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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Office of Senior Vice President 232 Morrill Hall 
for Academic A./fairs and Provost 100 Church Street S.E. 

Minneapolis, MN 55455-0110 

August 18, 1995 612-625-0051 
Fax: 612-624-38/4 

TO: John Adams, 1994-95 Chair, and Carl Adams, 1995-96 Chair, Faculty Consultative 
Committee 

Mark Davison, 1994-95 Chair, and David Kittelson, 1995-96 Chair, Subcommittee on 
Facilities Management 

Daniel Feeney, Chair, Committee on Faculty Affairs 
Mary Lou Fellows, 1994-95 Chair, and William Flanigan, 1995-96 Chair, Committee on 

Intercollegiate Athletics 
Evelyn Franklin, 1994-95 Chair, and Joel Bergstrom, 1995-96 Chair, Committee on 

Student Affairs 
Judith Gaston, Chair, Committee on Disabilities Issues 
Allen Goldman, Chair, Committee on Research 
Virginia Gray, 1994-95 Chair, and Fred Morrison, 1995-96 Chair, Committee on Finance 

and Planning 
Kenneth Heller, 1994-95 Chair, and Laura Koch, 1995-96 Chair, Committee on 

Educational Policy 
Harold Hines, 1994-1995 Chair, and Robert McMaster, 1995-1996 Chair, Committee on 

Libraries 
Kathryn Sedo, 1994-95 Chair, and Naomi Scheman, 1995-96 Chair, Committee on Equal 

Employment Oppmtunity for Women 
Rabun Taylor, 1994-95 Chair, Student Consultative Committee 
:Ua±n-e wsHes 1994-95 Chair, Commit on Social Concerns 
David Weiss, Chair, Committee on C u ·ng and Information Systems 

SUBJECT: University 2000 Critical 

Second Phase Critical Measures Report 

The fmal version of the next seven U2000 critical measures approved by the Board of Regents at their 
July 14, 1995 meeting is enclosed for your information. Your committees played an important role in our 
~ork on these measures, and we hope you will see that ret1ected in the enclosed document. 

Third Phase Critical Measures 

The Office of Planning and Analysis is beginning work on the last seven critical measures, and during the 
next three or four months will be trying to contact as many internal and external groups as possible to 
assist in the definition of these measures. They will be in contact with the Senate staff to schedule time on 
your meeting agendas in the fall. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

EFI/JW/cap 

Enclosures 

cc: Nils Hasselmo, President 
Robert Kvavik, Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Martha Kvanbeck, Administrative Director, University Senate 
Committee Representatives to Cross-Committee Discussion Groups 
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Context, Process, and Overview 

The University 2000 Mission, Vision, Strategic Directions, and Peiformance statement approved by 
the Board of Regents on January 14, 1994, emphasized the areas of research, graduate and profes
sional education, undergraduate education, access and outreach, user-friendliness, and diversity, and 
called for the development of "critical measuresn for assessing institutional, campus, and unit perfor
mance in realizing the goals of U2000. The stated purposes of the critical measures are to: 
1) publicly confirm the University's success in reaching its goals; 2) guide institutional, collegiate, 
and support-unit self improvement; 3) serve as a link between planning, performance, evaluation, 
and resource allocation; and 4) provide a means for comparison with other similar institutions. 

Process for Development of Critical Measures 

Existing recommendations and reports and external reporting requirements were reviewed to identify 
potential measurement areas, and meetings were held with internal and external constituencies of the 
University to listen to suggestions and reactions to a proposed list of measures. This process resulted 
in a list of eighteen critical measurement areas, divided into three development/implementation 
phases. The five first phase critical measures were developed during the summer of 1994, reviewed 
by the Board of Regents at their September and November 1994 meetings, and approved on Decem
ber 8, 1994 . 

The seven second phase measures were developed during the 1994-95 academic year, using a two
part discussion process involving campuses, colleges and administrative units; University Senate and 
Senate committees; staff committees; student organizations/groups; President Hasselmo's minority 
advisory committees; and others. 

• The first part of this process, which used a discussion outline to identify the key aspects of 
each broad measurement area, was completed by the end of February 1995. 

• The second pa1t of this process, which used a set of discussion drafts to get reactions to more 
specific proposals for these measures, was completed by the end of April, 1995. 

Consultation Process for Second Phase Critical Measures 

From December 15, 1994 through March 10, 1995, many people gave thoughtful consideration to 
the second phase discussion outline, including the following groups: groups from the Crookston, 
Duluth, and Monis campuses; Faculty and Student Consultative Committees and Senate committees 
on educational policy, faculty affairs, equal employment opportunity for women, and finance and 
planning; staff groups including collegiate student affairs administrators and placement staff, the 
Council of Undergraduate Deans, and the civil service, academic staff, and labor/management com
mittees; student groups including the MSA Academic Atiairs Committee, CLA Student Board, St. 
Paul Board of Colleges, Council of Graduate Students, Graduate and Professional Student Assembly, 
CEE Advisory Board, and student representatives to the Board of Regents; the University of Minne
sota Alumni Association's Issues Committee, and the President's minority advisory committees . 
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Based on the outline discussion phase described above, meetings were conducted from March 11, 
1995 through May 19, 1995 to obtain reactions to the discussion drafts. We are indebted to numer
ous committees that provided thoughtful suggestions to the discussion drafts, as well as to the many 
individuals who provided us with specific comments. In addition to meeting with the groups listed 
above, meetings were held with the Senate committees on computing, disabilities, and intercolle
giate athletics; we also convened meetings that included cross-committee representation to focus on 

. particular critical measures. 

Following approval by the Board of Regents on July 14, 1995, the Office of Planning and Analysis 
began development work on the surveys and other data collection procedures needed to implement 
the second phase institutional-level critical measures. 

Key Differences for Second Phase Critical Measures 

The descriptions of the seven critical measures that follow differ in several ways from the five 
measures included in the first phase of the institutional-level critical measures. 

• The second phase measures are more developmental than the first phase measures, since 
there is little or no baseline data available in some of the areas, and goal setting is difficult 
without knowing the baseline from which the institution is starting. In addition, one of the 
measures (Scholarship, Research, Artistic Accomplishments) is more qualitative than quanti
tative in focus, and so goal setting may not be possible in the same way that it is for the other 
measures, even after additional information is collected. 

• Two measurement area changes were made: 1) to move the Responsiveness to Compelling 
State Needs measure into the third phase group of critical measures so that it can be devel
oped along with two closely related and also externally-focused measures (i.e., Outreach and 
Public Service and Responsiveness to Market Demand); and 2) to make information technol
ogy and research equipment part of a separate measure on "technology" in the third phase, 
rather than being incorporated into the Facilities Infrastructure measure. A revised list of 
the nineteen measurement areas, as organized into the three phases, is shown in Figure 1 
below: 

FIGURE 1 

Revised Development/Implementation Timetable for Critical Measures 

First Pha.c;e 0994) 
Characteristics of entering students 
Graduation rate 
Underrepresented groups/diversity 
Sponsored funding 
Invesunent per student 

Second Phase ( 1995) 
Student experience 
Post-graduation experience 
Scholarship, research, artistic 

accomplishments 
Overall satisfaction of 

Minnesota citizens 
Faculty and staff experience 
Facilities infrastructure 
Investment and voluntary 

support 
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1l1ird Phase (1995-96) 
Reputation of undergraduate, 

graduate, and professional 
programs 

Interdisciplinary/applied programs 
Outreach, public service 
Responsiveness to market demand 
Responsiveness to compelling 

state needs 
Customer service/streamlining 
Technology 
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• As these critical measures are further developed, every attempt will continue to be made to 
build on the measurement efforts of the campuses and collegiate units within the context of 
the strategic planning process, so that measures at the different levels will be compatible and 
complementary. 

• The relationship among the measurement categmies continues to be a very important issue 
that requires additional clmification. The measures are of three types: "input," "process," 
and "outcome" measures.-Ahhough·extemal eonstituencies may be pmticularly interested in 
outcome measures, internally we need more systematic information on how critical internal 
"processes" relate to desired outcomes. Outcome measures must be interpreted in the context 
of both related input and process measures; for example, both the Student Experience Critical 
Measure and the Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure emphasize those process 
elements that relate to outcomes in both arenas. There are also multiple measures dealing 
with students, with faculty, and with the University's external constituencies. Figure 2 below 
shows some of the inten-elationships am one the critical measurement areas: 

FIGURE2 
Interrelationships Among Nineteen Critical Measures 

"Input" Measures "Process" Measures "Outcome'' Measures 

~ Underrepresented groups/diversity 
Measures that cut 
across categories - Customer service/streamlining 

Technology 

Characteristics of Student experience Graduation rate 
Students entering students 

Post-graduation 
Investment per student experience 

Faculty and staff Sponsored funding 
experience 

Scholarship, research, & 
artistic accomplishments 

Faculty and Staff 
Reputation of research & 
educational programs 

Interdisciplinary/applied 
programs 

Outreach and public Responsiveness to 
SCIViCe compelling state needs 

Outreach/External Responsiveness to 
Responsiveness market 

Overall satisfaction of 
Minnesota citizens 

lnvt:stment am.l 

Resources voluntary support 

Facilities infrasuucture 
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Board of Regents 

RESOLUTION RELATED TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF CRITICAL MEASURES 
TO ASSESS INSTITUTIONAL PERFORMANCE 

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

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

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents approves the seven critical 
measures "Student Expetience," "Post-Graduation Experience," "Scholarship, Research, Artistic 
Accomplishments," "Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens," "Faculty and Staff Experience," 
"Facilities Infrasuucture," and "Investment and Voluntary Support," for measuring institutional 
performance in realizing the goals of University 2000; and therefore 

BE IT ALSO RESOLVED, that the Board of Regents approves the general goals for all seven 
measures and the specific performance goals for "Facilities Infrastructure" and "Investment and 
Voluntary Support", as follows: 

1. For the clitical measure of Student Expe1ience, the Board of Regents approves a general goal to 
constantly improve student satisfaction, student academic achievement and perfor-mance, and the 
distinctive instructional role of our research faculty. 

2. For the ctitical measure of Post-Graduation Experience, the Board of Regents approves a general 
goal to strengthen preparation for and success in careers, further education, and civic and community 
life for University graduates. 
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3. For the critical measure of Scholarship. Research. Artistic Accomplishments, the Board 
of Regents approves a general goal to maintain and increase high quality University faculty scholar
ship, research, and mtistic accomplishments. 

4. For the cdtical measure of Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens, the Board of Regents 
approves a general goal to increase the satisfaction of Minnesota citizens and key constituency 
groups with the University's performance and contributions to the state. 

5. For the critical measure of Faculty and Staff Experience, the Board of Regents approves 
a general goal to increase the preparation and satisfaction of University faculty and staff and the 
University's overall compensation position among top research universities (for faculty and aca
demic staff) and relative to market (for civil service and union represented staff). 

6. For the critical measure of Facilities Infrastructure. the Board of Regents approves a general goal 
to improve the quality, functionality, and safety of the University's physical infrastructure and assets, 
especially those central to classroom instruction; and specific institutional performance goals to: a) 
reduce the level of deferred renewal from $923 million (32% of total asset value) in the 1994 base
line year to $750 million (25% of total asset value) in the year 2000; b) increase the percentage of 
classrooms meeting quality standards to 100% in the year 2000; and c) decrease by 50% the number 
of buildings that do not meet specified safety and accessibility code standards by the year 2000. 

7. For the critical measure of Investment and Voluntary Support, the Board of Regents approves a 
general goal to increase the University's ability to withstand changes in public funding through 
successful investment growth and fund-raising, including increased alumni financial support; and 
specific institutional performance goals for the year 2000 to: a) be in the top quartile of public and 
private higher education institutions for a five year average in total return on invested funds; b) 
maintain a voluntary support ranking within the top 15 of public and private higher educational 
institutions; and c) increase from 36,279 alumni donors in the 1994 baseline year to 43,600 alumni 
donors in the year 2000. 

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

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Bom·d of Regents directs the administration of the Univer
sity of Minnesota to continue to develop additional institutional-level critical measures and perfor
mance goals for review and approval by the Board as required to assess institutional performance; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that when the final set of critical measures is developed, the 
administration also bring forward for review and approval a statement concerning priorities as well 
as any needed adjustments, to achieve the appropriate balance and incentives considering the set of 
critical measures as a whole. 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
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..... UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Critical Measure: The Student Experience 

General Goal for Measure: Constantly improve student satisfaction, student academic achievement and 
performance, and the distinctive instructional role of our research faculty. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 addresses the quality of the 
undergraduate student experience as follows: high quality undergraduate education, a nurturing environment, 
intense intellectual milieu, congenial support systems, etc. Relevant language from the graduate/professional 
education strategic area includes: participation in the creation of knowledge and increased access to 
interdisciplinary and applied programs. 

Specific Measure: The three-part model shown in Figure 1 below is intended to capture the key components 
of the student experience at the University, including the experiences of undergraduate and graduate/profes
sional students and students enrolled through Continuing Education and Extension/ University College: 

FIGURE 1 
Model for the Critical Measure of the Student Experience 

Student Academic Achieve-
ment and Performance 

• Unit-based procedures to 
assess academic achieve-
ment and performance 

• Campus specific plans to 
evaluate liberal education 
outcomes 

Student Satisfaction with Educational Experiencea 

. Contact with faculty outside the classroom . Academic contact with peers outside of 
classroom 

• Involvement in campus life (residence balls, 
participation in activities, organizations and 
athletics, membership in fraternity or sorority) 

• Quality of faculty and staff advising . Overall campus climate and physical environ-
ment . Educational benefits from participating in 
special programs and group activities . Contact with teaching assistants 

• Connections to broader c01rununity . Employment experiences related to educational 
goals and career choice . Perceived quality of classroom experience and 
facilities (from Student Evaluation of Teaching) . Availability of required course work . Perceived quality of academic and other 
services available to assist students 

~ l / 
I I Graduation 

Distinctive Features of a University Education 

• Instruction provided by tenured and tenure 
track research faculty 

• Participation in research-related experiences 
(e.g. UROP, directed research, etc. for 
undergraduates) and the creation of new 
knowledge (e.g., research assistantships for 
graduate students) . Participation in other campus specific 
experiences (e.g., internships, study abroad 
opportunities, etc.) 

(1) Student Satisfaction: This measure relies on an annual student survey of undergraduate, graduate, and 
professional students (including students served through CEFJUniversity College), with a general satisfaction 
question serving as the institutional-level critical measure. 

(2) Student Academic Achievement and Performance: With four campuses, many undergraduate colleges and 
professional schools, and hundreds of masters and doctoral programs, it would be difficult if not impossible to 
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I 
identify a single institutional-level critical measure. This measure relies on the development of a flexible, unit-baseQ. 
approach that focuses on student academic achievement. · 1 
(3) Distinctiveness of University of Minnesota Education: This measure focuses on two areas: the amount of 
instruction (particularly undergraduate instruction) provided by tenured and tenure-track research faculty; and 
student participation in research-related experiences and possibly other "distinctive" campus-specific programs. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: 

Student Satisfaction: Although there have been some surveys on student satisfaction at the University in the 
past, no data are complete enough to be used as baseline data for the purposes of this critical measure. Thus 
the results obtained in the first year that this critical measure is implemented will become the baseline for 
setting future performance goals. 

Distinctiveness of University Education: Figure 2 below shows for three baseline years the percentage of 
lecture course sections, by level, taught by regular tenured and tenure-track faculty. Performance goals have 
not yet been established, but will be clarified in the next cycle of the strategic planning process for colleges, 
provostal areas, and campuses. 

100% 
: 97~% 

90% 

80% : -· ~-8s.o%-

70% 
; 

-c: -Q) 60% 
~ 
Q) -a.. 50% ..; S2':jo;;;-

40% 

30% 
~ 

20% 
= 

10% 

0% 

1991 

All University 

Q~~% 97~% -
-85~%- f-85~% ---r-

-
-s£6% 

so1% 

1992 1993 1994 2000 

1xxx level 

3 & 5xxx level 

8xxx level 

FIGURE 2 

Percentag e of Lecture Course Sections, 
Level, Taught by Tenured by 

an d Tenure Track Facultya 

a Lecture co urse is defined as a class 
hich the instructor explains a 
t to students. 

session in w 
given subjec 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: The "President's Initiative for the Improvement of Under
graduate Education" identified seven central questions to stimulate improvements in the student experience, 
and special funding has been provided for several of those initiatives (e.g., improvement of instruction in 
large classes). All of these efforts need to continue, as well as the following additional U2000 initiatives: 

• Expansion of programs allowing undergraduate students to participate in special academic experiences 
• Further development of residential life and honors programs 
• Modernization of all classrooms and improvement of classroom management system 
• Electronic networking to infonnation centers around the world 
• New student records system with on-line registration and integrated systems management 
• Enhanced collegiate degree advising and increased faculty involvement 
• Improved intervention strategies to enhance student success 
• Improved programming to support a more positive climate for diverse communities 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Critical Measure: Post-Graduation Experience 

General Goal for Measure: Strengthen preparation for and success in careers, further education, 
· and civic and community life for University graduates. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: The University 2000 mission statement 
emphasizes the importance of preparing graduate, professional, and undergraduate students, as well 
as non-degree seeking students interested in lifelong leaming, for active roles in a multiracial and 
multicultural world. The undergraduate education strategic area and the graduate and professional 
education strategic area both recognize the importance of facilitating employment success of gradu
ates. 

Numerous state and federal initiatives are calling for mandatory reporting of employment experi
ences after graduation to be made available to potential students to help them choose particular 
institutions or programs. While responding to the expected external emphasis on employment, it is 
important to keep a somewhat broader focus in this critical measure, since many graduates go on for 
additional education, and many-ideally, most-graduates make use of their University education 
more broadly. both in their personal lives and as members of the communities in which they live. 
Figure 1 below ret1ects this broader focus: 

FIGURE 1 

Model for Critical Measure of the Post-Graduation Experience 

Career and employment opportunities: 

• Assistance in making career 
decisions 

• Current employment status 
• Perceived importance of University 

education, not only for specific skill 
development, but also for critical 
thinking, communication, leader
ship, collaboration, etc. 

Further Education: 
• Enrollment in graduate and 

professional degree progrruns 
• Participation in CEEJUniversity 

College offerings for professional 
development, career change, and/ 
or life long learning 

Continuing involvement 
with and support for the 
University of Minnesota 
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Overall Quality of Life: 
• Civic contributions 
• Community involvement 

and leadership 
• Life satisfaction 
• Volunteer activities 
• Participation in political 

process 



Specific Measure: The purpose of this measure is to determine the extent to which our graduates 
have benefited from their University of Minnesota education in these three areas: careers and em
ployment; further education, including graduate and/or professional education, professional develop
ment and/or retraining for career change, and "lifelong learning;" and quality of life, including civic 
and community life. Because connections between education and later experience are not static but 
often change over time, this measure must be able to pick up not only outcomes that can be observed 
close to the point of graduation, but also other significant outcomes that may not emerge until five or 
ten years after gcaduation. 

For the purposes of this critical measure, post-graduation experience will be measured through 
graduates' own evaluation of the value and relevance of their University education in the three areas 
identified above. This information will be collected through a periodic survey of a random sample 
of graduates (undergraduate, graduate, and professional students, for at least two points in time), 
with appropriate over-sampling of particular groups (e.g., graduates of color) to allow for separate 
reporting of results by group. The survey will contain a set of core questions that are identical across 
campuses and levels, but will allow for other questions to be added to address the unique concerns 
for a particular campus, college, and/or student level. 

The perspective of employers and others who see and interact with our graduates would be a useful 
second perspective and may be added as part of one of the third phase critical measures (e.g., respon
siveness to market demand), but it is not the focus of this measure. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: Almost all campuses and colleges of the Univer
sity conduct pe1iodic surveys of their graduates, although there is great variability in the timing and 
content of the surveys, who is surveyed, how the surveys are conducted, and how the results are 
reported and used. Aggregating these results into a reasonable set of baseline information for the 
institution as a whole is not feasible. Thus the results obtained in the first year that this critical 
measure is implemented will become the baseline for setting future performance goals. Results of 
this survey would be broken out for the different levels and types of students as well as by the 
diversity categories identified in the Unde1Tepresented Groups/Diversity Critical Measure. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Related initiatives include all of the initiatives 
related to the undergraduate education and the graduate and professional education strategic areas. 
Of particular relevance are the following initiatives that facilitate the transition from education to 
employment: 

• For undergraduates: enhancement of career counseling and job placement services; identification 
and expansion of student activities within and outside the classroom that develop leadership and 
cooperative skills; and expansion of internships and other similar programs that give students job 
experiences and employment connections. · 

• For graduate and professional students: increased mentming that spans the educational and 
employment settings; and expansion of intemships and other similar programs that give students 
job experiences and employment connections. 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Critical Measure: Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments 

General Goal for Measure: Maintain and increase high quality University faculty scholarship, 
research, and artistic accomplishments. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 identifies research as 
one of the six strategic areas for the University of Minnesota and states a goal of "sustaining and 
improving the University's position as one of the premier research universities in the country." The 
plan emphasizes a commitment to the relationship of basic research to applied research; to under
graduate educatimi, graduate, professional and continuing education, and to outreach; to an appropri
ate balance of effort between basic and applied research, within and across the disciplines; to main
taining and enhancing the quality of academic disciplines that are the core of a land-grant, research 
university; to promoting interdisciplinary and/or cooperative activities; and to effectively responding 
to the demand for applied research. 

This critical measure is intended to measure the important creative contributions of University 
faculty in discoveting new knowledge and to reflect the richness and the breadth of these accom
plishments. Scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishments are the result of a creative process 
that begins with the germination of an idea; proceeds to the further development and expansion of 
the idea; and may later become recognized as having impact and influence within the field. Eventu
ally it might result in significant impact and/or application in the form of new technologies/materi
als/methods, changes in public policies, and/or further inquires and inventions in important new 
areas. This ctitical measure attempts to reflect achievements and contributions of faculty in the 
second and third stages of this creative process, as shown in Figure 1 below (the application of this 
knowledge will be an important focus in the "third phase" critical measures): 

FIGURE 1 

Creative Process and Examples of 
Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Q~nnini\liQD Q[ }yea~ ---+ EliU!J!lsiQD Q[ Ideas -+ Re!.:Q~nitiQD Q(liDUl!Ct o(hleas--+ Imoa~<t i!Dd Aooli£i!liQD Q( Id~a~ 
(e.g., invitation to deliver a (e.g., publication in refereed (e.g .• important book or award; (e.g., new technologies/ 
paper at a conference; first journal; book chapter; membership on important board materials/methods; public 
performance or exhibition in repeated perfonnance or or committee; exhibition or policies; further inquiries and 
a local venue) exhibition) performance on national or inventions) 

international scale) 

Specific Measure: This measure would create an Annual University Scholarly Accomplishments 
Portfolio reflecting the collective and individual accomplishments of faculty members and would 
have two components: 
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(1) a count of each of the basic types of "scholarly products" that reflect acceptance within the 
academic field, including (a) scholarly books, monographs, book chapters, etc.; b) articles published 
in scholarly or professional joumals; c) conference proceedings; d) exhibits, exhibitions, perfor
mances and/or compositions; e) patents and licenses; f) software; and g) designs; and 

(2) a descriptive listin~ of "hi!,!hlit;htli" that are forwarded by the disciplinary units to reflect their 
more significant individual and collective scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishments, 
including both 'Scholarly· products and·extemal recognition (e.g., awards, prizes, honors, and appoint
ments by professional organizations that reflect the quality of a faculty member's schoiarly work/ 
relative standing). 

Data collection for this measure will be built on the annual faculty reports prepared by faculty 
members, using a common set of categories for all units so that results can be aggregated across 
colleges, campuses, and the institution. The focus of the measure is on scholarly products and 
recognition, not on the perfmmance or productivity of individuals. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: Currently, the data needed for this critical measure 
are unavailable because there is no institutional-level data collection and reporting process in place. 
As a result, baseline data will not be available until the first year's data are collected for this critical 
measure. But even when baseline data have been compiled, it is not clear that meaningful goals can 
be set (at least in the same way that they are set for other critical measures), since this measure is 
more qualitatively than quantitatively focused. Regardless of whether there is a numerical perfor
mance goal, the measure will increase attention to faculty scholarly accomplishments, with presum
ably positive results. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: To increase the overall quality and quantity of 
faculty scholarly accomplishments, the following institutional actions are critical: 

• Recruitment and retention of world-class researchers, scholars, and artists 
• Promotion of basic research and maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the academic 

disciplines that are at the core of a land-grant university 
• Promotion and strengthening of interdisciplinary activities 
• Responding to the demand for applied research and 
• Upgrading and enhancing the research infrastructure 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

·Critical Measure: Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens 

General Goal for Measure: Increase satisfaction of Minnesota citizens and key constituency 
groups with the University's performance and contributions to the state. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: U~OOO states ~he University's commit
ment to enhancing the social, cultural, economic, and intellectual health of Minnesota and the Upper 
Midwest and reiterates the three elements of its mission as a land-grant, research university: research 
and discovery, teaching and learning, and outreach and public service. The University's vision is· 
expressed in the six strategic areas of research, graduate and professional education, undergraduate 
education, outreach and access, user-fliendly University community, and diversity. 

The University needs not only to maintain and improve its performance in each of these areas, but 
also to improve the public's understanding of its mission, its programs, and its contlibutions to the 
state. Public understanding and support are critical for achieving the University's vision and goals 
for the 21st century. This critical measure will serve as a way of measming the University's success 
in communicating its mission, goals, and accomplishments to the people of the state. For the pur
poses of this critical measure, satisfaction of Minnesota citizens is conceptualized as shown in 
Figure 1 below: 

Awareness of the University's + 
mission and goals-institutional 
level and by campus: 

• overall 
• teaching/learning 
• research/discovery 
• outreach/public service 
• customer/constituent responsiveness 

FIGURE 1 
Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens 

Perception of importance of + 
mission and goals to state/ 
communities/self-institutional 
level and by campus: 

• overall 
• teaching/learning 
• research/discovery · 
• outreach/public service 
• customer/constituent responsiveness 

Perception of performance 
related to mission for state/ 
communities/self
institutionallevel and by 
campus: 

· • overall 
• teaching/learning 
• research/discovery 
• outreach/public service 
• customer/constituent 
responsiveness 

Specific Measure: The specific measure is the percentage of a random sample of Minnesota citi
zens polled who say they are very satisfied with the University. For purposes of this critical mea
sure, "Minnesota citizens" are defined as the general public of the state and key constituency groups, 
including business and industry, state and local governments, the non-profit sector, and communities 
ofcolor. · 

This measure relies on public opinion polling, and expands on the polling that has been done in the 
past by University Relations. Polling would be done at least biennially (ideally annually), over
sampling for key constituency groups to obtain samples of sutTicient size to draw subgroup conclu
sions wherever possible; follow-up polling of individuals who would agree to provide additional 
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infonnation on certain questions might also be used to gain additional infonnation (e.g., respondents 
who stated that they had experienced problems in their personal contacts with the University). 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: To have meaningful results, it will be important to 
understand why people respond as they do when rating their overall satisfaction. Figure 1 above 
suggests some of the areas that are important to explore; it will also be useful to know what direct or 
indirect experiences they may have had with the University, including which of the four campuses 
come to mind. when.lhey think.of the University. The "overalLsatisfaction" rating would serve as a 
summing up of their responses to the more specific questions. 

Data collected in past University Relations public opinion polls are suggestive but not necessarily 
adequate to establish the baseline for the Overall Satisfaction measure, given the limited scope of 
these surveys; Figure 2 below shows these suggestive results from the 1994 survey. 

Very 
Satisfied 

1994 

FIGURE2 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Public's Overall Satisfaction 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

·Neither Satisfied 
or Dissatisfied 

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

.. Very 
Dissatisfied 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 1 00% 

Source: 1994 Minnesota State Survey, Minnesota Center for Survey Research, University of Minnesota 

For the reasons stated above, the baseline for the Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens will be 
established in the first year that the expanded survey is implemented, and performance goals can 
then be set. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Relevant initiatives include all U2000 initiatives, 
since public perceptions of the University will be a function of progress and performance in all of 
these areas. In addition, the University needs to implement aggressive communication strategies so 
that Minnesota residents become better informed about-and more supportive of-the University's 
unique mission and role and its important accomplishments. 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Critical Measure: Faculty and Staff Experience 

General Goal for Measure: 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. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 states a goal of faculty who are 
world-class researchers, scholars, and artists; who are effective teachers; and who reflect the diversity of 
society. U2000 also envisions faculty as being free to look at the world as they see it and to express what they 
see in their work, as well as having the support they need for the creation of new knowledge in basic, interdis
ciplinary, and applied areas, and for effective teaching and outreach. Staff are envisioned as being able to 
design and provide services that are needed and valued by all members of the University community, and as 
being given the time and support they need to accomplish their work in a consistently high quality manner. 
The sixth strategic area of University 2000 also states a goal of creating an environment that actively ac
knowledges and values diversity for men and women students, faculty, and staff from varying racial, reli
gious, and ethnic backgrounds, and of varying sexual orientations, as well as people with disabilities. 

Specific Measure: The Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure addresses the experience of University 
faculty and staff from two perspectives-the institution's and the employee's-and focuses on three key 
areas: 1) skill and career development of employees (as facilitated by the institution); 2) supportiveness of the 
environment (as reflected in employees' perceptions of the climate); and 3) market competitiveness of .cmn:: 
pensation (as viewed for the institution in the aggregate, not on an individual level). The three-part model for 
this measure is shown in Figure 1 below. 

FIGURE 1 
Faculty and Staff Experience 

Institutional Perspective 

Development Measure: the extent to 
which faculty and staff receive skill and 
career development that prepares them to 
perform effectively in their jobs, and 
that advances the mission of the institu
tion (current and future) 

Compensation Measure: market 
competitiveness in compensation, as 
reflected in the University's compensa
tion position among peer institutions for 
faculty and academic staff; and position 
relative to appropriate labor markets for 
civil service and union represented groups 

Employee Perspective 

Climate Measure: the overall 
satisfaction of faculty and staff, as 
reflected in the extent to which they 
perceive their work as respected, 
valued, supported, and recognized, 
in a welcoming, collaborative, safe, 
and functional physical and inter
personal environment 

For purposes of this critical measure, faculty and staff are detined as including all regular faculty, senior 
academic administrators, other academic administrators, academic professionals, union represented staff, and 
civil service staff. The measure is concerned with the experience of men and women faculty and staff from 
varying racial, religious, and ethnic backgrounds; faculty and staff of varying sexual orientations; and faculty 
and staff with disabilities. Elements of this Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure will also be 
included in the Underrepresented Groups/Diversity Critical Measure . 
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At this point in time, the measures in all three of these areas are somewhat developmental: 

(1) Development Measure: This measure deals with the extent to which faculty and staff receive developmen
tal support and/or training that prepares them to perform as expected in their jobs and that advances the 
mission of the University, with particular emphasis on: a) developmental support for the mission activities of 
research, scholarship and artistic activity; teaching and learning; and outreach and public service; b) prepara
tion for administration, management, and leadership to accomplish institutional, campus, and unit goals; c) 
training for specific skills, including effective use of information technology; and d) individualized orientation 
and developmental support for jnniorf.Iculty -and new staff. 

The measure for development is the number and percent of faculty and staff who receive developmental 
support or training in identified priority areas. broken down to show results for each type of faculty and staff 
group and for each of the underrepresented/diversity groups. Although the need has been recognized and 
preliffiinary work begun, development of a comprehensive institutional strategy setting priorities for address
ing the development needs of faculty and staff will likely take one to two years to complete. 

(2) Climate Satisfaction Measure: This measure refers to the extent to which faculty and staff perceive that 
their work is respected and valued; that the interpersonal and physical work environment is welcoming, 
collegial, and collaborative (not isolating); that expectations for workload and performance are clearly commu
nicated (including feedback) and appropriate; that concerns about the work environment ar~ heard and ad
dressed; that there are opportunities for promotion and advancement; and that work is adequately supported to 
allow for successful performance. The measure for climate satisfaction will be based on an annual faculty/staff 
~that includes an overall Question on satisfaction with the climate, as well as more specific questions 
addressing the important areas of emphasis. 

(3) Compensation Measure: This measure refers, for faculty and academic staff, to the University's com
pensation position among peer institutions. Recognizing that faculty salaries vary among the different 
disciplines and that, on a working level, salaries need to be competitive with comparable departments/ 
disciplines in peer institutions, it is nevertheless useful to look at the University of Minnesota's "competi
tive position" overall when establishing compensation performance goals. Because of the different campus 
missions, competitive position and future performance goals will be based on different sets of peer institu
tions for each campus. For the Twin Cities campus, the Compensation Working Group has recommended 
using the top 30 U.S. research universities cited in Change magazine; appropriate peer institutions for the 
Duluth, Morris and Crookston campuses have not been finalized. For civil service and union represented 
groups, the measure refers to the University's position relative to appropriate labor markets. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: The development baseline will be identified and goals set 
after a comprehensive development and training plan has been completed. Because there is no baseline infor
mation on climate satisfaction covering all faculty and staff groups on all campuses, the climate satisfaction 
baseline and goals will be specified after the first comprehensive survey is done. Finally, while some baseline 
data has been presented in the Compensation Working Group report, and illustrative 1994-95 data on civil 
service and union represented staff compensation was presented to the Board of Regents in a March, 1995 
report, additional work remains to be done before the baselines are established and goals set. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Important initiatives include the following areas: 
• Development of skill sets to improve performance in cmTent jobs 
• Development of administrator, manager, and supervisor training 
• Expansion of career development programs for staff-
• Consolidation of problem-solving models and procedures 
• Development and implementation of new Human Resources Information System/payroll system 
• Restructuring of faculty and staff compensation systems 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Critical Measure: Facilities Infrastructure 

General Goal for Measure: Improve the quality, functionality, and safety of the University's physical 
infrastructure and assets, especially those central to classroom instruction. 

Rationale for Measur:e and!Retation to University 2000: Univer-sity 2000 calls for the campuses to be 
useful for modem educational techniques, physically accessible, environmentally sound, attractive, and safe. 
Erosion of the University's buildings and its supporting infrastructure undermines every aspect of its ability to 
function effectively. Quality classrooms enhance faculty teaching and student learning. Unfortunately, the 
University's classrooms need a great deal of work. In a recent comprehensive survey of classrooms on the 
Twin Cities campus, the physical and functional condition of two-thirds of the classrooms on the Twin Cities 
campus was rated as below standard. A large number of University buildings do not meet current safety and 
accessibility standards. Bringing these buildings up to code improves the environment for faculty, students 
and staff, while meeting safety and accessibility regulations set by the state and federal governments. 

Specific Measure: This critical measure focuses on three elements that are central to our stewardship of 
existing physical resources and assets: 1) level of deferred renewal costs; 2) percentage of classrooms meet
ing physical and functional standards; and 3) number of buildings meeting specified safety and accessibility 
code standards. Figure 1 below illustrates the three elements of this critical measure. 

FIGURE 1 

Components of the Critical Measure 
Facilities Infrastructure 

Number of Buildings 
Meeting Code and 

Accessibility Standards 

Percentage of Classrooms 
Meeting Quality and 
Utilization Standards 

/ 
Total University Deferred Renewal Costs 

(I) Deferred Renewal Measure: This measure refers to the total1994 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. 

(2) Classroom Space Measure: The measure for classrooms is the percent of total classrooms meeting a 
specified functional and physical standard. including standards for access, sight lines, acoustical and mechani
cal, lighting, electrical, teaching surfaces, windows, tecluiology. and seating. The analysis was based on a 
total of 422 classrooms (including 260 centrally scheduled and 162 departmentally managed classrooms). 
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(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 catego
rized into five levels: serious deticiencies, major deficiencies, moderate deficiencies, minor deficiencies, and 
no significant deficiencies. 

Baseline Information and Year 2000 Performance Goal: 

Deferred Renewal Baseline and Goal: Figure 2 below shows the institutional and campus baseline informa
tion for the year 1994 and the proposed institutional performance goal for the year 2000. 

Figure 2 

Level of Deferred Renewal 

on All Campuses for 1994 

and Institutional Performance Goals for Year 2000 

1994 Represents 32 
Percent of Total Asset 
Value of $2.9 Billion 

• 
IB 

• 
1m 

~ 

2000 Represents 25 
Percent of Total Asset 
Value of $3.0 Billion 

Total 

Twin Cities 

Duluth 

Morris 

Crookston 

Classroom Space Baseline and Goal:The overall goal for classrooms is to have 100% of the 
University's general purpose classrooms utilized/occupied in accordance with adopted national 
standards and brought up to a quality standard by the year 2000. 

Code Compliance Baseline and Goal: 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. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Three primary strategies have been proposed to 
achieve the U 2000 goals: increase utilization, enhance technology, and reduce life cycle costs. 
Important initiatives for accomplishing the goals above include: 

• Renewal of major systems 
• Reduction of buildings included in the facilities inventory by fall 1997 
• Classroom improvements 
• Building safety and accessibility improvements 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Critical Measure: Investment and Voluntary Support 

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

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 recognizes that success in 
achieving the goals of the University will depend on acquiring the necessary resources to achieve its strategic 
goals, including a balanced strategy incorporating new sources of revenue. The University needs to acquire 
and maintain diverse sources of revenue as a buffer against unforeseen changes in the external environment 
and to decrease to the extent possible its dependence on tuition and government funding. 

Investment earnings and voluntary support are two important additional revenue sources to offset decreasing 
levels of higher education funding from traditional sources (i.e., state appropriations, federal grants, tuition). 
Endowment funds in particular play an important role because their earnings, when invested strategically to 
grow over time, represent an ongoing source of financial support that provides resources for future genera
tions, as well as revenue for current operations. Private gifts, grants, and other private non-contract financial 
support greatly increase the University's ability to fund its programs and are an increasingly-important aspect 
of the University's overall funding. Alumni financial support is another important resource and also a tan
gible reflection of the commitment of alumni to the University. 

Specific Measure: This is fundamentally a measure about stewardship and private support for the University, 
reflected in three types of contributions to the financial health of the institution: 1) return on invested funds; 
2) national ranking in total voluntary support; and 3) number of alumni who make financial gifts to the 
University. 

Return on Invested Funds Measure: This measure is about stewardship-the management and growth of 
invested funds available to support the University's mission and programs. 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. At that time, it may be 
useful to review the possibility of consolidating information on the return on invested funds into a single 
figure as well. 

Because of market fluctuations, at least a five-year and possibly a ten-year average should be used (rat.l:ler 
than a single year) to reflect the current perforn1ance and future goals for this measure. When fully imple
mented, 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 (NACUDO). 

National Ranking in Total Voluntary Support Measure: This measure is about the University's success in 
generating new sources of private support. 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 Aid to Education (CFAE), and can serve as an overall measure of perfor
mance in generating new voluntary support from the sources noted above. Because the dollar amount of 
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voluntary support and the related rankings can vary considerably from year to year, based on special cam
paigns 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. 

Number of Alumni Donors Measure: Tilis measure is about alumni support for the University, as expressed in 
their willingness to give back financially to the institution. 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. Obviously, this problem makes it difficult to reach many alumni for any purpose, 
including not only appeals for their support, but also information about the University's plans and accom
plishments. Efforts to increase the number of "addressable" alumni have been made in the last several years, 
with some success. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: 

Return on Invested Funds Baseline and Goal: As noted above, there is currently no mechanism in place to 
report in a single number the return on all endowment funds held and managed for the University's benefit. 
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. · 

National Ranking in Total Voluntary Support Baseline and Goal: 
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National Ranking of 
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During the baseline years from 1990-1994, 
the University ranked 12, 11, 7, 9, and 
13 respectively, as shown in Figure 1. 
The year 2000 goal is to maintain a 
voluntary support ranking within the top 
15 of public and private higher educa
tion institutions. 

Number of Alumni Donors Baseline and 
.Qmll: During the baseline years from 
1991-1994, the number of alumni who 
made financial contributions to the 
University ranged between 35, 819 and 
36,566. 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 contribu
tion. 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. 

Related Action Initiatives in Univer
sity 2000: Important initiatives include: 

• 
• 
• 

Investments in systems and technology to identify and keep track of alumni over time 
Investments to improve the student experience and the post-graduation experience 
Strengthening of revenue-raising activity in collegiate units 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Detailed Descriptions of Phase Two Institutional Level 
Critical Measures 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

The Student Experience 

Specific Measure: Acceptable student learning and performance, coupled with a positive evaluation 
of campus life, results in a student who believes she/he can succeed, stays enrolled at the University 
of Minnesota, and graduates within the timeframe that matches the individual student's expectation. 
Although the student experience varies across the Crookston, Duluth, Morris, and Twin Cities 
campuses, certain features of the experience are common to all four campuses of the University of 
Minnesota. 

Rather than proposing a single measure to capture the complexity of the student experience, the 
three-part model in Figure 1 below is proposed to capture the essential components of the student 
experience at the University of Minnesota. Our intention is to focus on both undergraduate and 
graduate/professional students as well as to include students enrolled through Continuing Education 
and Extension/University College. Especially for graduate students, measures of the student experi
ence interact with measures of research, scholarship and artistic accomplishments and the reputation 
of graduate programs. 

FIGURE 1 

Model for the Critical Measure of the Student Experience 

Student Academic Achieve-
ment and Performance 

• Unit-based procedures to 
assess academic achieve-
ment and performance 

• Campus specific plans to 
evaluate liberal education 
outcomes 

Student Satisfaction with Educational Experiencea 

• Contact with facUlty outside the classroom 
• Academic contact with peers outside of 

classroom 
• Involvement in campus life (residence halls, 

participation in activities, organizations and 
athletics, membership in fraternity or sorority) 

• Quality of faculty and staff advising 
• Overall campus climate and physical environ-

ment 
• Educational benefits from participating in 

special programs and group activities 
• Contact with teaching assistants 
• Connections to broader community 
• Employment experiences related to educational 

goals and career choice 
• Perceived quality of classroom experience and 

facilities (from Student Evaluation of Teaching) 
• Availability of required course work 
• Perceived quality of academic and other 

services available to assist students 

~ l 
I Graduation 

/ 
I 

Distinctive Features of a University Education 

• Instruction provided by tenured and teniD'e 
track research faculty 

• Participation in research-related experiences 
(e.g. UROP, directed research, etc. for 
undergraduates) and the creation of new 
knowledge (e.g., rcsearch assistantships for 
graduate students) 

• Participation in other campus specific 
experiences (e.g., internships, study abroad 
opportunities, etc.) 

ll'fhe specific topic areas illustrate some of the more important aspects of the student experience that correlate with their overall 
satisfaction. We welcome additional suggestions for major topic areas to be included in the proposed annual student survey. 
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General Goal for Measure: Provide a challenging and high quality educational environment for all 
students attending each of the four campuses of the University of Minnesota. The goal is to con
stantly improve student satisfaction, student academic achievement and performance, and the dis
tinctive instructional role of our research faculty, all of which are central to the continuing improve
ment of the overall student experience. Although specific experiences may vary between under
graduate students enrolled in day school, those enrolled in Continuing Education and Extension/ 
University College, and those enrolled in graduate and professional programs, the essential compo
nents of a quality educational experience are similar for all groups. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 addresses the quality of 
the student experience in the mission statement and in each of the six strategic areas in language 
such as the following from the undergraduate strategic area: high quality unde~graduate education, a 
nurturing environment that fosters student success, intense intellectual milieu, congenial support 
systems, liberal education opportunities, in-depth study of a discipline or interdisciplinary field, 
participation in the creation of knowledge, enrollment of underrepresented and diverse student 
populations, and new opportunities for part-time students. Relevant language from the graduate/ 
professional strateg~c area includes: participation in the creation of knowledge and increased access 
to interdisciplinary and applied programs. 

In conversations about University 2000 institutional-level critical measures, both internal and exter
nal constituencies rated the student experience as the most important of all of the 18 proposed 
critical measure categories. There was general consensus that classroom interactions are usually 
positive, although there is some unevenness across colleges, departments and courses; that there is 
sometimes a lack of responsiveness to legitimate student needs, poor communication (including 
information about positive changes that have, in fact, improved the student experience), and a sense 
of isolation for many students; that undergraduate advising is a crucial aspect of the student experi
ence; that because of the differences between undergraduate and graduate/professional programs, it 
is difficult to identify specific, common features of campus life that contribute to satisfaction, reten
tion, and timely graduation for all students; and that more attention needs to be focused on transi
tions, both into and out of the University, for graduate and professional students. 

Although the focus of this measure is on the student experience, the model above relates to several 
other critical measures. Of particular relevance are the critical measures on Post-Graduation Experi
ence, Investment and Voluntary Support, and Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens, since long
term affiliation with and support for the University of Minnesota are strongly influenced by the 
student experience. To the extent that students who attend the University of Minnesota find some
thing lacking in their educational experiences,- they are less likely to attribute later successes to their 
University experiences (Post-Graduation Experience Critical Measure), and they are unlikely~ 
continue their affiliation (e.g., through alumni giving, which is part of the Investment and Voluntary 
Support Critical Measure) or to feel positively about the University (as reflected in the Overall 
Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens Critical Measure). 

Description of Measure: The three-part model described in Figure 1 was developed as an institu
tional-level critical measure, although it is important that the model be appropriate for each of our 
four campuses. The model is quite congruent with previously developed campus models, such as the 
"in, through, and on" concept articulated for the Duluth campus in the document Academic Support 
and Student ~ife Planning Document 1995-2000. The third component of the model Distinctive 
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Features of a University Education requires additional specification of features that are especially 
salient for the Crookston, Duluth, and Morris campuses, since, as it is currently proposed, the third 
component may be too narrowly defined. 

Student Academic Achievement and Performance 

Campuses, colleges, and departments must assess learning outcomes and use those results to im
prove teaching and facilitate student learning. Systematic assessment of student academic achieve
ment at the unit level must depend on more than course grades, since grades somewhat artificially 
restrict the definition of student academic achievement to what particular instructors decide is impor
tant as course outcomes. The assessment of student learning is an essential faculty responsibility, 
and that responsibility is taken seriously by University of Minnesota faculty in their assessment of 
learning that occurs in particular courses they teach. At the same time, there is reason to believe that 
in focusing on increases in students' knowledge, understanding, and ability to apply specific course 
content, insufficient attention has been paid to assessing some of the broader educational outcomes 
that are valued by the University and its faculty, such as being able to communicate clearly and . 
effectively, being sensitive to human diversity in its many facets, and being ·able to think critically. 

The problem in identifying an institutional-level critical measure that addresses the question of 
stude.nt academic achievement and performance at the completion of a degree program is that the 
University of Minnesota includes programs that differ considerably in the nature and level of ex
pected student academic achievement and performance. The University has four campuses with 
different missions, many different undergraduate colleges that grant baccalaureate degrees, many 
professional schools, and hundreds of masters and doctoral programs. 

For this reason, it is not possible to identify a sin~le institutional-level critical measure of academic 
achievement. Constructing an artificial measure to serve across campuses, colleges, and degree 
levels would result in a "lowest common denominator'' approach that would not be meaningful and 
could in fact lead to mediocrity, rather than excellence, across levels and units. Instead, a flexible. 

. unit-based approach that focuses on student academic achievement and performance as defined by 
faculty within the unit should be pursued. At some future time, it might be possible to aggregate 
unit-based results into an institutional-level critical measure. but it is not feasible to do so now. 
Campus and collegiate efforts to assess student academic achievement and performance have begun 
and need to continue. The need for these initiatives is suggested in a March 21. 1995 memorandum 
distributed on the Duluth campus: "the mere taking of prescribed regimens·of courses. and the 
attaining of desired grades within them, does not constitute adequate assessment." The Crookston 
campus is implementing a system for the evaluation of a set of learner outcomes in all courses. 
Program outcomes for the nine core components are the basis for Crookston's plan for the assess
ment of student academic achievement, recently approved by the North Central Association. 

The first step in the process will be to determine the particular context in which units will be ex- . 
pected to address student academic achievement and performance. At least two possibilities exist: 
(a) within the context of the University's on-going strategic planning process; and (b) within the 
established program review process jointly conducted by the Graduate School and selected collegiate 
units. 
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In addition to being an important aspect of the Student Experience Critical Measure, the plan for 
assessing student academic achievement is necessary to respond to new assessment requirements 
from the North Central Association for the Accreditation of Colleges and Schools, Commission on 
Institutions of Higher Education. 

Student Satisfaction 

The University of Minnesota has a long history of conducting periodic surveys of overall student 
satisfaction with the student experience, as well as decades of effort in evaluating students' satisfac
tion with specific instructional experiences and the services provided by particular offices on each of 
our campuses. Periodic surveys of students' satisfaction with the student experience, including 
surveys of current students as well as recent graduates, have been conducted on the Crookston,. 
Duluth, and Morris campuses. In addition, collegiate units on the Duluth and Twin Cities campuses 
have periodically conducted surveys of student satisfaction with various services, including aca
demic support services. 

One of the problems inherent in proposing a measure of student satisfaction is that students have 
many different kinds of experiences within and outside the classroom, all of which contribute to their 
sense of overall satisfaction with the institution; however, it is not feasible at an institutional level to 
measure all of the ways in which students interact with the University's faculty, staff, services, 
offices, and systems. 

A ~enera} satisfaction Question js proposed as the jnstjtutional-leyel critical measure (e.g., "What is 
your overall satisfaction with your experiences at the University of Minnesota?") to summarize the 
detail that would come from responses to dozens of more specific questions (e.g., "How satisfied are 
you with the registration process at the University of Minnesota?"). The use of a single item to 
measure students' satisfaction with their experiences on campus is similar to the practice of using 
single job satisfaction items as a quick measure of an individual's job satisfaction, which is accepted 
as a valid overall index of job satisfaction. 

The actual survey would be designed to reflect students' levels of satisfaction with those core ele
ments of the student experience that research has demonstrated are related to overall satisfaction, 
retention, and student learning, as well as a section that asks students to rate the quality of services 
provided by units that contribute to student life on campus. A survey recently conducted on the 
Twin Cities campus might serve as a model for constructing the annual survey. 

Supplemental Measures: Although not feasible to include as the focus of an institutional critical 
measure, more specific satisfaction data from current students is useful to identify areas in which 
improvements are necessary and where changes would presumably contribute to an improved stu
dent experience. In addition, non-returning students are a source of useful information on the stu
dent experience, and they should be contacted in a more systematic way to find out why they chose 
not to return to the University. All such additional student experience data collection/measurement 
efforts should be campus based and, on the Twin Cities campus, tailored to address the specific 
concerns of the three provostal areas. Five kinds of supplemental measures are outlined in Attach

mentA. 
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Distinctiveness of University of Minnesota Education 

As noted in Figure 1, this element of the Student Experience Critical Measure would focus on two 
areas: the amount of under~:raduate instruction provided by tenure and tenure-track research faculty: 
and student participation in research-related experiences such as the Undergraduate Research Oppor
tunities Program (UROP), directed research, etc. Other aspects of distinctiveness mi~ht be campus 
specific. 

For the Duluth campus, features might be: 
• a residential learning experience 
• size (comprehensive curriculum but small enough to be personal), and 
• Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program 

Some of the distinctive opportunities for students on the Crookston campus might include: 
• Universal access to computers and information resources 
• Faculty across the campus prepared in technology 
• Polytechnic programs 
• Student-developed portfolio resume 

Possible distinctiveness for the Morris campus could include the following: 
• Number of students who study abroad 
• Number of students engaged with faculty in collaborative undergraduate research (e.g., 

Morris Academic Partners, Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program) 
• Number of students engaged in service learning, internships, and similar activities 

Additional discussion is needed to address how the distinctiveness component should be defined for 
students enrolled in Continuing Education and Extension/University College and graduate and 
professional students. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: 

Student Satisfaction 

Although there have been variations in the wording of such questions in past University surveys, as 
well as variations in response options and the characteristics of students surveyed, results of recent 
surveys can be used to develop a rough overall baseline for student satisfaction. Summarizing 
existing data and proposing performance goals must recognize the differences among campuses as 
well as differences among levels (i.e., undergraduate students, graduate students, and professional 
school students), since what contributes to overall satisfaction is likely to differ across student 
groups. Attachment B summarizes the results for overall student satisfaction from student surveys 
conducted since 1989. As the results indicate, most of the studies have focused on undergraduates 
enrolled in day school on the Twin Cities campus. 
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Table 1 below is an aggregation of results for the Twin Cities campus based on the satisfaction data 
available to date. We expect that in the continuing discussion of this critical measure, we will 

TABLE 1 
Overall Student Satisfaction 

Aggregated across Six Specific Surveys 
on the Twin Cities Campus 

Response 

Very Dissatisfied 
Moderately Dissatisfied 
Slightly Dissatisfied 
SlighUy Satisfied 
Moderately Satisfied 
Very Satisfied 

N 

202 
479 
712 

1306 
3399 
1161 

% 

l2.5i 
2.8 
6.6 
9.8 

18.0 
46.8 
.16.0 

Mean 
4.5 

identify additional sources of 
information which may some
what change (in later drafts) the 
results shown in this table. 

Figure 2 on the following page 
displays the average satisfaction 
scores for each study and the 
aggregated score across all 
studies and will, in subsequent 
drafts of the measure, suggest 
performance goals for overall 
student satisfaction. In contrast 
to most of the critical measures 
included in the first phase 

critical measures, available comparison data on overall student satisfaction for students enrolled at 
comparable peer institutions is not readily available. It is also difficult to obtain potentially relevant 
"benchmark data" from industry, since most other data are less general and address shorter experi
ences as the basis for the measurement of customer satisfaction. 

In the future, the satisfaction measure would be obtained through an annual survey conducted early 
in the spring quarter (to enable most new students to have a couple of quarters of experience at the 
University) of a random sample of currently enrolled students (stratified by undergraduate, graduate, 
and professional levels and including both regular day school students as well as students served 
through CEEJUniversity College), with appropriate over-sampling of particular groups indicated in 
the diversity strategic area in University 2000. 

All surveys would contain a set of core overall questions that are identical across campuses and 
levels; the remainder of the survey could be tailored to address concerns on a particular campus and/ 
or student level. This will be important since the experiences that contribute to satisfaction for a 
student on the Crookston campus may differ from those on the Morris campus; and graduate students 
on the Twin Cities campus may have specific concerns that differ from undergraduates on the Twin 
Cities campus; and students in professional programs on the Duluth campus may have concerns that 
differ from their counterparts in programs on the Twin Cities campus. 

Results of this survey would be broken out for the different levels and types of students as well as by 
the diversity categories identified in the Underrepresented Groups/Diversity Critical Measure. The 
results obtained through this measure should be communicated to students and others, and used as a 
framework for subsequent reporting on the actions and associated results from initiatives to address 
areas of particular concern to students. 
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FIGURE 2 
Overall Baseline Information for Student Satisfaction 

Aggregated Across Six Studies and 
Proposed Performance Goal 

Very Satisfied (6) 

Moderately Satisfied (5) 4.7 
4.7 
4.6 4.5 
4.5 
4.3 

Slightly Satisfied (4) 4.2 

Slightly Dissatisfied (3) 

Moderately Dissatisfied (2) 

4.7 

Specific Aggregated 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Studies Mean 

b 
Performance Goal 

a Responses coded from Very Dissatisfied = 1 to Very Satisfied = 6 

b 
The year 2000 performance goal reflects what the mean would be based on aggregated 
baseline data, if the "'Very Dissatisfied• and •Moderately Dissatisfied• responses were only 
•snghUy Dissatisfied• and if 20 percent of the •Moderately Dissatisfied responses were "'Very 
Satisfied• responses. · 

Distinctiveness of University Education 

To reflect the role that the University's research faculty play in providing students with a distinctive 
experience that reflects the research mission, as well as to address the public's questions about 
how involved University faculty are in the instruction of undergraduates, a measure of faculty 
involvement in instruction is suggested. Given that the University of Minnesota is a research institu
tion, it is appropriate to ask how involved students are with faculty in activities that stretch the 
frontiers of knowledge. Coming up with a reasonable indicator needs to take into account a specifi
cation of which students, which courses, and which faculty are included in the calculation of base
line information and an associated performance goal. 
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During the consultation process we used Figure 3 below to focus discussion on how we might 
propose a measure that would reflect the extent to which students are instructed by tenured and 
tenure-track faculty. As the figure suggests, there are innumerable possibilities for calculating 
measures that reflect faculty members' instructional activities. 

No students are instructed in 
any courses by regular faculty 

FIGURE3 

Instruction Provided by Tenured 
and Tenure Track Facultya 

Courses 

All students are instructed in all 
of their courses by regular faculty 

8Each of the three elements might be defined as follows: 

EaQlltt 
Teaching assistants 
All tenured and tenure track faculty 
Tenured faculty 
Full professors 
Faculty recognized-for teaching 
excellence 
Faculty with sponsored funding 

Students 
All students 
Freshmen 
Sophomores 
Juniors 
Seniors 
Specified percent of students 

Courses 
All levels 
0-xxx level 
1-xxx-level 
3-xxx level 
5-xxx level 
Upper division courses in major 
All courses in major 

· liberal education course work 

Based on the consultations to date, we are proposing to use the percentage of lecture course sections, 
by level, taught by regular tenured and tenure-track faculty as one component of the distinctiveness 
of a University of Minnesota education. Figure 4 on the following page contains baseline informa
tion for the institution, and for each campusb. Three baseline years are presented to establish the 
relative consistency of results over the recent years, so that performance goals may be proposed that 
take yearly fluctuations into account. Performance goals have not yet been established, but will be 
clarified in the next cycle of the strategic planning process for colleges, provostal areas, and cam
puses. 

liThe baseline information was prepared by Management Planning and Information Services, based 
on faculty instructional activities as represented by departments for the Course Inventory. 
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Specific procedures for defining and collecting information relative to other distinctive experiences 
have not yet been developed. Especially for students' participation in special programming (e.g., 
UROP, internships, and study abroad), reliable procedures need to be developed so that results are 
consistent across the years. In the coming months, possible measures will be developed by the 
Office of Planning and Analysis. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Aspects of the undergraduate student experience 
needing improvement date back to the_ recommendations proposed in the 1984 "Final Report of The 
Task Force on the Student Experience," which included 31 specific recommendations, many of 
which have been addressed in initiatives undertaken in the last decade. More recently, the 
"President's Initiative for the Improvement of Undergraduate Education" identified seven central 
questions to stimulate improvements in the student experience, and special funding has been pro
vided for: improvement of instruction in large classes; reductions in student/adviser ratios; more 
offerings of certain courses to reduce course access problems; development of programs and services 
for faculty and students to improve teaching and learning; the President's Forum on Teaching and 
Learning; new evaluation of teaching guidelines; departmental, collegiate, and campus projects dlat 
are part of the institution's continuous quality improvement initiative; and ~ajor revisions in liberal 
education requirements. All of these efforts need to continue in order to improve the student experi
ence ~t the University. 

Additional U2000 initiatives that are essential to the University's success on all campuses include: 

• Expansion of programs allowing undergraduate students to participate in research (e.g., 
UROP), study abroad, internships, and cooperative and service learning 

• Further development of residential life and honors programs 

• Modernization of all classrooms and improvement of classroom management system 

• Electronic networking to information centers around the world 

• New student records system with on-line registration, and integrated management of scholar
ships, financial aid, and student employment 

• Enhanced collegiate degree advising with focus on high expectations/intensity of effort and 
increased faculty involvement in advising 

• Improved intervention strategies to enhance student success 

• Improved programming to support a more positive climate for diverse communities 

Although it was not part of the formal planning process of University 2000, the April1995 Report of 
the Committee on Teaching and Learning suggests additional initiatives to address concerns about 
the student experience. Attachment C summarizes the recommendations from that report which 
related to possible critical measures relative to the student experience. 
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Cost: Achieving performance goals for the Student Experience Critical Measure will depend on the 
availability of resources to undertake the action initiatives described above. Our assumption is that 
Partnership investments will allow this to happen. 

Data Collection Process: Information for the Student Experience Critical Measure will be collected 
in three ways: an annual student satisfaction survey for random samples of students, by level, for 
each campus; periodic assessment of student academic achievement and performance for students 
enrolled in specific units; and analysis of existing data to show the involvement of research faculty 
in undergraduate instruction. 

Breakout of Measure: Data for this critical measure would be reported at the institutional, campus, 
and collegiate levels but not necessarily at lower (e.g., departmental) levels. At the same time, it is 
important to note that faculty and staff in departments have significant responsibility for addressing 
concerns relative to the student experience, since this is where the student experience occurs. 

It is expected that overall student satisfaction sur-Veys would result in information reported for the 
institution, for campuses/provostal areas, and for colleges; that information on student academic 
achievement and performance would be reported at the level of either individual departments (e.g., 
academic departments in the College of Liberal Arts) or by college/professional school (e.g., the 
Law School) depending on which is more meaningful; and that information on distinctiveness of a 
University education, as measured by a students' contact with research faculty, could be reported for 
the institution, for campuses/provostal areas, colleges, and departments. 

Responsibility: Responsibility for performance on the Student Experience Critical Measure rests 
with the President, Senior Vice Presidents, Provosts, Chancellors, and Deans. Others particularly 
involved are the Vice President for Student Development and Athletics, the Associate Vice President 
for Minority Affairs and Diversity, and the Vice President for Research and Dean of the Graduate 
School. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Supplemental Measures 

Although the three measures noted above will serve as the basis for establishing performance goals, 
it will be important to monitor-but not set performance goals for-five other measures that are 
related to the identified critical measures. ·Monitoring -these supplemental measures is important so 
that we can identify areas where there may be performance issues that need to be addressed (for 
example, courses where ratings are consistently very low, or where all students get grades of A; or 
collegiate or departmental units where a substantial percentage of students leave after their first 
quarter or year of initial enrollment). 

Systems are currently in place within the University of Minnesota to collect and report the first three 
types of information listed below. Again, the purpose is to identify where student concerns might 
need to be addressed, rather than to use the information as the basis for setting performance goals. 

I 
J 
l 
l 
J 
l 
] 

• Student Responses to the Standard Evaluation ofTeacbine (SET), which includes the follow-
ing five general questions required by University Senate Policy: ] 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

How would you rate the instructor's overall teaching ability? 
How would you rate the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter? 
How would you rate the instructor's respect and concern for students? 
How would your rate the physical environment in which you take this class, especially 
classroom facilities: ability to see, bear, concentrate, participate? 
How much would you say you learned in this course? 

As the overall aggregated results in Attachment D indicate, students evaluate the quality of instruc
tion quite positively. Course evaluations need to be interpreted continuously, since student satisfac
tion indices do not correlate highly with objective measures of student learning. The responses 

·concerning classroom facilities are considerably less positive and might be useful to consider in 
conjunction with the Facilities Infrastructure Critical Measure. The above questions focus quite 
specifically on the instructor and the classroom physical environment, but do not address how 
students' commitment to their learning affects the quality of teaching and associated student learn
ing. Additional questions need to be developed to more clearly focus on students' involvement and 
engagement in the classroom. In addition to monitoring how students evaluate their course work at 
the time they complete particular courses, we .need to incorporate into graduate follow up surveys 
questions that ask students to reflect on the long-term contributions of their course work. 

• Quarterly Grade Reports: Although it would be inappropriate to use quarterly grade reports 
as an institutional-level critical measure, the existing quarterly grade reports could be used to 
identify types of courses in which students are performing poorly, so that appropriate strate
gies might be identified to improve student learning in those courses. This measure reflects 
instructors' and departments' policies and practices on grading but may not be a particularly 
useful indicator of their classrooq1 experiences. Grade inflation would be likely to occur if 
quarterly grades became the focus for a critical measure of the student experience. 
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• Year-to-Year Retention Rates: One of the first five critical measures, Graduation Rate, 
specified a five-year graduation of 50 percent of entering freshmen. Year-to-year retention 
rates are currently reported, and it would be important to monitor changes in those rates since 
they provide more timely information on the progress being made in increasing the five-year 
graduation rate. One issue that warrants additional discussion is whether or not to develop 
retention rates that are broader than fall-to-fall retention rates. A more inclusive measure 
might be to focus on all students who began at any time during the year, and then to calculate 
as a retention rate the percentage of students who enroll at any time ~uring the subsequent 
academic year. Figure 5 below indicates the complexities in examining retention issues, 
since students "unenroll" at various points during the academic year. 

FAIJ_ 

FIGURES 
Twin Cities Fall1994 New Freshmen 

First Year Registration Patterns 

WINTER 

176 
Start 3645 ---,F,...al,...k>-Wn~t,...er-:Allri~.lion~--11 ..... ~ 3469 

lnclucing Cancel 

Cancel 60 

Net 3585 3355 

SPRING 

226 
Wnterto Spring Attrition ..... 3262 

lncludng Cancel 

25 

3237 

• Eyaluatjon of Liberal Education Curricular Outcomes: Each of the four campuses has made 
major revisions in its liberal education requirements in recent years and needs to begin 
focusing on ways to measure the outcome of the revisions. However, because of the differ
ences among campuses and the need to look at the University's requirements relative to the 
recent implementation of the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, an institutional-level measure 
is not the appropriate place to measure these outcomes. 
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1 
• Non-Returnin~ Students: Non-returning students are a source of useful information on the J 

student experience, and they should be contacted in a more systematic way to find out why 
they chose not to return to the University. We need to determine the role that students' 
expectations play in their discussion to leave one of our campuses. Although classifying a J 
student as a "non-returning student" is not as easy as it might seem (since many students 
come into and leave the University in an extended process where they eventually do com-
plete a degree), non-returning students could be defined as those students who began in a ] 
particular fall term (new entering freshmen, new transfer students, and new graduate and 
professional school students), but who were not enrolled the following fall term. As part of I 
the study of student retention, we need to identify who leaves, why they leave, and if they .J 
transfer to another institution after leaving the University of Minnesota. 
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------------ -- -- - - - -
Attachment B-1 

Study Characteristics for Specific Surveys of Overall Student Satisfaction 

Overall 
Study Population Response Respondent Satisfaction 

StudyTrtle Date Studied Rate Characteristics Question 

Student El'll'loyment Survey 1991 3,607 currently 75% 2,634 undergraduates, •1n general, how satisfied are you 
enrolled mean age 21.9 years, 51 o/o female, with your experience at the University?• 
undergraduates 15% freshman, 21 o/o sophomore, 

26% junior, 39"/o senior 

Student Experiences Survey 1992 2,000 currently 70% 1 ,368 undergraduates, •1n general, considering all of your 
enrolled mean age 22.6, 53% female, X§m§. at the University, how satisfied 
undergraduates. 14% freshmen, 19% sophomore, are you with your experiences on 

25% junior, 42% senior the Twin Cities campus?• 

Student Col'll'uting Survey 1993 1 ,000 degree seeking 74% 64% undergraduates, •How satisfied are you with your 
undergraduates and mean age 24.8, 50% female overall experience at the University?• 
graduate professional 
students 

Sophomore 1994 150 Institute of Not 150 IT sophomores, •1n general, how satisfied are you with 
Registration Survey Technology Available 14% female your experiences since you started 

Sophomores fall quarter 1993?• 

Bachelor's Degree 
Candidate Survey 1989 All applicants for 78% 2,023, all seniors, 52% female, •1n general, how satisfied are you with 

Bachelor's Degrees, mean age 24.4 your experiences at the University?• 
Spring 1989, N=2,655 

Student Interest Survey 1991 789 degree seeking 85% 434, representative of population •1n general, how satisfied are you 
undergraduates and by college, year in school; with your experience as a student 
graduate professional 49% female, modal age of at the University?• 
students undergraduates 22·23 
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Attachment B-2 

Results of Specific Surveys of Overall Student Satisfaction 

· Study Trtle Response Categories and Frequency Distribution Mean S.D. 

Very Moderately Slightly Slightly Moderately Very 
Dilllatiafigd Diaamllfigd Diaamiafigd Satilfigd Satj§fjed Satia!ied 
N 0/o N % N % N % N 0/o N 0/o 

Student Employment Survey 76 3.0 154 6.0 246 9.6 466 18.3 1,158 45.4 451 17.7 4.5 ·1.23 

Student Experiences Survey 54 4.0 113 8.4 184 13.6 321 23.8 518 38.4 160 11.9 4.2 1.29 

Not 
Student Computing Survey 15 2.0 46 6.3 56 7.7 98 13.2 364 49.2 159 21.6 4.7 available 

Sophomore Registration Survey 3 2.0 4 2.7 16 10.7 24 16.0 74 49.3 28 18.7 4.7 1.11 

Not 
Bachelor's Degree Candidate Survey 45 2.2 132 6.5 148 7.2 303 14.8 1,087 53.2 329 16.1 4.6 available 

Very Slightly Slightly Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied Smiafigd 

Not 
Student Interest Survey 9 2.1 30 7.0 62 14.5 94 22.0 198 46.4 34 8.0 4.3 available 
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Attachment C 

REPoRT OF THE CoMMITTEE ON TEAcHING AND LEARNING 

April, 1995 

The Report of the Committee on Teaching and Learning, recently submitted to the President and the 
Senate Consultative Committee by Professor Kenneth Heller, Chair of the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy and Co-Chair of the Committee on Teaching and Learning, offers five key rec
ommendations with the specific action items that address how to better support a culture of teaching 
and learning. 

The five key recommendations and those specific action items that relate to institutional, campus, 
collegiate or departmental critical measures are as follows: 

Key Recommendation 1: Support the Development of a University-Wide Culture of Teaching 
and Learning Centered at the Departmental Level 

• The three provosts should encourage the development of workshops pr seminars for faculty on 
student learning (including the assessment of student learning), building on knowledge and 
expertise available within the University community. Such workshops might be managed and 
facilitated through existing programs in Human Resources. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Deans should provide opportunities for department chairs and other faculty to review and 
discuss peer .evaluation procedures across departmental lines. They should also monitor the 
implementation of departmental and college policies on peer evaluation to assure their effec
tiveness as a continuous feedback mechanism to improve teaching. 

The Office of Measurement Services has developed materials for formative evaluation of 
ongoing courses. The Senate Committee on Educational Policy should ·review these materials 
and offer guidance on their appropriate use; with such materials available, departments should 
encourage .faculty to conduct reviews of their classes before midterm and to make adjustments 
while the course is still in progress. 

Departments/programs should conduct periodic in-person exit interviews with their graduates 
to better understand the outcomes of their educational efforts. They should also periodically 
survey a representative sample of graduates who have been pursuing their careers for several 
years. To facilitate such efforts, the University should maintain updated records of recent 
graduates and develop a basic survey form that could be adapted by each department/program. 

Departments and colleges should encourage accrediting bodies to take a coherent view of 
educational expectations; program reviews should continue to go beyond the limits of accredi
tation requirements to assure that professional education is broadly and not narrowly con
ceived. 
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Key Recommendation 2: Develop Guidelines that Allow Colleges and Departments to OtTer 
Flexible, Differential Assignments for Faculty 

• Deans and department chairs should establish differential assignments that include annual 
salary adjustments and other commensurate rewards based on the value of teaching and other 
educational support functions (i.e., course development, TA.education) to a department on a 
par with research. 

Key Recommendation 3: Assure that the Reward Structure Supports Departmental Responsi
bility for the Quality of Teaching and Atmosphere of Learning 

• Provosts and deans should explore ways to provide rewards to units, not just to individuals, for 
high quality teaching (or for research or outreach). For example, a department could negotiate 
with a dean on the quantity and quality of teaching contributions (including how to document 
that quality), and then have budget allocations linked to successful outcomes. 

1 
! 
l 
] 

l 
] 

J 
• In addition to departmental policies and procedures (7-12 statements) and collegiate guidelines J 

for promotion and tenure, each department should have clearly defined and publicized recogni-
tion criteria and procedures for outstanding teaching so that members of the department know ] 
what is expected and how procedures work. 

Key Recommendation 4: Support Department-Based Initiatives to Use New Techniques and 
Technologies for Teaching and Learning 

Key Recommendation 5: Improve the Physical Environment for Instruction 

• All classrooms must have a basic level of classroom equipment; such a list needs to be defmed, 

J 
] 

but might include microphones, overhead projectors, and projection screens. The Registrar's ]' 
Office should continue to monitor and manage this basic classroom equipment 
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IIIIi - - - - - - - - - - - -· - - - - - -
Attachment D 

Mean Student Evaluation of Teaching 
Class Averages for Five Required Questions 

for TWin Cities Campus for 1993-94• 

Response Percentages 

Very Poor (1) (2) ~3} Satisfacto!l ~4} ~5} 
Question ~0 ~ % % % 

How would you rate the Instructor's 
overall teaching ability? 1 2 4 12 19 

How would you rate the Instructor's 
knowledge of the subject matter? <1 <1 1 5 10 

How would you rate the Instructor's 
respect and concern for students? 1 1 3 9 14 

How much would you say you learned 
In this course? 1 2 7 19 22 

How would you rate the physical environment 
in which you take this class, especially the 
classroom facilities, including your ability to ~ee, 
hear, concentrate, and participate? 2 4 8 24 21 

•The results reftect the two major changes in the revised University Senate policy on the evaluation of teaching: 
(a) the policy requires that each course taught by each instructor be evaluated by students at least once each 
year; (b) the policy specifies that the five evaluation questions must be included in the questionnaire. The sum-
mary statistics renect evaluation results for 114 units, 3692 courses, and a total of 169,027 individual evaluation 
forms. In this table the class mean, rather than individual questionnaires Is the unit of analysis; classes with fewer 
than fiVe questionnaires were excluded. 
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(6) Exceptional (7) Mean 
% % 

36 26 5.58 

33 50 6.25 

31 41 5.91 

31 20 5.27 

25 15 4.95 



Questions and Answers 

Q: Who participated in the discussion of this critical measure? 

A: From December 15, 1994 through May 19, 1995, a great many people gave thoughtful consider
ation to this critical measure, including the following groups: groups from the Crookston, Duluth, 
and Morris campuses; Faculty and Student Consultative Committees and Senate committees on 
educational policy and finance and planning; -staff -group-s including collegiate student affairs admin
istrators and placement staff and the Council of Undergraduate Deans; student groups including the 
MSA Academic Affairs Committee, CLA Student Board, St. Paul Board of Colleges, Council of 
Graduate Students, Graduate and Professional Student Assembly, the Minnesota Daily advisory 
board, CEE Advisory Board, and student representatives to the Board of Regents; and the President's 
minority advisory committees. 

There were some areas of general consensus in the observations and comments of students, faculty 
and staff. First, the consensus is that classroom interactions are generally positive, although there is 
some unevenness across colleges, departments arid courses, as well as isolated situations of poor 
teaching and little student learning. Second, there were similarities in the comments about the 
University voiced by students, faculty and staff: perceived unresponsiveness to legitimate needs, 
poor communication, and sense of isolation. Third, the role of advisers for undergraduates emerged 
as a crucial aspect of the student experience, and one that needs particular emphasis in the measure
ment of the undergraduate student experience. Fourth, because of the differences between under
graduate and graduate/ professional programs, it is difficult to identify common features of campus 
life that contribute to satisfaction, retention and timely graduation. Fifth, there is a need to focus 
more on the transition into the University and the transition out of the University for students in 
graduate and professional programs. Sixth, there is a need to communicate better with students 
about the changes that have, in fact, been made to improve the student experience-to "close the 
loop" and build trust that the institution is responsive to their concerns. 

Q: What has happened to student surveys conducted in the past? . 

A: The University of Minnesota has a long history of conducting periodic surveys of overall student 
satisfaction with the student experience, as well as decades of effort to evaluate students' satisfaction 
with specific instructional experiences and the services provided by particular offices on each of our 
campuses. Although there are examples of how results of particular surveys of student satisfaction 

· with campus experiences have led to improvements in the student experience, the results of such 
surveys have not been used to guide improvements, to allocate resources to address particular con
cerns, and then to administer subsequent surveys to see if our efforts have had the desired results. 
The Student Experience Critical Measure provides an opportunity to use results in a more systematic 
fashion to achieve broader institutional, campus, and collegiate results. 

Q: Has an implementation plan been developed for the annual campus survey? 

A: We received numerous suggestions about implementation of the survey,. but have not yet devel
oped a draftsurvey or data collection process. We expect to return to several groups during ~all 
quarter 1995 to obtain specific suggestions for survey questions and the processes for collecung the 

information. 
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Q: How were the data for the faculty instructional activities obtained and analyzed? 

A: The data were obtained from the quarterly Course Inventory Reports for each of the three quar
ters, and aggregated across fall, winter, and spring quarters for each year. The focus for this analysis 
was the total number of lecture course sections taught by tenured and tenure-track faculty across the 
three quarters in the academic year. 

A lecture course section is defined as a "Class session in which the instructor explains a given 
subject to students. Excluded from this analysis are the separate recitation and laboratory sections 
associated with a particular course. 

In certain instructional areas (e.g., composition and rhetoric, foreign languages, and mathematics) 
numerous separate introductory-level lecture course sections are offered each quarter, and on the 
Twin Cities campus, most of these course sections are taught by teaching assistants. The 37.3 percent 
for the Twin Cities campus and for the institution would be considerable higher if these lecture 
course sections were excluded from the analysis. 

We expect to be able to add data for the fourth year by the July meeting of the Board of Regents. 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Post-Graduation Experience 

Specific Measure: The purpose of this measure is to determine the extent to which our graduates 
have benefited from their University of Minnesota education. The connection between the educa
tional experience and subsequent life experiences can be thought of as a continuum ranging from 
little or no connection (e.g., a graduate who follows an unrelated career or avocation, with no appar
ent application of even the general knowledge and skills that might be acquired in a University 
education), to the most direct kind of connection between a specific educational program and a 
specific job (e.g., a Medical School graduate practicing in the specific area of training received 
here). The majority of graduates are probably somewhere in the middle of the continuum and are 
applying knowledge and skills developed as part of their University education but may or may not be 
in a career path directly connected to their program of study. 

Although the post-graduation experience varies across the Crookston, Duluth, Morris, and Twin. 
Cities campuses, as well as for students served by Continuing Education and Extension/University 
College, certain features of the experience are common to all parts of the University. For the pur
pose.s of this critical measure, post-graduation experience as related to a University education will be 
viewed in terms of preparation for subsequent life activity in three areas: careers and employment: 
further education, including graduate and/or professional education, professional development and/ 
or retraining for career change, and "lifelong learning;" and Quality of life, including civic and 
community life. Figure 1 below also emphasizes the importance of continuing contact with and 
support for the University of Minnesota by its alumni. 

FIGURE 1 

Model for Critical Measure of the Post-Graduation Experience 

Career and employment opportunities: 

• Assistance in making career 
decisions 

• Current employment status 
• Perceived importance of University 

education, not only for specific skill 
development, but also for critical 
thinking, communication, leader
ship, collaboration, etc. 

further Education: 
• Enrollment in graduate and 

professional degree programs 
• Participation in CEE!University 

College offerings for professional 
development, career change, and/ 
or life long learning 

Continuing involvement 
with and support for the 
University of Minnesota 
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Overal! Duality of Life: 
• Civic contributions 
• Community involvement 

and leadership 
• Life satisfaction 
• Volunteer activities 
• Participation in political 

process 



Because connections between education and later experience are not static but often change over 
time, this measure must be able to pick up not only outcomes that can be observed close to the point 
of graduation, but also other significant outcomes that may not emerge until five or ten years after 
graduation. 

General Goal for Measure: Strengthen preparation for and success in careers, further education, 
and civic and community life for University graduates .. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: The University 2000 mission statement 
emphasizes the importance of preparing graduate, professional, and undergraduate students, as well 
as non-degree seeking students interested in lifelong learning, for active roles .in a multiracial and 
multicultural world. The undergraduate education strategic area and the graduate and professional 
education strategic area both recognize the importance of facilitating job placement of graduates. 
The importance of the connection between degree completion and subsequent life experiences was 
also echoed by both internal and external University constituencies in the critical measures consulta
tion process. 

In addition, numerous state and federal initiatives (e.g., the Minnesota Graduate Follow-up System, 
the proposed Student Right to Know ·Legislation, criteria noted in the implementation of the State 
Postsecondary Review Program) are calling for mandatory reporting of employment experiences 
after graduation that would be made available to potential students to help them choose particular 
institutions or programs. While responding to this expected external emphasis on employment, it is 
important to keep a somewhat broader focus in this critical measure, since many graduates go on for 
additional education and many-ideally, most-graduates make use of their University education 
more broadly, both in their personal lives and as members of the communities in which they live. 

The emphasis on employment, additional educational experiences, and community and civic contri
butions is consistent with students' perceptions of why they are attending college. Illustrative data 
collected for freshmen entering the Twin Cities campus for fall quarter 1993 (N= 2,308) as part of 
the national Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) point to· the increasing importance 
of expected employment outcomes and preparation for graduate/professional· school as reasons for 
entering college. For example, the percentage of students saying that "to be able to get a better job" 
was "very important" has increased from 76 percent in 1989 to 82 percent in 1993; and the percent
age of students in 1993 saying in that "preparation for graduate/professional school" was "very 

·important" was 61 percent, while the percentage saying it was "somewhat important" was another 
32 percent. 

The Post-Graduation Experience Critical Measure and the Student Experience Critical Measure are 
interrelated in at least two ways. First, employment opportunities for students on campus, intern
ships, participation in clubs/organizations, mentoring, study and travel abroad, and research experi
ences (e.g., UROP) can be used to help students make career decisions, and effective use of these 
opportunities should enhance the employment success of University graduates. Second, University 
graduates can provide an additional perspective for understanding the student experience. In fact, 
results from the Former Student Survey Project (described later in this measure) show that graduates 
report somewhat higher satisfaction levels than currently enrolled students, suggesting that the 
perceived value of an educational experience increases as graduates have opportunities to see how 
particular experiences have influenced their personal and professional development. 
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To the extent that successful graduates are more likely to support the University (financially and 
otherwise), the Post-Graduation Experience Critical Measure is also related to the Investment and 
Voluntary Support Critical Measure; and to the extent that the University is preparing students with 
needed skills for available jobs, the Post-Graduation Experience Critical Measure is related to the 
third phase measure Responsiveness to Market Demand. 

Description of Measure: As noted earlier, the post-graduation experiences of graduates of Univer
sity of Minnesota programs vary from being directly related to completing a particular degree pro
gram, to being influenced in some other way by the person's University experience, to being unre
lated in any specific way to the educational experience provided by the University. In viewing the 
post-graduation experiences of University graduates, it is important to recognize that much of what 
happens in life after graduation is due to many other factors that are unrelated to the University 
experience. The assessment of the post-graduation experience of University graduates is further 
complicated by the fact that certain types of outcomes can be observed close to the point of graduat
ing, whereas other significant outcomes may not emerge untii five or ten years after graduating. 

For the purposes of this critical measure, post-graduation experience will be measured through 
graduates' own evaluation of the value and relevance of their University education in the three areas 
identified in Figure 1. The perspective of employers and others who see and interact with our 
graduates would be a very useful second perspective and may be added as part of one of the critical 
measures in the third phase (e.g., responsiveness to market demand), but it will not be a focus of this 
measure. 

Data for this measure will be collected through a periodic survey of a random sample of graduates 
(stratified by undergraduate, graduate, and professional levels, and for at least two points in time 
since graduation), with appropriate over-sampling of particular groups (e.g., graduates of color) 
consistent with the goals of University 2000. The survey will contain a set of core, overall ques
tions that are identical across campuses and levels, but will allow for other questions to be added to 
address the unique concerns of a particular campus, college, and/or student level. 
Results of the survey will be broken out for the different levels and types of students as well as by 
the diversity categories identified in the Underrepresented Groups/Diversity Critical Measure. 

The Former Student Survey Project (FSSP), a collaborative effort of Academic Affairs and Student 
Affairs, was intended to cover all graduates from all degree programs on all campuses from Fall 
1977 through Summer 1978. The study, which proposed a long-~erm plan for "systematically assess
ing the status and opinions of former students" including a routine survey every fourth year of all 
graduates who were one, four, ten and twenty years "post-graduation," could serve as a general guide 
for developing the data collection instrument for this measure, including possible questions that 
might be asked. Attachment A contains selected questions from the FSSP as well as overall institu
tional results for those few items that were summarized in the publication "First Report of a Compre
hensive Study of 1977-78 University Graduates." 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: Almost all campuses and colleges of the Univer
sity conduct periodic surveys of their graduates, although there is great variability in the timing and 
content of the surveys, who is surveyed, how the surveys are conducted, and how the results are 
reported and used. Trying to aggregate all of the most current campus and collegiate results into a 
reasonable set o_f baseline information for the instit~tion as a whole is not feasible. Thus the baseline 
data for this measure would be collected the first time it is implemented, ideally within the next year. 
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An April 1993 report by the National Center for Education Statistics "Occupational and Educational 
Outcomes of Recent College Graduates 1 Year After Graduation: 1991" summarizes the post
graduation experiences of a nationally representative sample of 16,172 bachelor's degree recipients 
receiving degrees between July 1989 and June 1990. Among the highlights of that study are the 
following results: 

• Among the total graduates, 84 percent were employed after graduation (73.8 percent full time 
and 10.5 percent part time); 

• Over one-third (35 percent) of the graduates had enrolled in further education within 1 year 
of graduation (the highest rate of enrollment in the six annual studies that began in 1976); 

• The mean salary for full-time employed bachelor's degree recipients 1 year after graduation 
was $23,600 and the median salary was $21 ,000; and 

• Over three-fourths (76 percent) of the employed graduates reported having jobs related to 
their major field of study, and 79 percent reported that their job had some career potential. 

The information from the national study summarized above is illustrative of numerous national 
studies that could provide information for interpreting the results of studies done on graduates from 
the Crookston, Duluth, Morris and Twin Cities campuses of the University of Minnesota. In the 
design of data collection procedures for surveys of graduates, every attempt possible will be made to 
facilitate comparison with other more broadly based survey results. In some instances when collabo
rative efforts occur with other institutions, comparisons with other specific institutions may be 
possible. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: In the broadest sense, related initiatives include all 
of the initiatives related to the undergraduate education and the graduate and professional education 
strategic areas. Of particular relevance for this measure (and given the increased emphasis on 
making better connections between education and employment) are the following initiatives that 
facilitate students' transition from education to employment: 

• For undergraduates, the University must: 

- enhance career counseling and job placement services; 
- identify and expand student activities within and outside the classroom that develop leadership 

and cooperative skills; and 
- expand internships and other similar programs that give students job experiences and employ-

ment connections. 

• For graduate and professional students, the University must: 

- increase mentoring that spans the educational and employment settings; and 
- expand internships and other sim~lar programs that give students job experiences and employ-

ment connections. 
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Cost: Achieving the performance goals for the Post-Graduation Experience Critical Measure will 
depend on the availability of resources to undertake the action initiatives necessary to implement the 
undergraduate education and the graduate and professional education strategic areas of U2000. Our 
assumption is that Partnership investments will allow this to happen. 

Data Collection Process: Data for this measure will be collected through a periodic survey of a 
random sample of graduates (stratified by undergraduate, graduate, and professional levels, and for 
at least two points in time since graduation), with appropriate over-sampling of particular groups 
(e.g., graduates of color) consistent with University 2000. The survey will contain a set of core, 
overall questions that are identical across campuses and levels, but will allow:for other questions to 
be added to address the unique concerns of a particular campus, college, and/or student level. 

The results of the periodic surveys of graduates should be communicated and used as a framework 
for subsequent reporting on the actions and associated results from initiatives to address areas of 
particular concern to recent graduates. 

Breakout of Measure: The results of the critical measure of Post-Graduation Experience should be 
broken out by level of student, by college, by campus, and for underrepresented/diversity groups. 
Responsibility for articulating education and employment connections is located at different levels 
on each of the campuses, so the breakout of results may be somewhat different across campuses. On 
the Crookston and Morris campuses, the focus is the campus as a whole, although particular divi
sions may share in the responsibility as students approach the point of graduation. Levels of respon
sibility differ somewhat on the Duluth and Twin Cities campuses, but in both cases, there are college 
specific roles that can help students make the transition from education to employment, as well as 
some campus-wide roles and initiatives. 

Responsibility: Responsibility for performance on the critical measure of Post-Graduation Experi
ence rests with the President, Senior Vice Presidents, Provosts, Chancellors, and Deans; particularly 
involved at the central level are the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice President 
for Institutional Relations, and the University of Minnesota Alumni Association. 
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Attachment A-1 

Graduates' Perception of How a University 
Education Contributed to Employment Experiences 

During First Twelve Months After Graduation 

Question 
Response 

How much did your experiences at the l)niversity 
of Minnesota benefit you in terms of skills and 
techniques directly applicable to a job?a 

Not at all 
Slightly 
Some 
Much 
Very much 
Very, very much 

Employment for pay since graduationc 

Relationship between major program and first jobb 

Same field 
Different field, by choice 
Related field 
Different field, not by choice 

Annual salary, including commissions, 
before taxes for current jobb 

Importance of college attendance in 
general in preparing for current job?c 

Not at all important 
Slightly important 
Somewhat important 
Moderately important 
Very important 
Extremely important 

Source: 8 Perceived Benefits of Attending the University of Minnesota. 

N 

2,879 
585 
1,094 
399 

4,692 

% 

4 
13 
34 
23 
20 
6 

58 
12 
22 
8 

Mean 

3.6 

14,777 

Roger Harrold, December 1982. 
Data base same as Former Student Survey, but limited to Twin Cities Colleges, N .. 3,689. 

llrhe Graduate's View: Former Student Survey. 
First Report of a Comprehensive Study of 1977-78 University Graduates. 
A joint project of the Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Office of the 

Vice President for Academic Affairs. 
Roberta Armstrong et al, June 1981. 
Data base .. 6,830 students from all campuses and all levels; 4,344 were undergraduates. 

cNo data available; questions listed to illustrate specific questions likely to be included. 
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Attachment A-2 

Graduates' Perceptions of How University Experiences 
Contributed to Subsequent Education Experiences 

During First Twelve Months After Graduation 

Question 
Response 

How much did your experience at the 
University of Minnesota benefit you 
in terms of background and preparation 

· for further education In a professional, 
technical, or scholarly field?a 

Not at all 
Slightly 
Some 
Much 
Very much 
Very, very much 

Participation in additional educational 
experiences since graduation?b 

Taken adult community education classes 
Taken a correspondence course 
Taken a course at a vocational/technical school 
Been enrolled in a formal training program 
connected with your employment 

Taken college or university classes 
Been enrolled in an educational program leading 
to a degree or certificate 

Taken a class through CEEb 

No, and I definitely won't in the future 
No, and I probably won't in the future 
No, but I probably will in the future 
Yes, but I probably won't in the future 
Yes, and I probably will in the future 
Yes, and I definitely will in the future 

N 

Source: 8 Perceived Benefits of Attending the University of Minnesota. 
Roger Harrold, December 1982. 

% 

2 
5 
24 
31 
32 
6 

Mean 

4.1 

Data base same as Former Student Survey, but limited to Twin Cities Colleges, N=3,689. 

bNo data available; questions listed to illustrate specific questions likely to be included. 

Page 2-7 



Attachment A-3 

Graduates' Perceptions of How University Education 
Contributed to Subsequent Civic Involvement During 

First Twelve Months After Graduation 

Question 
Response 

How much did your experience at the 
University of Minnesota benefit you 
in terms of experience and skill In 
relating to other people?8 

Not at all 
Slightly 
Some 
Much 
Very much 
Very, very much 

Participation in civic activities during past twelve monthsb 

Been a member of a community 
organization or association 

Voted in a local, state, or national election 

N 

Source: 8 Perceived Benefits of Attending the University of Minnesota. 
Roger Harrold, December 1982. 

% 

3 
10 
26 
26 
26 
9 

Mean 

3.9 

Data base same as Former Student Survey, but limited to Twin Cities Colleges, N=3,689. 

bNo data available; questions listed to illustrate specific questions likely to be included. 
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Attachment A-4 

Graduates' Perception of Continuing 
Connections with the University During 
First Twelve Months After Graduation 

Question 
Response 

Belonged to the Minnesota Alumni Association8 

No, and 1 definitely won't in the future 
No, and I probably won't in the future 
No, but I probably will in the future 
Yes, but 1 probably won't in the future 
Yes, and I probably will in the future 
Yes, and I definitely will in the future 

Made a financial contribution to the University, 
your college, or department8 

No, and I definitely won't in the future 
No, and I probably won't in the future 
No, but I probably will in the future 
Yes, but I probably won't in the future 
Yes, and I probably will in the future 
Yes, and I definitely will in the future 

N Mean 

8 No data available; questions listed to illustrate specific questions likely to be included. 
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Questions and Answers 

Q: Who participated in the discussion of this critical measure? 

A: From December 15, 1994 through May 19, 1995, a large number of individuals gave thoughtful 
consideration to this critical measure, including the following groups: groups from the Crookston, 
Duluth, and Morris campuses; Faculty and Student Consultative Committees and Senate committees 
on disability issues, computing, educational policy, finance and planning, and intercollegiate athlet
ics; staff groups including collegiate student affairs administrators and career services staff and the 
Council of Undergraduate Deans; student groups including the MSA Academic Affairs Committee, 
CLA Student Board, St. Paul Board of Colleges, Council of Graduate Students, Graduate and Profes
sional Student Assembly, CEE Advisory Board, and student representatives to the Board of Regents; 
and the President's minority advisory committees. 

Q: Did any general concerns emerge in the discussion of this critical measure? 

A: We had several general observations as a result of the conversations with the above-mentioned 
groups: 

First, we often approach making connections between education and employment in a "piecemeal" 
fashion, without attending to how all of the relevant pieces fit together. 

Second, when undergraduates express dissatisfaction with advising services, one of their frustrations 
is that many students do not have advisers who have the time or willingness to help them think about 
the connections between university experiences and post-graduation experiences. 

Third, although there are central career services for students, as well as career services in some. 
colleges, students are not necessarily aware of the services that are available. 

Fourth, graduate students expressed frustration at the lack of services available to them to facilitate 
their transition from Graduate School to the "world of work." In many cases, advisers play a crucial 
mentoring role and, in fact, often play an important role in helping graduates find their first job, 
especially if it is in an academic institution. Faculty are especially helpful to students who follow 
them in teaching and research careers, but are less helpful to stu~ents interested in other careers. For 
students without advisers to play this role, they are without a clear set of supportive services within 
the institution. One of the recommendations of the Education and Employment Task Force, Council 
of Graduate Students is that "Information on how graduates of the program have been placed over 
the last several years should be given to all incoming graduate students." 

Fifth, in the area of connecting education and employment, there is no uniform approach for working 
with graduates once they have completed their degree programs~ In some collegiate career service 
units, alumni constitute up to one-third of the clients served for career guidance services. 

Sixth, there was consensus amongst academic/professional staff involved in career services that 
more central attention needs to be paid t0 how to help students connect their education with subse
quent employme.nt experiences. 
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Q: Who is responsible for implementing changes in improving connections between education 
and employment? 

A: Differences exist among and within campuses on how responsibility for articulating education 
and employment connections is viewed. On the Crookston and Morris campuses, the focus is the 
campus as a whole, although particular divisions share in the responsibilities as students approach 
the point of graduation. Levels of responsibility differ on the Duluth and Twin Cities campuses, 
where collegiate units each have college specific roles in helping students make the transition from 
education to employment. At the same time, on both campuses there are some campus-wide roles 
and initiatives (e.g., raising employment related issues as part of the process of orientation to the 
University of Minnesota) that need to be well articulated with the collegiate programs and services 
(e.g., career services that support students in connecting with employers). Although interviews on 
campus are still important for some colleges, campus interviews are less important in other units. 
Especially for liberal arts graduates, participation in internships and other employment experiences 
is increasingly important in finding employment after graduation. 

Q: Who should receive the information gained through this measure? 

A: The results of the periodic surveys of graduates should be communicated to students, alumni, 
and others. They should also be used as a framework for subsequent reporting on results from initia
tives to address areas of particular concern to graduates. 

Q: What are students' responsibilities in making connections between their education and 
employment opportunities/career decisions? 

A: Students themselves must assume responsibility for using the career services available to them, 
including faculty and staff advisors who can assist students in clarifying career goals. The Univer
sity of Minnesota does not operate "placement" offices, but rather assists students in making career 
related decisions. 

Q: How might performance goals be stated for aspects of this critical measure? 

A: In some types of institutions with only occupational programs, success may be defined as the 
percent of graduates placed within 12 months of graduation in employment related to students' 
educational programs. It is unlikely that all such specific definitions would emerge for University 
programs, although determining percentages of students' employed within a specified time period 
after graduation is a starting point in proposing performance goals. 

Q: What services are currently available to assist students in making connections between 
education and employment? 

A: In addition to services available through central and collegiate career services offices, mentoring 
programs, career fairs, and faculty involvement are essential components of an overall campus-wide 
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plan to assist students in making connections between education and employment. 

Q: What information do we have as to how employers of University graduates perceive their 
skills and abilities relative to graduates of other institutions? 

A: There is some limited information on employers' perceptions, but more work will be done in the 
development of Phase Three institutional-level critical measures. As pail of the background work 
that led to the development of University 2000, a study was commissioned to understand how 
graduates of the University of Minnesota are perceived by employers in terms of graduates' actual 
job performance. The September 1993 report "Employer Market Research Survey Findings" by 
Lannin and Associates was based on interviews with 63 respondents (35 of whom were CEOs or 
senior managers) representing a pool of 46 companies, agencies or firms with 100 or more employ
ers. Key relevant findings from that report were as follows: (1) Employers find the University to be 
passive as a marketer of its graduates. Many of those surveyed feel the University's placement 
functions are not customer-oriented; (2) Overall, graduates of the University of Minnesota are seen 
as competitive but not exceptional performers in the work place; (3) Lack of diversity is driving 
employers to cut back their recruiting efforts at the University and to look elsewhere for graduates 
with diverse backgrounds; and (4) Graduates of the University are mixed on their allegiance to the 
school. Alumni as well as non-alumni consider themselves to be an "untapped resource." Particular 
concerns about graduates were that they were competitive in technical abilities but were too theoreti
cal and lacked practical experience, and were rated the lowest compared to other institutions' gradu
ates in terms of leadership and management skills. 

Q: What is the current status of campus or collegiate surveys of graduates, including their 
employment experiences during the period after graduation? 

A: Career services offices on the Crookston, Duluth and Morris campuses regularly survey gradu
ates, and all of the colleges on the Twin Cities campus conduct periodic surveys of graduates. The 
report "Career Services: Graduate Follow-up Report 1992-93" describes the results of the survey of 
1992-93 UMD graduates and presents comparative employment statistics for the previous five years. 
Similar reports are available for most other collegiate units, but each is based on a somewhat differ
ent process so that assembling meaningful institutional level data is impossible. In the implementa
tion of the Post-Graduation Critical Measure, every attempt will be made to coordinate institutional, 
campus, and collegiate information needs to avoid duplication of efforts. 

In addition, Alumni Offices on each campus periodically survey alumni, and often include questions 
on employment experiences since graduation. Illustrative information from alumni is from a 1993 
survey of 2, 539 alumni from the Duluth campus. Responses to the question "Please indicate how 
well your education at UMD prepared you for a career": 

Response 

Much 
Some 
Little 
None 

Percent 

49 
44 

6 
<1 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments 

Specific Measure: This critical measure would create an Annual University Scholarly Accomplish
ments Portfolio reflecting the individual and collective scholarship, research, and artistic accom
plishments of faculty across the institution. This measure would have two components: 1) a count of 
each of the basic types of "scholarly products" that reflect acceptance within the academic field; and 
2) a descriptive listing of "highlights," forwarded by the disciplinary units, to reflect their more 
significant individual and collective scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishments, which 
might include both scholarly products and externally bestowed recognition. This second component 
is especially important, since it is not possible to reflect the significance of faculty accomplishments 
across the breadth and diversity of the University of Minnesota's four campuses, colleges, and 
departments in simple numbers. 

Scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishments are the result of a creative process that begins 
with the germination of an idea; proceeds to the further development and expansion of the idea; and 
later becomes recognized as important-as having impact and influence within the. field. Eventually 
it might result in significant impact and/or application in the form of new technologies/materials/ 
methods, changes in public policies, and/or further inquires and inventions in important new areas. 
This critical measure attempts to reflect achievements and contributions of faculty in the second and 
third stages of this creative process, as shown in Figure 1 below (the application of this knowledge 
will be an important focus in the "third phase" critical measures): 

FIGURE 1 

Creative Process and Examples of 
Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

Omninllti!m a[ld~ll~ -t EliRiW~iQD g[ lsl~ll~ ---+ R~~~nilian g[ lmR~l g[ ld!:ll~ --+ lmRII!i<lllDd ARRli!i<lllillD g[ l!kllli 
(e.g., invitation to deliver a (e.g., publication in refereed (e.g., important book or award; (e.g., new technologies/ 
paper at a conference; first journal; book chapter; membership on imponant board materials/methods; public 
performance or exhibition in repeated performance or or committee; exhibitiqn or policies; funher inquiries and 
a local venue) exhibition) performance on national or inventions) 

international scale) 

General Goal for Measure: The general goal for this critical measure is to maintain and increase 
high quality University faculty scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishments. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 identifies research as 
one of the six strategic areas for the University of Minnesota and states a goal of "sustaining and 
improving the University's position as one of the premier research universities in the country." The 
plan emphasizes a commitment to the relationship of basic research to applied research; to under-
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graduate education, graduate, professional and continuing education, and to outreach; to an appropri
ate balance of effort between basic and applied research, within and across the disciplines; to main
taining and enhancing the quality of academic disciplines that are the core of a land-grant, research 
university; to promoting interdisciplinary and/or cooperative activities; and to effectively responding 
to the demand for applied research. 

The results of faculty effort are therefore a critically important area to monitor in measuring the 
success of the University in meeting its goals for the future. This particular critical measure, which 
focuses on "scholarly products" and "scholarly recognition", is closely related to three other critical 
measures that also reflect the success of our faculty: Reputation of Programs (undergraduate, gradu
ate, and professional education); Sponsored Funding; and Interdisciplinary/Applied Programs. 

We must include a critical measure focused on scholarly accomplishments, in addition to the other 
three areas, because these other measures cannot reflect the richness or the breadth of accomplish
ments of the University's faculty. For example, measures of sponsored funding will not adequately 
capture the accomplishments of University faculty in disciplines where there is little external fund
ing available, or on campuses where the main focus is on instruction and public service; and 
reputational rankings do not cover all disciplines or capture important kinds of faculty achievement. 

The application of scholarly expertise will also be reflected in the externally-focused critical mea
sures of Outreach and Public Service and Responsiveness to Compelling State Needs. Figure 2 
below shows these six related critical measures: 

FIGURE2 

Critical Measures Related to Faculty Effort 

Academic Results/Recognition Application of Results/Expertise 

Responsiveness to Compelling State Needs 

Outreach and Public Service 

a Faculty effort related to the actual faculty scholarship, research, and artistic accomplishments will be the focus of this 
critical measure. 

Although it is becoming increasingly important to communicate publicly what our faculty accom
plish, there is currently no systematic process for collecting information about the actual products or 
results of University faculty scholarship, research, and artistic activity. As a measure of the impor-
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tant creative contributions of University faculty in discovering new knowledge, this critical measure 
should allow for better communication of its usefulness and importance to the public, as well as 
facilitating discussion and celebration of faculty accomplishments within the University community. 
It should be noted that a similar recommendation for reporting faculty accomplishments was made 
by the Faculty Workload Task Force in 1992. The Task Force noted that .the University "must have a 
means of summarizing faculty effort and accomplishments ... However, the current institutional 
information seems substantially deficient in providing an overview of the full range of effort and, 
most importantly, of the broad array of faculty accomplishments" (pp. 6-7). The Task Force noted 
that such a report of faculty accomplishments would be a form of accountability and could also be 
used for internal management and planning needs and for communication with external audiences. 

Description of Measure: This critical measure is intended to reflect collective accomplishments 
(for example, of a group of faculty within a department, a college, or a campus), as well as results 
achieved by individual faculty members. The focus of the measure is on scholarly products and 
recognition, not on the performance or productivity of individuals. "Scholarly products" and 
"scholarly recognition" are defined below: 

• All faculty are expected to engage in scholarship, research, or artistic activity that contributes 
to the discovery of new knowledge and produces original research, scholarship, and creative 
products across a wide range of fields. Creative. scholarly. and research products include the 
following major items: a) scholarly books, monographs, book chapters, etc.; b) articles 
published in scholarly or professional journals; c) conference proceedings; d) exhibits, 
exhibitions, performances and/or compositions; e) patents and licenses; f) software; and 
g) designs. These items are public and easily identifiable; they are also extensively used in 
assessing faculty performance in the tenure and promotion process. 

• The quality and importance of the scholarly work of faculty can also be seen in the scholarly 
recognition received from national and international scholarly, scientific, and artistic organi
zations, associations, and societies. Scholarly reco~nition includes many types of awards, 
prizes, honors, and appointments by professional organizations or societies, and reflects the 
quality of a faculty member's scholarly work and relative standing in his or her field. Schol
arly recognition includes the following major categories: a) membership of faculty in impor
tant professional and scientific societies (e.g., the National Academy of Sciences, National 
Academy of Engineering, the Institute of Medicine, and other national institutes); b) major 
educational, research, scholarly, or artistic awards (e.g., Nobel, Pulitzer, NIH MERIT 
awards); c) major best book, best paper, other scholarship, research, or artistic awards; and 

. d) editorship or associate editorship of (leading) journals or book series. Although larg~ly 
subjective, scholarly recognition-particularly by national and international organizations
provides important information about the quality, importance, and significance of the creative 
and scholarly work of faculty as determined by peers. 
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Scholarly Work/Products Measure: The categories listed above are intended to be broad enough to 
reflect the breadth of scholarly work across a broad range of disciplines. The result of this measure 
would not be a single count of scholarly products across the categories, but separate counts for each 
of the different product types. This approach is recommended for at least two important reasons. 
First, measures for creative, scholarly, and research accomplishments should reflect the broad mis
sion of the University and thus be able to include all possible forms of faculty accomplishment in 
various fields. Second, because scholarly and artistic work in these fields results in significantly 
different kinds of products in a wide variety of forms, it would be extremely difficult-and probably 
meaningless-to reduce such a large ·number of diverse products to a single, numerical count. Fig
~ 3 shows how the measures would look for the different types of important scholarly products 
across the institution. 

FIGURE 3 

Annual Scholarly Scientific and Artistic Products 

Type of Scholarly Products Number of Scholarly Products 

Publications 
Scholarly books (Number) 
Edited books " 
Textbooks " 
Monograph " 
Journal anicles " 
Book chapters " 
Published conference 

proceedings " 
Artistic accomplishments 

Exhibits " 
Exhibitions " 
Performances and/or 
compositions " 

Commissioned works " 
Computer software programs " 
Architectural designs " 
Patents and licenses 

Patents " 
Licenses " 

Other " 

"Hit:hlit:hts" Measure: "Highlights" will include both scholarly products and scholarly recognition, 
and will be a way of showing particularly significant faculty achievements in the view of faculty 
within the disciplines. As shown in Figure 4 on the following page, this measure would be not .a 
count but a brief descriptive listing of the highlights to reflect and communicate the depth and 
richness of important or influential achievements. Attachment A shows some examples of possible 
criteria the disciplinary units might use for selecting scholarly products and scholarly recognition as 

"highlights." 
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FIGURE 4 

Annual University Scholarly Accomplishments Highlights 

Type of Scholarly Products 

Publications 
Scholarly books 

Edited books 

Textbooks 

Monographs 

Journal articles 

Book chapters 

Published conference proceedings 

Artistic accomplishments 
Exhibits 

Exhibitions 

Performances and/or compositions 

Commissioned works 

Computer software programs 

Architectural designs 

Patents and licenses 

Patents 

Licenses 

Other 

Type of Scholarly Recognition 

Election of faculty into national institutes 

Election of faculty in to important professional 
and scientific societies 

Major educational, research, artistic awards 

Major best book, paper or other research awards 

Editorship or associate editorship of (leading) 
journals or book series 

Other 

Highlights of Scholarly Products 

(Field/topic and a brief description, including significance) 

Highlights of Scholarly Recognition 

(Field/topic and a brief description, including significance) 
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Together, these two measures would make up the annual University "portfolio" of faculty scholar
ship, research, and artistic accomplishments. Data collection for this measure would be built on the 
annual faculty reports prepared by faculty members, with a common set of categories used for all 
units so that results can be aggregated across colleges, campuses, and the institution. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: Currently, the data for this critical measure are 
unavailable and there is no institutional-level data collection and reponing process. As a result, 
baseline data will not be available until the first year's data are collected for this critical measure. 
But even when baseline data have been compiled, it is not clear that meaningful goals can be set (at 
least in the same way that they are set for other critical measures), since this measure is more quali
tatively than quantitatively focused. 

But even if this measure does not result in a numerical performance goal, it will increase attention to 
faculty scholarly accomplishments, with presumably positive results. For example, it is expected 
that information provided through this critical measure would be used by the President, Senior Vice 
Presidents, Chancellors, Provosts, and Deans to assess the quality and quantity of faculty accom
plishments and to take the appropriate actions to improve if needed. This measure is also expected 
to be used to provide better information to external audiences about the important accomplishments 
of University faculty. It is important to note that the quantity and quality of University faculty 
scholarly accomplishments will be dependent upon the quantity and quality of the University's 
human and physical capital resources. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: To increase the overall quality and quantity of 
faculty scholarly accomplishments, the following institutional actions are critical: 

• Recruitment and retention of world-class researchers, scholars, and artists 

• Promotion of basic research and maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the aca
demic disciplines that are at the core of a land-grant university 

• Promotion and strengthening of interdisciplinary activities 

• Responding to the demand for applied research and 

• Upgrading and enhancing the research infrastructure 

Cost: Achieving goals for the Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments Critical Mea
sure will depend on the availability of resources to undertake the action initiatives described above. 
Our assumption is that Partnership investments will allow this to happen. 

Data Collection Process: Currently there is no institutional or campus baseline data on the accom
plishments of faculty members, although most if not all academic units conduct an annual faculty 
activity reporting process. Data collection for this measure will be built on the reporting processes 
already in place within the academic units, although some common categories will need to be used 
so that information can be aggregated across units. 
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Breakout of Measure: This measure could be broken out by campus, college, and department. 
However, when looking at results on a college or departmental basis, the appropriate comparison is 
not with other University of Minnesota departments in different disciplines but with similar units at 
other comparable institutions. It is not clear whether any of these other institutions collect this kind 
of information on a regular basis. 

Responsibilities: Responsibility for performance on this critical measure rests with the President, 
Senior Vice Presidents, Chancellors, Provosts, and Deans. The Vice President for Research/Dean of 
the Graduate School will also be closely involved. Oversight by the Provosts and the Vice President 
for Research. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Possible Criteria of Quality for 
Scholarship, Research, Artistic Accomplishments 

Criteria for selecting publications or other publicly identifiable outputs): 

a) Published in a leading refereed-journal of the field or have achieved a significant (within 
the field) citation level 

b) Have received awards or other important prizes and recognition for products from an 
important professional and disciplinary associations (e.g., best paper, best-selling book, etc.) 

c) Have received national and international recognition from professional and nonprofes
sional organizations (e.g., national and international media coverage) regarding its impor
tance and contribution to scientific knowledge and artistic achievements 

d) Be a cutting-edge/ground-breaking/innovative accomplishment, whether or not there is yet 
evidence of recognition within the field 

e) Have an imponant product such as a patent, licenses, copyright, commissioned work, 
design etc., or have exhibited or performed in an important venue 

Criteria for selecting awards, prizes, honors, appointments or other scholarly recognition: 

a) Have received an award, prizes, honors from/in an important professional or disciplinary 
association (e.g., Nobel, Pulitzer, NIH career development awards and Merit Scholars) 

b) Hold a leadership position/office in an important nati<?nal or international professional or 
disciplinary association (e.g., American Medical Association, American EconomicAssocia
tion) 

c) Hold membership on an important national or international organization or board of a 
{specific) discipline (e.g., National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering) 

d) Hold editorship or associate editorship of a leading journal or book series 
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Questions and Answers 

Q: Who was involved in the discussion of this measure? 

A: This measure was discussed with many of the University Senate committees, including the 
committees on Research, Faculty Affairs, Finance and Planning, and Equal Opportunity for Women, 
as well as with the Acting Vice President for Research/Dean of the Graduate School and deans and/ 
or their staff in a number of Twin Cities campus colleges. 

Q: If the success of our faculty is being measured in three other critical measures, why is it 
important to have this measure? 

A: It is important to include a critical measure focused on scholarly accomplishments (in addition to 
the other three areas) because the other measures cannot reflect the richness or the breadth of accom
plishments of the University's faculty. For example: 

• Measures of reputational ranking often indicate the relative quality of a specific academic 
unit by focusing on faculty quality (including research achievements), available resources 
(e.g., research support and facilities), student quality, and the curricula (e.g., variety and 
depth of courses), but they will not cover all disciplines or capture other kinds of significant 
faculty achievement (Webster & Conrad, 1986). 

• Sponsored funding is also related to the quality of research and scholarship because the level 
of funding to do more research and creative work indicates that external funding sources 
value the accomplishments of our faculty. However, there are substantial variations between 
disciplines and campuses with respect to availability of sponsored funding; some of the 
physical, medical, and social sciences may have greater access to external financial support 
for research than do the arts and humanities. Therefore, such a measure will not adequately 
capture the accomplishments of University faculty in disciplines where there is little external 
funding available, or on campuses where the main focus is on instruction and public service. 

• Interdisciplinary/applied programs, which need a separate focus because of their increasing 
importance and emphasis in the future, reflect a certain type of faculty accomplishment. 

Q: What are the disadvantages of this particular measure? 

A: There are several important disadvantages of using such a measure: 

• In contrast to the other critical measures included in Phase I, numerical performance goal(s) 
will be difficult to set for this critical measure. 

• It would be very difficult to compare the accomplishments of the University with other peer 
institutions since currently "benchmark data" are not available though several other research 
universities are also in the process of documenting their faculty accomplishments (e.g., 
University of Oregon, University of Maryland). 
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Counting or reporting the accomplishments of faculty members might still be subjective even 
if a number of criteria are used in selecting them. 

Some problems might arise from the use of publications or other forms of scholarly products 
(e.g., how the quality of products is taken into account, which types of products will be 
counted, how multiple authorship is taken into consideration). 

Data collection could be a time-consuming process since the data will be asked from indi
vidual academic units or collected through annual surveys. 

Q: Why not use citation counts? 

A: Several conceptual and technical problems in using citation counts to assess research perfor
mance also exist. The following is a summary of some of the major problems associated with the 
use of citation analysis which need to be taken into account in any attempt to develop and employ 
such measures for institutional decision making. The citation practices of authors may result in 
considerable citations errors. Such errors include self-citation, the omission of a large body of . 
literature due to not carrying out an extensive review, "plagiarism" of citations without having read 
the cited work, the practice of citing literature reviews rather than the original work, the citation of 
work by eminent researchers at the expense of work by little-known researchers even though the 
latter may be more appropriate, i.e., "persuasive citing", citation of one's own or a colleague's work. 
Moreover, the 'halo effect' may play a significant role in the case of some authors because their 
names are well known. 

Second, there are problems coming frorri citation indexes. Citation indexes only cover about 7000 
journals and omit many other refereed national and international journals. Omitting a substantial 
number of refereed journals may provide insufficient information about the overall citation counts. 
Moreover, citation indexes provide information by senior or primary authors and ignore multiple 
authorship. Results are considerably biased when multiple authorship is ignored in citation indexes. 
Furthermore, changes in the names of authors and incorrect citations such as name misspelling and 
the use of common names can result in other errors in citation counts. 

Third, the choice of an appropriate time period for the count can be also a problem. Although it is 
better to use a short time period in order to make the measure as accurate a reflection of current 
research output as possible. This would discriminate against authors whose works increase in 
importance over time. 

Fourth, there are problems arising from the mobility of faculty. There needs to be a consensus on the 
best way of allocating citations between where the research was done and where the researcher's 
location was at the time of citation. 

Fifth, a citations count will discriminate against the department whose members are relatively young 
with few publications to be cited. It has been argued that citations may not be a good indicator of a 
department's future performance since citations are based on the previous work of faculty and those 
faculty may no longer be there, and may have been replaced by new faculty. 

Sixth, a number of studies also argued that citations do not measure the guality of publications. It is 
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not clear whether citations "measure quality, importance, impact, influence, utility, visibility, all of 
the above, or something else". 

Finally, the collection of citation data for all academic units is very expensive and time consumin~. 

Q: Why not use the total number of publications? 

A: There are several conceptual and technical issues in conducting a publication analysis. The first 
issue is to identify and determine which types of publications will be counted. A typical publication 
count will include all scientific publications such as books,.book chapters, j~urnal articles, published 
conference proceedings, and the like. In addition, omitting other methods of research dissemination 
can also be an important problem in publication analysis. Although publications are the most com
mon indicator of research performance, there are also alternative ways to produce research; for 
example, seminars, conferences, departmental discussion papers and informal correspondence. 
Unless work transmitted in these forms is subsequently published, a large chunk of research may be 
omitted from any measure based on publications. 

A second issue relates to how the guality of publications is taken into account, because publications 
vary considerably in quality and in what they contribute to a subject. The major criticism of using a 
publication count as a measure for research performance is that it reflects the quantity rather than the 
quality or the relative contribution to a subject. Even if some corrective measures have been ·used to 
capture the quality and the relative contribution of publications, it has been often argued that they are 
not a real measure of the quality or relative contribution of publications and do not necessarily 
provide any information on the quality or impact of the study. For example, the relative importance 
of a book or jour~al article would be quite different. Moreover, it is also suggested that there are 
considerable differences between types of journal articles with respect to type, quality, and length 
and thus such differences should also be taken into account. If an article length is not taken into 
account, it may lead to a proliferation of short articles in order to boost research "output" and hence 
the rankings of departments and individual faculty. Similarly, we can also note the differences in 
quality and relative contribution of types of journal articles such as a theoretical paper and a litera
ture review. We can also note that such differences also exist between types of books. All these 
examples suggest that differences between forms, length, and relative contributions of publications 
need to be taken into account in any effort to measure research performance. 

Q: Why aren't the scholarly, research, and artistic accomplishments of students and other 
University employees (e.g., research associates) included in this measure? 

A: This critical measure is intended to highlight the significant accomplishments of our faculty, and 
so data on faculty are the focus of the measure. However, to the extent that scholarly, research, and 
artistic accomplishments of students and other University employees might be reflected in the 
accomplishments reponed by faculty, they might be included in the broadest sense (although they 
would not be visible in a separate category). For students, this kind of information may be more 
appropriately reflected in the Student Experience Critical Measure that focuses on student achieve
ment/performance and the distinctive features of a University education. 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens 

Specific Measure: The specific measure is the percentage of a random sample of Minnesota citi
zens polled who say they are very satisfied with the University. For the purposes of this critical 
measure, satisfaction of Minnesota citizens is conceptualized as shown in Figure 1 below: 

Awareness of the University's + 
mission and goals-institutional 
level and by campus: 

• overall 
• teaching/learning 
• research/discovery 
• outreach/public service 
• customer/constituent responsiveness 

FIGURE 1 

Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens 

Perception of importance of + 
mission and goals to state/ 
communities/self-institutional 
level and by campus: 

• overall 
• teaching/learning 
• research/discovery 
• outreach/public service 
• customer/constituent responsiveness 

Satisfaction 

Perception of performance 
related to mission for state/ 
communities/self
institutional level and by 
campus: 

• overall 
• teaching/learning 
• research/discovery 
• outreach/public service 
• customer/constituent 
responsiveness 

The assumption made in this depiction of satisfaction is that satisfaction requires an awareness of the 
University's multiple roles, a belief in their importance, and a perception of the University's perfor
mance and contributions in relation to its roles. For purposes of this critical measure, "Minnesota 
citizens" are defined as: a) the general public of the state; and b) key constituency groups, including 
business and industry, state and local governments, the non-profit sector, and communities of color. 

General Goal for Measure: Increase satisfaction of Minnesota citizens and key constituency 
groups with the University's performance and contributions to the state. 
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Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: U2000 states the University's commit
ment to enhancing the social, cultural, economic, and intellectual health of Minnesota and the Upper 
Midwest and reiterates the three elements of its mission as a land-grant, research university: research 
and discovery, teaching and learning, and outreach and public service. The University's vision for 
the 21st century is elaborated in the six strategic areas of research, graduate and professional educa
tion, undergraduate education, outreach and access, user-friendly University community, and diver
sity. 

The University needs not only to maintain and improve its performance in each of these areas, but 
also to improve the public's understanding of its mission, its programs, and its contributions to the 
state. Public understanding and support are critical for achieving the University's vision and goals 
for the 21st century. This critical measure will serve as a way of measuring the University's success 
in communicating its mission, goals, and accomplishments to the people of the state. 

To the extent that public perceptions of the University relate to all of its functions and activities, this 
measure will be related to most if not all of the other critical measures. ln particular, this measure is 
related to the other externally-oriented critical measures of Responsiveness to Compelling State 
Needs, Responsiveness to Market Demand, Outreach and Public Service, and Interdisciplinary/ 
Applied Programs. It is also related to the Underrepresented Groups/Diversity and the Customer 
Service/Streamlining critical measures. 

Description of Measure: The proposed operational definitions for this critical measure are as 
follows: 

• Satisfaction is operationalized as the percentage of Minnesota citizens polled who say they 
are very satisfied when responding to a question about their overall satisfaction with the 
University. 

• Awareness is operationalized as the response of the public and members of key constituency 
groups to questions about: 
a) feeling generally informed about the University and its activities; 
b) being able to identify components of the University's mission and key aspects of its 

future goals (i.e., teaching/learning, research/discovery, outreach/public service, and 
responsiveness to customers/ constituents); and · 

c) recognizing the University's unique role in the state's public higher education system. 

• Perception of imponance is operationalized as the response of the general public and mem
bers of key constituency groups to questions about the importance of the University's mis
sion and goals for the state, for their communities, and for themselves/their families (in 
general and in teaching/learning, research/discovery, outreach/public service, and responsive
ness to customers/constituents). 

• Perception of performance is operationalized as the response of the general public and mem
bers of key constituency groups to questions about: 
a) the University's performance overall; 
b) the quality of the University's teaching/learning, research/discovery, and outreach/public 

service, as well as its responsiveness to customers/constituents; and · 
c) the University's contributions to the quality of life in the state, their communities, and 

themselves/their families. 
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There are two primary methods of collecting information for this measure: public opinion polling 
and the use of focus groups and/or informant networks. Public opinion polling should be done at 
least biennially (ideally annually), over-sampling for key constituency groups to obtain samples of 
sufficient size to draw subgroup conclusions; follow-up polling of individuals who would agree to 
provide additional information on certain questions might also be used to gain additional information 
(e.g., respondents who stated that they had experienced problems in their personal contacts with the 
University). The public opinion polls conducted by University Relations will be the starting point 
for development of this measure. It is assumed that some of the questions used in the past would be 
continued, some of these questions might be modified, and some new questions would need to be 
added. 

Focus groups and/or a "key informant" network could also be used to obtain more in-depth informa
tion on important questions on the awareness, importance, performance, and satisfaction dimensions 
for the key constituency groups in particular .. Focus group/key informant information would supple
ment the results of public opinion polling (and might even suggest new questions for future polling), 
but would not be the central focus of this critical measure. This method may be further developed in 
the third phase of the critical measures work when the other externally-oriented measures (e.g., 
Responsiveness to Compelling State Needs, Responsiveness to Market Demand, Outreach and 
Public Service) are developed. 

There are many other ways that campuses, colleges, and departments do now and should continue to 
interact with residents of the state, including maintaining external advisory groups and periodically 
collecting information on the needs and responses of their external constituencies. While not the 
focus of this critical measure, these other sources of information provide useful supplemental infor
mation for understanding the satisfaction of the state's citizens with the University and its campuses. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: In implementing this measure, it will be important 
to ask enough questions to understand why people respond as they do when rating their overall 
satisfaction. Figure 1 above suggests that it will be important to know their level of understanding, 
feeling of importance, and judgment of performance across the University's three missions, as well 
as more generally in its customer service and responsiveness to constituents. It will also be useful to 
know what direct or indirect experiences they may have had with the University and how their 
responses relate to the four campuses. The "overall satisfaction" rating should come after these 
other questions and serve as an overall summing up of responses. 

Because the University Relations public opinion polls have used a relatively small number of ques
tions (10-15) they provide data which is suggestive but is not necessarily adequate to establish the 
baseline for the Overall Satisfaction measure; A question on "overall satisfaction" was used in a 
survey conducted in 1994. Figure 2 below shows results from the survey of 805 adults (18 years of 
age or older) conducted by the Minnesota Center for Survey Research as part of the 1994 Minnesota 
State Survey. 
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FIGURE 2 

Public's Overall Satisfaction with University of Minnesota 
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Source: 1994 Minnesota State Survey, Minnesota Center for Survey Research, University of Minnesota 

The survey found that 19% of the Minnesota citizens sampled were "very satisfied" with the Univer
sity and an additional 38% were "somewhat satisfied." Although only small percentages gave 
negative responses (8% were "somewhat dissatisfied" and only 2% were "very dissatisfied"), a 
significant percentage of the people questioned-33%--were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied. 
Based on these results, the University could be viewed as having important work to do in increasing 
ratings of the "somewhat satisfied" and the "neither" groups, in order to increase public support for 
its mission and goals in this critical time of shrinking resources. 

A question on "impression of the University as an educational institution" was included in 1988, 
1990, 1992, 1993, and 1994 University Relations surveys but is not as useful as a measure of overall 
satisfaction since the focus is on only the educational component of the tripartite mission. 

For the reasons stated above, the baseline for the Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens will be 
established in the first year that the expanded survey is implemented, and performance goals can 
then be set. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Relevant initiatives include ill! U2000 initiatives, 
since public perceptions of the University will be a function of progress and performance in all of 
these areas. In addition, the University needs to implement aggressive communication strategies ·So 
that Minnesota residents become better informed about-and more supportive of-the University's 
unique miss!on and role and its important accomplishments. 
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Cost: Achieving performance goals for the Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens Critical 
Measure will depend on the availability of resources to undertake the action initiatives necessary to 
implement and communicate U2000. Our assumption is that Partnership investments will allow this 
to happen. 

Data Collection Process: On a limited basis, public opinion polling has been carried out annually 
by University Relations, and these resources could be used to partially fund an expanded scope and 
sample. The Minnesota Extension Service has a statewide network that might be used for the collec
tion of the more specific, supplemental information acquired through focus groups or informant 
networks. 

Breakout of Measure: The results of the Overall Satisfaction of Minnesota Citizens Critical Mea
sure should be broken out for each of the key constituency groups. 

Responsibility: Responsibility for performance on the critical measure of Overall Satisfaction of 
Minnesota Citizens rests with the President, Senior Vice Presidents, Provosts, Chancellors, and 
Deans. Others particularly involved are the Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Vice 
President for Institutional Relations, and the Director of the Minnesota Extension Service. 
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Questions and Answers 

Q: Who was involved in the discussion of this measure? 

A: Committees consulted in the process of developing the second phase critical measures include 
the Senate committees on Finance and Planning, Social Concerns, Equal Employment Opportunity 
for Women, Disability Issues, Faculty Affairs, Educational Policy, Intercollegiate Athletics, Re
search, Computer and Information Services, Faculty Consultative, and Student Consultative; the 
Academic Staff Advisory Committee; the Civil Service Committee; the Labor/Management Com
mittee; and the President's four minority advisory committees. Also consulted were faculty and staff 
on the Duluth, Morris, and Crookston campuses, staff of University Relations, and staff in the 
University offices concerned with affirmative action and equal opportunity, minority affairs, disabil
ity services, gay, lesbian, bisexual, trans gender programs, and women. 

Q: How can a question that is so broad ("How satisfied are you with the University of Minne
sota?") and asked of a random sample of state Citizens be meaningful? Don't we really need to 
know a lot more about how the University is perceived than what can be learned through a survey? 
Wouldn't it be more meaningful to a) have individual campuses, colleges, and departments survey 
their own identified constituents, so we would know more clearly what they were responding to; 
and/or b) use focus groups or other methods that make more meaningful connections with people? 

A: This measure is only one of a number of measures addressing the University's relationships with 
its external constituencies. The other measures-Responsiveness to Compelling State Needs, Re
sponsiveness to Market Demand, Outreach and Public Service, Interdisciplinary/Applied Programs, 
and Customer Se~ice/Streamlining-will be developed in the "third phase" of the critical measures 
work. These other measures are expected to provide a great deal of additional depth on public 
perceptions of the University, well beyond the kind of general information that can be gained 
through a public opinion survey. It is likely, for example, that these other measures will involve 
collection of information from key users of University "products" or ser-Vices (e.g., employers of 
University graduates), as well as much more qualitative information gained through direct, two-way 
interaction with members of important constituency groups. At the same time, we do need some 
way of getting even a broad-brush picture of what the "average" citizen of the state thinks of the 
University, since we will increasingly need the support of the general population to be successful in 

· the future. 

Q: How can we know in a survey what people are thinking about--e.g., which campus-when 
they answer the questions? This may be very different in different parts of the state. 

A: We will ask at least one and possibly more questions in the survey about which campus or 
campuses people know about, have had experiences with, and/or tend to think about when stating an 
opinion on their satisfaction with the University. 
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Q: If this measure results in more money being spent on public information and education 
about the University, isn't that going to be perceived badly (both internally and externally) in a 
time of budget constraints? 

A: We need to be careful about this, for the reason stated in the question. However, the University 
already has many mechanisms in place for making connections with people around the state (for 
example, the Minnesota Extension Service and the alumni association's chapter program), so it may 
be possible to increase our effectiveness in telling the University's story without necessarily spend
ing a lot of additional money. That would be the hope; it should, in fact, be a guiding principle as we 
attempt to improve our effectiveness in communicating the University's plans and accomplishments. 

Page 4-7 



l 
] 

J 
l 
J 
J 
l 
J 
l. 
I 
I 
J 
J 
I 
l 
J 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ., 

- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Faculty and Staff Experience 

Specific Measure: The Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure addresses the experience of 
University faculty and staff from two perspectives-the institution's and the employee's-and 
focuses on three key areas: 1) skill and career development of employees (as facilitated by the 
institution); 2) supportiveness of the environment (as reflected in employees' perceptions of the 
climate); and 3) market competitiveness of compensation (as viewed for the institution in the aggre
gate, not on an individual level). 

For purposes of this critical measure, faculty and staff are defmed as including all regular faculty, 
senior academic administrators, other academic administrators, academic professionals, union 
represented staff, and civil service staff. The measure is concerned with the experience of men and 
women faculty and staff from varying racial, religious, and ethnic backgrounds; faculty and staff of 
varying sexual orientations; and faculty and staff with disabilities. Although the faculty/staff experi
ence varies across the Crookston, Duluth, Morris, and Twin Cities campuses, the three-part focus of 
the measure shown in Figure 1 below applies to all four campuses. 

FIGURE 1 
Faculty and Staff Experience 

Institutional Perspective 

Development Measure: the extent to 
which faculty and staff receive skill and 
career development that prepares them to 
perform effectively in their jobs, and 
that advances the mission of the institu
tion (current and future) 

Compensation Measure: market 
competitiveness in compensation, as 
reflected in the University's compensa
tion position among peer institutions for 
faculty and academic staff; and position 
relative to appropriate labor markets for 
civil service and union represented groups 

Employee Perspective 

Climate Measure: the overall 
satisfaction of faculty and staff, as 
reflected in the extent to which they 
perceive their work as respected, 
valued, supported, and recognized, 
in a welcoming, collaborative, safe, 
and functional physical and inter
personal environment 

General Goal for Measure: 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. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 states a goal of faculty 
who are world-class researchers, scholars, and artists; who are effective teachers; and who reflect the 
diversity of society. U2000 also envisions faculty as being free to look at the world as they see it and 
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to express what they see in their work, as well as having the support they need for the creation of 
new knowledge in basic, interdisciplinary, and applied areas, and for effective teaching and outreach. 
Staff are envisioned as being able to design and provide services that are needed and valued by all 
members of the University community, and as being given the time and support they need to accom
plish their work in a consistently high quality manner. 

The sixth strategic area of University 2000 also states a goal of creating an environment that actively 
acknowledges and values diversity for men and women students, faculty, and staff from varying 
racial, religious, and ethnic backgrounds, and of varying sexual orientations, as well as people with 
disabilities. The underrepresented groups/diversity critical measure states that progress in creating an 
inclusive and supportive environment will be measured in a variety of ways, including surveys of 
faculty and staff. 

The results of faculty effort are measured in several other critical measures, including the critical 
measures of Sponsored Funding; Scholarship, Research, and Artistic Accomplishments; Interdisci
plinary/ Applied Programs; Outreach and Public Service; and Reputation of Programs. The rationale 
for focusing this critical measure on the three specific areas identified above--development, climate 
satisfaction, and compensation-is that the quality of the experience of our faculty and staff, as 
employees of the University and as members of the University community, is central to their effec
tiveness and performance. To the extent that the experience is a positive one, the likelihood of 
successful outcomes is increased; and to the extent that there are problems in the faculty/staff experi
ence, they need to be addressed so that the quality of the experience is improved. 

"Recruitment" of faculty and staff was part of the original name for this measure and continues to be 
an important aspect of University 2000. However, recruitment is no longer included as part of this 
critical measure because it would be difficult, if not impossible, to measure in a meaningful way ~t 
an institutional level, given the significant differences among disciplines and departments. It is · 

· therefore more appropriate to measure at the college and departmental levels, and these units will be 
expected to address this issue in their own unit-level measures. To the extent that competitive com
pensation is an important factor in the recruitment of top faculty and staff, the compensation focus 
here supports recruitment, even while not addressing it directly. · 

"Retention" was also part of the original name of this critical measure. While retention of top quality 
faculty and staff in general, and underrepresented/diversity groups in particular, continues to be 
important to the University 2000 vision and goals, a retention rate is not included as part of this 
critical measure because it would not distinguish among the different reasons that employees leave, 
only some of which reflect problems in the environment. In addition, to the extent that employees 
leave because of a negative experience here, these issues should be reflected in the measurement of 
faculty and staff satisfaction with the climate. Although it would not be part of this institutional 
critical measure, a general exit survey of all faculty and staff who leave the University would be a 
useful supplemental measure, allowing for a more systematic monitoring of the causes of attrition 
and the development of appropriate initiatives where problems exist. In the case of underrepresented/ 
diversity groups, interviews and focus groups might be also be used to obtain additional information 
on climate-related causes of attrition. 

This measure builds on the work of several offices, including the University's Human Resources 
Office, the Office of the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs with Responsibility for 
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Minority Affairs and Diversity, and the Commission on Women. Several recent reports also provide 
an important basis for this critical measure, including the Compensation Working Group's March 
1995 report, the Office of the Associate Vice President for Minority Affairs and Diversity's January 
1995 report "A Five-Year Progress Report on Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty and Academic 
Administrators of Color: Recruitment and Retention," and the Commission on Women's May 1995 
working paper "Minnesota Plan II, 1995-2000 Recommendations to Increase the University 
Community's Capacity to Improve the Campus Climate for Women." 

Elements of this Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure will also be included in the Under
represented Groups/Diversity Critical Measure. 

Description of Measure: The Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure concerns: 1) how well 
we prepare faculty and staff to do their jobs and to carry out the institutional mission (development); 
2) how valued and supported our faculty and staff feel working in this environment (climate satisfac
tion); and 3) how competitive the University is able to be in the area of compensation relative to the 
top research institutions we compete with and in the appropriate local labor markets (compensation). 
At this point in time, measures in all three of these areas are somewhat developmental, as described 
in the sections that follow. 

Development Measure: This measure deals with the extent to which facultY and staff receive devel
opmental support and/or training that prepares them to perform as expected in their jobs and that 
advances the mission of the University, with particular emphasis on: a) developmental support for 
the mission activities of research, scholarship and artistic activity; teaching and learning; and out
reach and public service; b) preparation for administration, management, and leadership to accom
plish institutional, campus, and unit goals; c) training for specific skills, including effective use of 
information technology; and d) individualized orientation and developmental support for junior 
faculty and new staff. The delivery of such development support and training would include struc
tured training programs (provided here or elsewhere), on-site developmental assistance tailored to 
the needs of a work group or department, financial support for individual developmental activities 
(e.g., presenting a paper at a conference), and interpersonal support for individual growth and devel-

. opment (e.g., mentoring). 

Although an "outcome" measure of the success of development efforts in improving performance 
would be desirable, direct measurement at an institutional level of the impact of development activi
ties (as defmed here) is probably not feasible. Therefore, this measure will necessarily be more a 
measure of development-related activity than a measure of its results. At the same time, a measure 
that simply shows how many people participated in any kind of training or development activity 
(e.g., the number of staff who took advantage of the Regent Scholarship) could substantially miss the 
mark, since the training might or might not be related to the needs of the institution. This meaSure, 
then, attempts to focus more specifically on those development activities that, in a more or less 
planned and strategic way, prepare faculty and staff for performance of their jobs and that advance 
the mission and goals of the University. · 

Therefore, the institutional critical measure for development is the number and percent of faculty 
and staff who receive developmental support or trainin~ in identified priority areas. broken down to 
show results for each type of faculty and staff group and for each of the underrepresented/diversity 
groups. This measure implies that the necessary types of developmental support and training have 
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been specified for each group and that goals have been set for the number in each group who should J·· 

receive each type of developmental support and/or training (e.g., the number of faculty expected to 
utilize developmental programs for teaching or outreach; the number of department heads and 
administrators expected to receive training for administrative leadership; the number of faculty and J' 
staff in each group expected to receive training for use of information technology; etc.). This defini-
tion of the critical measure also assumes that the information can be aggregated across groups and 
reported for the institution and for each campus. J 
Although the need has been recognized and preliminary work has begun, development of a compre-
hensive institutional strategy and a plan identifying the skill. and career development needs of faculty J 
and staff (and appropriate organizational responses) will likely take one to two years to complete. 
Short term, one of the more important steps may be to set an institutional expectation concerning the 
importance of increased attention to development and training and to determine at a unit level what J 
types of development and training are needed. Once the planning process is completed, baseline 
information can be collected and goals set for this part of the Faculty and. Staff Experience Critical 
Measure. At that time, it may also be useful to consider supplemental measures, including ratings by J 
recipients and others on the impact of development support or training received. · 

Climate Satisfaction Measure: This measure refers to the extent to which faculty and staff perceive J 
that their work is respected and valued; that the interpersonal and physical work environment is 
welcoming, collegial, and collaborative (not isolating); that expectations for workload and perfor- J; . 

mance are clearly communicated (including feedback) and appropriate; that concerns about the work . 
environment are heard and addressed; that there are opportunities for promotion and advancement, 
~fd that work ihs adequately supporte~ to all)ow for successful performance (e.g., time, training, J· 

m rastructure, uman resources, equ1pment. 

The institutional critical measure for climate satisfaction will be based on an annual faculty/staff J 
survey that includes an oyeraU guestion on satisfaction with the climate. as well as more specific 
questions addressing the areas shown in Figure 2. Survey results would be broken out for each 
faculty and staff group, as well as for underrepresented/diversity groups. This information could be J 
supplemented by using more in-depth interviews or focus groups if more information was needed to 
understand survey findings. Additional supplemental measures might include the perc~nt of staff .

1 jobs fllled by promotion vs. external hires; for faculty, time in rank/time to promotion and tenure; 
and the percent of retention cases who decide to stay. 

Although some faculty and staff surveys have been done in the past for more specific purposes, there J 
has not been a comprehensive survey addressing the issues of climate for all faculty and staff groups 
on a regular basis. This measure will need to be developed in collaboration with campuses, collC?ges, ]·, 
and departments so that the results will be meaningful at all levels of the institution, and meaningful 
results can be obtained for each of the major faculty and staff groups and the underrepresented/ 
diversity groups. Once this is done, ideally within the 1995-96 year, data for the baseline year can~ J· 

collected and goals set. 

Comnensatjon Measure: This measure refers, for faculty and academic staff, to the University's J 
compensation position among peer institutions. Recognizing that faculty salaries vary among the 
different disciplines and that, on a working level, salaries need to be competitive with comparable 
departments/disciplines in peer institutions, it is nevertheless useful to look at the University of J 
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Minnesota's "competitive position" overall when establishing compensation performance goals. 
Because of the different campus missions, competitive position and future performance goals will be 
based on different sets of peer institutions for each campus. For the Twin Cities campus, the Com
pensation Working Group has recommended using the top 30 U.S. research universities cited in 
Change magazine; appropriate peer institutions for the Duluth, Morris, and Crookston campuses 
have not been finalized. For civil service and union represented goups, the measure refers to the 
University's position relative to appropriate labor markets. 

Although a great deal of work has been done by the Compensation Working Group, many details of 
implementation remain to be completed. Once this has been done, baseline information can be 
confirmed and goals set. 

FIGURE 2 
Faculty and Staff Experience 

Institutional Perspective 

Development Goal: effective skills and career 
development of faculty and staff: 

• systematic preparation of faculty and staff for 
skills required in current jobs, through many 
different kinds of development, mentoring, 
training, support 

• effective career planning and development of 
faculty and staff, including development for 
future University jobs and others 

Measure: the extent to which faculty and staff 
receive support and development that prepare them 
to perform effectively in their jobs, and that advance 
the mission of the institution (current and future) 

Compensation Goal: market competitiveness in 
compensation: 

Measure: for faculty and academic staff, the 
University's compensation position among peer 
institutions; for civil service and union represented 
groups, the University's position relative to appropri
ate labor markets 

Employee Perspective 

Climate Goal: overall satisfaction with climate, 
including at least the following areas: 

• sense of supportive interpersonal climate, including 
respect, value, recognition for work, collaborative 
working relationships, availability of mentoring and 
other forms of interpersonal support 

• experience of welcoming, supportive, safe, acces
sible, functional physical environment 

• overall sense of community, including informal 
opportunities for communication 

• understanding of and sense of shared commitment 
to institutional mission/goals 

• experience of clear communication of expectations/ 
role, and feedback on performance 

• sense of meaning, challenge, and creative opportu
nities in work; time for reflection, collegiality, and 
quality in work 

• perception of institutional, collegiate, and/or 
departmental support for work, including all aspects 
of mission and goals 

• opportunities for participation in decision-making 

• effective problem solving· mechanisms for dealing 
with interpersonaVwork issues 

• meaningful compensation and rewards 

• opportunities for development and advancement 

• commitment to the institution, vs. a desire or 
intention to leave 

Measure: the extent to which faculty and staff 
perceive their work as respected, valued, supported, 
and recognized, in a welcoming, collaborative, safe, 
and functional physical and interpersonal environment, 
expressed as satisfaction with the overall climate 
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Baseline Information and Performance Goals: 

As noted above, the development baseline will not be possible to identify until a comprehensive 
development and training plan has been completed-after which the development and training 
activities currently being provided can be shown in the appropriate categories to indicate the baseline 
for the measure, and goals can be set. Because there is no baseline information on climate satisfac
tion covering all faculty and staff groups on all campuses, the climate satisfaction baseline and goals 
cannot be specified until after the first comprehensive survey is done. Finally, while some baseline 
data has been presented in the Compensation Working Group's report (see Attachment A), and 
illustrative 1994-95 data on civil service and union represented staff compensation was presented to 
the Board of Regents in a March, 1995 report (see Attachment B), additional work (e.g., determining 
the appropriate peer institutions to use for the other campuses) remains to be done before goal setting 
can occur. 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Initiatives are being developed in the following 
areas: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

Development of skill sets to improve performance in current jobs 
Development of administrator, manager, and supervisor training 
Expansion of career development programs for staff 
Consolidation of problem-solving models and procedures 
Development and implementation of new Human Resources Information System/payroll 
system 
Restructuring of faculty and staff compensation systems 

Cost: Achieving performance goals for the Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure will 
depend on the availability of resources to undertake the action initiatives described above. Our 
assumption is that Partnership investments will allow this to happen. 

Data Collection Process: Data for the Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure will be 
collected through an annual survey of faculty and staff (for climate satisfaction), as well as data 
collected centrally through the Human Resources and payroll offices (for development and compen
sation). Data on development activities may also be collected from campuses and colleges. The 
faculty and staff survey is expected to over-sample to the extent necessary to allow a breakout of 
results for each of the major faculty and staff groups as well as for underrepresented/diversity popu
lations. 

Breakout of Measure: The Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Measure should be broken out by 
campus and college, for the different faculty and staff groups, and for each of the underrepresented/ 
diversity groups identified in the sixth U2000 strategic area on diversity. 

Responsibility: Responsibility for performance on the Faculty and Staff Experience Critical Mea
sure rests with the President, Senior Vice Presidents, Provosts, Chancellors, and Deans. Others 
particularly involved are the Associate Vice Presidents for Human Resources and for Minority 
Affairs and Diversity, with oversight by the Office of Human Resources. 
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I ATTACHMENT A 

I 
I 

Comparison of Salary by Rank and Institution 

I Institution PROF ASSO ASST Mean Sat• 
UofM 70600 49900 43650 69841 

u C Berkeley 80104 53663 45665 65899 

I Stanford 99879 68093 53844 81996 
Harvard 104175 59962 52701 81486 
Yale 96507 . 54525 46177 75753 

I MIT 93075 65973 52535 80586 
Princeton 98187 58196 45064 79453 
Chicago 92944 60988 53425 78840 
U C Los Angeles 78030 52854 44281 85087 

I u MIChigan -Ann Amor 81383 80112 48081 87220 
U Wisconsin - Madison 70103 52279 48235 81822 
Columbia 91788 58453 48120 74232 

I Come II 80497 57843 49131 68588 
U Illinois - Urbana 71841 51179 44301 80021 
U Pennsylvania 93174 83971 54717 78512 
C&Jifomla lnst. of Tech 100887 75571 80071 90391 

I u VIrginia 78491 52882 43704 83793 
Camegle-Mellon 85508 57892 50345 70198 
Johns Hopkins 81884 54988 45098 87415 

I u Texas - Austin 74258 48501 43870 80744 
U N.C. Chapel HOI 74899 53922 44477 82755 
Northwestem 89518 81749 51842 74329 
U Washington 87780 48175 42227 57504 

I U c San Diego 75881 .. 50404 43941 83783 
Indiana U - Bloomington 89532 49081 40591 58820 
NYU 93008 81115 52187 74294 

I 
Rockefeller 93142 50788 39935 58098 
Brown 77029 52950 44925 85122 
Purdue- Main Campus 73577 49131 43338 58101 
Duke 89020 80853 47787. - 72418 

I Mean (excluding U of M) 84713 56748 47480 89414 
75th Percentile 93108 80921 52005 77133 

I 50th Percentile 81839 54577 45893 88094 
U of M Salary Status 

Rank out of 30 XI 28 28 28 

I 
Dollars Short of Mean 14113 8848 3810 9573 

Dollars Short of 75th Percentile 22508 11021 8355 17292 
Dollars Short 50th Percentile 11039 4877 2243 8253 

I 
I 

• Mean Is weighted by each institution's distribution of faculty over ranks 

Source: 1~05 AAUP Salary Survey 
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GENERAL BENE, . .:OMPARISONS' 

(Annual Employer COlts Only) 

cateaortu UoiM ~llcSictar Private Sector 
(Civl~ Slr'llcii\Jnlon) 

Base Pay (Average) $26,038" $26,038" $26,038'• 

Medical (Family Premh.tm) $3,955 (15.2% of base) (Avg.) $3,723 (14.3% of base)·HMO (Avg.) $3,729 (14.3% of base)-HMO 

Dental (Family Premium) $524 (1.8% cf basi) (Avg.) $457 (1.8% of base) (Avg.) $400 (1.5"• ~base) 

Rethment (Del. Benlll) $1,094 (MSRS) $1,187 (PERA) $937 (Various DB Plans) 
(4.2". ol basi) (4.48% al base) (3.6,. of Base) 

Retirement (Del. Contrbldon) -o- -o- $521 (401 (k) Plans) 
(Est. 2". of base). 

Dlsabllty (STOll TO) .(). $201 (< 1% af basi) $260 (Est. 1% of base\ 

: I Sub·total Selected Cash Btts. $5,520 (21.2% of basi) $5,553 (21.3% ol base) $5,847 (22.5% of baSe) 

10 
(D 

~' 18.25 days ($1,825) 15 days ($1,500) 
I Vacadon . 15 days ($1,500) 

00 (Alter &.6 yrs. svc.)'"l (&.2% ol base) (5.8'1. ol base) (5.8,. of base) 

Holidays (Annual)' .. 11 days ($1,100) 11 days ($1,100) 1 0 days ($1,000) 
(4.2"• of base) (4.2% ol base) (3.8,. of base) 

Sick Leave (Annual Earned)"' 13 days ($1,300) 12 days ($1,200) 8 days ($800) 
(6,. ol base) (4.&% ol basJ} 3. 1.,. of base 

Sub· Total Time OH ($E~Iv.) 40.25 days ($4,025) 38 daya ($3,800) 33 days ($3,300) 
(15.5"· af base) (14.6% af base) (12.7,. of base) 

-
Total Cash Benefits & lime $9,545 (36.7"• of base) $9,353 (35.9% ol base) $9,147 (35.1,.otbase) 

· 011 ($ Equlv.) 

• Mandated beneths,lle Insurance and Miscellaneous Leaves, are not Included In these comparisons. 
.. To highlight the benefits elements, a constant base pay of $26,038 (U of M's average tor benchmark position In their study) Is us ad. 
- Dollar equivalency Is calc:ulaed on the ••rage base pay figure, assuming a 2,080 work year and 8 hour work day. 

t · 6.6 y~. ol service is the ••• U of M service. 

~ 
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Questions and Answers 

Q: Who was consulted on this measure? 

A: Committees consulted in the process of developing this measure include the Senate Committee 
on Faculty Affairs, the Senate Equal Opportunity for Women Committee, the Senate Committee on 
Finance and Planning, the Senate Committee on Disability, the Academic Staff Advisory Committee, 
the Civil Service Committee, the Labor/Management Committee, .and the President's four minority 
advisory committees. Also consulted were faculty and staff on the Duluth, Morris, and Crookston 
campuses and the offices concerned with affirmative action and equal opportunity, minority affairs, 
disability services, gay, lesbian, bisexual, trans gender programs, and the Commission on Women. 

Q: The name of this measure before was Faculty/Staff Recruitment, Development, Satisfaction, 
Retention; why are recruitment and retention no longer considered focal points for this mea
sure? 

A: The rationale for focusing the critical measure on the three specific area.S identified in the narra
tive is as follows: 

- What happens to our faculty and staff while they are here is central to this measure, and in varying 
degrees it also affects recruitment and retention; therefore faculty/staff development-how well we 
prepare faculty and staff to do their jobs and to carry out the institutional mission-and faculty/staff 
climate satisfaction-which does not determine productivity or retention, but is nevertheless an 
important factor-are central to this measure. 

- Recruitment is not a primary focus for several reasons, including the fact that the significant differ-
. ences among disciplines may make it a more appropriate collegiate or departmental level measure 
than an institutional level measure; and to some extent, having a "world class" faculty should be 
reflected in the more outcome-oriented measures of sponsored funding, scholarship/research/artistic 
accomplishments, and interdisciplinary/ applied activities; also, if an important factor in recruitment 
is competitive compensation, inclusion of a compensation focus as suggested here would capture one 
of the more important variables related to recruitment. 

- Retention is not a primary focus for this measure because, although it can be a reflection of the 
faculty and staff experience, it is difficult to measure in a meaningful way at an institutional level. 
This is true because retention rate data does not show why people leave; and we know that they 
leave for many different reasons, some of which are quite individual and unrelated to· their experi
ence at the University. In addition, the focal points suggested here (development, satisfaction, and 
compensation) should capture the most important variables related to retention. 

Because retention-especially when we lose people we want to keep--is still an important issue, a 
general exit survey for all departing faculty and staff would be useful to supplement the development 
and satisfaction measures, especially if there are differential reasons for leaving, for example, among 
different racial/ethnic groups). 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Facilities Infrastructure 

Specific Measure: This critical measure focuses on three elements that are central to our steward
ship of existing physical resources and assets: 1) level of deferred renewal costs; 2) percentage of 
classrooms meeting physical and functional standards; and 3) number of buildings meeting specified 
safety and accessibility code standards. Figure 1 below illustrates the three-elements of this critical 
measure. 

Figure 1 

Components of the Critical Measure 
Facilities Infrastructure 

Number of Buildings 
Meeting Code and 

Accessibility Standards 

Percentage of Classrooms 
Meeting Quality and 
Utilization Standards 

Total University Deferred Renewal Costs 

General Goal for Measure: Improve the quality, functionality, and safety of the University's 
physical infrastructure and assets, especially those central to classroom instruction. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 calls for the campuses 
to be useful for modern educational techniques, physically accessible, environmentally sound, 
attractive, and safe. Recent studies have demonstrated the serious deterioration of American college 
and university facilities. The University of Minnesota became an institution of higher education in 
1869 and, like many other older institutions, has struggled to update its facilities to meet use and 
safet}' standards. Erosion of the University of Minnesota's buildings and its supporting infrastruc
ture undermines every aspect of its ability to function effectively. Conversely, institutions with 
properly maintained facilities have a competitive advantage in securing research dollars, top faculty, 
and students (Society for College and University Planning, 1989). The University of Minnesota · 
currently has approximately $1 billion in deferred renewal, maintenance, and adaptation needs. 
Massive infusion of resources for repair and renovation are needed. 
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A fundamental requirement for success in education is a physical environment that is conducive for 
teaching and learning. Quality classrooms enhance faculty teaching and markedly enhance student 
learning. Furthermore, classrooms are a significant part of a student's collegiate experience. Class
rooms represent less than 5 percent of the space on campus, yet students often spend more than 50 
percent of their time on campus in classrooms (Classroom Study, Ellerbe Becket, Inc. and Compre
hensive Facilities Planning, Inc., February 1995 ). Unfortunately, the University's classrooms need a 
great deal of work. For example, based on a recent comprehensive survey of classrooms on the Twin 
Cities campus, the physical and functional condition of two-thirds of the classrooms on the Twin 
Cities campus have been rated as below standard. That study concluded: "The quality of the. 
University's classrooms is significantly lower than other Big Ten universities. Today they are not 
capable of supporting the quality of instructional programs that University fa.culty is able to pro
vide." Improving classroom space and using it more effectively can improve the learning environ
ment, as well as reduce overhead costs for the University (Classroom Study, Ellerbe Becket, Inc. 
February 1995). 

Not only are major systems in University facilities in need of rehabilitation, but a large number of 
University buildings do not meet current safety and accessibility standards. Although 1994 code 
standards are not strictly enforced unless renovating a building, bringing these buildings up to code 
improves the environment for faculty, students and staff, while meeting safety and accessibility 
regulations set by the state and federal governments. 

Description of Measure: The Facilities Infrastructure Critical Measure has the following three 
. components, each of which is described below. 

1) Deferred Renewal This measure refers to the total 1994 cost of the systematic replacement of 
major building sy~tems (heating, air conditioning, plumbing, electrical, windows, roofs, etc.) that are 
beyond their useful life, as a means of extending the life of the building (Society for College and 
University Planning, 1989). 

2) Classroom Space: The measure for classrooms is the percent of total Classrooms meeting a 
specified functional and physical standard. The analysis was based on a total·of 422 classrooms 
(including 260 centrally scheduled and 162 departmentally managed classrooms). The physical 
condition of the classroom is based on the following aspects: Access, Sight Lines, Acoustical and 
Mechanical, Lighting, Electrical, Teaching Surfaces, Windows, Technology, and Seating. 

3) Code Compliance: The measure for code compliance is the number of buildings meeting safety 
and accessibility code standards. State and national guidelines (Minnesota State Building Code, 
American National Standard for Buildings and Facilities, and American Disabilities Act) dictate the 
level at which a building is considered safe and accessible. The Office of Health and Safety has 
surveyed all the buildings on campus to determine the requirements necessary to bring each one up 
to code (for safety and accessibility). The buildings are categorized into five levels: serious deficien
cies, major deficiencies, moderate deficiencies, minor deficiencies, and no significant deficiencies. 
Costs have been estimated for updating each building to meet safety and accessibility code stan

dards. 
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Baseline Information and Year 2000 Performance Goal: Existing special reports and information 
available through Facilities Management were used to establish baseline figures for 1994. Proposed 
performance goals for the year 2000 were prepared in close consultation with Facilities Manage
ment. Figures 2, 3, and 4 indicate baseline information for the year 1994 and proposed performance 
goals for the year 2000. 

Currently, the total deferred renewal costs are $923 million, or 32 percent of the total asset value. 
The performance goal is to reduce that amount to $750 million, or 25 percent of total asset value. 

The overall goal for classrooms is to have 100% of the University's general purpose classrooms 
utilized/occupied in accordance with adopted national standards, and brought to a quality standard 
(or re-engineered) by the year 2000. Relative to utilization, the goal is to have all used classrooms 
move toward the national standard of 32 hours per week (currently we are at 20 hours a week or 68.5 
percent of the goal) with a 65 percent desk occupancy, that quality improvements in accordance with 
baseline standards are made to 20 percent of the general purpose classrooms per year, and that 
engineering is accomplished so as to keep pace with changes in teaching modality and technology. 

Currently, 116 buildings have serious/major safety code deficiencies, and 58 have accessibility 
deficiencies. The performance goal is to decrease by 50 percent the number of buildings that do not 
meet specified safety and accessibility standards by the year 2000. 
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Figure 2 

Level of Deferred Renewal 

on All Campuses for 1994 

and Institutional Performance Goals for Year 2000 

1994 Represents 32 
Percent of Total Asset 
Value of $2.9 Billion 

• 
IE) 

II 

~ 

g) 

2000 Represents 25 
Percent of Total Asset 
Value of $3.0 Billion 
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Classroom Standards for Quality and Utilization 

Baseline Information for Year 1994 

and Proposed Year 2000 Performance Goals 

for the Twin Cities Campus8 -~ ~ 7 
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Figure 4 

Building Safety Code and Accessibility Standards 

Baseline Information for Year 1994 

and Proposed Year 2000 Performance Goals 

for the Twin Cities Campus 8 

-I 

a Note: Determination of standards for 
classrooms meeting physical and 
functional standards for quality and 
utilization in the 1995 Ellerbe Becket, Inc. 
study orclassrooms on the Twin Cities 
campus. Similar studies will be · 
developed for the Crookston, Duluth, and 
Morris campuses to obtain baseline 
information for these campuses (the 
quality and utilization performance goals 
are likely to be the same as for the Twin 
Cities campus). 

I 
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b 
The 1994 quality and utilization data are J: 
based on a total of 422 classrooms on the 
Twin Cities campus (including 260 
centrally scheduled and 162 ]· 
departmentally managed classrooms). 

Quality is defined as student is able to 
see, to hear, and be functionally 
productive and physically comfortable; 
instructional and learning methods are 
fully supported by the physical space and 
its technological appointments. 

d Goal based on 32 hours of instructional 
use per week. 
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a The performance goal is a 50 percent 
reduct ion (1 0 percent each year) by the year 

n the number of buildings that have 2000 i 
code and accessibility deficiencies on each 

us. This figure illustrates the data for the 
Cities campus. 

camp 
Twin 

bAse f May 21, 1995 the numbers of buildings 
ch campus that had "serious" or "major" 
ng code deficiencies were as follows: 
stan (N=1 0); Duluth (N=17); Morris 

on ea 
buildi 
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(N=9); Twin Cities (N=80). 

cAs of May 21, 1995 the number of buildings 
that had accessibility deficiencies were as 
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(N=19); and Twin Cities (N=24). 
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Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Important initiatives for accomplishing the goals 
above include: 

• Renewal of major systems 

• Reduction of buildings included in the facilities inventory by fall 1997 

• Classroom improvements, and 

• Building safety and accessibility improvements 

The overall strategy to be used in accomplishing performance goals relative to the Facilities Infra
structures is illustrated in Figure 5 below. The iterative process considers the three elements of 

performance goal, facilities 

Institutional 
Capabilities and 

Commlttment 

Figure 5 
Iterative Faclllties Infrastructure 

Planning Process 

Performance 
Goals 

Facilities Requirements 
and Costs 

requirements and costs, and 
institutional capabilities and 
commitments. 

Three primary strategies have 
been proposed by Facilities 
Management to achieve the U 
2000 goals: increase utilization, 
enhance technology, and reduce 
life cycle costs. Each of those 
three strategies is briefly de
scribed as follows: 

Utilization: Refers to the number 
of hours per week space is occu
pied and percent of occupancy 
versus capacity. The hours and 
capacity measurements most 
easily apply to classroom space. 
The amount of space the Minne

sota Facilities Model (MFM) assigns for Research, :Support, and Administrative space will be stud
ied for both quantity of space and methods of assignment. Responsibility Centered Management 
(RCM) is a model of cost assignment that may be used to change behaviors regarding the utilization 
of space. 

Technology: Refers to the technology within facilities that is necessary to support the learning 
environment. Renovation in classrooms will include the necessary technology to enhance the learn
ing environment for students. 

Life Cycle Costs: Refers to facilities construction and operating costs spread over the useful life of 
the facility. The strategy involves identifying alternate construction designs that (1) embrace tech
nology, and (2) result in less capital cost (depreciation) and operating cost (maintenance, utilities; 
custodial) over the life of the asset. 
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Cost: Substantial amounts of additional resources will be required to address the deferred renewal 
problem. The Classroom Study recommended investing approximately $100,000 one-time costs and 
$500,000 annually for five years to improve. the physical condition of classrooms and upgrade 
technological functions for the Twin Cities campus. The overall estimated cost to upgrade class
rooms is approximately $20 million. The estimated costs for meeting all code standards is approxi
mately $100 million. 

Data Collection Process: Facilities Management has been collecting information on deferred 
renewal for the Twin Cities campus and has estimated deferred renewal levels on other campuses. A 
repon on the condition of classrooms on the Twin Cities campus was recently completed, and studies 
using this same methodology will be conducted on the other three campuses. A similar study for 
research space is critical for the assessment of other space in the University. The Office of Health 
and Safety has surveyed all the buildings on all campuses to determine the requirements necessary to 
bring each one up to code (for safety and accessibility). 

Breakout of Measure: Information will be reported on an institutional and campus-level basis. 

Responsibility: Responsibility for performance rests with the President, Senior Vice Presidents, 
Chancellors, Facilities Management (Twin Cities and Duluth campuses), Physical Plant (Morris and 
Crookston campus), and the Office of Health and Safety. 
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Questions and Answers 

Q: Who was involved in the discussion of this Critical Measure? 

A: In addition to the consultation process explained in the introduction, several key offices were 
consulted in the development of this measure, including staff from Facilities Management, and from 
the Office of Health and Safety. Other groups consulted were staff from the coordinate campuses, 
Academic Computing Services, the Sexual Violence Program, Disability Services, University Librar
ies, and the Master Planning Committee. 

Q: How did you arrive at the current measures? 

A: We consulted with many groups on all campuses to identify the most important facilities issues. 
The list of possible measures became quite long and encompassed a diverse collection of issues 
including safety, technology, parking, maintenance, campus layout, and disability access. 

We shortened the list to a reasonable number based on principles used to establish the 18 critical 
measures. The primary questions asked were: Is the issue relevant on all campuses? Is the issue 
important at the institutional level rather than just the college or department level? Could the concern 
be readily measured? Was the information available? 

The list was shortened to five measures: deferred renewal; technology; classroom space; code com
pliance; and research equipment. However, we felt the list was too long and too complicated so we 
attempted to find a measure that would include all five components, but could be reported using 
fewer number of dimensions. We organized the measures into three areas: deferred renewal, adapta
tion (which included technology, code compliance and classroom space) and research equipment. 
However, this set of three areas was also too complicated and too confusing. 

In the meantime, we were receiving a great deal of input regarding the importance of technology in 
all aspects of the University, not just facilities. After consultation, we felt that technology (including 
research equipment) plays such an important role at the University that it warrants its own measure
ment area as one of the Phase Three Critical Measures. The final list separated technology into its 
own measure (which will include research equipment) and focuses on three components: deferred 
renewal, code compliance, and classroom space. 

Q: Why not use other measures for Facilities/Infrastructure? 

A: Other measures were suggested from the beginning of the consulting process, but did not emerge 
as meaningful institutional-level critical measures. Facilities Management has already developed an 
extensive monitoring system for several of the measures listed below, and will continue to use them 
for internal management purposes. Our rationale for not proposing the measure as an institutional
level measure are briefly noted below. 

Measure: Custodial Costs and Performance 
Reason for not usin~ Measure: 1) May be more useful as a management performance measure rather 
than an institutional-wide measure. 
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Measure: Benchmark Building Operating Costs 
Reason for not using Measure: 1) Difficult to get comparison data; 2) More of a management 
performance measure rather than an institutional-wide measure. 

Measure: Energy Consumption and Energy Costs 
Reason for not using Measure: 1) More of a management performance measure rather than an 
institutional-wide measure. 2) May be too many types of energy measures to include in this limited 
scope. 
Measure: Construction Costs 
Reason for not using Measure: Too specific and localized to be a institutional-wide measure: more of 
a management performance measure. 

Measure: Layout and Beauty of Campus 
Reason for not using Measure: 1) This aspect is addressed in the Master Plan. 2) Difficult to measure 
and difficult to compare to other campuses. 3) Aspects included in deferred maintenance measure. 

Measure: 1) Crime statistics. 2) Perception of safety on campus-Campus Safety Audit 
Reason for not using Measure: 1) May be a Twin Cities problem. 2) Measures small aspect of larger 
problem. 3) Difficult to control by the resources available to the University (part of larger problem). 
4) Difficult to quantify and compare perception of safety. 5) Perception of crime here is often 
reflection of broader society. 

Measures: 1) Injury rates (lost time/work days); 2. Accidents/illnesses 
Reason for not using Measure: Not going to see much change; the major reductions have already 
occurred because Facilities Management and Health and Safety have already set up programs to 
reduce these rates. 

Q: Why is technology not a part of this Critical Measure? 

A: Trying to "force" technology into the framework for the Facilities Infrastructure Critical Measure 
· did not work well, and did not address all of the important components of a technology plan. Be

cause information technology will play such a crucial role in the future of the University, this issue 
will be addressed in a new separate critical measurement area called, "Technology" and added to the 
Phase Three Critical Measures. As a separate measurement area, it will give greater emphasis to the 
important applications of technology in University research, instruction, outreach, and management. 
It will also include the research equipment component that initially was suggested as part of the 
Facilities Infrastructure Critical Measure, making the focus of the latter more on our "stewardship of 
resources/assets," with the new technology measurement area focusing more on "investments for the 
future/' 

Q: Have we made any progress in recent years in decreasing the amount of deferred renewal 
costs? 

A: Historical data are not readily available, but the sense is that the problem has been increasing in 
recent years. Deferred renewal costs are estimated based on a square foot cost formula that is up
dated periodically based on the age of the building. 
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Q: How much are deferred renewal costs estimated to increase in the future? 

A: Figure 6 below indicates how much renewal costs are estimated to increase if no focused effort is 
made to lower deferred renewal costs. 
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Figure 6 

Estimated Increase In Deferred Renewal 

2000 2005 
Year 

2005+ 

Q: Are costs required for 
code compliance require
ments included in the de
ferred renewal costs? 

A: Code compliance costs are 
not included because of the 
difficulty of accurately esti
mating those costs. The total 
estimated costs are, therefore, 
an underestimate of the actual 
costs to be incurred to bring 
facilities up-to-date with 
current code compliance 
requirements. 

Q: What data were used to 
determine the percentage of 
buildings that meet specified 
code standards. 

A: The Building Code Division has evaluated all buildings on each campus then determined needs to 
bring each one up to the building and accessibility codes. The original survey was conducted several 
years ago, but has been updated. The minimum standards used in the evaluation are those in the fire 
code, the Minnesota State Building Code, and the American National Standards for Buildings and 
Facilities ("Providing Accessibility and Usability for Physically Handicapped People"). 

Q: Can the deferred renewal costs be described in greater detail, especially for the Twin Cities 
campus? 

A: Yes. Deferred renewal costs have been estimated for each building and have been aggregated for 
several "zones" on the Twin Cities campus (e.g., West Bank). Detailed figures are available through 
Facilities Management. 

Q: Is there another way to measure deferred renewal besides the input of dollars? 

A: Yes, this could also be measured on a per building basis, but an exact estimate for each building 
would need to be determined. Facilities Management has an estimate of cost for each building based 
on a cost per square foot formula. 
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Q: How do these measures relate to the Master Plan? 

A: Several aspects of the Master Plan, such as preservation and infrastructure (Master Plan, p. 28), 
are addressed in the deferred renewal component of the Facilities/Infrastructure Critical Measure. 
Other important areas which cannot be easily measured or compared in standard measures (e.g., 
campus beauty and design) will be addressed in the Master Planning document. 

Q: How do these measures relate to the strategic action plans of campuses and affected depart
ments? 

A: Twin Cities Facilities Management has set as one of its strategic directions addressing the facility 
renewal backlog. It was also integral in developing the Twin Cities classroom study. Morris and 
Duluth campuses have identified funding capital needs and solving deferred maintenance backlog as 
priorities in their strategic plans. Crookston has identified space utilization and meeting code stan
dards as pan of its strategic action plans. The facilities management and physical plant departments 
on each campus are key to the success of the critical measures. 

Q: In regards to the classroom space measure, will the measure be expanded to assess space 
other than classrooms on the Twin Cities campus? 

A: The methodology applied in the initial classroom study will be used on other campuses as pan of 
a $112,000 allocation in capital budget request. Furthermore, Facilities Management has submitted 
a budget proposal to conduct a similar study on the research space of the University, and it is likely 
that future studies will focus on other types of spaces (e.g., administrative and staff support). 

Q: How did the Classroom Study define a quality classroom? 

A: Quality is defined as: excellence; superiority. A quality classroom is a place where a student is 
able to see the instructor and all visual material without strain, to hear any auditory presentation free 
from noises and distortions, and to be functionally productive and physically comfortable while in 
the space. 

A quality classroom is an environment in which the chosen instructional and learning methods of the 
instructor and students are fully supported by the physical space and its technological appointments. 

Q: What rooms are included in the definition "classroom"? 

A: A classroom is defined as a room in which classes are conducted in a school or college; a class is 
defined as a group of students meeting together, typically with an instructor, to study the same 
subject. General purpose classrooms, seminar rooms, lecture halls, and case study rooms are in
cluded in the definition of classroom. Classroom laboratories, shops, studios, <;>r other specialized 
meeting rooms are !lQl included. Meeting rooms, auditoriums or other spaces whose primary use is 
non-instructional are also !lQl included. The 422 classrooms included both the 260 centrally sched
uled classrooms as well as the 162 departmentally scheduled classrooms (Classroom Study, Ellerbe 

Becket, Inc., 1995). 
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Q: Did the Classroom Study address issues other than the quality of classrooms? 

A: Yes. The study also focused on issues related to the utilization of classrooms and the manage
ment of those classrooms. Based on the findings of the study, five actions were recommended: (1) 
Automate the manual system of classroom scheduling; (2) Restructure the management and over
sight of classrooms and related services; (3) Match classroom inventory to programmatic instruc
tional demand to ensure effective utilization; (4) Develop a systematic plan to modernize appropriate 
classroom space; and (5) Establish and enforce standards of measurement for usage and service. 

Q: How was the code compliance rating scale defined? 

A: The code compliance rating system was developed to determine overall code compliance for a 
building. The key areas that were rated include; building approach, elevator, egress system, fire 
safety, sanitary facilities, electrical, mechanical, and general. The rating scale was coded as follows: 

0 = Building has serious code deficiencies 
1 = Building has major code deficiencies 
2 = Building has moderate code deficiencies 
3 = Building has minor code deficiencies 
4 = Building has no significant code deficiencies 

Q: How many buildings are on the inventory for the University of Minnesota? 

A: Earlier in 1995, the inventory included a total of 348 buildings across the four campuses (Crook
ston, N=20; Duluth, N= 50; Morris, N=28; and Twin Cities, N=250). Of the 20 buildings on the 
Crookston campus, 10 (50 percent) have serious/major deficiencies. Of the 50 buildings on the 
Duluth campus, 17 (34 percent) have serious/major deficiencies. Of the 28 buildings on the Morris 
campus, 32 percent have serious/major deficiencies. 
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- UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

Investment and Voluntary Support 

Specific Measure: This is fundamentally a measure about stewardship and private support for the 
University, reflected in three types of contributions to the financial health of the institution: 1) return 
on invested funds; 2) national ranking in total voluntary support; and 3) number of alumni who make 
financial gifts to the University. 

General Goal for Measure: Increase the University's ability to withstand c~anges in public fund
ing through successful investment growth and fund-raising, including increased financial support 
from alumni. 

Rationale for Measure and Relation to University 2000: University 2000 recognizes that success 
in achieving the goals of the University will depend on acquiring the necessary resources to achieve 
its strategic goals, including a balanced strategy incorporating new sources of revenue. The Univer~ 
sity needs to acquire and maintain diverse sources of revenue as a buffer against unforeseen changes 
in the external environment and to decrease to the extent possible its dependence on tuition and 
government funding . 

Investment earnings and voluntary support are two important additional revenue sources to offset 
decreasing levels of higher education funding from traditional sources (i.e., state appropriations, 
federal grants, tuition). Endowment funds in particular play an important role because their earn
ings, when invested strategically to grow over time, represent an ongoing source of financial support 
that provides resources for future generations, as well as revenue for current operations. The Univer
sity also has non-endowment funds that are invested, some on a long term and some on a short term 
basis, and that provide additional revenue for current operations. Finally, private gifts, grants, and 
other private non-contract financial support greatly increase the University's ability to fund its 
programs and are an increasingly important aspect of the University's overall funding. 

Alumni support is an invaluable resource for the University in many ways, including their donations 
of time (e.g., assistance in recruiting new students, in mentoring students, or in providing intern
ships) and their advocacy on behalf of the University at the Minnesota legislature. Alumni financial 
support is another important resource and also a tangible reflection of the commitment of alumni to 
the University. In this regard, it is important to note that the extent of alumni support reflects alumni 
feelings about the education they received here. Thus, the Investment and Voluntary Support Critical 
Measure is interrelated with the Student Experience and Post-Graduation Experience Critical Mea
sures, and progress on this critical measure may depend to a considerable extent on improvements in 
these other two areas. 

Other "non-traditional" sources of revenue, such as royalties, sales/services of educational activities, 
and income from sales and rental of real estate, may be useful to include in this critical measure in 
the future, but are not included at this time because their treatment may be affected by the possible 
adoption of Responsibility Center Management. 
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Description of Measure: The three parts of this measure are defined as follows: 

Return on Invested Funds Measure: This measure is about stewardship-the management and 
growth of invested funds available to suppo.rt the University's mission and programs. 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. 

This measure focuses on the endowment funds given by private donors to support the University and 
its programs. These endowment funds are managed by three different entities: by the University of 
Minnesota's Office of Asset Management, by the University of Minnesota Foundation, and by the 
University of Minnesota Medical Foundation. Because these three entities utilize somewhat differ
ent investment strategies, the return on invested funds is not currently represented in a single number 
but in three different numbers. Beginning in the fall of 1997, however, the University will be ex
pected to consolidate financial information on both of these foundations into the University's fman
cial reports. At that time, it may be useful to review the possibility of consolidating information on 
the return on invested funds into a single figure as well. Thus, since a single figure would be ideal 
but is not now available for this measure, it may be several years before this part of the measure can 
be fully implemented. In the interim, separate figures on each of the three endowment pools can be 
reported. 

Because of market fluctuations, at least a five-year and possibly a ten-year average should ~ used 
(rather than a single year) to reflect the current performance and future goals for this measure. 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). 

National Rankin~ in Total Voluntary Support Measure: This measure is about the University's 
success in generating new sources of private support. Voluntary support includes private gifts, non
contractual research grants, and bequests and excludes income from invested funds, government 
support, and contract research. A more specific definition of voluntary gifts is as follows: 

"all restricted and unrestricted transfers of money made to a recognized University 
Foundation or College by an individual, group, business, or non-governmental agency 
when the use of the funds is NOT intended to result in direct economic benefit or any 
other tangible compensation (i.e., goods and services) to the donor." 

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), and can serve as an 
overall measure of performance in generating new voluntary support from the sources noted above. 
Because the dollar amount of voluntary support and the related rankings can vary 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. 
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Number of Alumni Donors Measure: This measure is about alumni support for the University, as 
expressed in their willingness to give back financially to the institution. 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. Obviously, this problem makes it difficult to 
reach many alumni for any purpose, including not only appeals for their support, but also informa
tion about the University's plans and accomplishments. Efforts to increase the number of "address
able" alumni have been made in the last several years, with some success. 

The number of alumni donors is used as the measure, rather than the percentage of addressable 
alumni who give. The percentage of alumni who give is not used for the measure because, even if 
the numbers who give increase, the percentage would go down if the number of addressable alumni 
increases at a faster rate. As a result, the percentage would be difficult to use for goal setting pur
poses. 

Although not the focus of the institutional critical measure, supplemental measures providing more 
information on the University's performance in acquiring voluntary gifts include the more specific 
goals of the University's development offices. 

Baseline Information and Performance Goals: Current performance and year 2000 goals for each 
of the three measures are shown below: 

Return on Invested Funds Baseline and Goal: As noted above, there is currently no mechanism in 
place to report in a single number the return on all endowment funds held and managed for the 
University's benefit. The largest amount of this endowment money is managed by the University 
and the University of Minnesota Foundation, and data on the investment performance of these funds 
may be useful in the short term (until a single number can be developed) for illustrative purposes. 
Using a five-year average, for example, for the five year period ending on June 30, 1994, the Univer
sity-held funds had earned a 9.6% return and the University Foundation-held funds had earned an 
11.3% return. For comparative purposes, the mean (average) return achieved for that period by the 
approximately 400 colleges and universities reporting through NACUBO was 9.3%. 

The University's long term investment performance objective is to be within the top quartile of the 
NACUBO colleges and universities over 5-10 year periods. Thus, an appropriate year 2000 goal, 
when the baseline point for the measure can be est~blished, would be aimed at the top quartile of the 
NACUBO public and private higher education institutions over lorig (5-1 0 year) periods. 

National Ranking in Total Voluntary Support Baseline 
and Goal: Table 1 shows the University's total 
voluntary support and rankings for the last five years, 
Table 2 on the following page shows the University's 
position among the top 20 higher education institu
tions for the 1993-94 year, and Figure 1 on the fol
lowing page shows the rankings graphically, along 
with the year 2000 goal of maintaining a voluntary 
support ranking within the top 15 of public and 
private higher education institutions. 
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TABLE 1 
University of Minnesota 

National Ranking In 
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105,289,301 12 
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TABLE 2 
Voluntary Support of 

High~r Education 1993-94 
Top 20 In Total Giving* 

Harvard University 

University of Pennsylvania 

Stanford University 

University of Southern California 

Yale University 

Cornell University 

Duke University 

University of Wisconsin 

Columbia University 

University of Illinois · 

University of Washington 

University of Michigan 

$289,069,1 09 

259,554,067 
226,142,418 

222,935,822 

184,356,800 
175,658,011 

148,330,789 

147,275,837 

139,597,948 

124,186,569 

122,675,778 

120,957,582 

:pntt!r~nv:P:t.M!nr1~~#~#. :: . . : : :: 1.!~~411ttz4 
New York University 101,742,915 

Indiana University 101,197,111 

University of California at Berkley 99,214,128 

Northwestern University 

Ohio State University 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

Texas A&M University 

96,840,266 

94,884179 

93,781,475 
91,725,560 

* Council for Financial Aid to Education 
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Number of Alumni Donors Baseline and Goal: Figure 2 below shows the number of alumni who 
made financial contributions to the University over the last four years and the year 2000 goal. Since 
the cultivation of new donors takes time, it is expected that the increase from the baseline of 36,279 
alumni who gave in 1994 to the year 2000 goal of 43,600 who give in that year (a 20% increase) will 
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. 

FIGURE 2 
Number of Alumni Giving to the University 

,... N 

~ ~ ,... .,... 

Baseline Goal 

Related Action Initiatives in University 2000: Important initiatives include: 

Number of 
Alumni Giving to 
the University 

• Investments in systems and technology to identify and keep track of alumni over time 
• Investments to improve the student experience and the post-graduation experience 
• Strengthening of revenue-raising activity in collegiate units 

Cost: Achieving the performance goals for the Investment and Voluntary Support Critical Measure 
will depend on the availability of resources to undertake the action initiatives described above. Our 
assumption is that Partnership investments will allow this to happen. 

Data Collection Process: Data needed for this measure are already collected. · 

Breakout of Measure: The first two aspects of this critical measure apply at the institutional level 
only. The third measure could also be shown at the campus level. Further discussion is needed to 
determine whether or not the measure should be broken out at the collegiate level as well. 
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Responsibility: Responsibility for performance on this critical measure rests with the President, 
Senior Vice Presidents, Provosts, Chancellors, and Deans. Others particularly involved are the Vice 
President for Institutional Relations, the University Treasurer/Director of Asset Management; the 
Presidents of the University of Minnesota Foundation and the University of Minnesota Medical 
Foundation; and campus and collegiate development offices. Having related responsibilities in the 
broader area of alumni involvement and support, also involved would be the Executive Director of 
the University of Minnesota Alumni Association and campus and collegiate alumni offices. 
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Questions and Answers 

Q: Who was consulted in the development of this critical measure? 

A: Committees consulted in the process of developing the second phase critical measures included 
a total of 12 Senate committees including the Senate Committee on Finance and Planning; the 
Academic Staff Advisory Committee; the Civil Service Committee; the Labor/Management Com
mittee, and the President's four minority advisory committees. Faculty and staff on the Duluth, 
Morris, and Crookston campuses were involved in the consultation process as well. Also consulted 
were the Vice President for Institutional Relations, the University Treasurer/ Director of Asset 
Management, and the Presidents of the University of Minnesota Foundation and the University of 
Minnesota Medical Foundation. 

Q: Why not include all sources of income in this kind of measure? 

A: For several reasons: First, one major source of income, sponsored funding, is already covered in 
one of the first five critical measures. Second, one of the principles guiding the development of the 
critical measures is the ability to control the factors that influence the measures; since we do not 
have direct control over state support, it would not be appropriate to include it in the measure. Third, 
although we have control over tuition, it is not appropriate to look at increasing tuition in the same 
way as the other sources that are included in the measure-if anything, tuition should be kept as low 
as possible, given forecasted costs and tuition levels of the University's competition. In general, it is 
important for all of these sources of revenue to be reported, but they should not be focal points of 
this institutional critical measure. 

Q: Why is the percentage of investments/voluntary support of the total University budget no 
longer the focus of this measure? 

A: Because this kind of percentage is subject to many other factors, it was felt to be less clear and 
therefore less useful for goal setting purposes; for example, even if investments and voluntary 
support increase, the percentage could go down if the total budget increased by a greater amount. 

Q: Why are sales and service of educational activities no longer part of this measure? 

A: In the consultation process, it became more clear that while other "non-traditional" sources of 
revenue, such as royalties, sales/services of educational activities, and income from sales and rental 
of real estate, were potentially important non-traditional resources for the University in the future, 
there might be unintended negative consequences (i.e., incentives that would lead to a different result 
in other ways than what was intended) of including these items in the critical measure at this tiine. It 
was felt that the relevant issues and the related incentives would most likely be addressed in the 
upcoming discussions on Responsibility Center Management. 
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Q: Why not include auxiliary services in this measure, since they do bring in additional rev-
enue? · 

A: To the extent that the money brought in by auxiliary services simply covers the cost of providing 
the services, but is not generating any additional revenue (i.e., a net profit), the revenue is not avail
able to support any broader University purpose. In addition, to count such revenue in the critical 
:measure might have the unintended effect of actually raising the price of services that are intended to 
be provided to students, faculty, and/or staff at the lowest possible cost. Presumably, these and other 
issues relating to the sales and/or service of University products will be part of the upcoming Re
sponsibility Centered Management discussions. 

Q: Since unrestricted giving provides an important degree of flexibility to the institution to 
accomplish its priority goals, why not focus a measure on the distribution of restricted and 
unrestricted giving? 

A: This is an important distinction when looking at the direction (use) of voluntary support to ad
vance institutional, campus, and collegiate goals. The targeted use of voluntary support is not a 
focus of this measure, however, because it would be difficult if not impossible to measure at an 
institutional level. It is hoped that this kind of measure might be developed in an meaningful way at 
the campus and/or college levels. 

Q: What are some of the drawbacks of the measures proposed? 

A: The many ways that alumni provide non-monetary support (e.g., recruiting new students, provid
ing internships, and advocating on behalf of the University at the legislature) are not reflected in this 
measure. Therefore the number of alumni who contribute money provides an incomplete picture of 
alumni support, and could even communicate the unfortunate message that only financial support is 
important In addition, this measure does not show clearly the very significant financial contribu
tions that non-alumni make to the University. 
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