University 2000 

committees and task forces), and/or through ad hoc working groups if a particular kind of 

expertise or perspective is needed and not found in any existing group. 

We propose going back to a set of the external constituencies contacted in earlier stages 

of the University 2000 planning process, for example some of the 68 groups and 

organizations that participated in the "Conversations with Minnesota" process during the 

late fall and early winter of 1993-94. This discussion needs to take place within a two 

month period, from early April to late May. 

Framework for Developing Indicators 

Building upon earlier initiatives. In recent years several separate efforts have resulted in 

the formulation of critical measures and benchmarks. The most recent such effort 

"Enhancing Research Effectiveness: The Foundation for Learning in the 21st Century" 

recommended that the University should begin collecting data on a set of 23 measures 



Critical Measures and Benchmarks 
April 1994 
Page 12 

(e.g., program reputation, citation trends, and research expenditures) and to use the data 

to assess the quality of graduate programs and departments. Other similar efforts include 

the 1988 report "Proposed Quality Indicators for Undergraduate Education on the Twin 

Cities Campus of the University of Minnesota", which included a description of 18 

measures of input, process, and outcome aspects of undergraduate education (e.g., percent 

of entering freshmen who meet preparation requirements, retention rates for entering 

freshmen, and employment experiences of graduates); and the performance benchmarks 

approved by the Board of Regents as the basis for evaluating the implementation of 

baccalaureate programs at the University of Minnesota, Crookston. I 

Proposed institutional measures. The above mentioned previous efforts provide us a 

wealth of know-how and data to help us to select measures and determine baselines for 

the five strategic areas of University 2000 and for our planning and budgeting process. In 

selecting critical measures and benchmarks, we must build on past efforts that have 

proven effective and are generally accepted. 

The attached examples illustrate the manner in which we propose to proceed. It is to be 

noted that, in developing an institutional set of measures, significant care must be taken 

to differentiate how they apply to each of the four campuses; some measures may be 

campus-specific and performance goals may vary for each campus. 

1 Separate from but related to the development of institutional indicators are parallel 
efforts to propose ~a~pus and unit performanc~ indicators. The instructions provided to 
Resource Responstbdlty Centers asked each umt to prepare critical measures and 
benchmarks to be used in reviewing the unit's strategic planning proposal and associated 
budget proposal. ~s of early March 1994, a series of meetings had been scheduled with 
each budgetary umt. One focus for the analysis of those documents and discussions is the 
~o~gruence between campus and unit indicators and those being discussed as institutional 
mdtcators. 



Example 1: Undergraduate Education 

Question: Is the University recruiting, retaining, and graduating a diverse student population who can benefit from the 
University's educational environment? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: 
(Undergraduate Education, also Research) 

• successful recruitment of a diverse, academically prepared and motivated population of students 
• availability of resources and support to pursue a course of study in a timely fashion, enriched by participation in research and by 
alternative modes of instruction 
• experience that includes a broad, liberal education and an in-depth study of a discipline or interdisciplinary field, grounded in the 
research, scholarly, and artistic achievements of the University's faculty 

Measures and Performance Goals: 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

Performance Goal: 

Input 
(Who is admitted?) 

Characteristics of 
entering freshmen 

High school rank of 
entering freshmen 

[to be determined] 

......_ -- Process 
(How well do we serve them?) 

Quality of the 
student experience 

•Contact with f acuity 
•Course access indicator 
•Participation in key 

University activities 
(e.g., honors, research 
opportunities, service and 
study abroad, academically 
related campus employment) 

•A verage quarterly student 
credit hours 

•Overall satisfaction with 
the student experience 

...._ _.. 

•Survey of graduating seniors 
•Annual student loan default rate 

[to be determined] 

TC: 80% of entering freshmen Increased faculty contact, course 
top 25% of high school class access, participation, satisfaction 

Outcome 
(Do they achieve their goals?) 

Completion of the bacca
laureate degree 

Percent of entering fresh
men who graduate within 
five years after entering 

39% of freshmen who entered 
in 1987 (system-wide) 

At least 50% graduating 
within five years, beginning 
with 1996 entering class 



Example 2: Faculty of World-Class Reseachers, Scholars, and Artists 

Question: Is the University recruiting, retaining, and rewarding a faculty of world-class researchers, scholars, and artists who are 
effective teachers and reflect the diversity of society? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: 
(affects all strategic directions: Research, Graduate/Professional and Undergraduate Education, Outreach/Access, User-friendly) 

• competitiveness in high-quality research, ~cholarship, and artistic activities that benefit students, scholars, and communities 
• effectiveness in teaching 
• reflecting the diversity of society 
• availability of support to pursue basic research, cross the boundaries of the disciplines into interdisciplinary areas, respond to the 
demand for applied research, teach, and provide service 

Measures and Performance Goals: 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

Performance Goal: 

Input 
(Who are we hiring?) 

Characteristics of new 
faculty hired, and of all 
faculty 

Reputation of those hired 
(research, scholarship, 
artistic activity, teaching) 
and ranking of disciplines 
in institutions they come 
from~ diversity of those 
hired 

[to be determined] 

...... --

Increased number of faculty 
hired with these characteris
tics 

Process • 
(How well are they supported?) 

Support provided for faculty 
success 

•Non-salary support for faculty 
•Mentoring of new faculty 
•Faculty development programs 
•Support for interdisciplinary and 
applied work 

•Satisfaction with experience and 
support (survey) 

[to be determined] 

Outcome 
(What do they achieve?) 

External resources 
attracted and standing 
relative to peers 

Minimal loss of talented 
faculty to other institu
tions 

[to be determined] 

Increased mentoring, development Increased resources and 
programs, support, and satisfaction standing relative to peers 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Why Measure? 

• Publicly confirm success in reaching stated goals 
and objectives 

• Guide and facilitate self improvement 
___ ) 

• Serve as lirik between planning, performance, 
evaluation, and resource allocation 

• Provide means for comparison with similar 
institutions 

•. • .. 

1 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Increased Demand to Demonstrate 
Performance 

• State Post-Secondary Review Entity (SPRE) 

• North Central Association 

• Minnesota Graduate Follow-up System 

• Student Right to Know legislation 

• Minnesota Task Force on Post-Secondary 
Funding 

2 



•. 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Our Response 

By May, we will: 

• Define terms and develop principles 

• Identify performance measures 

• Consult inside and outside the University 

;~ 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Our Response 

In June and July, the Board of Regents will be 
asked to: 

• Consider an·d approve a core set of institutional 
performance measures; and subsequently, 

• Set annual performance goals or benchmarks for 
each measure beginning with the 1995-96 
biennial request; in April and May of 1995, and 
annually thereafter, assess prior year 
performance and establish new goals as part of 
the approval of the academic plan and budget. 

·-

4 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Key Terms 

• Critical Measure 
-input· 
-process 
-outcome 

• Performance Goal 

• Baseline 

.• 

fj 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Overall Principles 

1) Be consistent with institutional values 

2) Be relevant to the mission, vision, and strategic 
directions 

3) Emphasize outcomes 

4) Be meaningful at the institutional, campus, and 
college levels whenever feasible 

(j 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Overall Principles (continued) 

5) Reflect common perceptions of university 
activities 

6) Address controllable factors 

7) Balance costs and benefits 

'· 

7 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOT'A 

Principles for Use 

1) Develop for long term usage 

2) Stress administrative accountability 

3) Connect to budgeting 

4) Report to the public 

::~ 

8 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Technical Principles 

1) Specify performance goals 

2) Specify standards and be comparative 

3) Use accurate and meaningful measurement 
procedures 

4) Limit the number of measures 

5) Some measures are more important 

9 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Technical Principles (continued) 

6) Take yearly fluctuations into account 

7) Use existing data whenever p·ossible 

8) Include quantitative and qualitative data 

9) Be consistent with external data reporting 
requirements 

10 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Consultation Process 

• Internal . 
- governance 
- established groups 
- ad hoc working groups 

• External 
-subset of "Conversations with Minnesota" 

I 1 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Discussion Questions: 
Principles 

• Have we identified the right principles? 

• Should some principles be given a higher 
priority? 

12 



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Outline for University Level 
Core Indicators 

Input Process 

Research I .... p 

Graduate and Prof Education I ... p 

Undergraduate Education I ... p 

Outreach and Access I ... p 

User Friendliness I ... p 

Outcome 
.... 0 
... 0 
... 0 
... 0 
... 0 

1:3 



UNIV.ERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Discussion Questions: 
Working Examples 

The working examples capture the five strategic 
areas of University 2000 

• Are these the correct areas? Should we add the 
following? 

-infrastructure and stewardship of resources? 
- management effectiveness? 

• Is the format and concept appropriate and useful? 

• Are these the right measures? 

14 
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Example 1: Undergraduate Education 

Question: Is the University recruiting, retaining, and graduating a diverse student population who can benefit from the University's 
educational environment? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: Undergraduate Education, also Research and User-friendly 
• successful recruitment of a diverse, academically prepared and motivated population of students 
• availability of resources and support to pursue a course of study in a timely fashion, enriched by participation in research and by 
alternative modes of instruction 
• experience that includes a broad, liberal education and an in-depth study of a discipline or interdisciplinary field, grounded in the 
research, scholarly, and artistic achievements of the University's faculty 
• preparation of graduates for active and productive roles in a multiracial and multicultural world 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

Prrformanu Goal: 

...._ 
Input --(Who is admitted?) 

Characteristics of entering 
freshmen and transfer students 

High school rank, diversity 
of entering freshmen and 
GPA, diversity of transfer 
students 

[to be determined] 

Process 
(How well do we serve them?) 

Quality of student experience 

•Contact with faculty 
•Course access indicator 
•Participation in key activities 

...._ --

(e.g., honors, research, service, 
and study abroad; academically 
related campus employment) 

•A verage quarterly student 
credit hours 

•Overall satisfaction with the 
student experience, including 
satisfaction with instruction 
(survey of graduating seniors) 

•Annual student loan default rate 

[to be determined] 

TC ~)(~ of cnll'llfl!! lrt·,hmcn I nncascJ lacull~ l·onlael. course 
lop~~~~ ol ha~h "K:hnol d.t". .tn·c''· p.!llJL"Ip..tlaun. , .. , .... ladaon 
HKil'J...CJ numht.·r .tnJ ·~ ol 
... tuJcnL' ol l·olor 

Outcome 
(Do they achieve their goals?) 

Completion of the baccalaureate 
degree, post-graduation experience 

Percent of entering freshmen 
who graduate within five years 
after entering 

Quality of employment and/or 
additional education of graduates 
(periodic survey of recent grads) 

Employers' satisfaction with 
availability, preparation, and 
performance of University 
graduates hired (periodic survey) 

39% of freshmen who entered 
in 1987 (system-wide); 30.9% 
for Asian, 13.4% for African
American, 17.9% for Hispanic, 
13.8% for American Indian 

1993 Lannin & Assoc. survey data 

At least 5()f,~ graduating \\'Jlh1n 
ll\c ~cars, bcgmmng \\Jlh JlJlJ(J 

cnlc!lng class; 5CY1t 1nncasc 111 
manonty student rates( each group) 

Increased graduate, employer 
satisfaction 



Example 2: Faculty of World-Class Reseachers, Scholars, and Artists 

Question: Is the University recruiting, retaining, and rewarding a faculty of world-class researchers, scholars, and artists who are 
effective teachers and reflect the diversity of society? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: Research, Graduate/Professional and Undergraduate Education, Outreach/ Access, User
friendly 
• competitiveness in high-quality research, scholarship, and artistic activities that benefit students, scholars, and communities 
• effectiveness in teaching 
• reflecting the diversity of society 
• availability of support to pursue basic research, cross the boundaries of the disciplines into interdisciplinary areas, respond to the 
demand for applied research, teach, and provide service 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

Performance Goal: 

Input 
(Who are we hiring?) 

Characteristics of new 
faculty hired, and of all 
faculty 

Reputation of those hired 
(research, scholarship, 
artistic activity, teaching) 
and ranking of disciplines 
in institutions they come 
from; diversity of those 
hired 

[to be determined] 

...._ --

Increased number of faculty 
hired with these characteris
tics 

Process • 
(How well are they supported?) 

Support provided for faculty 
success 

•Salary, non-salary support for 
faculty 

•Mentoring of new faculty 
•Faculty development programs 
•Support for interdisciplinary and 
applied work 

•Satisfaction with experience and 
support (periodic survey) 

[to be determined] 

Outcome 
(What do they achieve?) 

External resources attracted 
and standing relative to peers 

Minimal loss of talented 
faculty to other institutions, 
including faculty of color 

Student satisfaction with 
instruction (see survey in #1) 

Number, size of interdisciplinary 
and applied programs 

[to be determined] 

Increased mentoring, development Increased resources and standing 
programs, support, and satisfaction relative to peers 

Increased student satisfaction 
with instruction 

Increased number of significant 
interdisciplinary and applied 
programs 



Example 3: Graduate and Professional Education 

Question: Is the University recruiting, supporting, graduating, and placing the best students from the state, nation, and world, 
targeting members of traditionally underrepresented populations? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: Graduate and Professional Education, also Research and User-friendly 
• successful recruitment of an excellent and diverse population of students 
• ensuring that all graduate and professional programs offered are highly ranked 
• availability of support for successful completion of academic programs and placement appropriate to training 
• access to interdisciplinary programs 
• increased practioner-oriented/applied professional programs, especially master's level, in response to state and national needs in 
areas of University expertise 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

Performance Goal: 

Input 
(Who is admitted?) 

Characteristics of entering 
graduate and professional 
students 

...._ --

Reputation of schools where 
entering students received 
earlier degrees, diversity of 
entering students 

Quality of schools to which 
highly recruited students are 
lost 

[to be determined] 

Increased number and% of 
students, including students 
of color, from highly rated 
schools 

Increased number and% of 
students from traditionally 
underrepresented populations 
in targeted programs 

Process 
(How well do we serve them?) 

Quality of the student 
experience 

...._ 
--

•Support available for program 
completion 

•Placement functions in place 
•Interdisciplinary degree pro

grams and opportunities 
•Ties, opportunities with 

professional communities 
•Overall satisfaction with the 

student experience 
(survey of graduating students) 

[to be determined] 

Increased completion and place
ment support; increased inter
disciplinary and professional 
involvement of students; 
increased satisfaction with 
experience 

Outcome 
(Do they achieve their goals?) 

Completion of the degrees, 
post-~?raduation employment 
expenence 

Graduation rates, and diversity 
of graduates, in areas of University 
strength and state/national need 

Quality of placement/employment 
of graduates (periooic survey) 

Employers' satisfaction with 
availability, preparation, and 
performance of University 
graduates hired (periooic survey) 

[to be determined] 

1993 Lannin & Assoc. survey data 

Increase in number of students 
completing degrees within 
appropriate timef rame 

Increased numbers and quality of 
graduate placements, especially 
into underrepresented fields 

Increased employer satisfaction 



Example 4: Outreach and Access 

Question: To what extent is the University improving access to its programs and its resources? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: Outreach/ ~ccess, also User-friendly 
• outreach that draws on the University's breadth of academic expertise to address complex societal issues 
• availability of continuing education opportunities for personal and professional development 
• access to traditional degree programs for talented and motivated part-time students 
• new collaborative experimental programs connecting the University's expertise with teaching resources of other postsecondary 
institutions to provide advanced education that responds to emerging patterns of employment 
• infrastructure that supports the extension of exemplary program offerings throughout the state and beyond state and national borders 
through distance-learning technologies 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

....._ 
Input --(Who are we serving?) 

Needs/opportunities identified 
for U expertise to be applied 

Continuing education needs 
identified 

Mechanism for more flexible 
degree program access created 

Collaborative experimental 
programs created, distance 
learning needs identified 

Public collaborations and 
public-private partnerships 
in identifying needs, issues; 
resources committed 

[to be determined] 

lrk·rc.ucd .akntaon lo need~. 

auun 

....._ 
Process --(How well are we doing it?) 

Support provided for faculty 
research conducted/expertise 
applied in response to needs, 
opportunities,· issues 

Continuing education available/ 
provided, resources committed 

Quality of the student 
experience 

Quality of the student 
experience; distance learning 
infrastructure in place, working 

Faculty involvement and par
ticipation in applied research, 
public policy, community 
problem-solving; distance learn
ings programs in operation 

[to be determined] 

Outcome 
(What is accomplished?) 

Satisfaction with research and/ 
or services, responsiveness to 
societal issues in areas of U 
expertise, including multi-
cui tural issues/applications 

Satisfaction with continuing 
education and/or retraining 
opportunities offered/used 

Completion of the degrees, 
post-graduation employment 

Completion of the degrees, 
post-graduation employment 

Periodic sa_tisfaction surveys 
re: responsiveness 

Timely program and degree 
completions, quality placement, 
employer satisfaction 

'93 Lannin & Assoc survey data 

lnnc~ U.lllllnum~ cJu~:aiJon. lnl'JCascd usc. satlsfal'tum 
c\pcnmcnt.U programmmg 

Increased faculty mvolvement in 
applied research/problem-solving, 
public policv, distance learning 

. .. 



ExampleS: User-Friendly Community (Internal and External) 

Question: Is the University becoming more inclusive, supportive, participatory, humane, and physically appropriate? 

Relationship to Strategic Directions: Research, Graduate/Professional and Undergraduate Education, Outreach/ Access, User-
friendly) . 
• enhancement of the human learning and working environment where all members of the academic community can work to th~ir 
fullest potential 
• enhancement of the physical environment, including classrooms, study space, libraries, laboratories, and offices that are physically 
accessible, environmentally sound, attractive, and safe; and including up to date and appropriate instrumentation, computers, and 
information-transfer technologies--an environment that encourages students to remain on campus and facilitates interaction among 
students, faculty, and staff 
• characterized by productivity, customer service, and accountability for the quality, value, and cost of services provided 

Critical Measure: 

Measured by: 

Baseline: 

Performance Goal: 

Input 
...._ -

Resources committed to 
change of the environment 

Introduction of new tech
niques for more effective 
management of the work 
environment (e.g., TQM) 

[to be determined] 

[to be determined] 

Process 
...._ -

Attention to issues of the learning 
and work environment 

Human resource development 
programs (e.g, addressing diver
sity/multiculturalism, supportive 
environments, customer service) 

Attention to space and physical 
accessibility needs, including 
availability of needed space, 
repairs, safety 

Outcome 

Satisfaction with learning and 
working evironment 

Condition of, satisfaction with 
physical facilities 

Student, faculty, staff activity on 
campus 

Customer service satisfaction 
for organizations/individuals 
who contact the University for 
information and services (survey) 

•Attendance at development Periodic survey of satisfaction, 
programs and populations reached including accessibility, safety, 

•Introduction of new technologies and "community" of the campus 
(e.g., for registration, payroll) (students, faculty, staff) 

•Reduction in deferred maintenance 

[to be determined] 

[to be determined] 

Student activity on campus and 
interactions with faculty and staff 

[to be determined] 

Increased satisfaction regarding 
the environment; evidence of 
increased student activity on 
campus and increased student/ 
faculty/staff interaction; increased 
satisfaction of external customers 
concerning their interactions with 
University faculty and staff 

... 


