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The Institutional Performance Report is intended to reflect, at an 
institutional level, the University's success in carrying out the University 
Plan. 

The 1996 Performance Report provides performance data for six of the 
fourteen U2000 critical measures. Performance data on the remaining 
measures, for which reporting methodologies are still under development, 
will be included in future performance reports. 
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SUMMARY 

Introduction: Over the past three years, the University has been working to articulate and measure 
progress toward its vision for the future, including developing fourteen measurement categories and 
beginning, in 1995, a process of annual reporting of progress. Discussion and detail on the six 
categories being reported in 1996 are included in the longer document which follows. In the section 
below are some of the more meaningful and noteworthy results, of which the University can be very 
proud, as well as some areas of concern both now and for the future. 

In working through this second year of preparing an institutional performance report, issues have arisen 
about assumptions made when measures were developed and goals set several years ago, as well as 
about the University's ability to collect meaningful data for some of the measurement categories. 
Comment on these areas will be included in the presentation of the report. 

• 

• 
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• 
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Highlights: 

With 73.6% of freshmen graduating in the top quartile of their high school classes, the Twin Cities 
campus exceeded its 1996 goal of 73%. With 49.8% of freshmen graduating in the 40th-80th class 
rank range of their high school classes, the Crookston campus also exceeded its 1996 goal of 
46.3%. 

From a baseline mean high school rank of 72 across all of the campuses, the mean high school rank 
of the 1996 entering class is 73.5, indicating progress toward the U2000 goal of a mean rank of 77. 

For the Twin Cities campus, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman 
class on the Twin Cities campus is 16.0%, close to the year 2000 goal of 16.5%. For the Morris 
campus, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman class is 14.0%, only 
slightly below the goal of 14.4%. 

For the University overall and for each of the three campuses for which a five-year graduation rate 
is relevant, graduation rates for the class which entered the University as freshmen in 1991 are at or 
above goal: 41% for the University overall, 37.7% for the Twin Cities campus, 42% for the Duluth 
campus, and 58.6% for the Morris campus. 

On an institutional level, the overall five-year graduation rate for students of color who entered 
the University as freshmen in 1991was 27.9%, up from 22.2% in the baseline year and in line with 
the goal of 33.0% for the class entering in 1996. 

The University achieved sponsored funding from all sources of $304,111,000, close to its 
established 1996 goal of $306,988,000. The Twin Cities, Morris, and Crookston campuses all 
exceeded their 1996 goals. 

The University's federal research and development funding increased from $168,675,000 to 
$179,848,000, and the University maintained its relative position with a ranking of 16th. 

The annualized return on investment for the year ending June 30, 1996 was 22.3% on University of 
Minnesota Foundation-held endowments and 21.2% on University-held endowments; these rates of 
return are well within the upper quartile of the 355 higher education institutions reporting this 
information. 
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• The University's total voluntary support (private gifts, non-contractual research grants, and 
bequests) grew from $116,442,000 to $131,639,000, bringing it to a national ranking of 11th among 
the top 20 higher education institutions. 

• On an institutional level, the University is above goal for faculty of color and women faculty, at 
10% and 24% respectively. 

Areas for Continuing Attention 

• In spite of positive results in some areas, enrollment and graduation rates of students of color 
remain areas for continuing attention on all of the University's campuses. 

• In spite of $94 million in recent investments for renewal, the University's level of deferred renewal 
will have risen to over $1 billion by the end of the 1997 fiscal year, and the University is not 
progressing well towards its year 2000 deferred renewal goal of $750 million. 
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U2000 CRITICAL MEASURES 
BACKGROUND 

Context and Overview: On January 14, 1994, the Board of Regents approved a University 2000 
Mission, Vision, Strategic Directions, and Performance statement. The resolution also called for the 
development of "critical measures" for assessing institutional, campus, and unit performance in realizing 
the goals of U2000. The purposes articulated to guide the development and use of such measures were 
to: publicly confirm the University's success in reaching its stated goals and objectives; guide and 
facilitate institutional, collegiate, and support unit self improvement; serve as an important link between 
planning, performance, evaluation, and resource allocation; and provide a means for comparison with 
other similar institutions, in search of best practices for the accomplishment of institutional goals. 

A set of principles guided the work of developing the critical measures, and nineteen broad categories, 
resulting from discussions with many different internal and external constituencies, served as the focus 
of the last two years' work on the U2000 critical measures. These nineteen categories were divided into 
three groups, or "phases," and discussed at length with faculty, staff, students, alumni, and others to 
determine the most appropriate measures and performance goals. During this process, some of the 
categories were renamed and some were combined, so that the final set of critical measures consists of 
fourteen measurement areas. A more complete description of these measures is available on the World 
Wide Web at http://www.opa.pres.umn.edu/specproj/critmeas/ or on request from the Office of Planning 
and Analysis. 

The Framework: During the development process, it had become clear that the categories were 
interrelated and that they needed to be organized in a way that better reflected their relationship to each 
other and to the University's mission, in order to provide a shared focus for the University's self 
improvement efforts, to guide resource allocation decisions, and to serve as a framework for consistently 
reporting progress over time. The figure below is organized as follows: 

• Two measurement categories (within the mission circle on the following page) address core 
resources, without which the University could not carry out its mission: 1) faculty and staff--the 
University's human resources, and 2) facilities--the University's physical resources. 

• Ten measurement categories (outside the mission circle) focus on outcomes and related critical 
processes; eight of these are directly related to the University's work in carrying out its three-part 
mission, and two others reflect an external perspective on the University's performance. The largest 
number of these outcome/process measurement categories are related to students, and a smaller 
number are related to the work of faculty and to the University's external relationships. 

• Two measurement categories, Underrepresented Groups/Diversity and Information Resources, 
address important subjects that cross over many of the other categories and are therefore shown as 
elements within these other categories, rather than keeping them separate (although they can still be 
"reported out" as separate categories). 

The shaded areas in the attached figure show which measurement areas are reflected in this report (since 
data are not yet available for all of the measures). The report which follows organizes the measures into 
four broad categories according to whether they concern students, faculty accomplishments, external 
relationships, or core resources. 
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STUDENT PROCESS AND OUTCOME MEASURES 

Five of the critical measurement categories concern students: 1) Characteristics of Entering Students; 
2) Graduation Rate; 3) Investment Per Student; 4) Student Experience; and 5) Post-Graduation 
Experience. Relevant aspects of two other measurement categories, Underrepresented 
Groups/Diversity and Information Resources, are reported as part of the student measures when 
appropriate. 

Characteristics of Entering Students measures included in this report are: the mean high school rank 
of entering freshmen; the percentage of all entering freshmen in the targeted "readiness" group; the 
percentage of entering freshmen of color; and the number of Twin Cities campus freshmen of color in 
the targeted "readiness" group. Other measures that will be reported in subsequent years include 
measures for transfer, graduate, professional, non-traditional, and non-degree seeking students, including 
students of color. 

Graduation Rate measures included in this report are: the percentage of all entering freshmen who 
graduate in five years; and the percentage of entering freshmen of color who graduate in five years. 
Other measures that will be reported in subsequent years include measures for transfer, graduate, and 
professional students, including students of color. 

Investment per Student measure is not included because of difficulties acquiring comparison data. 

Student Experience measures will be reported in subsequent years, including the percentage of all 
students, and underrepresented/diverse students, expressing overall satisfaction; the percentage of 
students expressing satisfaction with essential student services (advising, registration, course access, 
financial aid); the percentage of students with access to APAS (academic progress audit system) for 
degree progress; the percentage of classes using instructional technology; the percentage of students with 
their own computers; the student/public modem ratio; the percentage of distance learning classes; the 
number of student credit hours taught by telecommunications; and a measure of undergraduate 
experiences that are "distinctive" to the University (e.g., participation in research, service learning, 
internships, or community-based programs). 

Post-graduation Experience measures will be reported in subsequent years: the percentage of all 
graduates, including diverse graduates, viewing their University education as valuable for their 
employment and career, further education, and overall quality of life. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ENTERING STUDENTS 

U2000 Critical Measure Goals: 

Characteristics of Entering Students: Increase the readiness to succeed and diversity of entering 
students: new freshmen, undergraduate transfer students, and graduate and professional students. 

Underrepresented Groups/Diversity: 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, of varying sexual orientations, and people with disabilities. 

Measures Reported Below: 

• mean high school rank of entering freshmen 
• percentage of all entering freshmen in targeted "readiness" group 
• percentage of entering freshmen of color 
• number of freshmen of color in targeted "readiness" group (UMTC ) 

Key Results: 

The University is generally on target with the established 1996 readiness and diversity goals at both the 
institutional and campus levels, although there are several areas of concern regarding students of color. 

Readiness to Succeed Measures: 

Mean High School Rank: From a baseline mean high school rank of 72 across all of the campuses, the 
mean high school rank of the 1996 entering class is 73.5, indicating progress toward the U2000 goal of a 
mean rank of 77. The campuses were generally on target but varied somewhat in their performance in 
relation to goals. With a mean high school rank of 75.2, the Twin Cities campus exceeded its 1996 goal 
of73.7. With a mean high school rank of70.9, the Duluth campus achieved an increase over its 1995 
performance level of 70, although this mean was slightly below its 1996 goal of 72. With a mean high 
school rank of 82.7, the Morris campus was close to its 1995 mean rank of 83.7, but below its 1996 goal 
of 87.4. With a mean high school rank of 43.3, the Crookston campus was below its 1995 mean rank of 
48.2 and its 1996 goal of 48.1. 

Targeted "Readiness" Group Measure: The campuses were generally on or above goal. With 73.6% of 
freshmen graduating in the top quartile, the Twin Cities campus exceeded its 1996 goal of 73%. 
With 49.8% of freshmen graduating in the 40th-80th class rank range of their high school classes, the 
Crookston campus also exceeded its 1996 goal of 46.3%. The Duluth campus maintained its 1995 level 
of performance, with 63.7% of freshmen graduating in the upper 35% of their classes, but was below its 
1996 goal of 70%. Although 76.6% of its freshmen graduated in the top quartile, the Morris campus 
was below its 1996 goal of 84.9%. 
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Diversity Measures: 

On an institutional level, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman class is 
12.6%, compared to 13.8% in 1995. Note that 1995 reflected an enormous one-year increase in numbers 
that was expected to be hard to sustain short-term. Numbers and percentages were maintained at or 
above 1995 levels for the American Indian and Asian/Pacific American groups, but decreased somewhat 
for Chicano/Latino/Hispanic students and decreased more substantially for African American students. 
A breakdown by campus shows some positive developments, as well as some areas of concern. 

For the Twin Cities campus, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman class on 
the Twin Cities campus is 16.0%, close to the year 2000 goal of 16.5%. 

• Numbers and percentages for American Indian and Chicano!Latino/Hispanic students are at or close 
to 1996 goals, though lower than 1995 performance. 

• Both the number and the percentage of African American students are below 1995 performance and 
1996 goals (1995 numbers were actually considerably above the goals set for that year). 

• The percentage of Asian/Pacific American students increased from 1995 to 1996, though no U2000 
goals were set for this group since it was not underrepresented. 

On the measure of students of color from the top quartile of their classes: 

• For two of the three groups with such goals, the numbers are the same or slightly better than 1995 
(the American Indian and Chicano!Latino/Hispanic groups respectively), though below goal. 

• For African American students, the number is below the 1995 number and the 1996 goal. 

For the Duluth campus, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman class is 5.5%, 
below the goal of 8.4%. Numbers and percentages increased from 1995 to 1996 for African American 
and American Indian students, decreased for Chicano/Latino/ Hispanic students, and remained about the 
same for Asian/Pacific American students. The 1996 numbers are below goals for all four groups . 

.For the Morris campus, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman class is 14.0%, 
only slightly below the goal of 14.4%. American Indian students are enrolled considerably above their 
number and percentage goals, and African American students are at goal. Numbers and percentages are 
below goal for Chicano/Latino/ Hispanic and Asian/Pacific American students, though the former group 
shows a substantial increase over previous years. 

)For the Crookston campus, the percentage of students of color in the 1996 entering freshman class is 
4.5%, close to the 4.8% level in 1995 (percentage goals were not set because the size of the freshman 
class had not been determined at the time of goal setting). African American students are enrolled above 
goal, American Indian students are enrolled at goal, and the numbers of Chicano/Latino/Hispanic and 
Asian/Pacific American students are below goals. 

A more complete description of this measure and figures showing baseline information, goals, and 
performance for the University overall and for each campus follow. 

][mplications for 1996-97 Plannin&: and Initiatives: 

University 2000 established two important goals for the entering freshman class: readiness to succeed 
and diversity. Particularly for those measures which are expressed as percentages, the total size of the 
class is important, since a percentage reflects both the number of students for whom the goal was set and 
the total number of students in the class. Thus progress towards achieving both the readiness and the 
diversity goals must be considered relative to the overall size of the entering freshman class. Figure 1 
below portrays the three types of information that need to be considered in understanding progress on 
goals for the entering freshman class. 
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Figure 1 

Framework for Evaluating Performance Goals 
Relative to New Fall Quarter Freshmen Enrollments 

When the University's readiness and diversity goals were adopted, the difficulty of simultaneously 
managing readiness, diversity, and class size was noted. It was stated that, in any given year, two of the 
three factors would be emphasized, with the expectation that, over time, progress would be seen in all 
three areas. For example, the 1995 enrollment strategy for the Twin Cities campus was to emphasize 
total enrollment and diversity, whereas the strategy for 1996 was to emphasize gains in readiness and 
continued progress in enrolling students of color. 

Also noted when the goals were adopted was a statement that "as a result of changes in demographics 
and other external factors used in the goal setting process, goals should be reviewed annually and, if 
necessary, changed to accommodate changed circumstances." For example, if the number of actual 
Minnesota high school graduates of color is lower than the projections used in goal setting, the "pool" of 
Minnesota students of color who could be recruited and enrolled at the University will be smaller than 
expected, which would have implications for goal performance. 

In general, the 1996 results for entering students of color largely reflect the lower than expected numbers 
of college bound Minnesota high school students, as seen in the number taking the ACT college 
admissions test; the number of graduating Minnesota students of color taking the ACT actually declined, 
from 2089 in 1995 to 2022 in 1996. This may be related to two other facts, first, that the number of 
students of color graduating from public high schools in Minnesota is lower than projected, and second, 
that the number of students of color in the top half of their high school classes declined from 1529 to 
1481; nevertheless, the University's "share" of these students continued to be approximately twice that 
of white students graduating in the top half of their classes. 

These results suggest a need to view the student of color goals that were set in 1994 over a somewhat 
longer period of time, and possibly to think of meeting these goals within a range, rather than as specific 
points. They also emphasize the importance of the University's initiatives in the K-12 arena, including 
coordinating and focusing the University's efforts and strengthening partnerships in the community, in 
order to increase the number of college bound students of color. Work now underway to better 
coordinate the efforts of the University's many academic support units will also help create a more 
supportive environment for students of color. A more in-depth report on initiatives to support 
recruitment and enrollment of students of color will be made during winter quarter, 1997. 

Two initiatives included in the biennial request that will affect the institution's effectiveness in recruiting 
and admitting a diverse population of students who are academically prepared to benefit from the 
opportunities available to them in a research university are: the item titled "University-Based Financial 
Aid" and the Student 2000 Project (part of the item titled "Administrative Process Redesign"). In terms 
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of financial aid, the University's objective is to increase need-based and merit-based financial aid by 
$10,000,000 per year, some of which will result from private fund-raising activities. Some of this 
funding will be used for need-based grant purposes for undergraduate students, to insure that the 
University remains accessible . 

.Description of Measures: 

( 1) Mean Hi~h School Rank Measure: This measure is calculated for all students on each of the 
campuses (including General College) and for the University overall. 

(2) Tar~eted Readiness/Ability Group Measure: This measure focuses on the percentage of entering 
freshmen who are in each campus's targeted readiness/ability group: the top 25% of their high school 
classes for the Morris and Twin Cities campuses (excluding General College, which has a different 
mission); the top 35% for the Duluth campus; and within the 40% to 80% class rank range for the 
Crookston campus. 

(3) Percenta~e of Enterin~ Freshmen of Color Measure: As stated when they were developed, goals for 
new freshman students of color are desired goals, not maximums. Further, it is important to note a 
distinction between the University's recruiting efforts and its admission practices; specifically, the 
goals guide efforts in recruitment of students of color but do not determine admissions decisions. 

(4) Number of UMTC Students of Color from Top 25% of HS Classes: The criteria set for preparedness 
of the entering freshman class are intended to apply to students of color in the same way they apply 
to other students. 

])ata Fi~res: 

Figures 2 and 3 below show baseline information, goals, and performance data for the first two 
"readiness" measures described above. Table 1 provides baseline information, goals, and performance 
data for the third and fourth "diversity" measures. 
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Table 1 
Freshmen Enrollment of Students of Color Baseline Information and Desired Goals 

(8: =baseline; G: =goal; P: =performance) 

Institutional Level 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 3.2% G: 3.3% G: 3.5% G: 3.8% G: 4.8% 

195 200 215 231 289 
P: 3.4% P: 3.8% P: 2.8% 

203 258 196 
American Indian B: 1.2% G: 1.2% G: 1.4% G: 1.5% G: 2.0% 

70 75 83 89 119 
P: 1.2% P: 1.2% P: 1.4% 

73 84 94 
Asian/Pacific American" B: 7.2% 

440 
P: 7.2% P: 6.9% P: 6.8% 

436 475 471 
Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: 1.9% G: 2.1% G: 2.2% G: 2.3% G: 2.9% 

115 125 133 140 175 
P: 1.9% P: 1.9% P: 1.6% 

115 130 113 
ALL MINORITY " B: 13.5% G: 16% 

820 
P: 13.6% P: 13.8% P: 12.6% 

827 947 874 
TOTAL 6057 6848 6914 

Twin Cities Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 4.6% G: 4.4% G: 4.5% G: 4.6% G: 5.5% 

161 161 171 182 223 
(# upper 25%) 50 50 60 71 112 

P: 4.6% P: 4.8% P: 3.6% 
168 211 156 

(# upper 25%) 52 61 47 

American Indian B: 1.0% G: 1.0% G: 1.0% G: 1.0% G: 1.3% 
35 35 38 40 53 

(# upper 25%) 12 12 15 17 27 
P: 1.0% P: 1.1% P: 1.0% 

38 50 44 
J# upper 25%) 14 12 14 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: 2.4% G: 2.3% G: 2.3% G: 2.3% G: 2.5% 
86 86 89 91 101 

(# upper 25%) 32 32 36 41 58 
P: 2.4% P: 2.3% P: 2.0% 

88 101 86 
(#upper 25%) 38 37 36 

Groups Not Underrepresented 
Asian/Pacific American B: 10.6% 

374 
(# upper 25%) 173 

P: 10.1% P: 9.1% P: 9.3% 
367 398 398 

(#upper 25%) 200 202 217 

WOMEN B: 48.4% 
1704 

(#upper 25%) 892 P: 48.8% P: 50.9% P: 50.3% 
1778 2219 2154 

(# upper 25%) 1018 1221 1295 

ALL MINORITY B: 18.6% G: 16.5% 
656 

P: 18.1% P: 17.3% P: 16.0% 
661 760 684 

TOTAL 4279 

• Goals that combine campuses cannot be calculated due to Twin Cities Campus lack of goals for Asian/Pacific American group. 
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Duluth Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 1.2% G: 1.3% G: 1.4% G: 1.6% G: 2.3% 

18 20 23 26 36 
P: 0.9% P: 0.6% P: 0.8% 

15 10 14 
American Indian B: 1.2% G: 1.35% G: 1.4% G: 1.6% G: 2.3% 

18 20 23 26 36 
P: 0.9% P: 0.7% P: 0.9% 

14 12 16 
Asian/Pacific American B: 2.8% G: 3.1% G: 3.4% G: 3.8% G: 5.3% 

43 49 55 61 84 
P: 3.2% P: 3.5% P: 3.2% 

51 58 58 
Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: 1.1% G: 1.2% G: 1.3% G: 1.4% G: 2.1% 

17 19 21 23 34 
P: 0.8% P: 1.2% P: 0.6% 

13 20 12 
Students with Disabilities B: 0.6% G: 0.7% G: 0.7% G: % G: 1.1% 

9 10 11 16 
P: 0.7% P: 0.7% P:% 

10 11 
ALL MINORITY B: 6.3% G: 6.9% G: 7.5% G: 8.4% G: 12.0% 

96 108 122 136 190 
P: 5.8% P: 6.0% P: 5.5% 

93 100 100 
TOTAL 1794 

Morris Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 2.7% G: 3.0% G: 3.2% G: 3.5% G: 4.5% 

15 16 18 19 25 
P: 3.1% P: 6.2% P: 3.5% 

17 33 19 
American Indian B: 3.0% G: 3.3% G: 3.5% G: 3.7% G: 4.5% 

17 18 19 20 25 
P: 3.6% P: 3.2% P: 5.6% 

20 17 31 
Asian/Pacific American B: 3.7% G: 3.9% G: 4.0% G: 4.1% G: 4.5% 

21 22 22 23 25 
P: 3.1% P: 3.4% P: 2.7% 

17 18 15 
Chicanollatino/Hispanic B: 1.9% G: 2.4% G: 2.7% G: 3.1% G: 4.5% 

11 13 15 17 25 
P: 2.0% P: 0.9% P: 2.2% 

11 5 12 
ALL MINORITY B: 11.3% G: 12.6% G: 13.4% G: 14.4% G: 18.0% 

64 69 74 79 100 
P: 11.8% P: 13.7% P: 14.0% 

65 73 77 
TOTAL 550 
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Crookston Campus • 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American 8: 0.3% G: % G: % G: % G: 5 

1 3 3 4 
P: 0.7% P: 1.4% P: 2.4% 

2 4 7 
American Indian 8: 0.0% G: % G: % G: % G: 5 

0 2 3 3 
P: 0.4% P: 1.7% P: 1.0% 

1 5 3 
Asian/Pacific American 8: 0.7% G: % G: % G: % G: 4 

2 2 2 3 
P: 0.4% P: 0.3% P: 0.0% 

1 1 0 
Chicano/Latlno/Hispanic 8: 0.7% G: o/o G: % G: % G: 15 

2 7 8 9 
P: 1.1% P: 1.4% P: 1.0% 

3 4 3 
ALL MINORITY 8: 1.7% G: o/o G: o/o G: o/o G: 29 

5 14 16 19 
P: 2.6% P: 4.8% P: 4.5% 

7 14 13 
TOTAL 291 

• Percentage goals were not set because freshmen totals for future years could not be determined at the time of goal 
setting. 
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GRADUATION RATE 

U2000 Critical Measure Goals: 

Graduation Rate: 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 
performance goals. 

Underrepresented Groups/Diversity: 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, of varying sexual orientations, and people with disabilities. 

Measures Reported Below: 

• percentage of all entering freshmen who graduate in five years 
• percentage of entering freshmen of color who graduate in five years 

Key Results: 

All Entering Freshmen Measure: 

The University is making good progress in improving its five-year graduation rate. For the 
University overall and for each of the three campuses for which a five-year graduation rate is 
relevant, graduation rates for the class which entered the University as freshmen in 1991 are at or 
above goal: -

• University overall: 41% graduated in five years, on goal 
• Twin Cities: 37.7% graduated in five years, above the goal of 35% 
• Duluth: 42% graduated in five years, above the goal of 41% 
• Morris: 58.6% graduated in five years, above the goal of 55% 

Entering Freshmen of Color Measure: 

On an institutional level, the overall five-year graduation rate for students of color who entered 
the University as freshmen in 1991 was 27.9%, up from 22.2% in the baseline year and generally 
in line with the goal of 33.0% for the class entering in 1996. Looking at the four racial/ethnic 
groups, the rates were above goal for African American, American Indian, and 
Chicano!Latino/Hispanic students and below goal for Asian/Pacific American students. Campus 
results for students of color who entered in 1991 follow. 

For the Twin Cities campus, the all minority rate was slightly below goal, rates for American 
Indian and Chicano/Latino/Hispanic students were above goal, and rates for African American 
and Asian/Pacific American students were below goal. 
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For the Duluth campus, the rate for African American students was above goal, and rates for 
American Indian, Asian/Pacific American, and Chicano!Latino/Hispanic students were below 
goal. 

For the Morris campus, the rate for Asian/Pacific American students was above goal and the 
rates for African American, American Indian, and Chicano!Latino/Hispanic students were below 
goal. 

A more complete description of this measure and a figure showing baseline information, goals, 
and performance data follow. 

Implications for 1996-97 Plannin~ and Initiatives: 

The President's Initiative for Excellence in Undergraduate Education has had an impact on 
student achievement and satisfaction, and each of the four campuses has identified strategies to 
increase graduation rates, especially for students in baccalaureate degree programs. 

In reviewing graduation rate figures for students of color, it should be noted that when 
percentages are based on small numbers, even small variations can result in the appearance of 
dramatic changes (from year to year, and/or from performance to goal), even though only a few 
students may be affected. Nevertheless, the graduation rate results for students of color are 
mixed, and efforts to improve the success of students of color on all of the University's campuses 
must be continued and strengthened. For example, work now underway to better coordinate the 
efforts of the University's many academic support units will help create a more supportive 
environment for students of color. A more in-depth report on initiatives to support retention and 
graduation of students of color will be made during winter quarter, 1997. 

Initiatives included in the biennial request that will affect the institution's ability to meet its 
graduation rate goals are: the initiative titled "University-Based Financial Aid" and the 
simplification and communication of policies (part of "Technology/Equipment" and 
"Administrative Process Redesign"). 

Description of Measure: 

The primary measure is the percent of students who entered as freshmen who graduate in five 
years. 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 raciaVethnic groups increasing by at 
least 50% by the year 2000. 

Data Fi~rures: 

Figure 5 below shows baseline information, goals, and performance data for the University 
overall and for the campuses. Table 2 provides graduation rate data for students of color on an 
institutional level and for the campuses. 

21 



7'0 

ffi 

eo 
56 

E 
&J 

~45 
Gl 
0.4() 

:!5 

3J 

25 

a> 
co en 
co co 
en en 

Bill aline 
Yea 

7'0 

ffi 

fD 

ffi 

9J .. 
c 
:-l45 ... 
CD 
0.4.) 

:Ii 

:IJ 

25 

2) 
lll <0 ..... 
co co co en C) C) 

Baulllne Ya:n 

Figure 5 

Five-Year Graduation Rate 

Institutional Level 

7'0 

ffi 

eo 
56 

50 
... &J 
c 
:!l45 
i 
0.4() 

:!5 

3J 

25 

a> 
lll 
co 
Ol 

Twin Cities Campus 

co co en 
en co 
en 

Goal mel P a1orllUIC8 Yeas Blllllllna Yecn Goal cn:IPa1oriTD1Ce Yeas 

Duluth Campus Morris Campus 

7'0 

ffi 

eo 
56 

&J 
E 
:!l45 ... 
Gl 
C..«:J 

:!5 

J;=Qml 3J 

25 I 
-+-Emblem G:Bs I 
---- Rrtamn:e 

a> 
co en 0 c;; C\J (") '<t lll <0 
co co en en en en en en en C) en en C) C) C) C) en 

lll <0 ..... co co co co co en C) Ol en 
en ~ c;; C\J (") 

~ lll ~ co en en Ol en en en Ol C) en en C) 

Gbd cndPa'lorm:nce Ya:n G:9 a-d Rrtamn:e YEBB 

22 





Table 2 

Students of Color Graduation Rates 
(8: =baseline; G: =goal; P: =performance) 

Institutional Level 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1996 
African American B: 14.4% G: 14.5% G: 15.6% G: 16.8% G: 22.3% 

P: 8.9%a P: 15.8% P: 18.5% 

American Indian B: 13.7% G: 15.0% G: 16.1% G: 17.3% G: 23.0% 

P: 14.3% P: 8.3% P: 19.7% 

Asian/Pacific American B: 31.4% G: 33.5% G: 36.1% G: 38.6% G: 51.6% 

P: 34.7%a P: 28.1% P: 34.9% 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: 17.7% G: 19.4% G: 20.9% G: 22.4% G: 29.9% 

P: 19.5%a P: 23.0% P: 25.0% 

ALL MINORITY B: 22.2% G: 33.0% 

P: 23.4%a P: 21.6% P: 27.9% 

Twin Cities Campus 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1996 
African American B: 15.4% G: 15.4% G: 16.6% G: 17.7% G: 23.6% 

P: 7.3% 
a P:-12.4% P: 15.9% 

American Indian B: 11.7% G: 12.7% G: 13.6% G: 14.6% G: 19.4% 

P: 9.8% P: 7.3% P: 17.8% 
Asian/Pacific American B: 32.0% G: 34.1% G: 36.7% G: 39.3% G: 52.4% 

P: 32.8% P: 26.6% P: 34.4% 
Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: 15.9% a G: 17.3% G: 18.7% G: 20.0% G: 26.7% 

P: 16.7%a P: 23.1% P: 24.3% 

ALL MINORITY B: 23.0% G: 24.4% G: 26.2% G: 28.1% G: 37.5% 

P: 21.3% 
a P: 20.1% P: 27.3% 

Duluth Campus 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1996 
African American B: 11.1% G: 22.5% G: 25.0% G: 25.0% G: 35.0% 

P: 12.5% P: 33.3% P: 33.3% 
American Indian B: 10.0% G: 15.0% G: 16.0% G: 17.5% G: 24.2% 

P: 27.3% P: 11.1% P: 0.0% 
Asian/Pacific American B: 28.6% G: 33.0% G: 36.0% G: 40.0% G: 55.0% 

P: 45.5% 
a P: 15.4% P: 36.1% 

Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: 20.0% G: 33.0% G: 33.0% G: 40.0% G: 56.0% 

P: 42.9% P: 0.0% P: 16.7% 
ALL MINORITY B: 16.1% 

P: 35.9%a P: 16.1% P: 26.8% 
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Morris Campus 

1988 1989 1990 1991 1996 
African American B: 7.7% G: 15.0% G: 22.0% G: 29.0% G: 65.0% 

P: 23.1% P: 50.0% P: 27.8% 
American Indian B: 26.7% G: 31.0% G: 36.0% G: 41.0% G: 65.0% 

P: 25.0% P: 9.1% P: 35.0% 
Asian/Pacific American B: 20.0% G: 26.0% G: 31.0% G: 37.0% G: 65.0% 

P: 35.7% P: 63.6% P: 46.2% 
Chicanollatino/Hispanic B: 50.0% G: 52.0% G: 54.0% G: 56.0% G: 65.0% 

P: 25.0% P: 66.7% P: 50.0% 
ALL MINORITY B: 21.4% G: 65.0% 

P: 28.2% P: 48.0% P: 34.2% 

a Update of data in 1995 Institutional Performance Report 
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FACULTY PROCESS AND OUTCOME MEASURES 

Two of the critical measurement categories concern faculty outcomes: 1) Sponsored Funding; and 2) 
Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments 

Sponsored Funding measures included in this report are: dollars in total funding from all sources 
for research, training, and public service; and national ranking in federal funding for research and 
development. 

Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments measures that will be reported in subsequent 
years include a descriptive listing of scholarly "highlights," including both scholarly products and 
external recognition, in discipline specific, interdisciplinary, and/or applied areas; and a count of 
"scholarly products" (e.g., publications, artistic accomplishments, computer software, architectural 
designs, patents and licenses, technologies/inventions/materials that translate important knowledge into 
formats for applied usage, practice, etc.). 
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SPONSORED FUNDING 

U2000 Critical Measure Goals: 

Sponsored Funding: Achieve improvements in the total amount of sponsored funding and maintain 
our national ranking relative to other major research universities. 

Measures Reported Below: 

• dollars in total funding from all sources for research, training, and public service 
• national ranking in federal funding for research and development 

Key Results: 

Sponsored Funding from All Sources Measure: 

The University is close to its established 1996 Sponsored Funding from All Sources goal, having 
achieved funding of $304,111,000 relative to the 1996 goal of $306,988,000. The Twin Cities, Morris, 
and Crookston campuses all exceeded their 1996 goals. 

National Ranking in Federal Research and Development Funding Measure: 

From 1993 to 1994 (the most recent year for which these rankings are available), the University's 
funding for federal R&D funding increased from $168,675,000 to $179,848,000, and the University 
maintained its relative position with a ranking of 16th, one point below the performance goal of 
maintaining an average rank of 15th. 

A more complete description of this measure and figures showing baseline information, goals, and 
performance data follow. 

Implications for 1996-97 Plannin2 and Initiatives: 

To compete successfully, the University's projected investments include levels of compensation that are 
competitive with the nation's top universities; well trained and highly motivated support staff; quality 
graduate students; well-equipped and well maintained laboratories; and access to the latest information 
technologies. Also of critical importance is the enhancement of the University's grants management 
system in the biennial request item "Administrative Process Redesign." While the University's faculty 
have been quite successful in obtaining sponsored research funding, commitments to balance the federal 
budget may mean major cuts in federal appropriations for sponsored activities. It is likely that the 
environment for federal research funding is going to become even more competitive than it has been in 
the past. 
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Description of Measure: 

Two measures are used: 

(0 Total amount of sponsored fundin& from all sources for research, training, and public service; and 

(2) National rankin& in total amount of sponsored funding from the federal government for research and 
development. 

Data Fi~rures: 

Figures 6 and 7 below show baseline information, goals, and performance data for the University overall 
for each of the two measures. Table 3 provides a breakdown by campus of the institutional numbers that 
are shown in Figure 6. 
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Table 3 

Sponsored Funding from All Sources for 
Research, Training, and Public Service 

Institutional and Campus Level 
Baseline/Goals and Performance 

($in Thousands; B =baseline, G =goal, and P =performance) 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 

Institutional B: 262,000 G: 277,179 G: 291,674 G: 306,988 G: 377,491 
P: 268,163 P: 293,476 P: 304,111 

Twin Cities B: 250,432 G: 267,700 G: 277,900 G: 291,800 G: 354,700 
P: 257,613 P: 281,884 P: 291,903 

Duluth B: 10,812 G: 11,892 G: 13,081 G: 14,389 G: 21,067 
P: 9,903 P: 11,004 P: 11,213 

Morris B: 182 G: 187 G: 193 G: 199 G: 244 
P: 183 P: 159 P: 391 

Crookston B: 655 G: 400 G: 500 G: 600 G: 1,500 
P: 464 P: 429 P: 604 

Figure 7 
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EXTERNAL PROCESS AND OUTCOME MEASURES 

Three of the critical measurement categories concern external outcomes: 1) Investment and Voluntary 
Support; 2) Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens; and 3) Interaction With Society: 
Partnerships, Services, and Impacts. Relevant aspects of two other measurement categories, 
Underrepresented Groups/Diversity and Information Resources, will be reported as part of the 
external measures when appropriate. 

Investment and Voluntary Support measures included in this report are: return on invested funds, 
measured over long periods (5-10 years); national ranking in total voluntary support; and number of 
alumni donors. 

Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens measures that will be reported in subsequent years: the 
percentage of all citizens, and of underrepresented groups, expressing overall satisfaction with the 
University. 

Interaction with Society: Partnerships, Services, and Impacts measures that will be reported in 
subsequent years include: a description of the University's external partnerships, services, applied 
academic programs, and physical linkages to surrounding communities; a summary of external users' 
satisfaction with the University including access to expertise, quality of interaction with the University, 
and access to graduates with needed skills; and general public access to information available through 
the University. 
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INVESTMENT AND VOLUNTARY SUPPORT 

U2000 Critical Measure Goals: 

Investment and Voluntary Support: Increase the University's ability to withstand changes in public 
funding through successful investment growth and fund-raising, including increased financial support 
from alumni. 

Measures Reported Below: 

• return on invested funds, measured over long periods (5-10 years) 
• national ranking in total voluntary support 
• number of alumni donors 

Key Results: 

Return on Invested Funds Measure: 

For the year ending June 30, 1996, the annualized return was 22.3% on University of Minnesota 
Foundation-held endowments and 21.2% on University-held endowments. These rates of return are well 
within the upper quartile of the 355 higher education institutions reporting this information through the 
National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO). 

The five-year annualized rates of return through June 30, 1996 were 13.9% on Foundation-held 
endowments and 13.6% on University-held endowments, both within the upper quartile of the 
NACUBO comparison group and both showing improvement from the 1994 five-year Foundation 
baseline of 11.3% and University baseline of 9.6%. Although the ten-year annualized rates of return are 
somewhat lower, the University's more recent performance suggests that it is indeed making progress 
toward its year 2000 goal of being within the top quartile of the NACUBO public and private higher 
education institutions over long (5-10 year) periods. 

Although only indirectly related to this critical measure, the market value of the University's total 
invested endowment funds (combining funds held by the University, the Foundation, and the Medical 
Foundation) has grown dramatically over the last several years, from $734 million in 1994, to $827 
million in 1995, to $955 million in 1996; this combined endowment fund is expected to reach $1 billion 
during the current fiscal year. 

National Ranking in Total Voluntary Support: 

During 1995, the University's total voluntary support (private gifts, non-contractual research grants, and 
bequests) grew from $116,442,000 to $131,639,000, bringing it to a national ranking of 11th among the 
top 20 higher education institutions, well within the University's year 2000 goal of remaining in the top 
15 of public and private higher education institutions. 
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Number of Alumni Donors Measure: 

The number of alumni donors decreased from 36,279 in 1994 to 31,233 in 1995 and 31,168 in 1996,a 
due primarily to greater selectivity in who was solicited for annual giving, which is how most alumnil 
giving occurs. Note that, when the goal was set for this measure, it was stated that most of the increase 
would occur "in the last year or two of the six-year period, rather than in more or less equal increments 
within the six-year period." 

A more complete description of this measure and figures showing baseline information, goals, and 
performance data follow. 

a 1995 and 1996 numbers are preliminary figures. 

Implications for 1996-97 Plannin2 and Initiatives: 

Return on Invested Funds Measure: 

The University will continue its successful investment strategies. However, when viewing investment 
results, it is important to note that the results reflect the beginning and ending dates of the periods being 
used, and atypical results in one or both of these years (in either direction) can suggest a larger change 
from year to year than is really occurring (for example, the University's 10-year results for the period 
ending June 30, 1995 would have shown the University well into the top quartile, whereas this year's 10-
year results show the University only in the upper half). 

Number of Alumni Donors Measure: 

In 1996-97, the method of soliciting alumni was changed so that all 240,000 alumni with good addresses 
and phone numbers are being contacted and asked to give~ with this change, the number of alumni who 
give is expected to increase in the next year reported. 

]Description of Measure: 

(1) Return on Invested Funds Measure: In the broadest sense, invested funds include endowments (the 
principal of which must be preserved, but which generate usable revenue through investment 
earnings); non-endowment short term investments (temporary investment funds, or "TIF'); and 
investments of non-endowment long term reserves. Endowment funds are managed by three 
different entities: the University of Minnesota's Office of Asset Management, the University of 
Minnesota Foundation, and the University of Minnesota Medical Foundation. Although the 
combined return on invested funds is not currently represented in a single number, beginning in the: 
fall of 1997, the University will be expected to consolidate financial information into the 
University's financial reports. When fully implemented, this measure would be based on the 
University's performance (ranking) among the approximately 400 higher education institutions 
reporting this information through the National Association of College and University Business 
Officers (NACUBO). An appropriate year 2000 goal, when the baseline point for the measure can 
be established, would be aimed at the top quartile of the NACUBO public and private higher 
education institutions over long (5-10 year) periods. 

(2) National Rankin& in Total Voluntary Support Measure: Voluntary support includes private gifts, 
non-contractual research grants, and bequests and excludes income from invested funds, government 
support, and contract research. National rankings are based on information from over 1,000 colleges 
and universities collected through an annual survey by the Council for Financial Aid to Education 
(CFAE). Because the dollar amount of voluntary support and the related rankings can vary 
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considerably from year to year, based on special campaigns or other major fund-raising activities of 
the colleges and universities that are included in the rankings, this measure targets staying within a 
certain range in the rankings, rather than a specific ranking or a specific dollar amount. The year 
2000 goal is to maintain a voluntary support ranking within the top 15 of public and private higher 
education institutions. 

(3) Number of Alumni Donors Measure: One of the challenges in increasing alumni giving is the 
frequency with which alumni move after graduation and the resulting difficulty of maintaining 
current address information. The year 2000 goal is to achieve a 20% increase over the 1994 baseline 
year, to a level of 43,600 alumni who make a financial contribution. The increase from the baseline 
year is expected to occur in the last year or two of the six-year period rather than incrementally over 
the six year period. 

Data Fi~res: 

Figures 8, 9, and 10 below show return invested funds performance, national ranking in voluntary 
support, and the number of alumni donors. Table 4 provides additional information on the national 
ranking measure. 
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Return on Invested Funds 
University (CEF) and University Foundation Performance 

Relative to NA CUBO Institutions • 
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• National Association of College and University Business Officers; data source is 
1996 Cambridge Associates NACUBO preliminary survey results of 355 universities 
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Table4 

Voluntary Support of Higher Education 1994-95 
Top 20 in Total Giving • 

Harvard University $323,406,000 
Stanford University 240,832,000 
Yale University 199,647,000 
Cornell University 198,736,000 
University of Wisconsin at Madison 164,349,000 
Duke University 155,164,000 
Columbia University 151,801,000 
University of Michigan 145,758,000 
University of Southern California 138,366,000 
University of Pennsylvania 135,325,000 
University of Minnesota 131,639,000 
University of Washington 127,774,000 
University of Illinois System 116,579,000 
Indiana University 109,655,000 
University of California at San Francisco 108,128,000 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology 107,938,000 
Princeton University 103,826,000 
University of California at Berkeley 103,089,000 
Brown University 102,513,000 
Northwestern University 101 ,041 ,000 

• Source: Council for Financial Aid to Education 
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CORE RESOURCE MEASURES 

Two of the critical measurement categories concern core resources, without which the University could 
not carry out its mission: 1) Faculty and Staff--the University's human resources, and 2) Facilities--the 
University's physical resources. Relevant aspects of two other measurement categories, 
Underrepresented Groups/Diversity and Information Resources, are also reported as part of the 
"core resource" measures where appropriate. 

Faculty/Staff Experience measures included in this report are: the percentage of tenured and tenure
track faculty of color; and the percentage of tenured and tenure-track women faculty. Other measures 
that will be reported in subsequent years include: the percentage of all faculty/staff, and of underrepre
sented/diverse groups, expressing satisfaction with their employment here; the University's 
compensation position among peer institutions for faculty and administrative staff, and compensation 
relative to appropriate labor markets for civil service and union represented groups; the extent to which 
faculty and staff receive appropriate support and development for effective performance of their jobs; the 
percentage of faculty and staff with "minimum standard" computer and network connection; and 
faculty/staff access to information. 

Facilities Infrastructure measures included in this report are: dollars in millions of total deferred 
renewal; the percentage of classrooms meeting quality and utilization standards; and the number of 
buildings with serious or major deficiencies relative to safety and accessibility standards. Other 
measures that will be reported in subsequent years include: the percentage of classrooms meeting 
minimum technology standards; and the number of "high tech" classrooms. 
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FACULTY/STAFF EXPERIENCE 

U2000 Critical Measure Goals: 

Faculty/Staff Experience: Increase the preparation and satisfaction of University faculty and staff and 
the University's overall compensation position among top research universities and relative to market, 
for faculty and staff in general and for underrepresented/diversity groups. 

Underrepresented Groupsilliversity: 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, of varying sexual orientations, and people with disabilities. 

Information Resources: Increase access to and use of information resources to advance the 
University's three-part mission of teaching and learning, research and discovery, and outreach and public 
service. 

Measures Reported Below: 

• percentage of tenured and tenure-track faculty of color 
• percentage of tenured and tenure-track women faculty 

Key Results: 

Percentages for tenured and tenure-track faculty of color and women faculty are generally on target with 
the University's established 1996 goals: 

• For the University overall, performance is above goal for both faculty of color and women faculty. 
The percentage of faculty of color is 10%, compared to a goal of 9.8%; and the percentage of faculty 
who are women is 24%, compared to a goal of 23.7%. This occurred in spite of the fact that the size 
of the faculty has decreased from 3,151 in 1993 to 2961 in 1996. Performance was above goal for 
Asian/Pacific American faculty (6.7% ), at goal for Chicano/Latino/Hispanic faculty (1.4% ), and 
slightly below goal for African American and American Indian faculty (1.5% and .4% respectively), 
although the number of African American faculty increased (from 42 to 45) between 1995 and 1996. 

• For the Twin Cities campus, performance was similar to institutional level performance concerning 
faculty of color. Goals were exceeded for faculty of color overall (10%) and for Asian/Pacific 
American faculty (6.8% ), at goal for Chicano/Latino/Hispanic faculty ( 1.4% ), and slightly below goal 
for African American and American Indian faculty (1.7% and .2% respectively); and again, the 
number of African American faculty increased (from 39 to 42) between 1995 and 1996, even though 
the percentage goal was not met. At 23.3%, Twin Cities campus performance for women faculty is 
close to the goal of 23.5%. 

• For the Duluth campus, although the number of faculty in each of the four raciaVethnic groups 
remained the same as in the two previous years, percentages are below goal for all four groups. 
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Performance for faculty of color overall is 9.9%, compared to a goal of 11.2%. The percentage of 
women faculty is also below goal, at 26.5%, compared to a goal of 29%. 

• The Morris campus is above goal for Chicano/Latino/Hispanic faculty (4.0%), slightly below goal for 
Asian/Pacific American faculty (10.1 %), and below goal for African American and American Indian 
faculty (1.0% and 0% respectively) and for faculty of color overall (15.2%). At 34.3%, the 
percentage of women faculty exceeds the goal of 30.8%. 

• The Crookston campus currently has no faculty of color and so is below goal for all four groups, 
which may in part be related to its almost 23% decrease in the size of the faculty. The campus is 
close to goal for women faculty, at 26.8%, compared to a goal of 28%. 

A more complete description of this measure and data tables showing baseline information, goals, and 
performance for the University overall and for each campus follow. 

Implications for 1996-97 Plannin&: and Initiatives: 

As the University continues to strengthen its recruitment efforts and its support for faculty of color and 
women faculty, particular attention needs to be given to increasing the representation of African 
American and American Indian faculty. Continuation of initiatives to address climate issues and to 
support the work of faculty of color and women faculty will be critical. Of particular note is a new 
faculty initiative, including post-doctoral and mentoring programs for faculty of color, as well as a series 
of workshops for new faculty, coordinated with the Bush Faculty Development Program for Excellence 
and Diversity in Teaching; the Bush program has provided an intensive year-long opportunity for tenure
track faculty over the course of the past five years, improving the climate for faculty of color and women 
faculty as well as for students. Implementation of new development opportunities for tenure-track 
faculty and revised human resources policies and guidelines should also benefit faculty of color and 
women faculty. A more in-depth report on initiatives to support faculty of color will be made in 
February, 1997. 

There are several initiatives in the biennial request that affect the institution's ability to meet its goals for 
faculty of color and women faculty, but the most critical may be the initiative on compensation, since 
only with a faculty made up of the world's best and most diverse scholars will the University and the 
state be able to provide top quality programs for students; world-class research, scholarship, and artistic 
accomplishments; and outreach contributions to the citizens of Minnesota and beyond. 

Description of Measure: 

Faculty of color and women faculty goals are set as percentages of all tenured and tenure-track faculty, 
in order to reflect the University's intent and efforts in both hiring and retention of underrepresented 
groups. They are desired goals, not maximums, and are based on a review of past performance, an 
attempt to be strategic in thinking about where the University wishes to be in the future, and a realistic 
view of how far it can move in the next six years. More specifically, they are based primarily on the 
current composition of the faculty and on EEO national availability data and deficiencies; other 
considerations include unique hiring opportunities, limits on the size of the faculty and the rate of hiring 
due to budgetary factors, attrition rates, and a lower level of turnover due to the elimination of 
mandatory retirement. 

Data Fi~:ures: 

Table 5 below shows baseline, goal, and performance data for faculty of color and women faculty. 
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Table 5 

Faculty of Color and Women Faculty Baselines, Goals, and Performance: 
Institutional Level 

(B = baseline, G = goal, P = performance shown as % and #) 

Institutional Level 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 1.3% G: 1.5% G: 1.7% G: 1.8% G: 2.4% 

42 
P: 1.3% P: 1.4% P: 1.5% 

39 42 45 
American Indian B: 0.4% G: 0.5% G: 0.5% G: 0.6% G: 0.8% 

14 
P: 0.4% P: 0.4% P: 0.4% 

13 12 12 
Asian/Pacific American B: 6.1% G: 5.9% G: 6.0% G: 6.0% G: 6.1% 

192 
P: 6.3% P: 6.5% P: 6.7% 

194 198 199 
Chlcano/Latlno/Hispanlc B: 1.2% G: 1.3% G: 1.3% G: 1.4% G: 1.6% 

38 
P: 1.3% P: 1.3% P: 1.4% 

40 38 41 
ALL MINORITY B: 9.1% G: 9.2% G: 9.5% G: 9.8% G: 11.0% 

286 
P: 9.2% P: 9.6% P: 10.0% 

286 290 297 
ALL WOMEN B: 22.4% G: 22.6% P: 23.2% G: 23.7% G: 25.7% 

705 
P: 22.6% G: 23.7% P: 24.0% 

702 716 711 
TOTAL 3,151 3,104 3,026 2961 

Twin Cities Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 1.5% G: 1.6% G: 1.7% G: 1.8% G: 2.3% 

39 
P: 1.4% P: 1.5% P: 1.7% 

36 39 42 
American Indian B: 0.2% G: 0.3% G: 0.3% G: 0.3% G: 0.5% 

6 
P: 0.2% P: 0.2% P: 0.2% 

5 5 5 
Asian/Pacific American B: 6.0% G: 6.1% G:6.2% G: 6.2% G: 6.4% 

163 
P: 6.3% P:6.6% P: 6.8% 

166 172 170 
Chicano/Latlno/Hispanlc B: 1.3% G: 1.3% G: 1.4% G: 1.4% G: 1.5% 

34 
P: 1.3% P: 1.2% P: 1.4% 

34 32 35 
ALL MINORITY B: 9.0% G: 9.3% G: 9.5% G: 9.8% G: 10.7% 

242 
P: 9.1% P: 9.6% P: 10.0% 

241 248 252 
ALL WOMEN B: 21.7% G: 22.5% G: 23.0% G: 23.5% G: 25.5% 

586 
P: 21.8% P: 23.0% P: 23.3% 

578 594 586 
TOTAL 2,698 2,653 2,582 2519 
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Duluth Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 65% G: .7% G: 1.1% G: 1.1% G: 1.8% 

2 
P:.7% P: .65% P: 0.66% 

2 2 2 
American Indian B: 2.3% G: 2.5% G: 2.5% G: 2.9% G: 3.6% 

7 
P: 2.3% P: 2.3% P: 2.3% 

7 7 7 
Asian/Pacific American B: 6.2% G: 5.8% G: 6.2% G: 6.5% G: 7.3% 

19 
P: 6.3% P: 6.2% P: 6.3% 

19 19 19 
Chicano/Latino/Hispanic B: .33% G: .4% G: .4% G: 0.7% G: 1.8% 

1 
P: .7% P: .65% P: 0.66% 

2 2 2 
ALL MINORITY B: 9.5% G: 9.4% G: 10.2% G: 11.2% G: 14.5% 

29 
P: 9.9% P: 9.7% P: 9.9% 

30 30 30 
ALL WOMEN B: 26.7% G: none G: 28.0% G: 29.0% G: 35% 

82 
P: 27.6% P: 26.9% P: 26.5% 

84 83 80 
TOTAL 307 304 308 302 

Morris Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American B: 1.1% G: 2.1% G: 2.1% G: 3.1% G: 4.2% 

1 
P: 1.1% P: 1.1% P: 1.0% 

1 1 1 
American Indian B: 1.1% G: 2.1% G: 3.1% G: 3.1% G: 4.2% 

1 
P: 1.1% P: 0% P: 0% 

1 0 0 
Asian/Pacific American B: 9.7% G: 10.5% G: 10.5% G: 10.5% G: 10.5% 

9 
P: 9.5% P: 8.0% P: 10.1% 

9 7 10 
Chlcano/Latino/Hispanic B: 3.2% G: 3.1% G: 3.1% G: 3.1% G: 5.2% 

3 
P: 4.2% P: 4.6% P: 4.0% 

4 4 4 
ALL MINORITY B: 15.1% G: 17.8% G: 18.8% G: 19.8% G: 24.1% 

14 
P: 15.8% P: 13.8% P: 15.2% 

15 12 15 
ALL WOMEN B: 26.9% G: 27.5 G: 29.1% G: 30.8% G: 37.5% 

25 
P: 28.4% P: 31.0% P: 34.3% 

27 27 34 
TOTAL 93 95 87 99 
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Crookston Campus 

1993 1994 1995 1996 2000 
African American 8: 0% G: 0% G: 0% G: 0% G: 0% 

P: 0% P: 0% P:O% 

American Indian 8: 0% G: 0% G: 0% G: 2.0% G: 1.7% 

P: 0% P: 0% P:O% 

Asian/Pacific American 8: 1.9% G: 0% G: 0% G:O% G: 1.7% 
1 

P: 0% P: 0% P:O% 

Chlcano/Latlno/Hispanlc 8: 0% G: 0% G: 0% G: 2.0% G: 3.4% 

P: 0% P: 0% P:O% 

ALL MINORITY 8: 1.9% G: 0% G: 0% G: 4.0% G: 6.8% 
1 

P: 0% P: 0% P:O% 

ALL WOMEN 8: 22.6% G: 25.0% G: 25.0% G: 28.0% G: 31.0% 
12 

P: 24.5% P: 24.5% P: 26.8% 
13 12 11 

TOTAL 53 53 49 41 

Sources: APSO database and UMD Academic Personnel Database as of 10/31 of each year; Waseca excluded 
from 1993 numbers. 
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FACILITIES INFRASTRUCTURE 

U2000 Critical Measure Goals: 

Facilities Infrastructure: Improve the quality, functionality, and safety of the University's physical 
infrastructure and assets. 

Information Resources: Increase access to and use of information resources to advance the 
University's three-part mission of teaching and learning, research and discovery, and outreach and public 
service. 

Measures Reported Below: 

• dollars in millions of total deferred renewal 
• percentage of classrooms meeting quality and utilization standards 
• number of buildings with serious or major deficiencies relative to safety and accessibility standards 

Key Results: 

Deferred Renewal Measure: 

Since this critical measure was developed (from fiscal year 1994 through fiscal year 1997), the 
University will have invested $94 million in renewal, including $9 million in decommissioned buildings. 
However, because of the continuing growth of the deferred renewal backlog (increasing at a rate of 
approximately $46 million annually), the University's level deferred renewal will have risen to over $1 
billion by the end of the 1997 fiscal year. Thus, the University has been falling behind, rather than 
making progress toward its year 2000 deferred renewal goal of $750 million. 

Classroom Standards Measure: 

Improvements have been made on all of the campuses on the quality dimension of the classroom 
measure. On the Twin Cities campus, improvement efforts were focused on a relatively small number of 
classrooms (ten) which account for a large number of weekly student hours and reach the largest number 
of students (e.g., Willey Hall on the west bank of the Minneapolis campus). These classrooms were also 
selected to reflect a variety of classroom models, as recommended in the Ellerbe Becket classroom 
study. Improvements focused on lighting (both better quality and more flexible lighting), room 
acoustics, and changes to make the rooms more functionally productive and appropriate. In this sense, 
the Twin Cities campus goal of a 5% increase in classroom quality between 1995 and 1996 was 
achieved, although the percentage of all classrooms (including many small ones) brought up to standard 
was somewhat lower (3%). Data are not available for the other two "utilization" measures. 

Classroom studies for the other three campuses have only recently been completed, so baseline data and 
goals are included in this report, but goal performance will not be reported until 1997. 
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Safety/ Accessibility Standards Measure: 

Improvements have been made on all of the campuses on the safety code and accessibility measures. 
The Twin Cities campus has achieved its goals in both areas, and the other campuses are making 
progress toward goals, although Duluth has not set goals in the same way as the other campuses have 
done, since their philosophy has been to deal with building code and accessibility issues on a campus
wide basis. 

• On the Twin Cities campus, the number of buildings with safety deficiencies was reduced from 80 to 
72 and the number with accessibility deficiencies was reduced from 24 to 21 

• At Morris, the number of buildings with accessibility deficiencies was reduced from 19 to 15 
• At Crookston, the number of buildings with safety deficiencies was reduced from 10 to 9 

A more complete description of this measure and figures showing baseline information, goals, and 
performance follow. 

Implications for 1996-97 Plannin&: and Initiatives: 

Deferred Renewal Measure: 

The problem of reducing the deferred renewal backlog is compounded by the fact that the backlog itself 
increases on an annual basis. The continuing increase means that renewal expenditures would have to 
exceed this annual increase in order to make progress toward the U2000 goal. So, in spite of investing 
$94 million in renewal through fiscal year 1997 (including $9 million in decommissioned buildings), the 
University has been able only to slow the rate of increase from approximately $1,107 million to $1,013 
million, and not to maintain its position in relation to the 1993 baseline figure of $923 million. Absent 
significant funding for deferred renewal investments in the next several years, the University will be 
unable to reach its year 2000 goal. 

It should be noted that, in decommissioning the poorest quality buildings, the University must also be: 
able to finance reconfiguration of the space where displaced programs must move, and to finance the 
actual moving costs. 

The capital request planning instructions to campuses place heavy emphasis on renewal. 

Classroom Standards Measure: 

Future improvements in the quality of classrooms will depend on the availability of funding to make the 
necessary changes. Improvements in utilization will depend on full implementation of new scheduling 
systems for those campuses which do not currently have them. For example, the Twin Cities campus 
must restructure the management and oversight of classrooms and related services; match classroom 
inventory to programmatic instructional demand; implement a systematic, multiyear renewal plan to 
modernize a markedly reduced inventory of classrooms; and enforce new standards to measure the 
success of new classroom design and construction, classroom renovation, and utilization rates. 
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Safety/ Accessibility Standards Measure: 

Future safety and accessibility improvements will depend on the availability of additional funding to 
make the necessary changes, since all funds available for the biennium were spent in the first year. 

Description of Measures: 

(1) Deferred Renewal Measure: This measure refers to the total 1994 cost of the systematic replacement 
of major building systems (heating, air conditioning, plumbing, electrical, windows, roofs, etc.) that 
are beyond their useful life and need replacement to extend the life of the building. In the 1994 
baseline year, total deferred renewal costs were $923 million, or 32 percent of total asset value; the 
performance goal for the year 2000 is to reduce that amount to $750 million, or 25 percent of total 
asset value. Because the deferred renewal backlog itself grows on an annual basis (compounding the 
problem of reducing the backlog), progress on this measure depends on being able to reduce not only 
the baseline level of deferred renewal, but also the amount of its annual increase. Although not 
shown in the original figure establishing the baseline and the year 2000 goal, the annual growth of 
the backlog will be shown in reporting this measure. 

(2) Classroom Space Measure: The classroom measure has three components: quality, class size 
utilization, and time utilization. Quality is defined as a student's being able to see, hear, and be 
functionally productive and physically comfortable, with instructional and learning methods that are 
fully supported by the physical space and technological appointments. The quality measure is the 
percent of total classrooms meeting a specified functional and physical standard, set for each campus 
in a series of studies conducted by Ellerbe Becket, Inc.; included are standards for access, sight lines, 
acoustical and mechanical, lighting, electrical, teaching surfaces, windows, technology, and seating. 
For the Twin Cities campus, this analysis was based on a total of 422 classrooms (including 260 
centrally scheduled and 162 departmentally managed classrooms). The overall goal for classrooms 
is to have 100% of the University's general purpose classrooms utilized/occupied in accordance with 
adopted national standards (e.g., at least 32 hours of instructional use per week for campuses with a 
45 hour week, and 65% of seats occupied every time a class is taught) and brought up to a quality 
standard by the year 2000. 

(3) Code Compliance Measure: The measure for code compliance is the number of buildings meeting 
safety and accessibility code standards according to state and national guidelines. University 
buildings are categorized into five levels: serious deficiencies, major deficiencies, moderate 
deficiencies, minor deficiencies, and no significant deficiencies. The overall goal for safety and 
accessibility is to decrease by 50% the number of buildings that do not meet specified safety and 
accessibility standards by the year 2000. 

Data Fi~:ures: 

Figure 11 below shows baseline, goal, and performance information for the deferred renewal measure, 
and Table 6 provides a breakdown by campus. Figure Series 12 and Figure Series 13 provide campus 
baseline and goal information for the classroom and code measures; Figure Series 13 also provides 
performance information for the Twin Cities campus. 
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Table 6 

Level of Deferred Renewal 
by Campus 

Baseline and Performance 

Increased Deferred Investment in 
Baseline Deferred Renewal Through Renewal Through 

Renewal FY 93 FY97 FY97 

830 972 75.1 

59 83.8 14.6 

23 35.4 3.7 

11 14.2 .85 
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Figure Series 12 

Classroom Standards for Quality and Utilization 
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