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Introduction 

This study provides a description and analysis of the major functions and 

estimated annual administrative costs of three large units in the Office of 

the Vice President for Student Affairs (VPSA): Admissions, Registration/ 

Records/Scheduling and Financial Aids. These three units are organized as 

the Student Support Services (SSS), one of five major divisions of the VPSA. 

The study complements previous research presented in the January 20, 1987 

MPIS study "University of Minnesota Comparison of Indirect or Support Expendi

tures with other Research Universities." Among the major related findings of 

that study were that 1) the University's funding for student services, as mea

sured by FY85 expenditures per student, significantly exceeded the mean and 

median funding for similarly classified services at peer research universities, 

and that 2) overall University student services funding constituted a 

noticeably larger percentage of "educational and general expenditures" than 

was the case among peers. 

The present study, while begun prior to the development and completion of 

the January report, addresses the issues of funding differences between the 

University and its peers by focusing on the key SSS units whose array of 

services, impact on student life, and extent of funding are significant 

factors on all peer campuses. The purposes of this study have been to compare 

funding of these related SSS units and to identify the major funding or 

services issues suggested Ql these data. The study has not attempted to 

explain why peer universities have invested greater or les~er amounts of 

resources in overall or selected student services - that is a study in 

political decision making - but rather to offer clues about what functions or 

services are being funded and at what levels. 
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It is hoped that this kind of information - baseline budget data about peer 

universities - will be useful to decision makers in assessing present service 

priorities, budgeting needs, and allocation options for the VPSA's units. 

This report is the first of three related studies prepared by MPIS on 

functions and expenditures in VPSA offices. Additional studies on University

wide funding for operational computing systems and development projects in SSS 

and on funding for University student counseling services are in process. 

This study on the SSS units consists of three sections. The first section 

decribes study methodology. Section 2 presents data findings and analysis, with 

special attention to comparative expenditures for SSS units among selected Big 

Ten and AAUDE peer schools. Section 3 offers conclusions to the study and 

suggests major funding and service issues for further review. 

Section 1 Study Methodology 

The research methodology was developed and carried out collaboratively by 

MPIS and SSS professionals, with special assistance from the Coordinator of SSS. 

A two stage process was used. In the first stage, a detailed questionnaire on 

FY 1985 expenditures for SSS functions was prepared by MPIS. The questionnaire 

was sent to student services managers at 10 public universities whose SSS func

tions were judged by University SSS directors to be similar to those provided at 

the University of Minnesota. 

In the second stage of research - following preliminary analysis of the 

questionnaire data - Directors of the University's Admissions and Financial Aids 

units conducted telephone surveys of their counterparts at the sample schools to 

clarify data and capture additional staffing, expenditure, activity, and 

services data. The Director of the Records Office also prepared summaries of 

studies previously completed by the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) 
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Registrars' Association which identified FY 1985 budget, salary, staffing, 

functions, and activity measures at Big Ten universities. Additional budget 

data summaries were also prepared by the SSS Coordinator and staff. 

In this section of the paper a brief description of both stages of the 

research effort will be provided. Examples of the original and follow up 

survey forms are available from MPIS. 

The initial survey was sent to AAUDE representatives in 10 public research 

universities, these being: Illinois, Indiana, Ohio State, Michigan, Michigan 

State, Penn State, Texas at Austin, the University of California at Berkeley and 

Los Angeles and the University of Minnesota. These AAUDE representatives sought 

participation in the survey from SSS directors on their campuses. Of the ten 

peer schools, six - including Minnesota - completed the surveys, providing fully 

or partially useable data. 

The survey identifed FY 85 all funds expenditures of salaries, fringe 

benefits, and supplies, expenses and equipment (SEE) for SSS functions as well 

as activity measures related both to the volume of services provided and to 

their unit costs. To ensure comparability of expenditure data, information 

was collected only for SSS functions carried out by vice presidents or deans 

of student offices on the flagship or main campuses of peer schools. 

Thus specifically excluded from the survey were data for SSS functions 

provided by a) academic departments and colleges, b) continuing education and 

extension programs and c) coordinate or outstate campus units. Also excluded 

were expenditures for administrative data processing and other computer services 

provided to SSS units by administrative computer centers. These latter expendi

tures were identified in a separate survey sent to the directors of campus 

administrative computer centers. Included, however, were SSS "user staff" costs 

(i.e., system control computing personnel and related SEE within SSS.) 
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In the second stage of the research effort, budget and activity data were 

captured through telephone surveys or identified from previous studies. These 

data complemented the information gained from the written questionnaire and 

provided a baseline against which to judge its reliability. Moreover, during 

the second stage many analyses of both sets of data, including regression 

procedures, were completed by SSS professionals to test the comparability of 

the available data. 

Despite the attempts to develop a rigorous research methodology, obvious 

limitations, and, therefore, questions exist about the accuracy of the data 

provided. Chief among these are the following: 

1. the relatively small number of institutions providing useable data. 

2. differences in cost accounting and financial reporting systems 

limiting available data. 

3. a significant amount of data estimates by study respondents without 

complete identification of their assumptions or interpretations of 

survey instructions. 

4. the limited number of data indicators used. 

5. difficulties in data definitions. 

6. lack of trend data. 

Because of these methodological limitations as well as differences between 

the AAUDE expenditure data and previously available budget data, the SSS Coordi

nator believes that some of the expenditure data, particularly SEE data, are 

limited and unreliable. He feels that undue emphasis in the study has been 

placed on the use of these data, leading to distortions in interinstitutional 

data comparisons. 
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Following numerous meetings to discuss study methodology and technical 

questions about data interpretations and issues, MPIS has concluded, however, 

that a good faith effort has been made by AAUDE colleagues and SSS office 

personnel to provide reasonably reliable data; that the AAUDE expenditure data 

selected for inclusion in this final report are likely to be at least as 

accurate as peer or University budget data; and that the combined AAUDE 

expenditure, peer budget, and interinstitutional services data (much of which 

was provided by SSS) present a generally consistent and useful, if limited, 

profile of funding and service patterns across peer institutions. 

While these patterns are not wholly indicative of either actual or total 

spending (expenditures were lower than budgeted funding for the peer schools), 

they have had the virtue of drawing our attention .: that of SSS and MPIS staff 

alike.: to significant questions about the nature of present SSS services. 11 

is to these questions, which are discussed in section ~ that we feel attention 

should be given. 

While this research study has been developed collaboratively, responsibility 

for the choice of data used, the analyses, and the report conclusions rests with 

MPIS staff. 

Section 2 Study Findings 

Admissions Office Functions 

Total expenditures for Minnesota's Admissions functions were third among 

five schools, approximately 5% higher than the mean funding level of the four 

peers ($1,851,719 vs $1,765,911). Its activity measures - number of under

graduate applications and total headcount enrollments - were at the median 

level among peers. These data are shown in Table 1. If main campus rather than 

system-level data had been submitted by Penn State - thereby lowering its totals 
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- Minnesota would likely have been first in the number of undergraduate 

applications processed and second to Ohio State in headcount enrollments. 

AAUDE Peer 
Universities 

Ohio State 
Illinois 
Penn State5 
Texas-Austin 
MINNESOTA 

TABLE 1 

FY 1985 Admissions Expenditures and Activity Measures 
Comparison of Selected AAUDE Peer Universities 

Expenditures1 Total 
Number of Headcount 

Salar~ SEE Total 
Undergraduate2 AQQlications 

Enrollments3 Main CamQUS 

$1,414,542 $ 107,444 $1,521,986 27,500 50,079 
950,480 265,653 1,216,133 18,500 34,760 

1,281,586 1,070,679 2,352,265 35,980 62,414 
1,294,057 679,204 1,973,261 27,030 36,827 
1,227,608 624,111 1,851,719 28,525 44,659 

Estimated 
Number of FTE 
Professional &4 Clerical Staff 

66.5 
61.0 
79.4 
60.0 
43.0 

1per MPIS 1986 AAUDE student services expenditures survey for regular day, main campus 
functions. 

2applications data include new high school, new advanced standing, and intra-university 
transfer documents per January 12, 1987 memo 11 AAUDE Budget Comparisons .. , Leo Abbott to 
James Preus. 

3enrollments for regular day, main campus programs per MPIS 1986 AAUDE student services 
expenditures survey and Petersen's Guide to Higher Education (1984). Totals for 
Illinois and Texas include a small number of CEE enrollments. Penn State enrollments 
are system data. 

4per Abbott to Preus memo and estimates by MPIS staff. 
5university system data only. 

Minnesota has the least number of FTE professional and clerical staff among peers, 

approximately two thirds of the mean staffing level of the other schools, (43 FTE 

vs a mean of 66.7 FTE). 

Table 2 presents estimates of simple unit costs using data from Table 1. 

Minnesota processes about 60% more applications per staff than peer schools (663 

vs a mean of 405) but its average salary per staff may be as much as 50% higher 

than peers ($28,549 vs a mean of $18,624). After reviewing and discussing 

University budgeted salary data for Admissions staff, which indicated an average 

annual salary of about $22,000 per FTE staff, we concluded that Minnesota's 
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salary expenditure data likely reflected the inclusion of salary dollars for the 

SSS administration or information systems staff {costs which in the study had 

been prorated across the Admissions, Registration/Records, and Financial Aids 

units). We assumed that other peer schools (i.e., Illinois and Penn State) 

either lacked equivalent positions or did not report associated salaries. It is 

clear, however, that Minnesota's average salaries exceed those of peer institu-

tions, if not necessarily by as much as 50%. At least partly because of these 

differences in salary levels, Minnesota's unit costs - as measured in both 

expenditures per undergraduate application ($64.92 vs a mean of $64.87) and per 

headcount enrollment ($41.46 vs a mean of $39.16) - are roughly comparable to 

those of peers, as also shown in Table 2. 

AAUDE Peer 
Universities 

Ohio State 
Illinois 
Penn State 
Texas-Austin 
MINNESOTA 

TABLE 2 

FY 1985 
Estimated Unit Costs of Admissions Functions 

Comparison of Selected AAUDE Peer Universities1 

Undergraduate Average Total Expenditures 
Applications Salary per per Undergraduate 
~er FTE Staff FTE Staff A~~lication 

414 $21,271 $55.34 
303 15,581 65.74 
452 16,140 65.38 
450 21,567 73.00 
663 28,549 64.92 

1all data computed from information in Table 1. 

Total Expenditures 
per Headcount 

Enrollment 

$30.39 
34.99 
37.69 
53.58 
41.46 

Further narrative information collected in the AAUDE and Admissions tele-

phone surveys suggested that Minnesota apparently provides similar kinds of 

admissions functions and services as peers. We have little information, 

however, about the quality or levels of services provided. 

~ sum, Minnesota's much smaller but higher salaried staff a~pears to 

carry! similar volume of work but higher workloads per employee, generating 

similar costs, as those in peer schools. 
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Registration/Records/Scheduling Office Functions 

According to the AAUDE study, Minnesota provides significantly greater total 

funding for its Registration/Records/Scheduling Office functions than do the 

four peer schools. As shown in Table 3, its FY85 expenditures of $2,711,147 

were nearly $700,000 more than those of Ohio State, which was second in funding, 

and more than double the mean level of funding ($1,318,684) of the four peer 

schools. However, Minnesota's workloads, as measured in number of course regis-

trations and transcripts produced, generally exceeded those of peer schools. 

TABLE 3 

FY 1985 Registration and Records Expenditures, Activity Measures, 
and Estimated Unit Costs - Comparison of Selected AAUDE Peer Universities1 

Expenditures1 
AAUDE Peer 

Universities Salary SEE Total 

Ohio State $1,827,579 
Illinois 2 599,109 
Penn State 884,018 
Texas-Austin 657,532 
MINNESOTA 2,043,232 

$211,682 $2,039,261 
283,744 882,853 
630,975 1,514,993 
210,119 867,651 
667,915 2,711,147 

Number of Number of 
Course Transcripts 

Registrations Produced 

1,250,000 
171,733 
565,870 
661,300 
902,833 

110,000 
71,000 

116,183 
92,500 

182,261 

Total Total 
Expend. per Expend. per 

Course Transcript 
Registration Produced 

$1.63 
5.14 
2.68 
1.31 
3.00 

$18.54 
12.43 
13.04 
9.38 

14.88 

. 1per MPIS 1986 AAUDE student services expenditures survey for regular day, main campus 
functions. 

2university system data only. 

Minnesota was second to Ohio State in number of course registrations 

processed, but its workload was more than 50% greater than the mean of the four 

schools (902,833 vs 662,225 registrations). The volume of transcripts produced 

at the University also exceeded those of any other school, nearly doubling the 

mean of the four schools (182,261 vs 97,420 transcripts). The University's 

considerably larger expenditures and volume of services translated into slightly 

higher estimated unit costs. Its expenditures per course registration were 
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second highest, running also about 10% higher than the mean ($3.00 vs $2.69). 

Its expenditures per transcript produced were also second among peer schools, 

about 14% higher than the mean ($14.88 vs $13.04). 

FY85 data from the CIC Registrars' study - consisting of budgeted funds 

and transcripts produced among Big Ten peer universities - supported the 

trends identified in the AAUDE study. Minnesota budgeted at least $1 million 

more for records/scheduling/registration services than did any of the five 

peer schools, its $3,274,000 budget being about double that of the mean budget 

of its peers ($1,694,588), as shown in Table 4. 

TABLE 4 

FY 1985 Registration and Records Budgeted Funds, Activity Measures, 
and Estimated Unit Costs - Comparison of Selected AAUDE Peer Universities1 

Budgeted Funds Number of Budgeted Funds 
AAUDE Peer Transcripts per Transcript 

Universities Salarl SEE Total Produced Produced 

Ohio State $1,617,407 $ 637,762 $2,255,169 120,000 $18.79 
Illinois 734,673 171,300 905,973 91,882 9.86 
Indiana 1,322,900 430,900 1,753,800 82,000 21.39 
Michigan 1,230,000 633,413 1,863,413 150,600 12.37 
Wisconsin 1,294,858 176' 153 1,471 ,Oll 192,268 7.65 
MINNESOTA 1,926,547 1,347,853 3,274,400 180,000 18.19 
1per 1984 CIC Registrars' Study for University 'system functions as presented 
in November 12, 1986 Memo "Cost Comparison Project", Jim Preus to Tim Delmont. 

The number of transcripts produced at Minnesota was second to those of Wisconsin, 

but more than 40% higher than the mean of the peer schools (180,000 vs 127,350 

transcripts). When the number of transcripts produced per staff employee is 

computed, the University's workload per employee is slightly higher than the 

mean of peer schools (1,832 vs a mean of 1,787), as shown in Table 5. 
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AAUDE Peer 
University 

Ohio State 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
MINNESOTA 
1From Table 4. 
2From Table 7. 

Table 5 

Number of Transcripts Produced per Total FTE 
Registration and Records Staff 

Transcripts1 Total Transcripts 
Produced FTE Staff2 

~er FTE Staff 

120,000 94.0 1,277 
82,000 64.0 1,281 

150,600 81.5 1,848 
192,268 70.0 2,747 
180,000 98.2 1,833 

Consistent also with the findings of the AAUDE study, the CIC data indicate 

that Minnesota's unit costs are likely to exceed those of peer schools. As 

measured in budgeted funds per transcript produced, Minnesota's unit costs were 

third among the six schools but about 30% higher than the mean ($18.19 vs $14.81). 

!.!l general, the FY85 data from both the AAUDE and CIC studies indicate that 

Minnesota has made ! significantly larger financial commitment to its registra

tion/records/scheduling functions than have peers, that the overall volume of 

work and workload per employee at the University run higher, but that unit costs 

also exceed those of peers. 

While we are not fully certain why costs appear to be higher, other avail

able studies point to possible contributing factors. In a 1984 CIC Registrars' 

study, registrars at Big Ten schools identified the number of registration/ 

records/scheduling functions their offices performed out of a possible 217 

functions and activities identified by the authors. Minnesota performed 175 of 

the functions - more than any peer university and about 25% more than either the 

median or mean (140 functions) of the peers, as shown in Table 6 below: 
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Table 6 

Number of Registration/Records/Scheduling 
Functions and Activities Performed in 1984 

Big Ten 
University Functions 

Minnesota 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Purdue 
Michigan 
Ohio State 
Wisconsin 
Illinois 
Michigan State 

175 
174 
157 
142 
140 
138 
132 
117 
116 

These data were identified in a November 21, 1986 memo, "MPIS Study of SSS Budgets 

- Comments on Registration Office Functions," Sam Lewis to Dr. James Preus. In 

this same memo, Mr. Lewis listed 21 other activities which he felt were unique to 

Minnesota, concluding, "We believe we handle a broader range of responsibilities 

than other similar offices." It is also possible, but unstated in the memo, that 

other universities perform functions unique only to themselves. In any case, if 

Minnesota performs significantly more functions, as these data suggest, more 

funding has presumably been needed. 

There are other clues about Minnesota's higher costs for its registration/ 

records/scheduling services. Minnesota employs a larger staff than do peer 

schools and generally pays the majority of them - the nonprofessional and 

clerical staff- considerably higher salaries, as shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7 

FY 1985 Registration and Records FTE Staffing 
and Salary Data Comparison of Selected CIC Peer Universities1 

Average Average 
FTE Non FTE Total Salaries Salaries Salaries Salaries 

CIC Peer Admin Admin FTE Non-Admin Admin Non-Admin Admin 
Universities Staff Staff Staff Staff Staff Staff Staff 

Ohio State 76.0 18.0 94.0 $1,084,720 $481,920 $14,273 26,773 
Indiana 45.0 19.0 64.0 565,100 483,800 12,558 25,463 
Michigan 62.0 19.5 81.5 740,000 490,000 11 '935 25,128 
Michigan State 68.0 12.0 80.0 940,100 355,700 13,825 29,642 
Wisconsin 57.0 13.0 70.0 935,011 269,362 16,404 20,720 
MINNESOTA 75.0 23.2 98.2 1,220,496 586,051 16,273 25,261 
1per 1984 CIC Registrars' Study for University system functions as presented in 

November 12,1986 memo "Cost Comparison Project", Jim Preus to Tim Delmont. 

The University's total FTE staff is the largest of the six schools and approxi-

mately 25% larger than the mean staffing level of the peers (98.2 FTEs vs 77.9 

FTEs). It employs more administrative staff and, with the exception of Ohio 

State, considerably more non-administrative/clerical staff than peer schools. 

While average salaries for Minnesota's administrative staff are at peer 

funding levels ($25,261 vs a mean salary of $25,545), its salaries for non

administrative/clerical staff are second only to Wisconsin and nearly 20% 

higher than the mean of the peer schools ($16,273 vs $13,798). 

Thus it appears that much of the funding difference between Minnesota and 

its peers may be explained Qy the following factors: more functions, larger 

staff, and higher salaries for! significant number of employees. 

Functions of the Office of Financial Aids Administration 

Data from the AAUDE study indicate that Minnesota spends far more for 

financial aid administration functions than any of the four peer schools and 

about double the mean expenditures of the peers ($1,853,877 vs a mean of 

$950,344), as shown in Table 8. 
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TABLE 8 

FY 1985 Financial Aids Administration Expenditures, Activity Measures, 
and Estimated Unit Costs - Comparison of Selected AAUDE Peer Universities 

AAUDE Peer 
Universities 

Expenditures1 

Salary SEE Total 

Number of 
Financial 

Aid 
Recipients1 

Total 
Headcount 
Enrollment 2 Main Campus 

Total 
Expend per 
Fin. Aid 
Recipient 

Total 
Expend per 
Headcount 
Enrollment 

Ohio State $ 836,204 $ 69,593 $ 905,797 39,000 50,079 $23.23 
Illinois 575,062 155,108 730,170 30,504 34,760 23.94 
Penn State 839,782 447,840 1,287,622 39,143 62,414 32.90 

·Texas-Austin 727,176 150,643 877,819 28,694 36,827 30.59 
MINNESOTA 1,275,162 578,715 1,853,877 40,187 44,659 46.13 

1per MPIS 1986 AAUDE student services expenditures survey for regular day, main 
campus functions. Excludes expenditures for Student Employment Services. 
2enrollments for regular day, main campus programs per MPIS 1986 AAUDE student 
services expenditures survey and Petersen's Guide to Higher Education {1984). 
Penn State enrollments are system data. 

$18.09 
21.01 
20.63 
23.84 
41.51 

Its activity or workload indicators appear to be somewhat more than or about equal 

to those of peer schools. The University's financial aid recipients number 40,187, 

the largest among peers and about 17% more than the mean level of 34,335. Its 

headcount enrollment of 44,659 was third among five schools, somewhat under the_ 

mean of 46,020 of the peers. However, had Penn State's main campus rather than 

system enrollments been used, Minnesota would have been second only to Ohio 

State, far beyond the mean enrollment total of the peers. 

When unit costs are computed using the above indicators, Minnesota's costs 

are considerably higher than its peers. The University's total expenditures per 

financial aid recipient equaled $46.13 vs a mean of $27.66 and its total expen

ditures per headcount equaled $41.51 vs a mean of $20.89. 

In response to unanticipated student needs, the Budget Executive instructed 

the Financial Aids Office to transfer $400,000 from student direct grant 

assistance accounts to its FY 1985 operational budget, thus significantly 

increasing its expenditures and unit costs. Had FY 1984 data been used in this 
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study, for example, Minnesota's Financial Aids Office expenditures would have been 

approximately 50% rather than 10~~ higher than the mean funding levels of peer 

offices. What seems apparent, however, is that regardless of the most recent 

year selected for funding comparisons, Minnesota has clearly commited more 

resources to the Financial Aids Office administrative operations than have peers. 

As with the higher costs for the registration/records/scheduling functions, 

other available studies provide clues about the funding differences between 

Minnesota and its peers for financial aid administration functions. In FY 1984 

Minnesota and Michigan, among Big Ten peers, had the largest number of full time 

Financial Aids Office staff, with Minnesota's total about 70% higher than the 

mean size of peer schools (67 vs 39), as shown in Table 9. 

Table 9 

FY 1984 Financial Aids Administration Staff and 
Budget Data - Comparison of Selected Big Ten Universities1 

Number of Number of Budget 
Clerical Profession a 1 Dollars 

Big Ten Support and Admin Total for Student 
Universities Staff Staff Staff Tern~ Hel~ 

Illinois 8 23 31 $32,378. 
Indiana 21 13 34 15,318 
Iowa 9 17 26 20,000 
Michigan 41 25 66 30,000 
Michigan State 34 17 51 114,368 
Ohio State 27 14 41 62,000 
Purdue 19 19 38 15,000 
Wisconsin 10 18 28 85,000 
Minnesota 40 27 67 158,000 
1per data provided in November 21, 1985 memo "Survey" from Bob Misenko to Ron 
Mat ross 

In this same year, Minnesota also budgeted considerably more dollars for student 

temporary help than did Michigan ($158,000 vs $30,000) and about three times the 

mean of the peer schools ($158,000 vs $46,758). 
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A similar view of staffing levels is identified, if staff supporting 

Student Employment Services in peer schools are excluded from overall Financial 

Aids Office staffing totals. Subtraction of these staff is desirable because 

expenditures for Student Employment Services - which are provided at some but not 

all peer schools - have been removed from all expenditure data presented in 

Table 8 and discussed earlier in this paper. 

Estimates of staff associated with Student Employment Services functions 

have been based on data provided by the AAUDE study and a January 21, 1985 memo 

prepared by Minnesota's Director of Financial Aids, as shown in Table 10 below: 

University 

Table 10 

Estimated FY85 FTE Staffing for Office of Financial Aids 
Administration less Student Employment Services 

FY85 Salary 
Dollars for 
Student 

Employment1 Services 

Estimated FY85 
Average Salary 
for Student 
Employment 

Services FTE's2 

Estimated FTE 
Staffing for 

Estimated Financial Aid 
Student Office less 

Employment3 Student Employment 
FTEs Services FTE's 

Ohio State $142,384 $16,500 8.6 41 - 8.6 = 32.4 
31 - 3.3 = 27.7 
67 15.7 = 51.3 

Illinois 57,113 17,243 3.3 
Minnesota 270,615 17,292 15.7 
1per MPIS FY86 AAUDE student services expenditures study. 
2FY 1984 minimum salaries per November 21, 1985 memo "Survey", Robert Misenko to 
Ron Matross, increased by 10% to equal estimated FY 1985 average annual salaries. 
3per MPIS estimate. 

When estimated Student Employment Services FTE's are removed, Minnesota;s 

staffing remains considerably larger than that of Ohio State and Illinois (51.3 

FTE vs 32.4 FTE and 27.7 FTE respectively). Since Financial Aids Offices in 

other Big Ten schools as well as Penn State and Texas also carry out Student 

Employment Services, for which we have no FTE data, we suspect that the removal 

of staffing associated with these functions would not significantly offset 
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Minnesota's edge in staffing. It is assumed that Minnesota's larger staff, 

however computed, has resulted in larger salary and SEE costs. 

Another factor which may help account for the funding differences between 

Minnesota and its peers is the strong likelihood that the University provides a 

much more comprehensive array of services to students than do peer schools. In 

addition to a core of services common to all Financial Aids Offices, Minnesota 

appears to offer a much larger number of specialized financial aid services to 

targeted or special student groups (i.e., international students, disabled 

students, etc.) In a January 5, 1987 memo "OSFA Survey Information", which 

presented data from a telephone survey of peer schools, the University's 

Director of Financial Aids indicated that while the University provides at 

least 15 specialized services to various student groups, peer schools provide, 

on average, about 6 of the same services. 

There is also some evidence from the same telephone survey that the 

University, with its larger, diverse student body, may provide more specialized 

services that are complex, time consuming, and thus probably less "cost-efficient" 

than its peers. If these specialized services are at all typical of total 

financial aid office functions, some portion of the differences in funding 

between the University and its peers may be further explained. 

Another factor may also be at work. Limited data about the financial aid 

administration functions at Michigan show strong similarities in funding and 

staffing patterns to those of Minnesota. Staffing at the two schools, as 

indicated previously in Table 9, was very close - 66 FTEs at Michigan, 67 FTEs 

at Minnesota. 

When office budgets - taken from school budget books - are compared the 

similarity continues, i.e., Michigan's FY85 budget was $1.7 million vs 

Minnesota's $1.8 million. Moreover, when budgeted dollars per headcount are 
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computed, Michigan has a unit cost of $50.56, far beyond other peer schools, 

versus Minnesota's $41.51. Comparing budgeted vs expenditure dollars - the 

latter data from the AAUDE study - is risky and often misleading but perhaps, in 

this case, informative. That is, Minnesota's funding for financial aids 

administration far exceeds that of some but by no means all peer schools. Had 

data for Michigan or perhaps other Big Ten schools been available in the AAUDE 

study, Minnesota's funding position vis a vis its peers might have been different. 

~summary, however, the data available to us suggest that the University's 

Office of Financial Aids Administration has significantly larger annual 

expenditures than peer universities, ~ somewhat heavier volume of work, and 

apparently considerably higher unit costs. Differences in these costs may be 

partially explained Ql the University's broader array of functions and 

specialized services and its generally larger staff. 

Section 3 Study Conclusions and Major Issues for Further Review 

While the research methodology for the AAUDE expenditures study has its 

acknowledged limitations, the data collected for this report from many different 

sources seem to suggest a general funding profile for the three SSS units: 

higher absolute expenditures and unit costs associated at least partly with a) 

a wider range of services provided, including more specialized functions and 

activities; b) generally larger workload volumes and often workloads per employee; 

c) larger staffs; and d) higher salaries for multiple categories of employees. 

This profile fits the Admissions Office least well, since on the basis of 

most data indicators used in this report the Office appears to be on about equal 

footing with its peers. Of concern, however, for Admissions as well as the 

Records and Financial Aids Offices is the fact that present salary disparities 

between these offices and their peers are likely to increase as the University's 

17 



pay equity policies are implemented over the remainder of the decade. The 

states of Wisconsin and Michigan are presently studying pay equity proposals but 

no Big Ten institution other than Minnesota has actually provided additional 

equity funding. The FY 1985 salary data used in this study did not include pay 

equity adjustments. Thus, if present services are maintained at current levels 

of efficiency and effectiveness at all peer schools, the apparent funding gap 

between the University and its peers will likely increase. With this general 

conclusion in mind, attention and discussion of several key issues is warranted. 

1. ]! the present mix of SSS functions and levels of services adequate to 

meet student needs? Over time, a complex array of SSS services has 

emerged at the University, often in response to local or federal 

executive or judicial mandates, legislative actions, campus collegiate 

requests, or student demands or perceived needs. Present evidence 

suggests that the SSS offices will face similar, probably increasing 

demands in the future. 

To improve the student experience on campus ~ ! goal identified in 

Commitment to Focus and many recent task forces reports ~ should these 

services be increased, decreased, or left at present levels? Stated 

somewhat differently, the question is what should be the nature of SSS 

services at the University? If it is desirable to control or lessen SSS 

costs - to bring them more in line with those of peer institutions -

priorities among services must be set and well understood. If service 

priorities are established, changes in the range, the levels, and 

probably the quality of services are inevitable. Precisely at issue -

regardless of the level of funding available in any single budget year -

is what should be these tradeoffs? 
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A "focusing" effort, similar to the planning initiative in the academic 

programs areas, is needed. The Coordinator of the SSS units has recently 

prepared a set of planning and budgeting proposals involving choices on 

47 new programs and services and 42 program discontinuations. We feel 

this report would be a useful starting point for a dialogue between the 

Coordinator and central decision makers on the future direction of 

programs, services, and funding in the SSS. 

2. Are present funding levels for SSS functions and services appropriate 

when compared against total campus funding needs and peer funding? The 

University presently appears to commit more of its resources to SSS units 

and student services, in general, than do many but not all peer schools. 

One factor contributing to this pattern is salary levels for SSS 

employees which, for the most part, are outside the control of University 

and SSS administrators. 

In the 1986 Twin Cities Metropolitan Area Salary Survey, prepared by 

the DCA Stanton Group consulting firm, evidence was presented that state 

and University average salaries for clerical and related employee classes 

(who compose much of the SSS work force), as well as those for Minneapolis, 

St. Paul, and Hennepin and Ramsey counties, exceeded salary levels for sub

urban counties, small suburbs, and private companies. John Erickson of the 

University's Human Resources Department has indicated that these salary 

differences, as well as those between the University and peer institutions 

in rural areas, likely reflect three factors: 

a) Placement of the University in an urban area where costs of 

living, and thus salaries, are frequently higher. 

b) The successful influence of employee bargaining units which 

have tended in recent years to seek and receive higher salary 
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settlements for clerical and related employee classes. 

c) Policies of the State legislature which have also favored salary 

increases for clerical and related positions. Pay equity 

adjustments, to be implemented in future years, are an example 

of these policies. 

If SSS salaries were closer to those paid on other campuses for what 

are, in many cases, similar student services, the expenditure and unit cost 

data for the University's SSS offices and their peers would certainly have 

been more, if not necessarily equally, comparable. 

A few important factors have influenced comparative funding patterns 

in ways we have not been able to document or analyze. We don't know, for 

example, what are the funding conseqences of maintaining a quarterly rather 

than a semester instructional system. Three of the schools for which we 

have presented data - Minnesota, Ohio State and Michigan State - are on a 

quarterly system, while the others in the study are on a semester system. 

We have, however, no conclusive data upon which to judge the relative 

costliness of either type of system. 

Similarly, the cost implications of centralization of SSS services in 

SSS units versus their decentralization in colleges and departments are 

uncertain. While the centralization of services (for which Minnesota has 

been a proponent) has required larger budgets for University SSS units than 

for peers, certain economies of scale - available only through centrali

zation - have lessened either SSS or overall institutional costs (SSS 

estimates, for example, that centralization of registration processes has 

reduced costs for individual colleges by $75,000 per year). 
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In short, while salary expenditures are clearly related to comparative 

funding levels among peers, we are not certain of the cost implications 

of either the University quarterly system or the centralization of many 

SSS services. 

The appropriate relationship between funding levels for SSS services and 

total campus needs, especially with respect to academic programs, is 

difficult to gauge, chiefly because of the absence of a strategic plan or 

clear blueprint which links Commitment to Focus and Strategy to Focus 

proposals with SSS service priorities. 

If the University wishes to implement its CTF goal to join the 

University of Michigan, for example, as one of the top five public 

universities in the country, our data suggest that Minnesota's present 

funding for one or more of its SSS units is appropriate, i.e., about 

equal to that of Michigan's. In other words, reduced funding in SSS 

areas is not likely to help the University meet its broadly stated 

overall institutional goal of excellence and high performance. Quality 

services typically require, and are provided, significant funding. There 

are obvious funding tradeoffs, of course, within the University and in 

the VPSA itself, but our data do not necessarily indicate where these 

should be, only that higher funding in and of itself is not necessarily 

undesirable. 

3. Are SSS functions and services being provided efficiently and effectively? 

The SSS Coordinator believes that his office has regularly introduced 

needed efficiencies in services, particularly in reaction to multiple 

budget retrenchments in the early 1980's. He suspects that only marginal 

increases in efficiency are possible. From his point of view, efficiency 
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is a relatively insignificant factor in cost determination when compared, 

for example, with the range, volume, and levels of services provided. He 

argues also that many, but not all, of the present SSS services are being 

provided effectively or at reasonably high levels of quality, when compared 

with similar services at peer universities (i.e., recruitment and processing 

of admissions materials for special student populations; computerization of 

registration processes; services to student loan applicants; employment 

services for both students and campus employers, etc.). 

We have credible information from the telephone surveys and from dis

cussions with SSS staff which suggests, consistent with the Coordinator's 

perspective, that many of the SSS services are being provided in a timely, 

responsible fashion with attention to minimizing costs. Continued training 

for professional and nonprofessional staff and computerization of many 

services appear to have contributed to efficiencies, if not cost reductions, 

in the delivery of services. Similarly, the effectiveness of many SSS 

services has been documented, or is often observable to those who may 

review present staff behaviors or administrative practices. 

The questions of efficiency and effectiveness are important - to SSS 

clients, SSS itself, and to University decision makers - and they certainly 

must be considered in assessing funding options for SSS. They are, however, 

questions which can rarely be answered definitively at any one point in 

time. Their real value, from our point of view, is to raise the related, 

more general but very important question: are we doing what we should be 

doing? It seems to us that only with additional discussion about the future 

and priorities of SSS services can this question, and the others raised in 

this section, be resolved satisfactorily. 
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