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Context and Overview 

On January 14, 1994, the Board of Regents approved the University 2000 Mission, 
Vision, Strategic Directions, and Performance statement. The resolution also initiated "the 
development, by the University's central and unit administration 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." 

To fulfill its mission and to achieve the University 2000 vision, the University has 
identified six major strategic areas of emphasis, recognizing that it must strengthen its 
activities in these areas: 

• In the area of research, the goal is to sustain the University, within a most competitive 
environment, as one of the major research institutions of the nation. This is an essential 
goal for the economic and social well being of the state and its citizens. 

• It is a goal that is intimately tied to the quality of our professional and graduate 
programs for which the University has, within the state, almost exclusive responsibility. 
University 2000 challenges the University to respond to changes in demands and 
expectations of society for high quality graduate and professional education. 

• During the past five years the University has revitalized many of its undergraduate 
programs, but more remains to be done. University 2000 directs us to significantly 
increase retention and graduation rates, broaden participation in research, honors programs, 
and study abroad, and assist our students, faculty, and staff to set higher expectations and 
standards of performance. Increased importance will be placed on career counseling and 
placement. 

• Outreach activities are an integral component of the University mission and are closely 
tied to our research and teaching missions. They touch almost every aspect of our state 
in areas as diverse as health services, communities, families, agriculture and related 
industries, technology transfer, economic development, and the K-12 educational system. 
The planned evolution of Continuing Education and Extension to the newly proposed 
University College, and the development of cooperative partnership programs with 
community colleges, vocational technical colleges, state universities, and K-12 education 
represent a redirection of resources that will significantly improve the utilization of assets 
across the state. 

• University 2000 directs a major effort toward the improvement of both the physical 
environment and the administrative structure that support our education, research, and 
outreach programs. To accomplish this goal, the University will strive for administrative 
simplicity, effectiveness, and a positive customer orientation (user-friendly). The 
University is committed to minimizing its bureaucratic structure. 

• Diversity is a sixth strategic area with clearly articulated goals and objectives in the 
areas of K-12 education, and the recruitment and retention of students, faculty, and staff. 
Diyersity goals are integral t? each of the other five strategic areas. Changing demogra
phics and the demonstrably mcreased needs of under-served populations require a higher 
level of performance in this area by the University. 

Subsequent activities of the Office of the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs in 
developing institutional level critical measures have included the following: 
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• Preparation of a set of principles (Appendix A) to guide the development and use of 
critical measures, including a statement of four purposes of such measures: 1) to 
publicly confirm the institution's success in reaching its stated goals and objectives; 
2) to guide and facilitate institutional, collegiate, and support unit self improvement; 
3) to serve 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) to provide means for comparison with 
other similar institutions, in search of best practices for the accomplishment of 
institutional goals. 

• Review of previous recommendations, existing management reports, and unit planning 
documents, as well as external reporting requirements, to identify possible institutional
level critical measures; and 

• Conduct of numerous meetings within and outside the University of Minnesota to listen 
to suggestions for measures and reactions to proposed lists of critical measures and 
preliminary drafts of specific measures (Appendix B). 

The process culminated in a list of 18 critical measurement areas, divided into three groups 
for implementation over the next two-year period. · 

First Phase Critical Measures 

Preliminary work on the first five measurement areas was carried out during the summer of 
1994 and brought for review to the Board of Regents at their September and November 
1994 meetings. The first five measures and a small number of institutional-level goals 
were subsequently approved by the Regents at their December 8, 1994 meeting. Appendix 
C contains a copy of the resolution, an executive summary, and the condensed versions of 
the first five institutional level critical measures. 

Work remains to be done on three of these first five critical measures, however, specifically 
on undergraduate transfer students and graduate and professional students, in the critical 
measures of Characteristics of Entering Students, Graduation Rate, and Underrepresented 
Groups/Diversity. 
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Development and Implementation Timetable for Critical Measures 

After the internal and external consultation process was completed to identify institutional level 
critical measures, a development and implementation timetable was proposed. The plan included 
five measures to be developed during the remainder of 1994, eight to be developed during 1994-95, 
and five to be on a longer-term development schedule. Considerations in selecting the five measures 
for immediate development included the following: availablity of baseline information for a 
particular critical measure, the importance and priority ratings obtained through the consultation 
process, and the amount of staff time to develop the first set of measures. 

Review and Action by the 
Board of Regents in 

September and December 
1994 

• Characteristics of entering 
students (Readiness and Diversity) 

Undergraduate 
Graduate and Professional 

• Graduation rate 
Undergraduate 
Graduate and Professional 

• Underrepresented groups/diversity 
Students 
Faculty and Staff 

• Sponsored funding for research, 
scholarship, artistic activity, devel
opment, and training 

• Investment per student 

Short-Term Development 
and Implementation 

(During 1994-95) 

• Student experience 

• Post-graduation experience 

• Scholarship, research, artistic 
accomplishments 

• Responsiveness to compelling 
state needs 

• Overall satisfaction of Minnesota 
citizens with the University 

• Faculty and staff recruitment, 
development, satisfaction and 
retention 

• Facilities 

• Resource development 
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Longer-Term Development 
and Implementation 

• Reputation of undergraduate, 
graduate, and professional programs 

• Interdisciplinary/applied programs 
and activities 

• Outreach and public service 

• Responsiveness to market demand 

• Customer service/streamlining 



Consultation Process and Timetable for 
Second Phase Critical Measures 

The second group of eight measurement areas will be developed during the 1994-95 
academic year. The discussion/consultation process outlined below has as its primary 
purpose getting early input and involvement from the University community on the next 
eight measures, as well as developing a better understanding of work being done on 
measures at the unit level; of the optimal fit between institutional and unit level measures; 
and of the most appropriate levels for collection, analysis, and reporting of the institutional 
critical measures. Work on the second group of critical measures is divided into two parts: 

•Part one will be based on a discussion outline covering all eight measures, focusing 
on what the key themes and issues seem to be, in order to develop an understanding of 
what aspects of the broad measurement area are most important to measure and what issues 
must be taken into consideration as the measure is developed and used; this activity will 
occur from late December 1994 through February 1995. 

• Part two will focus on a relatively complete set of narrative drafts, including baseline 
information and tentative goals, in order to get reactions to the operational definitions, 
baseline information, and goals/goal setting process; this activity will occur from late 
February through April1995. 

Figure 1: Timetable for Development of Phase Two Critical Measures 

December 94 January 95 February 95 March 95 April95 May95 June95 

• Preparation__. 
of Discussion 

Outlines 

• Consultation __. 
on Discussion 

Outlines 

• Preparation __. 
of Draft Narrative 

Documents 

..__Consultation • 
on Narrative Descriptions 

of Eight Measures 

.__Preparation__.. 
of Final Documents 

4-- Review__. 
and Approval by 
Board of Regents 

The critical measures are intended to become part of the on-going strategic planning process. 
The continuous and cumulative planning process calls for the completion of unit-based 
accomplishment and performance reports during ~e spring ~d s~mm~r of each. year.. . . 
Detailed instructions for the performance report will be proVIded m spnng 1995 m anticipation 
of the first annual report due in July, 1995. Further discussion is necessary to clarify 
appropriate levels for the reporting of institutional level critical measures (Appendix D). 
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Discussion Outlines 
for Second Phase Critical Measures 

The following pages are discussion outlines for each of the eight second phase critical 
measures: 

•Student experience 

•Post-graduation experience 

•Scholarship, research, artistic accomplishments 

•Responsiveness to compelling state needs 

•Overall satisfaction of Minnesota citizens with the University 

•Faculty and staff recruitment, development, satisfaction and retention 

• Facilities 

•Resource development 
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Student Experience 

Relation to U2000: 

U2000 addresses the quality of the student experience in the mission state
ment and in all six of the strategic areas. Undergraduate education should 
provide: a high quality undergraduate education in a nurturin& environ
ment that fosters student success in an intense intellectual milieu; con&e
nial support systems (including advising, special programming, student 
development, and out-of-classroom experiences) that help students move 
through their academic programs; a liberal education that introduces all 
students to modes of inquiry and the subject matter of the major branches 
of knowledge; and· an in-depth study of a discipline or interdisciplinazy 
field grounded in the research, scholarly, and artistic achievements of the 
faculty. Graduate and professional education should be based on partici
pation in the creation of knowled&e and include improved access to inter
disciplinazy programs and quality practioner-oriented/applied professional 
programs. Outreach and access should include new arran&ements for 
more effectively servin& part-time students. The "underrepresented 
groups/diversity" strategic area emphasizes the importance of enrolling 
and graduating students from underrepresented groups. 

Relation to other measures: 

Other related critical measures include characteristics of entering stu
dents, graduation rate, post-graduation experience, and underrepresented 
groups/diversity. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

This critical measure focuses on the experience that students have on each 
of our campuses. At one level, it would take a very complicated measure 
to address all of the factors that contribute to a student's educational ex
perience. In thinking about each of the critical measure areas, it is 
necessary to focus on a small number of core elements that are central to 
the area being addressed. Three important areas seem to be: 

1) Student Satisfaction: This category refers to how students evaluate 
their experiences on each of our campuses and is a "process" measure 
that relates directly to the student experience. The following are two 
approaches that might be used to define the student satisfaction cat
egory: 

-6-

Comments 

January 6, 1995 



a) student evaluation of teaching 

b) annual campus survey (e.g., overall satisfaction; relationships with 
faculty/peers/staff; experiences with advising, special program
ming, out-of-classroom learning, interdisciplinary work) 

2) Student Learnin~ and Performance: This category focuses on student 
learning, and has one component that is based on the existing grade 
reporting process, and another that would need to be developed: 

a) quarterly grades received 

b) "end of major" assessment 

3) Other Measures of the Student Experience: This third category would 
focus on other aspects of the student experience, such as: 

a) quarterly credits completed 

b) participation in special programnling (e.g., UROP, internships, 
study abroad, career counseling) 

Results for this measure should be broken out for all underrepresented 
groups, as well as for different types of students (undergraduate, gradu
ate, and professional students). 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) are there other important aspects of the student experience that 
should be considered for measurement; 

2) are there unique measures for undergraduate, graduate, and profes
sional" students, or can they be measured in more or less the same 
ways; 

3) at what intervals/how often should data be collected; 

4) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be, and; 

5) at what levels should the results of this kind of measure be re
ported? 
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Post-Graduation Experience 

Relation to U2000: 

In U2000, the mission statement talks about preparing graduate, profes
sional, and undergraduate students, as well as non-degree seeking stu
dents interested in lifelong learning, for active roles in a multiracial and 
multicultural world. The "graduate and professional education" strategic 
area talks about support, graduation, and placement of the best students, 
targeting members of traditionally underrepresented populations. The 
"undergraduate education" strategic area talks about the need for career 
counselin~ and job placement services to help students make the transi
tion from education to employment, as well as for activities designed to 
promote cooperation. leadership. and personal development. 

Relation to other measures: 

Other related critical measures include student experience, graduation 
rate, and underrep!esented groups/diversity. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

1) Employment success of students: To what extent are graduates of the 
University's undergraduate, graduate, and professional programs as
sisted with career development and job placement, and employed in 
satisfyin~ careers that are in some way related to their University edu
cation? To what extent have professional degree recipients been li
censed or otherwise credentialled within their fields? 

2) Student success in further education: To what extent are graduates of 
the University's undergraduate, graduate, and professional programs 
pursuing further education in hi~h quality programs at the University 
or at other institutions. Are our graduates getting into their programs 
and institutions of choice? Do our graduates value, and are they tak
ing advantage of, lifelon~ learnin~ opportunities? 

3) Contributions in civic and community life/experience of quality of 
life: To what extent are University graduates usin~ the knowled~e 
and skills acquired during their University experience to contribute to 
their communities or otherwise enhance the quality of life for them
selves and those around them? 
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Data for this measure could be collected in several ways: through re~:ular 
surveys of graduates, to ascertain their post-graduation experience and to 
understand their perceptions of the effect of their University experience 
(as well as a retrospective evaluation of their student experience); through 
periodic surveys of employers, to obtain an outside perspective on the 
success of our graduates and the effectivenss of their University prepara
tion (e.g., similar to a state-wide survey conducted in the summer of 1993); 
and through monitorin~ of the media and other sources for evidence of 
graduates' contributions to civic life and quality of life issues. 

Results for this measure should be broken out for graduates of under
graduate programs, graduate programs, and professional programs, as well 
as for non-degree seeking students; results should also be broken out for 
all underrepresented groups. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) are there other important elements of the post-graduation experience 
that should be considered for measurement; 

2) are there unique measures for undergraduate, graduate, and profes
sional students, or can they be measured in more or less the same 
ways; 

3) at what intervals/how often should data be collected; 

4) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be, and; 

5) at what levels should the results of this kind of measure be reported? 
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Scholarship, Research, Artistic Accomplishments 

Relation to U2000: 

U2000's research strategic direction states that a primary mission of the 
University of Minnesota is research, scholarship, and artistic activity
the discovery of new knowled~e and its dissemination to the state, the 
nation, and the world, with a major goal of sustaining and improving 
the University's position as one of the premier research universities in 
the country and the world. Accomplishments in the areas of scholar
ship, research, and artistic activity also have important impacts on 
undergraduate and graduate and professional education, continuing 
education, and outreach programs. 

Relation to other measures: 

Other related critical measures include faculty and staff experience; 
sponsoredfunding; reputation of programs (undergraduate, graduate, 
and professional education); stud~nt experience; underrepresented 
groups/diversity; and interdisciplinary/applied programs. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

Measures for research and creative activities are typically classified 
under four broad headings, although they are not mutually exclusive 
categories: quantity; impact or influence; importance; and quality. 
Bibliometric methods have focused on the first two areas, whereas peer 
review studies or weighting schemes have attempted to measure the last 
two areas. Four kinds of measures, all of which could viewed in com
parison with peer institutions as well as within units in the University 
over time, are outlined below: 

1) Quantity of publications/products/activities can be classified as 
follows: 

a) books (including textbooks, edited books, monographs); 

b) refereed journal articles (including book chapters); and 

c) exhibits. exhibitions. patents and licenses. software. designs and 
other scholarly and artistic work. 

2) Scholarly influence: Citation counts refer to the number of occa
sions on which the work of a faculty member is cited or referred to 
in journal articles and have become a standard way (since the early 
1960s) to assess the scholarly influence of research publications. 
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Citation data from more than 7,000 journals are collected by the 
Institute for Scientific Information and published annually in the 
Science Citation Index, the Social Science Citation Index, and the 
Arts and Humanities Citation Index. Information is provided on 
name of author, number and source of each citation, name of 
journal, number of times journal is cited, and average number of 
citations an article in a particular journal might receive (the 
journal's "impact" factor). 

3) Scholarly reco~nition, reflecting the relative standing of faculty in 
their fields, includes: 

a) awards, including national and international recognition of the 
work of faculty through awards, prizes, and honors by profes
sional organizations; and 

b) elected memberships in national/international or~anizations. edi
torial boards (refereed journals). 

4) Impact on professional practice. societal issues. quality of life:·not a 
count of activity so much as a focus on significant, exemplary, be
yond-the-norm accomplishments that would be generally recognized 
as having an impact on people, the field, and/or the profession. Ex
amples might include successful collaborative and/or interdisiciplinary 
approaches to both theoretical and applied problems. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement 

Questions related to publications include which types of publications to 
count and how to weigh quality. 

Questions related to citation counts include problems related to the cita
tion practices of authors; citation indexes, e.g., the time period reported; 
differential quality of publications; and variable applicability across aca
demic units. 

Other questions: 

1) are there other important elements of scholarship, research, and artis
tic accomplishment that should be considered for measurement; 

2) what are the most important aspects of this measure; 

3) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be; and 

4) at what levels should the data be collected and reported? 
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Responsiveness to Compelling State Needs 

Relation to U2000: 

The resolution establishing U2000 talks about the University's need to 
respond to the needs of the many communities it serves, and to assist 
individuals, institutions, and communities in responding to a continu
ously changing world. The "outreach and public service" mission 
statement talks about applyin~ scholarly expertise to community prob
lems, helping organizations and individuals respond to their changing 
environments, and making the knowledge and resources created and 
preserved at the University accessible. In addition, the "outreach and 
access" strategic area talks about addressin~ societal issues where the 
University's expertise can be brought to bear, by employing a compre
hensive perspective throu~h cross-disciplinary efforts and partnerships 
with public and private organizations. 

Relation to other m~asures: 

Other related critical measures include interdisciplinary/applied pro
grams, outreach and public service, responsiveness to market demand, 
and underrepresented groups/diversity. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

Two possible approaches are described below, both of which assume 
that this measure may be more gualitative than quantitative; also that 
the timeframe for goal setting and measurement might vary depending 
on the complexity of the needs/issues selected: 

1) Based on and integrated with the internal plannin~ud~eting/ 
evaluation process: From institutional, campus, and collegiate 
external environmental scanning and planning documents, a list of 
state needs that are and/or could be addressed by University exper
tise could be compiled. This list could then be used in at least two 
ways: 

a) to provide an overall picture of the number and type of issues 
being addressed at an inter-collegiate, collegiate, or departmen
tal level, as well as the number of faculty and staff engaged in 
this work; and 

b) as a basis for the selection of one or two issues as institutional 
priorities for a comprehensive, interdisciplinary University-wide 
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response, which could, for example, be announced in the State 
of the University address and become part of the instructions to 
campuses and units in the next planning/budgeting/evaluation 
cycle. A complex example might be expanding the K12 initia
tive to address issues affecting children, youth and families in 
both urban and rural environments. 

2) Based on an externally focused process: A process of external 
consultation with state leaders and key constituency groups could 
be the starting point for identifying important state needs where the 
University's expertise could be applied. The list of critical state 
needs resulting from this process could be used to track (in the 
planning process) and report on (in the evaluation process) activities 
within the University that address these issues, similar to #1a above. 
Institutional level priorities could also be identified, similar to #1 b 
above. 

Whichever approach is used, this measure might include both an activ
ity count and at least a qualitative description of any measurable results 
achieved. Results for this measure could be broken out to show how 
well issues affecting underrepresented groups are represented in the 
University's response. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) are there other approaches to the selection and measurement of 
issues that should be considered for measurement; 

2) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be; and 

3) at what levels should the results of this kind of measure be re
ported? 
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Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens 
with the University 

Relation to U2000: 

U2000 states the University's commitment to enhancing the social. 
cultural. economic. and intellectual health of Minnesota and the Upper 
Midwest and reiterates the three elements of its missions as a land
grant. research university: research and discovery, teaching and learn
ing, and outreach and public service. The University's vision for the 
21st century is elaborated in the six strategic areas of research; graduate 
and professional education, undergraduate education, outreach and 
access, user-friendly University community, and diversity. The under
standing and support of the citizens of the state are critical to the 
University's success in achieving the goals of U2000. 

Relation to other measures: 

To the extent that public perceptions of the University relate to all of its 
functions and activities, this measure might provide additional informa
tion related to any/all of the other critical measures. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

In some way, this measure should tap public perceptions related to the 
University's three part mission, its vision for the future, and all six of its 
strategic directions. Two approaches are outlined below: 

1) View of general public on institution as a whole: Public opinion 
polling can provide a general picture of public perceptions of the 
University, assuming that the important areas are included and a 
representative sample is drawn. The University has participated in 
an annual statewide survey for the past several years and could 
continue to do so, focused on U2000 goals, at either the same or an 
expanded level in future years. The survey conducted in 1994 
asked for several general awareness and favorableness/satisfaction 
ratings of the University, as well as about the quality of its under
graduate instruction, graduate and professional programs, and 
faculty; the contributions of its research to the quality of life in 
Minnesota; its attention to diversity; its public service and outreach 
activities; and its attention to customer service. An expanded 
survey might include additional areas (e.g., attitudes concerning 
access, readiness goals for students, compelling state needs, Univer
sity outreach), or probe for underlying attitudes about the Univer
sity. 
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2) View of selected aspects of the institution or by selected stakeholder 
groups: Polling or other methods can be used for more in-depth 
exploration of the basis for general perceptions, as well as for the 
more specific views of selected target groups (e.g., local communi
ties, businesses, elected officials, communities of color, non-profit 
organizations, etc.). The "Conversations with Minnesota" process 
used in an earlier stage of U2000 planning is an example of this 
approach, as is a "Listening to Minnesota" process recently under
taken by the Minnesota Extension Service. 

Results for this measure could be broken out for all underrepresented 
groups, as well as for other targeted groups. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) what are the most important aspects of the University's performance 
that should be measured; 

2) are there some stakeholder groups that should be given priority 
attention in this measure; 

3) are there other methods of measurement that should be considered; 

4) at what intervals/how often should public perceptions of the Univer
sity be measured; 

5) if only one or two aspects can be used as the focus for this measure, 
what should they be; and 

6) at what levels should the data be collected and the results reported 
(e.g., institution overall, by campus, etc.)? 
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• 

Faculty /Staff Recruitment, 
Development, Satisfaction, Retention 

Relation to U2000: 

U2000 talks about recruiting faculty who are world-class researchers, 
scholars, and artists; effective teachers; reflect the diversity of society; 
free to look at the world as they see it and to express what they see in their 
work.;, and have the SU-'1-'lOrt they need for creation of new knowledge in 
basic. interdisciplinazy. and ap-'llied areas and for effective teaching. S taft' 
should be enabled to design and provide services that are needed and 
valued by all members of the University community and should be given -
time and sup-'lort to accomplish their work in a consistently hi~h quality 
manner. 

Relation to other measures: 

Other related critical measures include scholarship, research, artistic ac
complishments; sponsored funding; reputation of programs for under
graduate, graduate, and professional education; student experience; un
derrepresented groups/diversity; and interdisciplinary/applied programs. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

1) Recruitment of top quality faculty and staff: The University's ability 
to attract top quality faculty and staff may be measured by examining: 

a) reputation of institutions from which new faculty (and at least high 
level administrative staff) are sucessfully recruited; 

b) awards and reco~nition they have received for excellence in schol
arship, teaching, outreach, or administrative leadership in their 
prior work; and/or 

c) their records in attractin~ good students and sponsored funding, 
and performing outreach/service. 

2) Satisfaction with faculty/staff experience: One approach to measure
ment of the faculty and staff experience is to ask, through regular 
surveys, to what degree faculty and staff feel they have: 

a) the freedom, the respect, and the support to pursue their chosen 
areas of inquiry and/or assigned areas of responsibility; 

b) whether they feel that there is institutional reco~nition of their 
work (salary, rank, other); 
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c) how they view workload issues, i.e., expectations concerning teach
ing, research, outreach, committee work, etc.; and 

d) their rate of promotion/time in rank. 

3) Development of faculty/staff: 

a) what human and financial resources are devoted to different 
types of support, including development programs for faculty 
and staff, mentoring of junior faculty and new staff, provision 
of equipment and space needed for research/scholarship/artistic 
activity, teaching, outreach, and administrative and support 
services; 

b) how widely are these resources available and how broadly and/ 
or frequently are they used? 

4) Retention: The University's ability to keep top quality faculty and 
staff might be measured by looking, for example, at who leaves, the 
reasons top quality faculty and staff leave, and where they go. 

Results for this measure should be broken out for all underrepresented 
groups, as well as for different faculty and staff groups. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) are there other important elements of the faculty and staff experi
ence that should be considered for measurement; 

2) to what extent are there unique measures for faculty and staff 
experiences; 

3) how could the quality of staff recruited to the University be mea
sured; 

4) at what intervals/how often should satisfaction be measured; 

5) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be; and 

6) at what levels should the results of this kind of measure be collected 
and reported? 
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Facilities 

Relation to U2000: 

The University will continue to demonstrate that it is an active and 
responsible steward of its resources, including its physical environment. 
In the strategic areas of research, undergraduate education, and user
friendliness, U2000 stresses the importance of an appropriate physical 
environment where all members of the academic community can work 
to their fullest potentials. On the broadest level, the University must 
exercise stewardship for its physical (as well as financial) resources. 
This means building a campus environment that is physically &l)propri
ate-. physically accessible, environmentally sound, attractive, safe, 
secure, and useful for research and for modern educational techniques; 
an environment that encourages students to remain on campus, facili
tates interaction among students, faculty, and staff, and is responsive to 
needs of a changing population. More specifically, U2000 stresses the 
importance of enhancing the research environment and increasing 
substantially the University's investment in the research infrastructure, 
including libraries, laboratory space, instrumentation, computers, and 
information-transfer technologies; and showing institutional support for 
teaching by providing high-quality classroom facilities, libraries, 
informal discussion spaces, study facilities and appropriate technology. 

Relation to other measures: 

Other related critical measures include student experience ,faculty and 
staff experience, and underrepresented groups/diversity. 

Possible focus of this measure:* 

This measure is intended to focus broadly on the facilities and infra
structure needed to support the University's research and discovery, 
teaching and learning, and outreach and service missions. Two impor
tant aspects that should be addressed are: 

1) Preservation/Renovation and Renewal: Important elements include; 

a) renewal and adaptation, including deferred renewal and invest
ment in physical plant; 

b) operating (industry) standards; and 

c) adherence to Master Plan. 
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2) Functionality: Important elements include: 

a) access, including both transit and parking, and disability access; 

b) safety-personal, environmental, and occupational; 

c) utilization-use of space for instruction, research, and support, 
and; 

d) technolo~ for enhancing productivity and effectiveness in 
learning, research, and teaching, including access to technology 
and information (infrastructure) in classrooms, libraries, labs, 
and offices; and hardware & software needs. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) what are the most important aspects of the "facilities" measure; 

2) are there other important areas not listed in the outline above; 

3) should the name of the measure be expanded to "Facilities/Infra
structure" or "Facilities{fechnology;" 

4) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be; 

5) at what levels should the results of this kind of measure be reported, 
and; · 

6) to what extent should the impact of facilities/infrastructure on 
people be measured as part of this measure, vs being included in 
other critical measures that address the experience of students, 
faculty, staff, and other users of University services? 

* The general areas suggested were developed through consultation 
with staff from Facilities Management, Health and Safety, and Aca
demic Computing Services. 
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Resource Development 

Relation to U2000: 

U2000 recognizes that acquiring the necessary resources to achieve 
plan goals will be critical to the success of the plan and will depend on 
a balanced strategy incorporating new sources of revenue, including 
private support, and more efficient use of existing resources. 

Relation to other measures: 

Other directly related critical measures are sponsored funding and 
investment per student; indirectly, resource development is related all of 
the fifteeen other measures. 

Possible focus of this measure: 

Two areas seem important to focus on in this measure: 

1) Development/Fund Raising: Measures currently used by the 
University of Minnesota Foundation for measuring performance 
include: 

a) new gifts and pledges ("gift production"); 
b) total gift dollars received; 
c) gifts by type of donor, 
d) purpose of gifts; 
e) ability to exceed goals set for specific campaigns or colleges; 
f) successes in "courting" major donors; and-
g) alumni giving 

Other possible measures not currently used by the Foundation: 

a) voluntary support/PTE student (standardizes amounts across 
units/institutions); 

b) gift utility, defined as flexible (unrestricted) gifts; 

c) dollars expended per dollars raised (cost/benefit ratio that 
measures the effectiveness and performance of the fund raising 
function of an institution); and 

d) percentage of education and general revenue from gifts (support 
leverage, measuring the importance of voluntary support in 
comparison to other sources of income). 
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2) Investment Performance: Four specific measures have been sug
gested for investment performance; they are currently monitored by 
the University Treasurer's office: 

a) growth of the Consolidated Endowment Fund (CEF); 

b) performance of CEF in comparison to market indexes; 

c) performance of other University funds (TIP and GIP) in com
parison to market indexes; and 

d) debt management. 

The general goal for these investment measures is to maintain the 
growth of funds for the future; to maintain the purchasing power of 
funds for operating revenue; and to reduce the cost of debt and borrow
ing. 

Issues/Considerations in Measurement: 

Questions include: 

1) are there other important elements of "resource development" that 
should be included in this measure, such as revenue from the state, 
from user fees, etc.; 

2) is it important to measure the extent to which private gifts and/or 
funds contribute to the primary mission and strategic directions of 
University 2000 (i.e., are we effectively targeting both sources and 
beneficiaries); 

3) what are the most important aspects of this measure; 

4) if only one or two measures can be used, what should they be; and 

5) at what level (institutional, campus, college, department) should the 
results of this measure be reported? 
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Appendix A 

Principles in Developing 
Institutional-Level Critical Measures 

University of Minnesota 
April, 1994 

Systematic evaluation of an institution's performance serves two central, interrelated 
purposes. First, evaluation of the extent to which the University. of Minnesota achieves its 
stated goals is public confumation of the institution's success, and demonstrates our 
accountability to internal and external constituencies. Second, evaluation of the 
institution's outcomes, in relation to institutional strategies and outcomes intended to 
produce those outcomes, can be a powerful engine that drives institutional improvement. 
Taken together, these two purposes are central to realizing the goals articulated in 
University 2000. 

The need to be accountable to external constituencies is clear, although the measures 
required by various external bodies have not been defmed precisely. Among the emerging 
requirements are: 

• those imposed by changes in the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended in fiscal 
year 1993, that have resulted in the creation of a state regulatory agency, the State 
Postsecondary Review Entity and new regional accreditation requirements; 

• the Minnesota Graduate Follow-up System to provide job placement statistics; 

• the Student Right to Know Legislation that requires information on retention and 
graduation rates. 

In the State of Minnesota, the Final Report to the Legislature and Governor, "Minnesota 
Task Force on Post-Secondary Funding," proposed a set of recommendations concerning 
how to fund post-secondary institutions in Minnesota. Although no recommendations 
were made to specify performance indicators across or within systems, the report was 
supportive of system-specific efforts to develop a set of indicators consistent with mission. 
Some of the measures that will be proposed for internal use by the University of Minnesota 
should be identical to those being required by external agencies. 

Historically, more emphasis in American higher education has focused on documenting an 
institution's resources and the quality of its inputs, rather than on the quality of its 
processes and demonstrable outcomes. High quality institutions were those with the 
largest library budgets, rather than those whose faculty created the most important new 
knowledge. Institutional quality was measured more by ability levels of newly admitted 
students than by the institution's contributions to a student's learning. Funding of public 
institutions was based, in large part, on the number of students served, rather than on 
indicators of institutional effectiveness. Increasingly, the new "coin of the realm" for 
higher education focuses also on its outcomes and the nature of institutional processes that 
affect the productivity of students, faculty, and staff. 
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The January 1994 Resolution of the Board of Regents provided the context for developing 
a set of performance indicators to serve the two purposes stated above: 

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. 

Efforts underway in the University of Minnesota to develop a set of indicators are similar to 
efforts in similar institutions. The February 1994 issue of the NASULGC Newsline 
contained the article "Universities Grapple with Productivity," in which the author 
highlighted common concerns voiced about higher education that imply that taxpayers are 
not getting sufficient value from public institutions for their tax dollars .. In describing 
efforts of the state university system in Oregon to respond to such concerns, the article 
concluded 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, proposed specific indicators to measure the university system's performance in 
seven areas: effectiveness, efficiency, quality, access, diversity, stewardship of assets, 
and contribution to compelling state needs. 

We need to identify a manageable number of institutional indicators to guide the 
implementation and evaluation of goals associated with the strategic directions outlined in 
University 2000. Just as widespread consultation about University 2000 was important, 
similar consultation about indicators of success is necessary to ensure ownership of their 
importance. A subsequent section of this document describes a process to guide the 
consultation with internal and external constituencies. Our collective goal is to develop a 
set of institutional indicators that can help the University of Minnesota move forward into 
the 21st Century with a clear sense of purpose and direction. Performance indicators 
operationalize institutional values, and can play a critical role in monitoring institutional 
change. 

Although the January 1994 Resolution calls for the development of "institutional, campus, 
and unit performance indicators," this document focuses on those indicators to be used at 
the institutional level. The principles to guide the development of institutional indicators, 
however, are applicable to efforts currently underway at the campus, collegiate, and unit 
level to develop indicators that are appropriate at that level. The same "principles of good 
practice" that apply to institutional indicators also should apply to the development of more 
specific indicators. The purposes of this document are three: (a) to outline a set of 
principles to guide the development of indicators to be used in addressing the strategic 
directions outlined in University 2000; (b) to propose a framework for developing a set of 
institutional indicators; and (c) to describe the consultation process to be used in selecting 
the most appropriate institutional indicators. 

Definitions and Sequence of Activities 

So that all efforts to develop "critical measures and benchmarks" proceed with the same 
understanding of terminology, defmitions of related terms are as follows: 
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• Institutional Performance: Refers to the overall performance of the University 
of Minnesota across its four campuses and outreach facilities and services. 

• Indicator: A "critical measure" that captures an essential aspect of one of the three 
missions of the University. No one indicator is likely to capture all of the most 
important features of the mission. Indicators typically are of three types: input 
indicators, process indicators, and outcome indicators. 

• Benchmark: A specific value for a particular indicator (e.g., 80 percent of 
entering freshmen in the top 20 percent). A benchmark refers to a target to be 
achieved (i.e., future performance level). 

• Baseline: The value of a particular indicator that describes the initial performance. 
Baseline measures serve as "the starting point" in evaluating institutional change 
associated with particular strategic initiatives. 

• Input Indicator: An indicator that refers to resources, both financial and human, 
available to the University of Minnesota. Also included is more specific 
information that characterizes the students to be served by the University of 
Minnesota. 

• Process Indicator: An indicator that addresses some aspect of how the 
institution interacts with its resources, including how our units support the activities 
of faculty, staff, and students to achieve particular outcomes. 

• Outcome Indicator: An indicator that focuses on a particular result/effect/impact 
of the University of Minnesota. Most outcome indicators refer to the performance 
level associated with a particular activity, and, as such, are a measure of 
productivity. 

The following steps are necessary to develop a set of institutional indicators: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Develop a set of principles to guide the selection of indicators; 

Propose a set of principles and a consultation process for discussion at the April 
1994 meeting of the Board of Regents; 

Assemble the various sets of proposed indicators and evaluate each of them relative 
to the principles (including possible institutional indicators proposed by Resource 
Responsibility Centers as part of the current strategic planning and budgeting 
process); 

Consult with appropriate University governance organizations and external 
constituencies about both the principles and the proposed institutional indicators; 

Following endorsement of the institutional indicators, determine specific procedures 
for calculating each indicator, identify administrative units in the best position to 
assemble data for each indicator, and ascertain if current unit funding can be 
redirected to provide the necessary indicator data; and 

Develop a communication plan to guide the reporting of indicator data . 
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Principles • Philosophical 

The following principles speak to the overall purposes for developing a set of institutional 
indicators. 

1. Be Consistent with Institutional Values. Since indicators reflect an 
institution's values, any institutional indicator has great symbolic meaning in 
communicating University priorities. Developing a set of core indicators requires that 
we make some difficult choices about values and priorities, since it is not feasible to 
provide indicator data about all of the relevant input, process, and outcome variables. 
The set of institutional indicators must be compatible with the University's current 
value structure, especially how it defines quality and productivity, but also must 
anticipate changing definitions of what constitutes quality and productivity in an 
educational institution. 

2. Be Relevant to Strategic Directions. Each institutional indicator should have a 
clear relationship to the strategic directions outlined in University 2000, and be useful 
in evaluating the University's relative success in moving forward with a clear sense 
of purpose. The set of institutional indicators must be consistent with the 
University's mission, and must reflect all aspects of that mission, including service 
and outreach. An important purpose of using a set of institutional indicators is to 
improve the quality of the University of Minnesota, including the quality of its 
educational programs. Some indicators should be used to evaluate the impact of 
major changes in students' educational experiences, such as the campus-specific 
revision of liberal education policies. Although the criteria of quality, centrality, 
demand, comparative advantage, efficiency, and effectiveness are important in 
evaluating programs and activities, only the criteria of quality, efficiency, and 
effectiveness should be reflected in the set of institutional indicators. 

3. Emphasize Outcomes. Priority should be given to indicators that reflect real 
institutional effects/outcomes/products (including changes in efficiency and 
effectiveness) although associated input or process indicators are necessary to 
understand how outcomes can be changed. Outcome measures have the greatest 
value if they can be used concurrently with parallel input and process indicators 
associated with particular outcomes. Whenever possible, institutional indicators 
should provide a basis for judgments about how University initiatives affect particular 
desirable outcomes. 

4. Be Meaningful at the Campus and College Level. Whenever possible, 
institutional indicators should be meaningful at the campus and collegiate level to 
enable comparative judgments about contributions to addressing the University's 
strategic directions. Campus and collegiate differences exist in their relative 
contributions to overall strategic directions, since units differ in details relative to 
University mission. Certain institutional indicators may not be appropriate indicators 
at the campus, collegiate, or departmental level. For example, external financial 
support for research activities may be appropriate for the system as a whole, although 
other measures of research, scholarship or artistic activity may be more meaningful at 
the unit level. 

5. Be Comprehensive. The set of institutional indicators must reflect most major 
functions within the University, from fmancial accountability to personnel management 
policies, and from the creation of knowledge to the dissemination and use of knowledge 
by the communities served by the University. Certain overall University goals (e.g., 
diversity) should be reflected within each major category of University activities. 
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6. Reflect Common Perceptions of University Activities. Although some 
differences of opinion may exist about particular indicators, the institutional set of 
indicators should reflect commonly held beliefs about the strengths and weaknesses 
of the University of Minnesota. 

7. Address Controllable Factors. Indicators should be used that reflect factors 
directly or indirectly controllable by the University, rather than those that reflect 
forces totally beyond administrative control or that are due primarily to random 
causes. The institutional indicators must be supplemented by parallel unit level 
indicators at the campus, college, and departmental level to enable those "closest to 
the action" to evaluate unit level contributions to the overall University level 
indicators. 

10. Balance Costs and Benefits. The relative benefits of using a particular indicator 
should outweigh the costs of implementing the indicator(including the costs to 
develop a reliable and valid indicator) so that assessment activities yield dividends 
worth the investment. Limited additional financial reserves may be needed to develop 
an initial set of quality indicators. Although indicators should be based on data and 
processes already in place, existing data may not include all of the necessary 
elements. 

Principles - Use 
~ 

The following principles suggest how the indicators might be used, including how 
indicator data are communicated. 

1. Develop for Long Term Usage. Although new indicators may be developed as 
additional measurement procedures are developed, the basic set of institutional 
indicators should remain in place for at least six years. We must begin to implement 
an initial set of reasonable indicators, rather than waiting until we have developed the 
perfect set of indicators. 

2. Include Publicized Reports. Periodic, highly visible reports should be made to 
publicize the University's level ofperformance for each of the institutional indicators. 
Indicators should be easy for all constituencies to understand. The effort should be 
major responsibility for an administrative unit at the University as part of an overall, 
ongoing effort to communicate to constituencies served by the University. 

3. Yield Useful Information. The set of institutional indicators, especially those in 
the input and process categories, must yield information that decision makers can use 
to suggest additional improvement strategies and to evaluate the impact of current 
strategies for changing a given outcome. 

4. Stress Administrative Accountability. Administrators with responsibility for 
institutional change for specific indicators must be held accountable. Changes in 
particular indicators should be part of periodic reviews of administrative leadership. 
Feedback systems related to a particular institutional indicator must be in place to 
enable administrators, faculty, staff, and students to use the information to improve 
performance. Both desirable results and expected efforts must be rewarded, since not 
all outcomes are easily or quickly modifiable. 

5. Connect to Budgeting. A unit's performance on the appropriate institutional 
indicators, plus those particularly appropriate in a unit, should be one element of the 
periodic budgeting process. 
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Principles - Technical 

The following principles summarize selected important technical issues in the development 
of the set of indicators. 

1. Specify Performance Levels. Performance levels (i.e., benchmarks) should be 
specified for each indicator, with an associated timeline that begins with indicator data 
for the first baseline year. Indicators should be accompanied by baseline data to 
describe initial status on the institutional indicators and specific goals/benchmarks for 
success, and must carry with them associated timelines and pricetags associated with 
particular performance levels. Performance levels should be stated in positive rather 
than negative terms (e.g., increased retention rates rather than decreased drop-out 
rates). In specifying performance levels for each indicator, high expectations for 
performance that exceed "minimums" should be set, but with realistic expectations for 
meeting a specific goal. 

2. Specify Standards. Each indicator 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 standards 
should be absolute (i.e., performance levels based on institution-specific standards). 

3. Use Accurate and Meaningful Measurement Procedures. Each indicator 
must have an associated measurement procedure that is likely to yield information that 
meets reasonable standards of accuracy and meaningfulness. In terms of accuracy 
(i.e., reliability), repeated measures of the same indicator should yield similar results. 
In terms of meaningfulness (i.e., validity), the measure should reflect the indicator 
rather than other factors. Care should be taken to avoid using certain quantitative 
indicators as a "proxy" measure for quality, when the quantitative indicator (e.g., 
number of publications) may be more of a measure of quantity rather than quality of 
products produced. 

4. Use Multiple Measures. Although multiple and varied measures of a particular 
indicator are necessary, each measure must relate clearly to the indicator in question. 
Each indicator must have at least two associated measurement procedures, since no 
single measure is likely to capture all aspects of the criterion being assessed. 

5. Limit the Number of Indicators. The total number of institutional indicators 
must be kept to a manageable number, perhaps no more than 15, and must cover all 
major strategic directions. Additional campus or collegiate indicators may be needed 
to describe the relevant input or process measures. 

6. Base Weighting on Importance. In addition to specifying a small set of core 
indicators, the relative importance of each indicator should be weighted according to 
its contribution to the University's strategic directions. Not all indicators are likely to 
carry the same weight. 

7. 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 indicators, trends over 
time might provide the best data. 

8. Use Existing Data Whenever Possible. Processes and procedures for using a 
particular indicator must be either in place currently or feasible to develop with 
minimal additional expenditures. Priority should be given to using existing data as 
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the basis for calculating a particular indicator, although several important indicators 
are not currently part of ongoing information collection procedures. The existence of 
data, or the fact that the data are relatively easy to collect and summarize, does not 
ensure that the data are relevant in monitoring the University's success in its strategic 
planning initiatives. Some indicators may not be data-based indicators, but rather 
describe the existence of processes and plans indicative of concerns about quality 
(e.g., data of most recent major curriculum revision). At least some of the indicators 
should address the overall aspects/benefits (e.g., leadership, innovation) of the 
University to the State of Minnesota, although some of these benefits are particularly 
difficult to define and document. 

9. Include Quantitative and Qualitative Data. The set of indicators should be a 
balance between easily obtainable quantitative indicators and less well-defmed 
qualitative indicators .. Although all indicators must be based on desirable 
measurement procedures, the total set should include both objective/hard data and 
subjective/soft data. 

10. Be Consistent with External Data Reporting Requirements. The 
specification of calculation procedures for particular indicators should be consistent 
with defmitions and procedures required to provide data for external accountability 
purposes (e.g., graduation rates as required by recent state and federal legislation). 

Proposed Framework for Deveh>ping Indi_cators 

In recent years several separate efforts have resulted in a proposed set of indicators to 
address critical measures and benchmarks associated with various aspects of the mission of 
the University of Minnesota. 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 indicators (e.g., program reputation, 
citation trends, and research expenditures) and to use the indicator data to measure 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 indicators 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. 

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

Given the interrelated nature of inputs, processes, and outcomes, each of the five strategic 
direction should have associated with it one or more indicators in each of the three categories. 
Moreover, there should be a relationship among the input, process, and outcome indicators 
of a particular aspect of the strategic direction. 
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Figure 1 

Outline for Institutional Level Critical Measures 

Iwmt Process Outcome 

Research I 
.p • 0 

Graduate and Professional Education I .p • 0 

Undergraduate Education I .p • 0 

Outreach and Access I .p • 0 

User Friendliness I 
.p • 0 

Diversity I 
.p • 0 
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AppendixB 

Importance and Priority Ratings 
for Second Phase Institutional-Level Critical Measures 

In the process of proposing the institutional-level critical measures, considerable 
consultation occurred within and outside the University. The following groups were 
included in the process: 

Internal 
• Faculty Consultative Committee 
• Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
• Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
• Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs ... 
• Senate Committee on Research 
• Senate Committee on Social Concerns 
• Series of three meetings with sample of senators and other faculty 
• Student Affairs Strategic Planning Team 
• Graduate and Professional Students Association, Executive Committee 
• Minnesota Student Association Representatives 
• Academic Staff Advisory Committee 
• Labor Management Committee 
• Civil Service Committee 
• User Friendliness Task Force 
• Outreach Council 
• Continuing Education and Extension Student Board 
• Council of Graduate Students 
• Commission on Women, Executive Committee 
• Disabilities Issues Committee 
• CLA Student Board 
• College Deans from all campuses 
• Academic Affairs Cluster on Twin Cities campus 
• Provost's Council on Twin Cities campus 
• President's Cabinet · · · · 
• Faculty, Student, and Staff representatives at Duluth, Morris, and Crookston 

campuses 

External 

• President's African American Advisory Committee 
• President's American Indian Advisory Committee 
• President's Asian/Pacific American Advisory Committee 
• President's Hispanic/Chicano/Latino Advisory Committee 
• Minnesota Seconday School Administrators, Board of Directors 
• League of Women Voters 
• Thief River Falls Community Representatives 
• Benson Community Representatives 
• Higher Education Coordinating Board staff 
• University of Minnesota Alumni Association, Board of Directors 
• Sleepy Eye Community Representatives 
• Burnsville Rotary Club 

The following four figures summarize the feedback received regarding the eight critical 
measures included in phase two. 
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Resource development 

Facilities 

Faculty and staff 
recruitment 

Overall satisfaction of MN 
citizens 

Response to compelling 
state needs 

Scholarship, research, and 
artistic accomplishments 

Post-graduation experience 

Student experience 

Figure 1 

Overall Perceived Importance 
of University Faculty, Staff and Students 

of Proposed Critical Measures* 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 

*The five point scale included five options coded as follows: l=not important, 
2=somewhat important, 3=important, 4=very important, and 5=essential 
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Figure 2 

Priorities Indicated by 
University Faculty, Staff and Students 

for Institutional-Level Critical Measures* 

Resource development 

Facilities 

Faculty and staff 
recruitment 

Overall satisfaction of MN 
citizens 

Response to compelling 
state needs 

Scholarship, research, and 
artistic accomplishments 

Post-graduation experience 

Student experience 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 

*Each respondent was asked to select the seven most important measures in the list of 21. The numbers 
shown are the number of individuals who chose each measure as among the even most important. 
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Figure 3 

Overall perceived importance of proposed measures 
by non-U of M constituencies.* 

Resource development 

Facilities 

Faculty and staff 
recruibnent 

Overall satisfaction of MN 
citizens 

Responsiveness to 
compelling state needs 

Scholarship, research, and 
artistic accomplishment 

Post-graduation experience 

Student experience 

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 

*The five point scale included five options coded as follows: l=not important, 
2=somewhat important, 3=important, 4=very important, and 5=essential 
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Figure 4 

Priorities indicated by non-U of M constituencies 
for institutional-level critical measures.* 

Resource development 

Facilities 

Faculty and staff 
recruitment 

Overall satisfaction of MN 
citizens 

Responsiveness to 
compelling state needs 

Scholarship, research, and 
artistic accomplishment 

Post-graduation experience 

Student experience 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 

*Each respondent was asked to select the seven most important measures in the list of 21. The numbers 
shown are the number of individuals who chose each measure as among the seven most important. 
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Appendix C 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Board of Regents 
RESOLUTION RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITICAL 

MEASURES TO ASSESS INSTITUTIONAL PERFORMANCE 

WHEREAS, the establishment and application of critical measures and performance goals 
seiVe to evaluate the progress of the University of Minnesota in reaching its stated goals 
and objectives in the six strategic areas of research, scholarship, and artistic activity; 
graduate and professional education; undergraduate education; outreach and access; user
friendly community; and diversity; to guide institutional, collegiate, and support unit self 
improvement; to seiVe as an important link between planning, performance evaluation, and 
resource allocation through the budget process; and to provide a means for comparison 
with other institutions in the search of best practices for the accomplishment of institutional 
goals; and 

WHEREAS, the University administration has undertaken a process of consultation with 
appropriate internal and external University constituencies in the development of 
appropriate measures to evaluate progress toward the achievement of University 2000; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents approves the 
five critical measures "Characteristics of Entering Students", "Graduation Rate", 
"Underrepresented Groups/Diversity", "Sponsored Funding", and "Investment per 
Student", for measuring institutional performance in realizing the goals of University 2000; 
and 

BE IT ALSO RESOLYED. that the Board of Regents reaffirms the performance goals 
which were part of University 2QQ() approved in January 1994 and approves additional 
goals for these critical measures as follows: 

1. For the critical measure of Characteristics of Entering Students, the Board of Regents 
reaffirms the performance goal to have 80% of the entering freshmen class on the Twin 
Cities campus (excluding General College) be from the upper 25% of their high school 
graduating classes by the year 2000; this goal excludes General College because of its 
different mission; the Board further approves a second performance goal, institution-wide, 
for the mean high school rank of entering freshmen in the year 2000 to be at the 77th 
percentile. 
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2. For the critical measure of Graduation Rate, the Board of Regents reaffirms an 
institutional performance goal to graduate, within five years, at least 50% of the freshmen 
who enter in Fall1996. 

3. For the critical measure of Underrepresented Groqps/Diversity, the Board of Regents 
reaffirms an institutional performance goal to increase by at least 50% the graduation rate 
within five years of freshman students of color, leading to a graduation rate of at least 33% 
for students who enter in Fall 1996; the Board further approves an institution-wide 
aspirational goal for students of color to represent at least 16% of enterin~ freshmen in the 
year 2000, consistent with applicable legal requirements governing the recruitment and 
admission of students. 

4. For the critical measure of Sponsored Fundine, the Board of Regents approves two 
institutional performance goals: a) in the year 2000, to receive $375.QQQ.QQQ in s.ponsored 
fundin~ from all sources, which is a 5% average annual increase; and b) in the year 2000, 
to maintain its mean rank of 15th in federal fundin~ for research and develo.pment. 

5. For the critical measure of Investment Per Student, as measured by instructional direct 
expenditure per student, the Board of Regents approves an institutional performance goal to 
achieve a funding level of 2% above the mean for comparable institutions in dollars of 
instructional direct expenditure per student. 

BE IT ALSO RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents directs the administration of the 
University of Minnesota to continue to develop performance goals for each of these five 
critical measures and incorporate them into the long-term and annual academic planning 
and budgetary process, the biennial request, and the capital planning process; and that the 
President provides to the Board of Regents for reyiew and discussion. and action as 
appropriate. an annual progress and performance report based on these measures and 
associated performance goals and in light of changing external circumstances; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents directs the administration 
of the University of Minnesota to continue to develop additional institutional-level critical 
measures and performance goals for review and approval by the Board as required to 
assess institutional performance. 

Approved 12-8-94 
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December, 1994 

PHASE ONE INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL CRITICAL MEASURES FOR 
UNIVERSITY 2000 
Executive Summary 

(italics show goals approved earlier in U2000 plan) 
11/10/94 

Critical Measure; Characteristics of Enterin2 Students. by Campus 

General Goal for Measure: Increase the readiness to succeed and diversity of students: new freshmen, 
undergraduate transfer.students, and graduate and professional students. 

Relation to University: University 2000 is premised on the assumptions that our future educational 
vitality and integrity will be built on greater diversity within the University's academic community, and 
that the University of Minnesota is best able to serve students who are ready to benefit from its educa
tional programs. The "diversity"·aspect of this measure is included in the Critical Measure: 
Underrepresented Groups/Diversity. The "readiness" aspect is reflected here in two measures that focus 
on the high school rank of entering students, since high school rank is most commonly used and the best 
single predictor of successful performance in college. 

Specific Measure: Two "readiness" measures will be used for undergraduates who enter the University 
as freshmen: (1) the percent of entering freshmen (excluding General College, which has a different 
mission) who are in each campus's targeted readiness/ability group (the top 25% for the Twin Cities and 
Morris campuses; the top third for the Duluth campus; and within the 40% to 80% class rank range for 
the Crookston campus); and (2) the mean (average) high school rank of entering freshmen. Readiness 
measures have not yet been developed for transfer students or for graduate and professional students. 

Institutional Level Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goal:· A key performance goal of 80% of 
entering Twin Cities campus freshmen coming from the top 25% of their high school graduating classes 
by the year 2000 was approved as part of the University 2000 plan. Mean high school rank is the only 
measure than can be shown with an institutional (across all campuses) baseline and goal, because cam
puses are using different targeted readiness/ability group definitions: 

Measure 

UMTC (excluding General 
College): Percent of entering 
freshmen ranking in top 25% of 
their high school graduating class 

Mean high school rank 
of entering freshmen 

Goal 

80% in Fall 2000 

mean rank at 77th 
percentile in Fall2000 
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Baseline 

69% in Fall 1993 

mean rank at 72nd 
percentile in Falll993 
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Critical Measure: Graduation Rate, by Campus 

General Goal for Measure: Increase the graduation rate of undergraduate students who enter as 
freshmen or as transfer students, and of graduate and professional students, up to the levels set in perfor
mance goals. 

Relation to University: A higher education institution's graduation rate has taken on increased promi
nence as legislation has been proposed to publicize rates and set standards for minimum levels. Univer
sity 2000 specifies that the University should graduate in five years at least half of all freshmen entering 
in 1996 and later, with the rates for racial/ethnic groups increasing by at least 50% by the year 2000. 

Specific Measure: The primary measure is the percent of students who entered as freshmen who 
graduate in five years; a second measure focuses on the eight year graduation rate. Comparable mea
sures for transfer students are the percent who graduate in three years and in six years. Measures have 
not yet been developed for graduate and professional students. The "diversity" aspect of this measure is 
included in the Critical Measure: Underrepresented Groups/Diversity. 

Institutional Level Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goal: The class that entered as freshmen in 
1988 reached their five-year graduation point in 1993 and represents the baseline year; the class that 
enters in 1995 will reach their five-year point in the year 2000, while the class that enters in 1996 will 
reach that point in 2(XH. 

Measure 

Percent of entering freshmen 
graduating in five years 

Goal 

50% for freshmen 
entering in 1996 

Critical Measure: Underrepresented Groups/Diversity 

Baseline 

35% for freshmen 
entering in 1988 

General Goal for Measure: Increase the presence and participation of racial/ethnic minorities and 
women where they are underrepresented; and create an inclusive and supportive environment for men 
and women students, faculty, and staff from varying racial, religious, and ethnic backgrounds and of 
varying sexual orientations, as well as people with disabilities. 

Relation to University: Diversity elements are included in all of the original five strategic areas of 
University 2000 and diversity has also become a sixth strategic area, reflecting the University's belief 
that being a more diverse, as well as accessible, academic community is critically important to its future 
success as a land-grant institution. 

Specific Measure: Diversity results will be reflected in a large number of the institutional-level critical 
measures. Information regarding diversity will be compiled and reported together under the critical 
measure of Underrepresented Groups/Diversity to provide a more complete picture of the University's 
progress in achieving its diversity goals. In the immediate short term (since many of the measures have 
not yet been developed), this measure is operationalized as (1) the racial/ethnic characteristics of enter
ing freshmen; (2) the five year graduation rate for students of color who enter as freshmen; and (3) the 
raciaVethnic composition of the regular faculty. 
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Institutional Level Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goal: Institutional baseline data and goals 
for the flrst two of these three areas are listed below. 

Measure 

Percent of entering freshmen 
who are students of color 

Percent of entering freshmen of 
color who graduate in five years 

Goal 

16% in Fall2000* 

50% increase, or 33% 
of freshmen of color 
who enter in 1996 

Baseline 

13% in Fa111993 

22% of freshmen of 
color who entered in 
1988 

*Weighted average across campuses to reflect a desired, institutional level of improvement. Goals 
developed for each campus are based on its particular mission and its primary recruitment areas. It is 
important to review and update the assumptions made in setting these goals as new information becomes 
available. As a result, goals should be recalculated annually and, if necessary, changed to accommodate 
changed circumstances. Goals for new freshman students of color are desired goals, not maximums. It 
is important to note a distinction between the University's recruiting efforts and its admission practices; 
the goals will guide efforts in recruitment of students of color but will not determine admissions deci
sions. The criteria set for preparedness of the entering freshman class will apply to students of color in 
the same way they apply to other students. 

Critical Measure; Sponsored Fundin~:. by Campus 

General Goal for Measure: Achieve improvements in the total amount of sponsored funding; and 
maintain national ranking relative to other major research universities. 

Relation to University: A major goal of University 2000 is to sustain and improve the University's 
position as one of the nation's major research universities. Sponsored funding is a commonly accepted 
measure of a university's comparative position. 

Specific Measure: Two measures will be used: (1) total amount of sponsored funding from all sources 
for research, training, and public service; and (2) national ranking in total amount of sponsored funding 
from the federal government for research and development. 

Institutional Level Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goal: 

Measure 

Dollars of sponsored funding 
from all sources 

Institutional rank in federal 
funding for research 
and development 

Goal 

$3 7 5 ,000,000 
(5% average annual 
increase) 

15th (maintain 
mean rank) 
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Baseline 

$262,000,000 
in 1993 

15th (mean rank over 
years 1983-1991) 
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Critical Measure; Investment per Student. by Campus 

General Goal for Measure: Monitor investments related to the U2000 strategic areas of Undergradu
ate Education and Graduate and Professional Education. 

Relation to University: Although a high level of investment per student does not guarantee quality 
of instruction, it is nevertheless true that quality is not likely to be achieved without a certain level of 
investment It is therefore important to monitor investment levels as initiatives are undertaken to in
crease the quality and competitiveness of the University's undergraduate, graduate, and professional 
programs under University 2000. 

Specific Measure: This measure is operationalized as the percent difference in instructional direct 
departmental expenditure per student at the University of Minnesota compared to the average of other 
comparable institutions. 

Institutional Level Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goal: 

Measure 

~ 

Dollars of instructional direct 
expenditure per student relative to 
comparable institutions 

Goal 

2% above mean for 
comparable institutions 

-40-

Baseline 

4% below mean for 
Twin Cities campus 
and8%~mean 

for Duluth campus 
in 1992 (baseline infor
mation is not available 
for the Morris, Crookston 
campuses at this time) 
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Critical Measure: Characteristics of Entering Students 
by Campus 

General Goal for Measure: Increase the readiness to succeed and diversity of entering students: new 
freshmen, undergraduate transfer students, and graduate and professional students. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 is premised on the assump
tions that our future educational vitality and integrity will be built on greater diversity within the 
University's academic community, and that the University of Minnesota is best able to serve students 
who are ready to benefit from the its educational programs. The "diversity" aspect of this measure is 
included in the Critical Measure: Underrepresented Groups/Diversity. The "readiness" aspect is re
flected here in two measures that focus on the high school rank of entering students, since high school 
rank is most commonly used and the best single predictor of successful performance in college. 

Specific Measures: Two "readiness" measures will be used for undergraduates who enter the Univer
sity as freshmen: (1) the mean (average) high school rank percentile of entering freshmen and (2) 
percent of entering freshmen who are in each of the campus's targeted readiness/ability group the top 
25% for the Twin Cities (excluding General College, which has a different mission) and Morris cam
puses; the top third for the Duluth campus; and within the 40% to 80% class rank for the Crookston 
campus. We are in the process of developing readiness measures for transfer students, graduate, and 

rofessional students. 
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Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goals: A key performance goal of 80% of entering freshmen 
coming from the top 25% of their high school graduating classes by the year 2000 was approved as part 
of the University 2000 plan. Mean high school rank is the only measure that can be shown with an 
institutional (across all campuses) baseline and goal, because campuses are using different targeted 
readiness/ability group definitions. Figure 1 indicates the mean high school rank performance goal for 
Fall quarters 1994 through 2000 for each of the four University campuses. For the University as a 
whole, there would be a change from a mean rank at the 72nd percentile for Fall 1993 to a mean rank at 
the 77th percentile for Fall 2000. 

Figure 2 below indicates baseline information for the percentage of entering freshmen in the top 25% in 
high school rank of their graduating class for the Morris and Twin Cities campuses; the Crookston and 
Duluth campuses have defined "readiness" differently, as stated in the footnotes to Figure 2. 
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Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: The following actions will increase the University of 
Minnesota's capacity to attract students who are ready to succeed in a university environment: 

• Develop and implement the recruiting plan directed by the Office of Admissions 

• Make improvements to the admissions infrastructure 

• Increase communication with Minnesota high schools 

• Improve the process for transfer students 

• Refine the enrollment management process 

• Complete the reorganization of the Office of Financial Aid 

• Enhance the criteria-based selection process for General College. 
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Critical Measure: Graduation Rate, by Campus 
General Goal for Measure: Increase the graduation rate of undergraduate students who enter as fresh
men or as transfer students, and of graduate and professional students, up to the levels set in perfor
mance goals. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: A higher education institution's graduation 
rate has taken on increased prominence as legislation has been proposed to publicize rates and to set 
standards for minimum levels. University 2000 specifies that the University should graduate in five 
years at least half of all freshmen entering in 1996 and later, with the rates for racial/ethnic groups 
increasing by at least 50% by the year 2000. 

Specific Measures: The primary measure is the percent of students who entered as freshmen who 
graduate in five years; a second measure focuses on the eight year graduation rate. Comparable mea
sures for transfer students are the percent who graduate in three and six years. Measures have not yet 
been developed for graduate and professional students. The "diversity" aspect of this measure is in
cluded in the Critical Measure: Underrepresented Groups/Diversity. 
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Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goals: The class that entered as freshmen in 1988 reached their 
five-year graduation point in 1993 and represents the baseline year; the class that enters in 1995 will 
reach their five-year graduation point in the year 2000. Figure 1 indicates the five-year baseline gradua
tion rates and performance goals for each of the four campuses of the University of Minnesota 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Among the initiatives directed at improving the gradu
ation rate are the following: 

• Advising that takes each student's circumstances into account while encouraging them to take 
responsibility for their own learning and degree completion 

• Increasing the range, quality, and number of students in special programming available to under
graduate students;. 

• Provision of better student academic support, student development opportunities, and quality out
of-classroom experiences; 

• Establishment of a strong and viable tuition policy and a unified financial aid program that serves 
the needs of students, making possible access and completion of baccalaureate education for 
students from all socioeconomic groups; and 

• Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of core-discipline graduate and professional pro
grams. 
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Critical Measure: Underrepresented Groups/Diversity 

General Goal for Measure: Increase the presence and participation of racial/ethnic minorities and 
women where they are underrepresented; and the creation of an inclusive and supportive environment 
for men and women students, faculty, and staff from varying racial, religious, and ethnic backgrounds, 
of varying sexual orientations, and people with disabilities. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: Diversity elements are included in all of the 
original five strategic areas of University 2000, and diversity also has become a sixth strategic area, 
reflecting the University's belief that being a more diverse, as well as accessible, academic community 
is critically important to its future success as a land-grant institution. 

Specific Measures: Since diversity touches so many aspects of University 2000, it will be reflected in a 
large number of the institutional-level critical measures. Information regarding diversity will be com
piled and reported together under the critical measure of Underrepresented Groups/Diversity to provide 
a more complete picture of the University's progress in achieving its diversity goals. In the immediate 
short term (since many of the measures have not yet been developed), this measure is operationalized as 
(1) the raciaVethnic characteristics of entering freshmen; (2) the five-year graduation rate for students of 
color who enter as freshmen; and (3) the racial/ethnic composition of the regular faculty. 

Characteristics of Enterin~ Students: Campus goals for freshman students of color have been devel
oped for each of four racial/ethnic groups (African American, American Indian, Asian/Pacific Ameri
can, and Chicano/Latino/Hispanic Americans), based on each campus's particular mission and its 
primary recruitment areas. It is important to review and update the assumptions made in setting these 
goals as new information becomes available; as a result, goals should be recalCulated annually and, if 
necessary, changed to accommodate changed circumstances. Goals for new freshman students of color 
are desired goals, not maximums. It is important to note a distinction between the University's recruiting 
efforts and its admission practices; the goals will guide efforts in recruitment of students of color but 
will not determine admissions decisions. The criteria set for preparedness of the entering freshman class 
will apply to students of color in the same way they apply to other students. The institutional goal is a 
weighted average across campuses to reflect a desired, institutional level of improvement for all students 
of color as a combined (single) group. 

Graduation Rate: An institutional graduation rate goal for students of color was set in the University 
2000 strategic area of undergraduate education, to improve the graduation rate of minority student by 
50%, with the longer term goal of a rate equivalent to the student population as a whole. Specific 
campus goals were developed for each of the four raciaVethnic groups for students who entered as 
freshmen. 
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Composition of the Re~ular Faculty: As with the goals for students of color, goals for faculty of color 
and women faculty where they are underrepresented, are desired goals, not maximums. Campus goals 
for faculty of color have been developed for each of the four raciaVethnic groups and for women based 
primarily on the current composition of the faculty and on national Equal Employment Opportunity 
faculty availability data. An institutional goal has not been set at this time. 

Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goals: The table below provides baseline information and year 
2000 goals for the two areas where institutional goals have been set. The three figures that follow show 
campus baseline data and year 2000 goals in the three areas described above. 

Measure 

Percent of entering freshmen 
who are students of color 

Percent of entering freshmen of 
color who graduate in five years 
who enter in 1996 

Figure 1 

16% in Fall 2000 

50% increase, or 33% 
of freshmen of color 

Baseline 

13% in Fa111993 

22% of freshmen of 
color who entered .in 
1988 

--- African American 

Freshman Enrollment of Students of Color 
1993 Baseline and Year 2000 Goal 

- American Indian 
_.,_ Asian/Pacific American 

-+- Chicano/Latino/Hispanic 

Ql 
Cl 
111 
"E 
Ql 
0 ... 
Ql 
a. 

Twin Cities Campus Duluth Campus 

12 12 
10.6 

10 ~ 10 
\ 

8 8 
Ql Ql 
Cl ~ 111 
"E "E 

6 Ql 6 5.3 Ql 
0 ~ ... 
Ql Ql a. a. 

4 4 

2 2 

1.1 

0 0 
1993 2000 1993 2000 

Year Year 

Morris Campus 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4.5 

4 
3.7 
3.0 
2.7 

2 
1.9 

0 
1993 2000 

Year 

Crookston Campus 

1 

0.9 

0.8 

0.7 

~0.6 
~ 

~ 0.5 

~ 0.4 

0.3 

0.2 

0.1 

0 

: 

0.7 .... -

0.3 --
0 --

1993 2000b 
Year 

aAithough this percentage is less than the 1993 baseline percentage, it is important to note that this is not a cap or 
maximum but simply reflects the projected percentage of Asian/Pacific American students in the year 2000 Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area high school graduating class. 

bpercentages cannot be calculated because the future size of the student body is not known. 
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-e- African American 
Figure 2 --- American Indian 
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Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Diversity initiatives have been developed in the follow-
ing areas: 

• K-12 Initiative to strengthen outreach to students and partnerships with K-12 systems; 

• Undergraduate Retention/Graduation Initiative to strengthen support for students of color; 

• Faculty Recruitment/Retention Initiative to strengthen recruitment and support for faculty of color; 

• Graduate/Professional Education Initiative to increase enrollment and strengthen support for 
students of color; and 

• University Community Partnership Initiative to strengthen partnerships with communities of color. 
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Critical Measure: Sponsored Funding by Campus 

General Goal for Measure: Achieve improvements in the total amount of sponsored funding and 
maintain our national ranking relative to other major research universities. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: A major goal of University 2000 is to 
sustain and improve the University's position as one of the nation's major research universities. Spon
sored funding is a commonly accepted measure of a university's competitive position. 

Specific Measures: Two specific measures of sponsored funding are recommended: (1) total amount 
of sponsored funding from all sources for research, training, and public service, and (2) national ranking 
in total amount of sponsored funding from the federal government for research and development (only) 
(as one source). 

Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goals: Figure 1 provides summary information at the institu
tionallevel for total amount of sponsored funding from all sources for research, training, and public 
service . 

400000 

350000 

300000 

-;; 
~ 250000 

= ::I 200000 0 
..c ..... 
e 150000 -100000 

... 
50000 

0 

~ ~ 

Figure 1 
Sponsored Funding from All Sources 

for Research, Training and Public Service 

_.... ...... 
~ ~ L.a-

[....- --
~ --~ 

..... 
~.,..-

Baseline Performance Goal 

Fiscal Year 

--- Total for Institution 

-48-

..... $375.000.000 



Figure 2 provides institutional level infonnation for national ranking in federal funds for research and 
development. 
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Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Several related action initiatives that are included in 
University 2000 are as follows: 

• Recruit, nurture, retain, and reward world-class teachers and researchers, scholars, and artists; 

• Promote basic research and maintain and enhance the quality of the academic disciplines that are 
at the core of a land-grant university; 

• Promote and strengthen interdisciplinary activities; 

• Respond to the demand for applied research; and 

• Upgrade and enhance our research infrastructure. 
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Critical Measure: Investment per Student by Campus 
General Goal for Measure: Monitor investments related to the U2000 strategic areas of Undergradu
ate Education and Graduate and Professional Education. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: Although a high level of investment per 
student does not guarantee quality of instruction, it is nevertheless true that quality is not likely to be 
achieved without a certain level of investment. It is therefore important to monitor investment levels as 
initiatives are undertaken to increase the quality and competitiveness of the University's undergraduate, 
graduate, and professional programs under University 2000. 

Specific Measures: This measure is operationalized as the percent difference in instructional direct 
departmental expenditure per student at the University of Minnesota compared to the average of compa
rable institutions. Caution is suggested in drawing any precise relationship between expenditure per 
student and quality of instruction or comparing one University of Minnesota campus to another. 

Baseline and Year 2000 Performance Goals: The performance goals for the critical measure of invest
ment per student are shown in Figure I arid Table I for the Duluth and Twin Cities campuses. 

Figure 1 
Baseline Information and Performance Goals for Difference Between 
University of Minnesota and Comparable Institutions In Instructional 

Direct Departmental Expenditure per Student 
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Table 1 
Perfonnance Goals for 

Difference Between University of Minnesota and Comparable Institutions In 
Instructional Direct Departmental Expenditure per Student by campus 

(without overhead) 

Fiscal Year Twin Cities 
Campus 

Duluth 
Campus 

Morris 
Campus 

Crookston 
Campus 

1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 

-3% 
-2% 
- 1% 

0% 
+1% 
+2% 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Several internal initiatives, as well as portions of the 
University's biennial budget request, are directed at this particular performance goal. Among the inter
nal initiatives are the following: 

• Change in tuition policy 
• Implementation of refined enrollment management strategies 
• Internal reallocation of resources through the Strategic Investment Pool (SIP) 
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AppendixD 

Disaggregation of Critical Measures 

The following diagram indicates the levels at which the institutional level measures might be 
"disaggregated" at lower levels if doing so is theoretically possible and meaningful. An X in a 
particular column does not signify that the measure should be used for decision making. Dotted 
lines ( ---) and italicized X indicate levels of responsibilities for goals associated with a particular 
measure, even though the measure is not disaggregated at that level. 

Second Phase 
Critical Measures 

• Student experience 
Student satisfaction 
Student learning and 

performance 

• Post-graduation experience 

• Scholarship, research, artistic 
accomplishments 

• Responsiveness to compelling state 
needs 

• Overall satisfaction of Minnesota 
citizens with the University 

• Faculty and staff recruitment, 
development, satisfaction and 
retention 

• Facilities 

• Resource development 

Institutional 
Campus/ 
Provost 

Level 

Department/ 
College Division/Unit 

Individual 
Faculty/Staff 
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X X X 

During the consultation process with faculty and staff on each of the four campuses, we expect to 
reach agreement on the appropriate level of desegregation for each campus. 
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Please direct any questions or comments to one of the following: 
Robert B. Kvavik {612) 625-0052 kvavik@mailbox.mail.umn.edu 
Darwin D. Hendel {612) 625-0129 hendel@mailbox.mail.umn.edu 
Jane Whiteside {612) 625-6039 whitesid@mailbox.mail.umn.edu 
Halil Dundar {612) 625-1073 dunda001@maroon.tc.umn.edu 
Pat Opatz 9162) 624-7026 p-opat@vm1.spcs.umn.edu 

Or to: Office of Academic Affairs 
University of Minnesota 
232 Morrill Hall 
100 Church Street SE 
Minneapolis, MN 55455 
fax: {612) 624-3814 


