DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 373 657 HE 027 643
AUTHOR Meredith, Mark
TITLE FTE Staff Required To Perform Institutional Research

and Planning Functions: Results of a U.S. College and
University Survey. AIR 1994 Annual Forum Paper.

PUB DATE Jun 94

NOTE 28p.; Paper presented at the Annual Forum of the
Association for Institutional Research (34th, New
Orleans, LA, May 29-June 1, 1994),

PUB TYPE Speeches/Conferercc “apers (150) -- Reports -
Research/Technical (143) -- Tests/Evaluation
Instruments (160)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PCG2 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *College Planning; Expenditures; Higher Education;
Informat‘on Technology; *Institutional Research:
National Surveys; *Personnel Needs; *Staff Role:

*Staff Utilization; Strategic Planning
IDENTIFIERS *AIR Forum

ABSTRACT

A pilot survey of institutional research znd planning
(IR/P) functions at 78 U.S. colleges and universities yielded data on
common and diverse tasks, products, and services; broad staffing and
related operating expense requirements for these tasks, products, and
services; and specific staff '"person days" required t»
perform/achieve each of the tasks, products, and services. Data were
analyzed by institutional type, size, and control; by IR/P
organizational categories; and by reported level of IR/P staff
information technology skills. Results suggest an initial, tentative
basis for comparing current task effort and staffing of existing
institutional research/planning units and/or for helping to identify
likely assigned/required tasks and staff requirements for a new
institutional research and planning office. A copy of the survey form
is attached. (Author/JDD)

3% o de v vl s e o vl dle de v v v ol sl g o e vl o e vl al sl ote o o e e st ot ot o o v sl g e o e o ole oo e e e o s o o' o o S o ¥ ot o e ok e ve ot Ve deot
Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

.. .
from the original document, x
el vt oo o e deale e o dle s ol g e el e o et de e o e e o o e s st o ot o et e s s o s v v 9 v v v g o o o v o v e v 9% 9t 3% ' v v e v de o e ok dek




ED 273 657

FTE STAFF REQUIRED TO PERFORM INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
AND PLANNING FUNCTIONS:
RESULTS OF A U. S. COLLEGE AND UNIVERSITY SURVEY

Contributed Paper
by Mark Meredith
Director, Management Information Exchange and Analysis
University of Colorado at Boulder

Presented at the 34th Forum of

The Association for Institutional Research

New Orleans

May 29 - June 1, 1994

US DEPARTMENT OF
T Tt 1 o0 et PO,

v
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMAT ION
\l\\ CENTER (ERIC)

" PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
e < e D
his dacument hits been reproduced as MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTLO DY
recewed from the person or wrganization
\& onginitting it
\\. 0 Minor changes have been made 10

improve repracduchon quality

AIR

Pamts ol view or ooinions stated m this
document do not necessanly represent
othicial OERI position ¢r policy

1O THE EDUCATIONAL RESQURLL

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
ERIC ~  BEST COPY AVAILABLE

. -

el ki i



Y

AR

for Management Research, Policy Analysis, and Planning

This paper was presented at the Thirty-Fourth

Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional
Research held at The New Orleans Marriott,

New Orleans, Louisiana, May 29, 1994 - June 1, 1994.
This paper was reviewed by the AIR Forum Publications
Committee and was judged to be of high quality and of
interest to others concerned with the research of
higher education. It has therefore been selected to
be included in the ERIC Collection of Forum Papers.

Jean Endo
Editor
Forum Publications




FTE Staff Required to Perform Institutional Research und Planning Functions:
Results of a U.S. College and University Survey.

ABSTRACT

A pilot survey of institutional research and planning functions at U.S. colleges
and universities yielded interesting and potentially valuable kinds of comparative
data on (a) common and diverse tasks, products, and services; (b) broad
staffing and related operating expense requirements for these tasks, products, and
services; and (c) specific staff ‘person days’ required to perform/achieve each
of the tasks, products, and services. Person days may be converted to staff full-
time equivalents (FTEs) using a standard or preferred practitioner’s number of
annual person days per FTE. Data were analyzed by institutional type, size,
control; by IR/planning organizational categories; and by reported level of
IR/planning staff information technology skills. ~Results suggest an initial,
tentative basis for comparing current task effort and staffing of existing
institutional research/planning units, and/or for helping to identify likely
assigned/required tasks and staff requirements for a new institutional research

and planning office.



FTE Staff Required to Perform Institutional Research and Planning Functions:
Results of a U.S. College and University Survey.

Introduction.
Deployment of resources to conduct institutional research and planning functions at colleges and
universities is a key concern to practitioners, managers, and administrators. Interest tends to

manifest in two questions: What broad functions are being performed? How many total FTE
staff and related operating expense are required?

While a number of determinants can influence current "IR/P" staffing at a given institution, an
underlying comparative question that ray arise is: How much FTE staff and associated
operating expense exists at other, similar IR/P functions? Are there any guidelines? Simply
finding out how many total staff comprise this function at other institutions --without knowing
the more detailed tasks, reports, services, and other variables-- may be greatly misleading. To this

point in time, there appeared to be no useful, meaningful guidelines that approached specific
tasks, as opposed to generalities.

Purpose.
The purpose of this study was to gather information that practitioners, rmanagers, and others
might use to help answer these questions for IR/P at a given institution: ~ What tasks and

services are performed? What FTE staff and operating expense are required? What are the
comparative data for other IR/P functions?

Background.

IR /planning functions, existing or being newly formed, may be viewed in a context of several
general alternative modes or models representing, perhaps, a spectrum of approaches to IR/P.
One mode might be that "IR/P is whatever your CEO wants" (to paraphrase Craig Claggett),
and you therefore pursue his/her priorities with whatever staff resources are available. At the
other end could be the concept of creating a start-from-scratch IR/P office with a full repertoire
of leading-edge analytical, managerial, and information-technology methods and materials,

aimed at meeting a host of specific tasks determined to be essential to the institution and its
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management. In between these two might be a more traditional IR/P providing data continuity
.and history, management suppcit, required internal and external reporting, improved information
technology applications... and attempting to combine a balance of both ends of the foregoing
spectrum. (What is the mode/model at your institution?)

Results of the survey and analysis of FTE staff required to perform institutional research and
planning functions were believed useful for all three of these alternative approaches, although
refinement and further study are necessary. The main idea was to see if sufficient normative
guidelines might be produced for each of many common or recurring tasks. These could then

be converted into staff FTE and translated into general budget parameters.

ata Sou
A survey of institutional research and planning functions at U.S. colleges and universities was
conducted to gather comparative data on IR/P (a) common and diverse tasks, products, and
services; (b) broad staffing and related operating expense requirements for these tasks, products,

and services; and (c) specific FTE staff required to perform/achieve each of the tasks, products,
and services.

Methodology.

The survey was designed to gather the following data on the IR/P function by institution:
specific tasks, reports, and services peiformed; overall FTE staffing; total budget/expenses;
number of years the office has existed in present reporting structure; estimated allocation of staff
person days used to perform each task, report, service; extent to which office and institutional
data are computerized; office information-technology skills; selected institutional characteristics;
and other information. Task categories/topics used were: institutional and peer institution data
collection and analysis; other than institutional/peer data collection and analysis; institutional
planning and operational services, processes, coordination, and analysis; and IR /P office tasks

and managerial processes. Tasks listed represented an update of lists devel.ped and used in the

investigator’s IR assessmerit workshop materials.

Figure 1 provides a schematic overview of the breakdowns of comparative data and their links

to application of the data. Figure 2 highlights the task categories used in the survey.

3
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Figure 1 - Schematic Overview of Breakdowns of Comparative Data
and their Links to Application of the Data

THE COMPARATIVE DATA :

(which) (by)
IR/P TASKS, : INSTITUTIONAL
PRODUCTS, SERVICES CHARACTERISTICS
(n = 62) (n =35)
~ - e
v o Y
(how many) (linked to)
IR/P STAFF PERSON . IR/P CHARACTERISTICS
DAYS
(from survey) (n = 15)

Y APPLICATION OF DATA :

(to estimate) (and estimate)
IR/P STAFF FTE ———>| IR/P BUDGET REQUIRED
REQUIRED

NS A A0
AN
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Figure 2 -- Task Categories used in Survey

o Institutional and Peer Institution Data Collection and Analysis
0 Other Than Institut’l and Peer Institution Data Collection and Analysis

0 Institutional Planning and Operational Services, Processes,
Coordination, and Analysis

0 Institut’l Research and Planning Office Tasks & Managerial Processes




The survey was sent to a one-third stratified sample of the approximately 960 U.S. institutions
identified in the Association for Institutional Research Directory as having members who are
directors of institutional research and or IR /planning. Stratification was by type (two-year,
bachelor, master, doctoral), control (public, private), and size (small = < 5k; low medium
= 5-10k; high medium = 10-20k; and large = > 20k). The survey was sent to 320 U.S.

colleges and universities.

The survey instrument (see Attachment A) wus designed so that it could be filled out on a
relatively short period of time using best estimates of time allocated to each task performed by
the IR/P unit. While a great deal of useful information was gathered and analyzed, certain
other information could not be included without requiring considerably more respondent time.
Omitted information presented the foliowing limitations: office role and mission descriptions
were foregone in lieu of allowing tasks and potential task-cluster analysis to represent
role/mission; no links or breakdowns were attempted of staff type (professional-analytical,
support-clerical, student assistant-hourly) to each task’s j. 2zrson-days allocation; tasks could not
be defined in detail or by differing levels and viably cover all common or typical IR/P tasks in
this kind of pilot study; the data were self-reported on a best estimate basis.

Results and Findings.

A total of 103 instruments were returned (32%), of which 78 proved usable (24%), as reported
in the enclosed tables. Tle major problem with the 25 unusable responses, surprisingly perhaps,
was that ‘estimated number of staff person days’ was not or could not be provided. Several of
the laiter respondents included comments such as "no way to estimate," 'project tracking data

is not kept in a format to allow such a calculation of ejfort," and "I can’t begin to account for

all the staff time for a year."”

Usable responses by institution type, size, and control were as jollows:

SHALL MED-SHM MED-LG LARGE TOTAL
PUBL PRIV TOTL PUBL PRIV TOTL PUBL PRIV TOTL PUBL PRIV TOTL PUBL PRIV TOTL
AA 2 1 3 6 1 7 3 1 4 1 0 1 12 3 15
BA 1 6 7 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6 8
MA 0 7 7 8 1 9 10 1 1 2 0 2 20 9 29
poc 0 0 0 0- 3 3 9 5 14 9 0 9 18 8 26
Tor 3 14 17 15 5 20 22 7029 12 0 1 52 26 78
5




Data were analyzed by type, size, and control categories separately, since ‘n’s in the above
response table were too small for hierarchical examination of results. Means, frequencies, and
correlaticn analyses were made. The data provided further evidence, in i.is investigator's
opinion, of the diversity and variation among IR and planning functions at U.S. colleges and
universities. For example, in only one instance out of over a thousand possibilities did all
institutions in a key institutional and/or IRP category, or in total, perform the same task. (All
12 ‘denominational’ institutions indicated that they allocate effort to "institution and agency

surveys." The maximum percentage of response on any given task(s) among institutional type
and size categories, for illustration, was as follows:

88% of total faculty demographic/FTE/headcount data and analysis.

93% of 2-year accreditation.

88% of bach inst. faculty demog/FTE/headcount and reterition/graduation.

90% of masters fac. and student demog/FTE/headcount and retention/graduation.
96% of dectoral faculty demographic/FTE/headcount data and analysis.

82% of small inst. faculty demographic/FTE/headcount data and analysis.

95% of med-small student demographic/FTE/headcount data and analysis.

93% of med-arge fac. demog/FTE/headcount, teaching load, and accreditation.
83% of large inst. on four of above tasks plus college guide surveys.

In the majority of cases, by institutional category, about half of the tasks appeared to be
performed by less than half of the respondents. The impact of this kind of ‘missing cases’ data

was that ‘means analyses’ proved more meaningful, while frequency and correlation analyses

were less useful or illuminating.

Resulting data are contained in three tables, with iilustrative highlights shown in Figure 3.

0 Figure 3 -- Means of selected (illustrative) task person days showing some
differences by institutional type and size variables.

0 Table 1 -- Means of Survey Variables by Institution Type shows the mean and
standard deviation for each of the survey variables --institutional, IRF, and task
effort.

0 Table 2 -- Means of Survey Variables by Institution Siz., Control, and IRP
Organization and Information Technology Skills.

0 Table 3 -- Number of Responses Per Variable by Institution Type, Size, Control,
and IRP Organization and Information Technology Skills.




Figure 3 -- Means of Selected (Illustrative) Task Person Days
Showing Some Differences by Institutional Type and Size

TASK/STUDY TOPIC

BY INSTIT TYPE

Faculty Demographics 7.2
Faculty Teaching Load 12.0

Student Credit Load 11.1
Sitident Retention/Grad’n  18.2

Alumni Studies

12.6

Facilities Inventory/Use 7.4

College Guide Survey 12.6
Factbook/Publications 35.3

Assessment/Cutcomes 76.0
Facilities Planning 11.6

IR/P Data Administration 20.6
IR/P Info. Systems Design 41.8
IR/P Office Management 24.8

* small 'n;" data omitted.

Assoc Bach

7.1

*

5.0
164

14.5

11.7

30.0

66.7
28.5

36.7
25.0
33.8

Mast

25.6
18.6

16.8
224

14.9
28.1

29.5
44.5

49.7
22.0

49.8
29.3
45.0

e e e B e o T i UL

Doct

214
28.1

29.9
37.3

23.8
504

35.7
51.9

100.3
87.7

84.6
111.3
98.4

BY
<5k

9.9
8.9

11.4
18.8

11.3
10.8

281
34.8

61.7
20.8

45.9
44.0
33.6

INSTIT SIZE
10-20k >20k

5-10%

104
15.9

11.2
15.8

16.0
8.6

12.6
31.7

52.9
11.9

37.1
29.3
35.6

26.0
26.5

25.1
32.5

28

65.9

334
48.1

65.2
61.1

43.6
584
74.3

30.1
23.2

29.2
34.9

12.6
8.2

31.7
75.9

155.0
9.0

121.9
114.6
80.1




Table 1 shows the diversity of responses in the typicully very large standard deviations resulting
from the combination of small ‘n’s and widely ranging numbers. The means showed person day
differences among type categories, in many cases, in ratios of 2-to-1 or 3-to-1. Exemples: data
administration = 20.6 two year, 36.7 bachelors, 49.8 masters, and 84.6 doctoral; accreditation
= 40.9 two-year, 33.5 bachelors, 22.1 masters, and 68.4 doctoral. On the one hand the
abnormal SDs appeared troublesome, but on the other hand the study was to be groundbreaking

in a sense, and point to feasibility of more refined investigation.

Table 2 shows the means by size, control, IRP organization, and information technology skill
categories. Standard deviations were similar to those in Table 1 but were omitted to more

clearly show the comparative averages, particularly for person days per task.

Table 3 shows "how many respondents are performing which tasks" and provides a reference for

better understanding the means in Tables 1 and 2.

Interpretations of these data by institutional research and planining practitioners are likely to vary
according to the context of each individual ’s campus type/size and IR/P role and size. Such
interpretations would simply reflect the diverse nature of IR and planning. There is much
information to consider, albeit initial pilot data. As in many studies, the data on common and
diverse behavior raises questions for which there are some speculative answers but also perhaps
some with no easy answers. Examples: Should tasks require more person days at larger
campuses because there are more data to edit, process, and review? (Seems like it ought to...but
it does not always appear to do so. Does it depend on the kind of task?) Should tasks
performed by IRP staff with a higher level of information technology skills take less time and
effort, consonant with the implied IT image or hope? (Seems to depend on the specific task or

task type, since average person days flip-flop between higher and lower effort.)

The underlying, recurring questions are: With wnat variables is doing or not doing a task

associated? With what variables is variance in task person days associated?

11
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FTE STAFF EEQUIRED TO PERFORM IR & PLANNING TASKS -- RESULTS OF A SURVEY

MEANS OF SURVEY VARIABLES BY INSTITUTION TYPE

Variable

ASSOCIATE
(n = 15)
Mean S D

................

BACHELOR
(n = 8)
Mean S D

KASTER
(n = 29)
Mean S D

DOCTOR
(n = 26)
Mean S D

PART I -~ BASIC INFORMATION/DEMOGRAPHICS ON THE IR/PLANNING OFFICE

1. INST EG $(MIL) PER IRP FTE 14.86 5.06
2. INST TOT$ PER IRP FTE 13.08 6.79
3. YRS IRP EXIST IN REPTG STRUC | 9.13 7.08
4. RECRG (1=INFREQ; 2=0CCAS) 1.53 0.74
5. REPORT TO (2=CEQ;3=ACAD OFCR)| 2.80 1.15
6. DATA USER (1=LIGHT; 3=HEAVY) | 2.33 0.62
7. IRP BUDG (THOUS) PER IRP FTE [40.52 9.67
8. IRP FTE STAFF 3.00 1.74
9. IRP TRAINING (1=LOW; 3=HIGH) | 2.21 0.70
10, IRP WRKHRS (2=50-44; 3=45-49)| 2.33 1.11
11. IRP I-T SKIL (2=MOD; 3=HIGH)| 2.2C 0.68
17 IRP OFC HW/SW (2=M0D; 3=HIGK‘! 2.40 0.51
13. IRP ED CAPBL (2=MOD; 3=HIGH)| 3.13  0.52
PART H - IRP TASK QUALIFIERS
14. PCT TASKS THAT ARE AMNUAL 81.89 11.87
15. PCT TASKS FOR INTERNAL USE 91.47 8.13
16. PCT TASKS FOR EXTERMAL USE 58.20 18.46
17. PCT USING INSTIT DATA 86.50 13.95
18. PCT USING PEER DATA 37.07 17.41
19. PCT DATA FROM OPER SYSTEMS 91.07 7.13
20. PCT DATA FROM SPEC SURVEYS 49.93 25.33
21. PCT REQUIRING DATA EDIT 73.47 21.30
22. PCT FOR WHICH INTERP INCL'D |[48.40 25.24
23. NUMBER OF COMMITVEES CHAIRED | 3.00 2.99
24. NUMBER OF COMMIT MEMBEKSHIPS | 5.07 5.31

11.
15.

NNNNN=SNNN -~
[o-]
EN
Ybmuouumiysuun

77.00
85.12
45.13
91.00
45.63
72.75
36.13
64.62
48.25

0.63

3.75

15.97
11.98
28.02
11.01
17.65
24.83
21.76
29.41
24.66

0.92

3.33

21.78 13.74
28.73 17.54
9.31  7.35
1.37  0.69
3.07 0.92
2.44 0.70
42.39 12.18
3.40 1.93
2.39 0.63
2.31  0.60
2.38 0.62
2.45 0.63
3.21  0.94
87.55 9.86
90.07 9.96
62.41 22.59
89.59 16.21
41.59 26.56
91.21 8.97
42.52 21.38
68.15 24.05
55.44 21.36
1.6  1.97
6.15 3.83

o

o
0o¢
&3
»
BBERANRTIRSER

-
I~
OOOOONWOOO_O\W

NO SN
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. .

»)prO0N

83.46
84.58
60.77
90.38
46.73
90.08
41.62
67.00
51.54

1.28

5.67

13.15
16.55
19.81
18.12
20.98
11.25
22.64
27.21
26.75

2.16

3.93

PART I -- ESTIMATED NUMBER OF IRP PERSON DAYS ALLOCATED TO TASKS

A. INSTITUTIONAL AND PEER INSTIT DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS - - -

FACULYY:

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

DEMOG/FTE/HEADCOUNT
IPEDS SALARIES

SALARY AND BENEFITS
TEACHING LOAD
TENURE/PROMOT 10N

TOTAL LOAD/PRODUCTIVITY
FACULTY DATA--OTHER 1
FACULTY DATA--OTHER 2

ADMINISTRATORS/STAFF:

33.
34.
35.
36.

DEMOG/FTE/HEACCOUNT
1IPEDS STAFF
SALARY AND BENEFITS
ADMIN OTHER

STUDEHUTS:

37.
38.
39.
40.
41

42.

*k

CREDIT LOAD
DEMOG/FTE/HEADCOUNT
IPEDS ENROLLMENT
RETENTION/GRADUAT ION
STUDENT OTHER 1

STUDENT OTHER 2

= ‘\n!' of 1 or 2;

7.18  5.74
7.50 9.58
12.33  11.94
12.00 6.39
i *k
14.71  6.37
*k .
5.91  5.63
7.20 4.09
5.67 4.04
*k .
11.10 9.80
30.38 52.77
6.55 8.18
18.20 14.99
16.43 16.32
34.60 25.02

data omitted.

7.1 5.73
3.40 1.52
6.20 3.56
*ik i
ik *k
*ik *ik
10.67 9.02
2.33 0.58
ik *
w o
5.00 2.92
13.83 12.73
14.00 16.64
16.43 9.73
29.00 24.56

*k

25.58 32.77
8.39 8.00
14.35 12.51
18.58 18.40
5.70 5.48
21.60 .38
15.75 .79
*k

8.86 7.05
6.53 5.85
6.07 4.85
17.67 .28

16.83 47
26.42 A7
8.52 6.69
22.35 23.03
9.35  9.06
32.00 34.89

21.36

8.90
16.90
28.08
12.00
24.72
16.71

i

22.23
11.30
14.85
29.56
11.53
23.41
14.28

*k

8.71

7.06

10.14
e

7.48
6.70
6.02

*k

29.85
49.57

8.90
37.30
48.47
25.12

47.45
55.91
8.65
44 .17
63.80

16.57

TOTAL

Mean

»
WRNNNNWSNW=
F w
BIRS

-

R W WO
[« LV, B ST SRVe N » -

85.00
88.00
59.28
89.44
42.92
88.38
43.00
68.43
51.86

1.52

5.50

19.25
8.00
14.37
21.10
8.50
21.15
16.80
4.00

7.89
6.65
7.81
19.14

19.31
33.90

26.30
29.79

28.45

S

g
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12.
12.
21.
15.
22.
12.
22.
24.
24.

15.

30.
45.

8
31
46
26

(n = 78)

D

30
60

k3|
93
55
90
37
.29
.14

.15
.16
.05
.22
.12
71
.25
.73

.88
.82
.59
14

49
03
.90
.20
.28
.62




ASSOCIATE BACHELOR MASTER DOCTOR
(n = 15) (n = 8) (n = 29) (n = 26;
Variable Mean S D Mean S D Mean S D Mean S D
OTHER COMMON TASKS/REPORTS:
43, ALUMNI STUDIES 12.57 7.72 14.50 9.14 14.92 10.35 23.80 31.48
44 . CURRICULUM STUDIES 7.40 2.48 6.17 4.22 9.91 7.1 16.89 23.65
45. DEGREES AWARDED 6.00 6.03 4.67 3.14 11.246 9. 13.76 9.92
46. FACILITIES USE/INVENTORY 7.43 4.31 R hd 28.12 40.14 50.40 105.70
47. FINMWCIAL ANALYSIS 7.67 3.67 R haad 2%1.56 22.09 27.22 25.14
48. IPEDS COMPLETIONS 8.25 9.27 32.80 49.97 10.05 13.47 7.88 7.3%
49. “NSTIT SUPPORT STUDIES 17.33 24.01 Wk . 12.79 11.12 22.17 38.61
50. «NSTRUCTION/COURSES 9.00 6.43 16.00 11.43 10.94 7.59 15.35 13.%6
51. IPEDS FINANCES Wk Wk Wk . 6.60 6.02 6.12 4.64
52. RESEARCH (SPONSORED/DEPT) 45.00 34.96 Wk bl 31.70 43.22 28.62 51.36
MULTI-TOPIC REPORTS:
53. COLLEGE GUIDE SURVEYS 12.58 24.74 11.67 13.23 29.46 25.33 35.70 26.88
54. INSTIT/AGENCY SURVEYS 19.42 25.86 30.60 17.146 30.42 28.96 38.04 39.61
55. FACT BOOK/PUBLICATIONS 35.33 45.34 30.00 18.37 44.48 40.09 51.86 42.27
56. OTHER REPORTS 1 38.33 22.55 111.67 163.27 19.00 12.97 50.00 44.71
57. OTHER REPORTS 2 . . Wk . il Wk 42.83 40.23
B. DATA COLLECTION/ANALYSIS — OTHER THAN INSTITUTIONAL/PEER INSTIT DATA --
58. DATA 1 58.89 69.00 ol 31.44 25.88 66.40 111.29
59. DATA 2 63.00 39.62 bl 18.50 1*5.4¢ 65.00 98.75
C. INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING & OPERATIONAL SERVICES, PROCESSES, COGORDINATION,
60. ACADEMIC PLANNING 39.14 32.61 25.00 17.89 19.38 14.49 31.47 44.35
61. ACCREDITATION 40.93 40.35 33.50 19.33 22.08 19.52 68.36 143.98
62. ASSESSMENT/OUTCOMES 76.00 132.20 66.67 114.53 49.70 82.98 100.29 136.16
63. BUDGET/FINANCIAL PLANNING 15.00 11.65 7.33  4.93 34.60 30.90 44,30 56.76
64. ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT 16.73 10.82 20.60 17.94 31.53 32.1 26.56 24.33
65. ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNING 28.62 34.09 3.33  0.58 14.89 14.59 13.00 16.80
66. FACILITIES PLANNING 11.63  7.15 28.50 23.33 22.00 39.40 87.67 143.40
67. LITIGATION SUPPORT Wk . il . 17.00 14.50 7.82 5.71
68. MASTER PLANNING 17.60 11.00 5.25 3.77 14.64 14.18 17.71  12.97
69. OPER PLANNING/DECIS FROCESS 25.67 11.36 bl R 35.18 56.55 30.67 27.46
70. OPER RESEARCH/TOM 21.33 10.03 *k R 32.50 20.62 61.29 77.36
71. POLICY ANALYSIS 14.57 9.73 17.00 20.42 26.27 27.34 44,17 59.77
72. PROGRAM REVIEW '30.38 27.3% bkl . 24.76 23.43 29.56 27.38
73. RESOURCE ALLOCATION 26.67 15.28 5.67 3.79 24.75 35.80 35.64 36.24
74 . ROLE-MISSION-GOALS 26.33 19.33 6.25 2.63 12.86 12.79 12.73 14.48
75. STRATEGIC PLANNING 41.33 31.37 7.33  3.21 24.53 24.78 78.27 121.94
76. OTHER SERVICES 1 . . bl . 57.40 80.46 il ikl
77. OTHER SERVICES 2 . . 10.00
D. IRP ‘OFFICE’ TASKS; IRP MANAGERIAL PROCESSES --
78. DATA ADMINISTRATION/MANAG 20.55 14.29 36.67 18.62 49.82 44.54 84.60 98.55
79. INFORMATION SYSTEMS DESIGN 41.75 64.86 25.00 36.74 29.25 26.30 111.27 134.96
80. LAN MANAGEMENT " bl Rl . 17.62 25.72 44.73 59.40
81. OFFICE ADMINISTRATION/MGT 24.75 16.01 33.75 13.77 44.96 50.62 98.37 82.43
STAFF TRAINING:
82. PC TRAINING/UPDATING 13.18 6.81 6.00 3.61 20.00 17.60 23.06 25.90
83. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 12.89 7.08 5.50 3.32 16.80 12.92 29.83 32.78
84. OTHER TRAINING . . hld Wk Wk . 35.00 24.83
OTHER IRP OFFICE TASKS:
85. OTHER 1 ok . ¥ ¥ %
86. OTHER 2 . e

** = ‘n! of 1 or 2;

Q

LRIC

data omitted.

13

10

TOTAL
(n = 78)
Mean S D

16.
10.

18.
13.

70.
22.
18.
21.
10.

31.
21.
11.
15.
12.
36. 40.
26.
31.
44 .

26.
32.
40.

46.08
3.1

62.
36.

51.28
42.40

76.29
49.86

& ANALYSIS

28.00 31.67
42.55 87.03
71.80 113.83
30.67 37.43
25.74 25.10
16.90 22.30
33.17 72.10
11.45 10.46
15.03 12.43
29.71 36.66
36.26 50.52
29.11 39.41
28.43 25.59
27.10 32.72
15.32 15.43
44.04 T73.46
41.67 46.30
10.00 .

54.81
59.79
30.18
57.50

67.
92.
46.
63.

36
7
22
87
18.49

19.09

20.56
22.57

24.
23.

15

R

8.00

"k

5.60



TABLE 2 5/94 MM
FTE STAFF REQUIRED TO PERFORM iR & PLANNING TASKS -- RESULTS OF A SURVEY

MEANS OF SURVEY VARIABLES BY INSTITUTION SiZE/CONTROL & IRP ORGANIZ/IT SKILLS

S 1 Z E CONTROL IRP ORGANIZ IRP IT SKIL
<5k 5-10k 10-20k 20+k { Publ Priv Conom Pr+Dn | Separ Combn wW/lLarg| Moder High
n= 17 20 29 12 52 14 12 26 35 32 1 44 29
Variable Mean Mean Mean Mean | Mean Mean Mean Mean )| Mean Mean Mean | Mean Mean

PART I - BASIC INFORMATION/DEMOGRAPHICS ON THE IR/PLANNING OFFICE

. INST EG $(MIL)/IRP FTE 15.34 14.92 33.04 52.91

1 290.56 21.08 30.64 26.09 |32.12 22.03 35.47 [31.86 23.50
2. INST TOT$ PER IRP FTE 17.76 16.93 45.51 86.58 |43.75 26.23 34.37 30.52 140.15 31.56 59.67 |44.18 32.88
3. YRS IRP EXIST-REPTG STRUC| 7.35 8.90 10.72 7.50 | 8.46 170.43 10.00 10.23 | 8.53 9.66 9.00| 9.12 9.1
4. REORG (1=INFREQ; 2=0CCAS)| 1.31 1.60 1.61 1.75{ 1.65 1.29 1.55 1.40] 1.59 1.44 .1.90| 1.51 1.54
5. REPORT TO (2=CEQ;3=ACAD) { 2.35 3.10 3.24 3.42| 3.13 2.8 2.83 2.85| 3.17 2.72 3.55| 3.02 3.03
6. DAT USER (1=LIGHT;3=HEAV)| 2.59 2.26 2.48 2.58| 2.47 2.57 2.33 2.46| 2.58 2.35 2.45| 2.42 2.50
7. IRP BUDG (THOUS)/IRP FTE {40.88 39.60 45.56 52.67 [44.43 44.68 43.72 44.26 |44.49 45.27 40.87 | 43.88 44.80
8. IRP FTE STAFF 2.15 3.08 5.02 5.55{ 4.55 3.05 2.59 2.84| 3.52 4.02 5.32| 3.62 4.25
9. IRP TRAINING (1=LO; 3=HI)| 2.35 2.28 2.46 2.42| 2.33 2.57 2.42 2.50( 2.27 2.42 2.64| 2.29 2.68
10. WRKHR (2=40-44; 3=45-49) | 2.59 2.15 2.14 2.17| 2.23 2.07 2.50 2.27| 2.09 2.37 2.36| 2.25 2.31
11. IRP IT SKIL (2=MOD; 3=HI)] 2.35 2.25 2.41 2.18| 2.31 2.43 2.25 2.35) 2.29 2.41 2.18| 2.00 3.00 -
12. IRP HW/SW (2=MOD; 3=HI) 2,47 2,40 2,45 2.50 ) 2.46 2.57 2.25 2.42 2.43 2.44 2.55| 2.30 2.79
13. IRP ED CAPBL (2=MOD;3=HI)! 2.71 3.15 3.52 3.58| 3.40 3.07 2.83 2.96| 3.29 3.16 3.45| 3.14 3.45

PART II - IRP TASK QUALIFIERS

14. % TASKS THAT ARE ANNUAL |84.72 B83.95 84.59 82.50 |83.65 84.21 85.25 84.69 |83.86 83.69 85.36|82.07 87.52
15. X TASKS FOR INTERNAL USE 187.29 91.15 88.86 81.67 [87.85 86.86 90.00 88.31[86.77 90.19 85.55 |87.57 89.83
16. % TASKS FOR EXTERNAL USE {43.88 63.20 65.38 59.83 | 64.67 53.00 43.25 48.50 | 61.60 57.16 58.09 [58.95 61.31
17. X USING INSTIT DATA 87.00 90.79 92.07 84.42 |89.55 87.21 91.58 89.23 |89.40 89.94 88.18 |88.14 90.66
18. % USING PEER DATA 39.12 46.62 41.55 46.08 [46.02 41.29 40.17 40.77 | 40.63 44.26 46.45 | 44.84 42.52
19. X DATA FROM OPER SYSTEMS |79.94 94.10 89.07 91.67 [89.94 82.85 90.83 86.68 |91.14 86.00 89.82]89.75 87.39
20. % DATA FROM SPEC SURVEYS |41.38 42.05 44.34 43.42 [41.90 44.92 45.58 45.24 {35.29 52.35 40.45{42.93 44.30
21. % REQUIRING DATA EDIT 68.87 63.00 76.86 63.33 |66.49 76.23 68.25 72.40|70.32 71.06 55.18 | 66.95 70.56
22. X WITh INTERP INCL'D 50.47 45.79 58.29 48.25 151.02 52.54 54.91 53.63|51.52 55.58 41.50 | 46.40 61.8%
23. NO. COMMITTEES CHAIRED 1.27 2.39 1.22 1.00| 1.41 1.58 2.00 1.76| 0.54 2.38 1.87| 1.53 1.55
24. NO. COMMIT MEMBERSHIPS 4.87 5.28 6.26 S5.11| 5.43 4.92 6.50 5.64. 4.68 6.59 4.56| 5.59 6.09

PART II - ESTIMATED NUMEER OF IRP PERSON DAYS ALLOCATED TO TASKS

A. INSTITUTIONAL AND PEER INSTIT DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS - - -

FACULYY:

25. DEMOG/FTE/HEADCOUNT 9.86 10.46 25.96 30.1021.15 14.46 16.70 15.43] 17.22 23.14 14.33 | 18.54 19.75
26. IPEDS SALARIES 8.10 6.86 9.24 5.71| 7.74 8.40 8.8 8.59| 6.52 9.16 8.63| 8.03 7.10
27. SALARY AND BENEFITS 11.64 13.86 17.70 9.00|15.00 11.08 20.00 13.18{ 14.95 13.48 15.29 | 11.04 17.80
28. TEACHING LOAD 8.86 15.87 26.48 23.22|23.92 9.60 21.37 14.83|20.07 19.62 27.00 | 18.64 27.00
29. TENURE/PROMOTION 9.00 9.83 9.C0 6.17} 7.55 16.67 **  13.25| 4.38 10.29 18.75| 6.82 9.92
30. TOTAL LOAD/PRODUCTIVITY |14.83 20.38 20.81 29.00 (22.94 13.50 21.20 16.46|24.61 17.11 20.60 | 19.25 21.13
31. FACULYY DATA--OTHER 1 15.00 o 17.12 . 18.20 14.00 . 14.00 | 14.17 18.37 okl 9.14 23.50
32. FACULTY DATA--OTHER 2 . . 4.00 . * *k . *k w w . ww w
ADMINISTRATORS/STAFF:

33. DEMOG/FYE/HEADCOUNT 9.22 5.96 8.04 10.14| 7.66 8.67 8.29 8.50| 7.48 9.42 4.12| 8.40 7.56
34. 1PEDS STAFF 7.83 7.67 5.21 8.50| 6.52 6.67 7.40 7.00| 5.76 7.56 6.71| 6.64 5.87
35. SALARY AND BENEFITS 9.75 4.00 8.82 7.40| 7.76 5.75 11.00 8.00| 8.08 8.38 6.29| 5.94 10.07
36. ADMIN OTHER * 22,25 . 14.80 w . ** 122,25 15.00 . ** 22.50
STUDENTS:

37. CREDIT LOAD 11.38 11.17 25.12 29.17|22.32 14.446 10.78 12.61| 17.00 14.29 50.17 ] 15.66 24.44
38. DEMOG/FTE/HEADCOUNT 18.69 12.42 45.31 64.8040.98 22.85 17.00 20.04{ 33.94 35.04 3u.22{30.17 38.48
39. IPEDS ENROLLMENT 16.67 8.61 7.02 5.57| 7.22 10.75 13.46 11.90] 8.50 10.00 5.86] 8.69 8.84
40. RETENTION/GRADUATION 18.83 15.75 32.46 34.90129.71 18.08 20.22 19.00| 24.52 31.61 15.56 | 24.47 29.85
41. STUDENT OTHER 1 18.50 14.14 41.63 27.40 1 30.12 34.29 **  28.89| 24.06 40.09 26.71|32.61 27.73%
42. STUDENT OTHER 2 18.33 41.25 22.30 42.00 | 32.73 15.60 . 15.60} 34.63 25.37 22.25|26.90 30.00

** = ‘n! of 1 or 2; data omitted.
Q !
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S 1 2 E CONTROL TRP ORGANIZ IRP 1T SKIL
<5k 5-10k 10-20k 20+k | Publ Priv Denom Pr+Dn| Separ Combn w/Larg| Moder High
n= 17 20 29 12 52 14 12 26 35 32 1" 44 29
Variable 1 Mean Mean Mean Mean | Mean Mean Mean Mean | Mean Mean Mean |Mean Mean
OTHER COMMON TASKS/REPORTS:
43. ALUMNI STUDIES 11.30 16.00 22.79 12.60 [12.96 24.12 23.20 23.77 |24.46 14.47 9.00 [15.24 21.15
44. CURRICULUM STUDIES ‘ 8.88 6.75 15.89 11.17 | 9.00 21.83 3.75 14.60 |12.53 10.30 7.33 | 6.89 17.90
45. DEGREES AWARDED 8.50 7.264 10.65 18.67 {11.62 8.92 7.50 3.27 {10.79 10.37 9.63| 9.67 11.35
46. FACILITIES USE/INVENTORY. 10.80 8.62 65.87 8.17 {37.87 12.50 9.00 10.56 | 13.87 39.95 52.40 [24.39 39.14
47. FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 21.86 13.71 25.87 15.25 |22.74 16.83 18.50 17.50|24.56 22.53 13.43 |18.47 19.00
48. IPEDS COMPLETIONS ~18.11 15.50 6.65 7.43 110.53 10.20 15.75 12.67 [ 12.95 10.62 8.75 [12.09 10.20
49. INSTIT SUPPORT STUDIES ~ 22.17 7.00 18.08 2.67 {15.32 **  23.00 17.60]18.78 13.82 14.50 | 12.36 20.27
50. INSTRUCTION/COURSES 16.00 8.27 13.80 13.57 |13.25 12.00 11.14 11.54]12.28 14.06 10.50 |12.32 13.53
51. IPEDS FINANCES v 7.33 5.00 6.09 6.40{ 5.89 2.67 9.00 6.29} 5.10 5.37 7.75| 4.93 7.20
52. RESEARCH (SPONS/DEPT) | 38.60 43.33 24.87 38.00 {36.17 14.50 **  36.66151.27 27.07 28.60 {30.10 44.25
MULTI-TOPIC REPORTS: .
53. COLLEGE GUIDE SURVEYS 28.14 12.63 33.44 31.70 | 25.36 21.91 39.20 30.14 |21.96 31.28 27.10 |27.39 26.72
54. INSTIT/AGENCY SURVEYS 35.23 20.35 38.84 25.40 [28.93 25.27 44.67 35.39|27.93 38.85 20.55 |30.54 29.04
55. FACT BOOK/PUBLICATIONS 34.83 31.71 48.08 75.86 |45.86 42.18 38.67 40.60 [38.04 54.04 29.50 %0.28 44.00
56. OTHER REPORTS 1 84.25 23.17 48.00 33.33 |40.93 68.86 18.67 53.80 |41.94 25.00 89.00!51.88 35.78
57. OTHER REPORTS 2 *x ** 50.00 ** 141.40 *x **  18.25 [ 36.75 ** 18.25 ! 22.86 o
B. DATA COLLECTION/ANALYSIS -- OTHER THAN INSTITUTIONAL/PEER INSTIT DATA --
58. DATA 1 60.50 23.33 48.07 63.50 {52.67 60.00 ** 44,60 157.22 44.56 64.75|19.50 81.64
59. DATA 2 35.60 37.67 32.20 ** 146.38 **  16.50 ** 43,30 62.67 [ 12.20 56.25
C. INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING & OPERATIONAL SERVICES, PROCESSES, COORDINATION, & ANALYSIS
60. ACADEMIC PLANNINC 27.50 30.33 33.77 11.67 |30.70 23.12 22.33 22.79 l 21.69 35.94 22.00|32.16 26.60
61. ACCREDITATION 28.69 33.63 54.89 41.50 |45.44 45.60 27.91 36.66:40.17 48.93 28.00| 54.31 29.32
62. ASSESSMENT/OUTCOMES 61.67 52.94 65.17 155.00 | 86.62 49.27 28.62 40.58 62.65 73.39 92.50] 67.43 79.88
63. BUDGET/FINANCIAL PLAN'G | 19.62 17.67 46.44 15.00 |30.93 23.25 38.00 29.57119.35 37.40 53.50;30.18 28.18
64. ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT 31.27 20.70 25.00 28.62 | 22.50 24.44 37.90 31.53 |23.91 27.05 27.37129.32 21.22
65. ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNING 28.14 15.13 14.55 4.00{17.19 25.75 6.50 16.12112.30 21.37 8.33| 14.13  27.59
66. FACILITIES PLANNING : 20.75 11.90 61.08 9.00 |40.38 17.00 11.50 14.25: 7.36 31.86 108.75 ' 21.80 42.18
67. LITIGATION SUPPORT i ** 15,00 12.89 4.75}12.7M . 4.33  4.33% B.63 33.44 13.00! 11.31 9.40
68, MASTER PLANNING i 12.00 13.82 18.43 ** 117.15 bl 9.14 8.89 i 11.31 16.61 20.00, 13.50 15.43
69. OPER PLAN'G/DECIS PROC ‘ 18.83 25.71 37.87 20.00 | 32.57 19.40 25.06 21.50: 16.50 37.82 ** f 24.47 24.45
70. OPER RESEARCH/TGM 733 23.00 63.86 ** 125.54 85.25 **  59.50.45.83 28.50 43.00: 19.10 58.50
71. POLICY ANALYSIS y 164,56 23.00 44.06 11.80130.86 12.00 29.50 23.67 :14.82 39.29 17.80 31.29 22.43
72. PROGRAM REVIEW 33.57 24.75 28.17 32.57 | 29.45 20.80 28.40 25.87,26.36 32.68 25.55:29.07 21.05
73. RESOURCE ALLOCATION 12.17 31.00 38.42 16.17 | 26.13 23.67 38.00 30.83i27.08 25.75 30.40! 30.82 11.78
74. ROLE-MISSION-GOALS 10.50 22.67 15.76 6.50]18.19 9.40 8.86 9.081 9.62 18.62 16.50| 16.29 12.67
75. STRATEGIC PLANNING 23.10 30.36 72.88 32.88|41.03 89.29 17.25 50.87 i47.67 46.68 22.17) 26.80 64.85
76. OTHER SERVICES 1 **  19.00 37.57 93.33 | 49.09 **  23.33 21.25,55.00 30.00 ** {32.00 68.75
77. OTHER SERVICES 2 ok . . faled bl bl . i bl .
D. IRP ‘OFFICE’ TASKS; IRP MANAGERIAL PROCESSES -
78. DATA ADMINISTR/MANAG 45.85 37.09 43.58 121.89 | 59.49 41.45 48.43 44.17 [ 55.64 51.38 68.00§ 47.63 60.20
79. INFORM SYSTEMS DESIGN 46.00 29.43 58.35 114.57 | 70.16 31.37 36.25 33.00{52.48 65.68 81.33; 60.29 53.11
80. LAN MANAGEMENT ** 12.33 27.31 52.40}27.12 51.25 ** 38.33 |52.56 12.90 20.67] 33.27 27.09
81. OFFiCE ADMIN/MGT 33.60 35.56 74.30 80.11]61.39 40.67 56.50 48.12 |40.96 62.26 105.00| 55.87 61.36
STAFF TRAINING: .
82. PC TRAINING/UPDATING 12.17 14.83 23.33 17.89]19.28 18.83 8.33 15.33|18.87 17.24 21.00| 15.71 22.00
83. PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP'T 11.17 11.50 29.75 20.56| 17.84 33.13 ** 29.00{23.63 19.31 14.17| 16.24 28.13
84. OTHER TRAINING o . 19.50 ** | 23.60 ** ** 136.00 12.50 . **  25.00
OTHER IRP OFFICE TASKS:
85. OTHER 1 ** o *x ** *x 7.33 | 5.67 o * **
86_ OTHER 2 . *k *k ¥k *k
** = \n! of 1 or 2; data omitted.
12 /




TABLE 3 5/94 MM
FTE STAFF REQUIRED TO PERFORM IR & PLANNING TASKS -- RESULTS OF A SURVEY

NUMBER OF RESPONSES PER VARIABLE BY INSTIT TYPE/SIZE/CONTROL & IRP ORGANIZ/IT SKILLS

ALL TYPE S 1 2 E CONTROL IRP ORGANIZ | IT SKIL
A% BA MA DOC | <S5k 5-10 10-20 20+k|Publ Priv Den Pr+D | Sep Comb Larg|Mod High
Total n = 78 |15 8 29 26 |17 20 29 12 |52 1 12 26 |35 32 11 |46 29
Variable n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n n
PART I -- BASIC INFORMATION/DEMOGRAPHICS ON THE IR/PLANNING OFFICE

1. INST EG $(MIL)/IRP FTE 66 8 7 28 23 )14 14 28 10 |45 10 10 21 |30 27 9137 26
2. INST TOTS PER IRP FTE 65 9 6 27 231 14 15 25 11 | 46 9 12 19 |27 27 11|38 24
3. YRS IRP EXIST-REPTG STRUC | 76 , 15 8 29 24 {17 20 29 10 {50 1% 12 26 |3 32 10| 43 29
4, REORG (1=INFREQ; 2=0CCAS) | 76 | 1S 8 27 26|16 20 28 12 | 5% 1 11 25 |34 32 10 43 23
5. REPORT TQ (2=CEQ;3=ACAD) 78 15 8 29 26§17 20 29 12 |52 14 12 26 |35 32 11|44 29
6. DAT USER (1=LIGHT;3=HEAV) | 75 | 15 7 27 26 |17 19 27 12 149 14 12 26 |33 31 11 | 43 28
7. IRP BUDG (THOUS)/IRP FTYE 59 9 5 24 21 12 13 25 9 | 41 10 8 18 |28 24 7120 27
8. IRP FYE STAFF 78 [ 15 8 29 26 |17 20 29 12 |52 14 12 26 {35 32 11|44 29
9. IRP TRAINING (1=LO; 3=HI) | 75 | 14 8 28 25116 18 28 12 (49 14 12 26 |33 31 11| 42 28
10. WRKHR (2=40-44; 3=45-49) 78 | 15 8 29 26 |17 20 29 12 {52 14 12 26 {35 32 1144 29
11. IRP IT SKIL (2=MOD; 3=HI) | 77 | 15 8 29 25|17 20 29 1 51 14 12 26 |34 32 11144 29
12. IRP HW/SW (2=MOD; 3=HI) 78 | 15 8 29 26 17 20 29 12 {52 14 12 26 {35 32 11 ] 446 29
13. IRP ED CAPBL (2-=40D;3=HI) | 78 | 15 8 29 26117 20 29 12 {52 14 12 26 135 32 11|46 29

i

1]

i

PART II -- IRP TASK QUALIFIERS |
14. %X TASKS THAT ARE ANKUAL 78 | 15 8 29 26117 20 29 12 !52 14 12 26 135 32 11 44 29
15. % TASKS FOR INTERNAL USE 78 | 15 8 29 26 {17 20 29 12 's2 14 12 25 135 32 11 | 44 29
16. ¥ TASKS FOR EXTERNAL USE 78 {15 8 29 20117 20 29 12 ;52 14 12 26 {35 32 11|44 29
17. %X USING INSTIT DATA 77 | 14 8 29 26|17 19 29 12 |54 1% 12 26 |35 3 11| 44 29
18. X USING PEER DATA 7 | 14 8 29 26117 19 29 12 | 51 14 12 26 | 35 34 11| 46 29
19. X DATA FROM OPER SYSTEMS 77 {15 8 28 26 116 20 29 12 52 13 12 25 |35 3% 11 | 44 28
20. %X DATA FROM SPEC SURVEYS 76 {15 8 27 26} 16 19 29 12 | 5% 13 12 25 | 34 34 11 | 446 27
21. X REQUIRING DATA EDIT 76 | 15 8 27 26|16 19 29 12 51 13 12 25 | 34 31 11 ) 46 27
22. % WITH INTERP INCL'D 74 | 15 8 25 26 |15 19 28 12 {50 13 11 24 |33 3% 10 | 43 27
23. NO. COMMITTEES CHAIRED 65 | 14 8 25 18|15 18 23 9 |46 12 9 21 {28 2% 81|38 22
24. NO. COMMIT MEMBERSHIPS 66 | 14 8 26 18] 16 18 23 9 j 44 12 10 22 (28 29 9139 22

PART I -- ESTIMATED NUMBER OF IRP PERSON DAYS ALLOCATEL TO TASKS

A. INSTITUTIONAL AND PEER INSTIT DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS - - -

FACULTY:

25. DEMOG/FTE/HEADCOUNT 69 | 11 T 26 25 |14 18 27 10 (46 13 10 23 | 32 28 9137 28
26. IPEDS SALARIES 56 8 5 23 20|10 1 25 7139 10 7 17123 25 8|30 21
27. SALARY AND BENEFITS 49 6 5 17 211 7 23 8 32 13 & 17121 21 7125 20
28. TEACHING LOAD 58 8 2 26 2% 7 15 27 9 140 10 8 18|27 21 10|33 20
29. TENURE/PROMOTION 24 2 2 10 10 3 6 9 6 {20 3 1 4 | 13 7 4111 12
30. TOTAL LOAD/PROOUCTIVITY 47 7 2 20 18 6 13 21 7 {34 8 5 133123 19 5120 23
31. FACULTY DATA--OTHER 1 15 1 3 4 7 5 2 8 0110 5 0 5 6 8 1 7 8
32. FACULTY DATA--OTHER 2 13 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 0 2 1
ADMINISTRATORS/STASF 2 i

33. DEMOG/FTE/HEADCOUNT PsT 1 3 22 21 9 16 25 7 14 9 7 16|23 26 830 25
34. IPEDS STAFF | 40 5 2 17 16 6 9 19 6 |29 6 5 117 16 712 15
35. SALARY AND BENEFITS | 32 3 0 15 14 4 6 17 5125 4 3 711 13 7116 14
36. ADMIN OTHER i 7 1 1 3 2 2 1 4 0 5 2 0 2 4 3 0 2 4
STUDENTS: :

37. CREDIT LOAD 's8 |10 5 23 20 8 18 26 6 |40 9 9 18|28 24 6|29 25
38. NEMOG/ FTE/HEADCOUNT P68 | 13 6 26 23113 19 26 10|45 12 11 23| 31 28 91|36 27
39. IPEDS ENROLLMENT | 61 | 11 6 23 21|12 18 24 7140 12 9 21| 28 26 7132 25
40. RETENTION/GRADUATION 66 | 10 7 26 2312 16 28 10|45 12 9 2129 28 9| 36 26
41, STUDENT OTHER 1 34 7 3 9 15 6 7 16 5125 7 2 91 16 1 7118 15
42. STUDENT OTHER 2 20 5 1 6 8 3 4 10 3115 5 0 5 8 8 4110 10
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ALL TYPE s 1 Z E
AR BA MA DOC | <5k 5-10 10-20 20+k

Total n = 78 {15 8 29 26117 20 29 12
Variable n n n n n n n n n
OTHER COMMON TASKS/REPORTS:
43. ALUMNI STUDIES 36 7 6 13 10} 10 7 14 5
44. CURRICULUM STUDIES K} 5 6 1 9 8 8 9 6
45. DEGREES AUWARDED & |12 6 25 21 112 17 26 9
46. FACILITIES USE/INVENTCRY 40 7 2 16 15 5 13 16 6
4. FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 33 6 2 16 9 7 7 15 4
48. IPEDS COMPLETIONS 50 8 5 20 17 9 14 20 4
49. INSTIT SUPPORT STUDIES 24 3 1 14 6 6 3 12 3
50. INSTRUCTION/COURSES 45 7 4 17 17 7 1 20 7
51. IPEDS FINANCES 26 2 1 15 8. 3 7 1" 5
S52. RESEARCH (SPONS/DEPT) 30 |10 2 10 8 5 9 8 8
MULTI-TGPIC REPORYS:
53. COLLEGE GUIDE SURVEYS 65 |12 6 2, 23 |14 16 25 0
54. INSTIT/AGENCY SURVEYS 65 |12 5 24 2, {13 17 25 10
55. FACT BOOK/PUBLICATIONS 62 |12 5 23 2212 17 26 7
56. OTHER REPORTS 1 25 3 3 8 1" [ 6 12 3
57. OTHER REPORTS 2 9 0 1 2 6 1 2 5 1
B. DATA COLLECTION/ANALYSIS -- OTHER THAN INSTITUTIONAL/PEER INSTIT DATA
58. DATA 1 29 9 1 9 10 6 3 14 6
59. DATA 2 15 5 1 6 3 5 3 5 2
C. INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING & OPERATIONAL SERVICES, PROC
60. ACADEMIC PLANNING 41 7 6 13 15|10 12 13 6
€1. ACCREDITATION 65 14 6 24 22 13 16 27 10
62. ASSESSMENT/OUTCOMES 59 13 6 23 17 12 16 24 7
63, BUDGET/FINANCIAL PLAN'G 36 8 3 15 10 8 9 16 3
64 . ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT 53 1" 5 19 18 1 14 20 8
65. ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNING 29 8 3 9 9 7 8 1 3
66. FACILITIES PLANNING 29 8 2 13 6 4 10 12 3
67. LITIGATION SUPPORT 20 1 1 7 1 1 6 9 4
68. MASTER PLANNING 35 10 4 14 7 8 1 14 2
69. OPER PLAN!'G/DECIS PROC 3 9 2 1 9 6 7 15 3
70. OPER RESEARCH/TQM 19 6 2 4 7 3 7 7 2
71. POLICY ANALYSIS 37 7 3 15 12 9 6 17 5
72. PROGRAM REVIEW 53 |13 1 21 18 7 16 23 7
73. RESOURCE ALLOCATION 29 3 3 12 1 6 5 12 6
74. ROLE-MISSION-GOALS 38 9 4 14 1N 8 ¢ 17 4
75. STRATEGIC PLANNING 49 12 3 19 15 10 14 17 8
76. OTHER SERVICES 1 15 0 1 5 9 2 3 7 3
77. OTHER SERVICES 2 1 0 0 v} 1 0 1 G 0
D. IRP 9ICE’ TASKS; IRP MANAGERIAL PROCESSES --
78. DATA ADMINISTR/MANAG 59 1 6 22 20 13 1" 26 9
79. INFORM SYSTEMS DESIGN 43 8 4 16 15 9 7 20 7
80. LAN MANAGEMENT 22 2 1 8 1N 1 3 13 5
81. OFFICE ADMIN/MGT 58 | 12 4 23 19110 16 23 9
STAFF TRAINING:
82. PC TRAINING/UPDATING 45 1" 3 15 16 6 12 18 9
83, PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP'T 41 9 4 10 18 6 10 16 9
84. OTHER TRAINING 7 0 2 1 4 2 0 4 1
OTHER IRP OFFICE YASKS:
85. OTHER 1 4 1 0 2 1 2 0 2 0
86. OTHER 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
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Examples of apparent or suggested relationships, in this study, between institutional and

IR/Planning characteristics were as follows. (These are not surprising.)

IRP FTE staff increases with institutional size.
IRP staff training increases with institutional type.
IRP electronic data capability generally increases with institutional type and size.

Similarly, a number of apparent relationships between mean average task person-days and
institutional characteristics occur, such as with type and size increases there are increases in time

spent on faculty demographics, student credit load, retention/graduation studies, and other tasks.

At the same time, there occurred, sprinkled throughout the dat., some perhaps surprising results

such as:
Academic planning time is greater at associate institutions and least at largest institutions.
Environmental scanning is greater at associate institutions and smallest institutions, and
least at largest institutions.
Facilities planning is greater at doctoral institutions and least at largest institutions.

TOM and strategic planning are greatest at private institutions and least at publics.

The kind of task, itself, seems to be an important determinant or variable. In addition, the
extesit to which other offices at a given institution contribute all or sume effort and person-days
to given tasks appears a likely significant variable. Ideally, total effort --person-days-- devoted
to each task by an entire institution would provide a more complete picture, within which the

IR/P contribution would then be shown. Perhaps such information could/should be

incorporated into a subsequent study.

Questions that warrant continued analysis include whether common tasks require more
effort/time if:

the person to whom IRP reports is a ‘heavy’ user of analytical data.

there is greater staff turnover among IRP.

IR/P electronic data capabilities are comparatively weak.

a task is done occasionally rather than on an annual, recurring basis.
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peer comparison data are included in analyses.
extensive interpretation of data is provided.

institutional operating systems data are mo:e accurate and timely.

More complete answers to these questions would appear to require survey data from a sample
large enough to generate reliable averages for each breakdown of institutional type by size and
control. A simplified set of 32 such breakdowns would be involved (four types X four sizes X
two controls). This study gathered data on 20 of the 32, however, the average institutional ‘n’
was 4 with a range from 1 to 10. Nevertheless, the data from this study demonstrate the
magnitude of differences and appear to point the way toward useful comparative data.

Conversion of Task Person Days to Staff FTE

A word about application of these kinds of measures to calculating IR and planning staff FTE.

Conversion of the sum of a selected or given complement of task person days into FTE staff
requires a days-per-FTE divisor of the institution’s or practitioner’s choosing. For example, the
typical 260 available yearly working days, minus 10 holidays and, say, 30 days for vacation and
sick leave would produce 220 person-days-per FTE. A conversion chart of person-days to F TE
for the appropriate formula (such as one person-day = .0045 FTE; or one week = .0227 FTE;
or month = .0832 FTE). The formula could also be varied for 7.5 hour days or 9.0 hour days.

Non-standard tasks and tasks not appearing on the survey list would require proper estimating
of person-day effort.

Main Themes.

It is suggested here that practitioners might agree on certain ‘main themes’ that tend to stem

from this study. The following are offered for consideration:

0 Trere are noticeable differences by institutional and IRP characteristics in

average person-days and other survey variables.
0 Tasks more commonly and less commonly performed among IR /P functions (i.e.,

done by a majority or minority of a given respondent category) are not necessarily

16 19
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the ones that might be expected.

0 Regardless of the commonality of a task, comparative person-days data by
institutional and IRP categories may serve a useful purpose in helping to evaluate
an IRP office workioad.

0 Questions raised by these data may offer a platform for better understanding IRP
workload, staffing, service role, and cost/benefit.

0 Refinement and further study in this direction, with a larger sample, would seem
useful, and might develop into a form of benchmarking or standard guidelines.

Implications for Institutional Researchers.

The study produced preliminary comparative data by institutional and IR/P characteristics,
which could be used, tentatively on the one hand, to compare --on an exploratory test basis--
current staffing of the institutional research and planning unit(s) at a given institution, and/or
to help roughly identify staff requirements for a new institutional research and planning office.
On the other hand, additional analyses of these pilot data and further, refined survey effort are

suggested before their use in actual decision or performance evaluation situations.

Introdiction and application of these comparative FTE staff and operating expense guidelines

into the IR/P field may generate constructive feedback and further potential interest in this
approach.

This method of comparative analysis of staffing allocations presents another alternative method

of evaluating the institutional research and planning function.
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