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Charge to the Committee 
 
The Support Units Committee was originally charged to evaluate the academic support 
units and to recommend possible changes in base budgets.  The University is best served 
by support units that deliver services efficiently and effectively and that communicate 
with the academic units to ensure that services delivered meet the needs and priorities of 
the academic units. The Committee was to assess the quality and value of the support 
units and to recommend base budget changes utilizing self-studies submitted by each vice 
presidential support unit area and possibly information provided by a consultant or 
consulting firm hired to perform further evaluation.  Conducting such evaluations is a 
necessary step in the new budget restructured environment if we are to be consistent with 
the base budget adjustment process applied to academic units last year.  Furthermore, the 
Committee recognized that the support units’ budgets could directly affect the academic 
units and their ability to implement the academic plan, especially if they consume an 
increasing proportion of the University budget.   
 
 
Characteristics of Support Units 
 
Support units function primarily in support of the academic units.  For example, the 
Department of Physical Facilities provides janitorial and maintenance services to the 
Colleges.  However, in addition to these obvious services, some support units primarily 
support students.  For example, the Office of Student Affairs provides housing and 
counseling for students.  Support units also provide services for other support units.  For 
example, the Office of Facilities Planning and Development manages residence hall 
construction for the Office of Student Affairs. 
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The Support Units Committee found several examples of units that do not fit the above 
description of support units.  The Offices of Academic Affairs, Agricultural 
Administration, Research, and Health Sciences Administration each have academic units 
housed within their offices.  Funding for these academic units comes from both external 
and internal sources.  Thus, while it may not be appropriate to assess these units in the 
same manner that true support units are evaluated, some form of centralized review is 
needed for academic centers and institutes not reporting to colleges.  
 
Support units require a substantial portion of the University general funds budget and 
employ a large percentage of the University’s employees.  The support units’ 2003 
Present Budget Allocation was over $208 million, approximately 25% of the total 
Permanent Budget Allocation, and staffing for these units includes about 5,000 
employees.  Therefore, decisions regarding the support units’ budgets will have 
significant impact on the University.  
 
The committee identified several duplicated services including multiple physical 
facilities, human resources, procurement, security and identification units.  For the most 
part, these duplications were not addressed in the self-study reports, nor was there 
mention of the ways these units cooperate or coordinate their services.  Further 
exploration of duplicative services will take place in Support Unit Program Reviews, 
which are described later in this report. 
 
Organizational Structure 
  
The Committee examined the University organizational chart, which revealed that the 
vice presidents report directly to the President with the exception of the Vice President 
for Research, who reports to the Executive Vice President and Provost.  There is a dotted- 
line report for all other vice presidents to the Executive Vice President and Provost, 
indicating a coordinating and informing responsibility.  Discussions with a number of the 
vice presidents left the Committee uncertain about whether this is how reporting at the 
top level actually occurs and whether this is the most optimal structure.  Within business 
and industry, coordination of functions and scrutiny of performance across organizational 
lines is the responsibility of a Chief Operating Officer.  While the Executive Vice 
President and Provost does perform as Chief Operating Officer with respect to the 
academic units, Ohio State’s organizational structure does not provide for a Chief 
Operating Officer with responsibility for support units.  Although discussions with the 
vice presidents persuaded the Committee that support units might benefit from better 
integration and coordination across offices, the vice presidents were nearly unanimous in 
the view that a Chief Operating Officer would add a layer of bureaucracy and little else.  
Nevertheless, it is the Committee’s view that the functions that normally might be 
performed by a Chief Operating Officer should be carefully delineated and assurances 
provided that they can and are being fulfilled within the existing structure. 
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Principles 
 
During the early stages of its discussions, the Committee determined that rebasing the 
support unit budgets and determining budgets going forward should rest on a set of 
principles.  The Budget Advisory Committee’s discussion, Working Recommendations 
for the Funding of Support Units, specifically linked the Budget Restructuring General 
Principles to the support units.  These addressed the budget restructuring process, 
outlining what must be in place for the new budgeting system to work successfully.  The 
Committee agreed that additional principles were needed to describe the behaviors 
required for individual support units to be successful within the new budgeting system.  
The Support Units Operating Principles are intended to inform support units of the 
expectations of the colleges and to provide guidance regarding those matters for which 
they will be held accountable. 
 
Budget Restructuring General Principles1 
 

1. Costs should be explicitly linked to the generating college or vice presidential 
area. 

2. The allocation of resources should be mission driven - this means the 
resources allocated to support units and central initiatives should be based on 
the University’s mission, rather than on historical funding patterns. 

3. Decentralized decision making works best - this applies to support units as 
well as colleges. 

4. Timely and user friendly information is necessary to evaluate University 
support services. 

5. Revenues should be explicitly linked to generating units - the ability of 
support units to generate revenues needs to be taken into account in 
establishing base budgets, but revenue generation is not their primary mission. 

6. A portion of all tuition and subsidy revenues should be dedicated to the 
support of University-wide goals - it has been proposed that 5% of the central 
tax be reserved for this purpose. 

7. Predictability and stability are also important characteristics - this is as 
important to provision of support services. 

8. Appropriate oversight and accountability - support units need to be held 
accountable to the colleges and to the University for the cost and effectiveness 
of the services they provide. 

9. A carefully thought out transition is essential - this includes rebasing, phasing 
in changes and using pilots where appropriate. 

 
Support Units Operating Principles 
 

1. Support units should provide essential services needed to serve academic and 
institutional goals, in support of the academic plan. 

                                                 
1 Source:  Budget Advisory Committee, “Funding of Support Units,” February 11, 2002. 
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2. Support units should have a strong customer focus, should understand who makes 
up their customer base, and should verify customer needs, expectations, and 
satisfaction levels.  Customers include not only the academic units, but also 
extend to students, other university units, and the external community. 

3. All University units should have maximum latitude in their authority to obtain 
services from vendors outside the University.  Providing a competitive 
environment for services will create more efficient and customer-focused 
services. 

4. Support units, as well as all other units in the University, require sound and 
efficient fiscal oversight. 

5. Support units should adapt to altered conditions internally, and only transfer costs 
to academic units through price increases or by discontinuing or shifting services 
as a last resort.  Such cost transfers must be approved during the annual budget 
process. 

6. Support units should work together to increase efficiency and provide the best 
service.  

 
Commitment to these principles is crucial for high quality performance by support units.  
Each support unit will provide measures that demonstrate its adherence to the principles 
as a part of an annual budget process.  In addition, support units will participate in a 
program review process that assesses performance, especially with regard to achieving 
the principles outlined above. 
 
Process 
 
Approaches Considered But Not Employed 
 
The magnitude and diversity of the support units made it virtually impossible for the 
committee to recommend changes in base budgets.  It is our considered judgment that we 
are unable to collect sufficient data and to develop criteria to make simultaneous rebasing 
recommendations for all units that would be anything other than arbitrary.  We therefore 
conclude that recommending budget rebasing decisions would add little value and that we 
should seek an alternate approach that would allow units to be evaluated and budgets to 
be adjusted methodically over time. 
 
The committee considered an approach of unit triage whereby only some of the units 
would be evaluated in depth and those functioning at a high performance level would be 
passed.  This was considered as a means of limiting the workload so that a smaller 
number of units could be studied in more depth.  The challenge was to determine which 
units should be placed in each category.  We explored the possibility of surveying the 
customers as the way to categorize the units.  Several questionnaires and methodologies 
were evaluated.  Customer surveys used by the support units themselves were collected in 
order to see if there was data that would be comparable across the units already available.  
We finally concluded that it would not be possible to categorize support units accurately 
and the entire concept was abandoned. 
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We considered utilizing a consultant or consulting firm to evaluate all the units.  We 
wrestled with what we would charge consultants to do and how they would struggle to 
understand the diversity and complexity of the various units.  The Committee finally 
concluded that consultants would be no more capable of accomplishing a meaningful 
evaluation than the Committee would be and the idea was rejected. 
 
The Committee proposed that in lieu of consultants, the Fisher College MBA Program 
could be utilized for focused aspects of the evaluation.  We decided not to employ this 
approach at the outset because an overall model was needed to apply to all of the units.  
However, the Executive Vice President and Provost may consider using MBA students 
and/or consultants with expertise in process reengineering or other management tools to 
address specific problems identified during program review for which solutions are not 
readily apparent.    
 
Process Employed 
 
Early in its deliberations, the Committee requested self-studies from each of the vice 
presidents.  In its request, the Committee asked vice presidents the following questions: 
 

• What are the key goals and functions for which you feel you and your unit should 
be held accountable? 

• What is the mix of resources available to address these goals? 
• How do you feel your success should be measured in each of these areas? 
• What other functions or services you currently perform would you like to consider 

discontinuing in order to better meet your goals? 
• Are there any major reorganizations that you believe would make you more 

effective in the long run? 
 
In addition, the Committee requested organizational charts from all of the support units in 
order to obtain a clearer view of the nature of relationships within and between the units.  
A poster combining all of this information was prepared and is submitted with this report.   
 
Many of the self-studies were quite thoughtful, and together with the organizational 
charts, they gave the Committee a clear picture of the size and complexity of the support 
units on this campus.  The Committee came to believe that a rebasing initiative involving 
the review of all support units simultaneously would not be possible, and began to 
explore approaches to the centralized oversight of support units taken by other 
institutions.  It became apparent to the Committee that under the prior budget system, 
support unit budgets were allocated from central funds.  Under budget restructuring, 
support budgets are still allocated from the central tax or central assessments.  Therefore, 
we sought information from peer institutions whether they had restructured budgets or 
not.  Virtually no literature was found on the subject, and few universities appear to have 
attempted such oversight.  An e-mail survey of top research institutions revealed that both 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign and Northwestern University perform 
program reviews of support units.  The Committee conducted teleconferences with the 
relevant staff at those institutions to gather more information on both the process and the 
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efficacy of their reviews.  Following these telephone interviews, the Committee decided a 
rolling review of support units, adapted from the Northwestern process, is a workable 
model for Ohio State.   
 
The Committee recommends that two types of budgeting reviews take place.  The first 
consists of Annual Budget Reports submitted by the vice presidents and reviewed by the 
Senate Fiscal Committee and by the Executive Vice President and Provost, the Senior 
Vice President for Business and Finance, and the President.  The purpose of the annual 
budget reports would be to inform decisions regarding incremental budget adjustments 
during the years when support units were not undergoing their program review(s).  The 
report would follow a standard format consisting of five parts.  The specific components 
(provided in greater detail below) are designed to facilitate tracking of progress across 
time and to achieve consistency of reporting across the various units.  Resulting 
adjustments would be limited in scope and for the most part reflect an inflationary 
increase in the support unit budget.   
 
The second type of review is more in-depth, and would consist of either an 
organizational or a functional program review.  An organizational program review may 
look at either an entire vice-presidential office, where those organizations are fairly small, 
or at one or more units within a larger vice-presidential office.2  A functional program 
review looks at a key university process or function that cuts across organizational 
boundaries.  An example of a key university function is the enrolling of students in 
courses.  In part, enrolling students involves scheduling students, assessing and collecting 
their tuition and fees, assessing financial need and awarding financial aid, and crediting 
scholarships, grants, and loans to their accounts.  Thus, at the very least, the process of 
enrolling students involves three offices – Office of the Registrar, the Treasurer’s Office, 
and Student Financial Aid – from two Vice Presidential offices – the Office of Academic 
Affairs and the Office of Business and Finance.   
 
Program reviews will result in a report from a review panel to the Executive Vice 
President and Provost and the President.  The panel will be composed of faculty and staff 
from units other than those being reviewed, and will include a student member where 
appropriate.  Each unit under review will provide the panel with a self-study that includes 
benchmarked indicators and customer survey data.  The panel will receive advice from a 
team of experts from similar units at other institutions and/or from the business 
community who will come to campus for a brief site visit.  Program reviews will look at 
performance of support units, alignment of support unit goals and functions with the 
needs of the academic units, as well as at issues of duplication or coordination of services 
across organizational boundaries.  These reviews could result in more dramatic 
adjustments to the budgets of support units.   
 
The combination of annual incremental budget adjustments stemming from Annual 
Budget Reports and additional adjustments based on Support Unit Program Reviews will 

                                                 
2 Organizational program reviews will not be conducted for University Hospitals or Collegiate Athletics, as 
those units already receive external oversight or guidance from the University Hospitals Board of Trustees 
and the University Senate Athletic Council respectively.   
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result in Marginal Budget Adjustments over time for each support unit.  Hence a 
mechanism for establishing new base budgets for support units is created. 
 
The Committee met with nearly all the Vice presidents to discuss the approach described 
above.  There was general support for a process of program review.   
 
Recommendations I and II below rely on the new structure of the Senate Fiscal 
Committee.  The Senate Fiscal Committee is now composed of nine faculty members, 
four students, three staff, the three Executive Deans, and two central administrators 
selected by the President.  Currently, half of this group serves on the Central Services 
Subcommittee, which is charged in part with implementing the recommendations of the 
Support Units Committee. 
 
 
Recommendations 
   
Recommendation I:  Establishment of a Standardized Annual Budget Report 
 
The Support Units Annual Budget Report shall consist of five parts:   

• Vice President’s Executive Summary Letter  
• Performance Indicators  
• Current Balances Information Update 
• Funding Report 
• Program Review Update (required following first central Program Review) 

 
These five parts are detailed below.   

 
I) Vice President’s Executive Summary Letter:  The Vice President’s Summary 

Letter is written to the Executive Vice President and Provost and the Senior Vice 
President for Business and Finance and provides an overview and summary for the 
support unit’s funding report.  It should include information on the support unit’s 
current situation, challenges for the upcoming year, and innovations and efficiencies.   

a) Current situation:  The Vice President will briefly describe the support unit’s 
mission, goals, and objectives, and progress toward achieving them.  There should 
be a direct link between this section and the Unit’s Performance Indicators. 

b) Challenges for the upcoming year:  The Vice President will describe the 
programmatic and fiscal challenges, issues, and special problems the support unit 
will face during the upcoming year.  This section should include any new services 
or activities the unit is required to implement, but for which funding has not been 
provided. 

c) Innovations and efficiencies:  The Vice President will describe innovative or 
alternative service delivery systems the support unit has developed.  What plans 
are included in this budget report to improve or expand service delivery systems? 
Describe additional actions that will increase efficiency and reduce costs.  How 
are these actions reflected in the budget report?  

1/14/2003   7



 
II) Performance Indicators:  Performance Indicators include common measures by 

which all support units are evaluated, including those unique contributions of the 
individual support units.  Data for the unique indicators is to be provided by the 
support unit on the form, Support Unit Performance Indicators.  Diversity data from 
the Office of Human Resources is also provided on that form.  An example of this 
form is attached as Appendix A. 

 
III) Current Balances Information Update:  The Office of Resource Planning will 

provide a five-year history of cash balances for each unit, and the explanation of any 
cash balance greater than 20% of PBA provided by the unit to that Office in the fall. 
Units with cash balance falling in this category should update the earlier explanation. 

a) In addition, units will provide the amount of their uncommitted PBA and an 
explanation of plans for those dollars. 

 
IV) Funding Report:   
 

a) Funding history:  The Office of Resource Planning will provide a five-year 
general funds history for each unit.  Units are to explain the reasons for any 
significant changes in general funds levels during this time.  This explanation 
should include reasons for shifting funding of programs from general funds to 
other funds and vice versa.  The Support Units Committee believes that an 
expanded report providing income and expenditures for all funds, including but 
not limited to general funds, would be helpful, and recommends that the Senate 
Fiscal Committee explore the possibility of developing such a report with the 
Office of Resource Planning.   

b) Previous funding increase:  Each unit that received an increase of funding last 
year over the previous year or was allocated dollars for particular services or 
activities will explain how the funding was used.  Units will discuss the impact of 
the services or activities funded, providing data to support the described impact. 

c) Fees and charges:  Each unit that recently increased or has plans to increase fees 
or charges for services provided will explain the reason for the increase.  Units 
will discuss any feedback from their customers regarding the recent or proposed 
increases.  Units will provide data on comparable fees and charges at other 
universities, including, where possible, Ohio State’s benchmark institutions and 
other Ohio public universities. 

d) Mandates or service improvements planned for next year: 
Units will: 
1) Describe the services or activities to be added or expanded.   Explain whether 

these services or activities are to maintain current service levels, to expand an 
existing activity, and/or to provide a new service.  Explain how the services or 
activities support the academic plan.   

2) List the customers or constituent groups who will use these services.  Where 
possible, document the demand for expanded or new services.  Describe any 
external changes that drive the need for additional or expanded services.  

1/14/2003   8



External changes might include regulations or other mandates from the federal 
or state government or from central administration or price increases from 
outside vendors. 

3) Describe the impact of not implementing the services/activities.  List any 
alternative ways to accomplish the goals of the services/activities and discuss 
the pros and cons of those alternatives. 

4) Discuss goals, objectives, and measurement criteria that will be used for these 
services/activities. 

5) List other offices on campus that provide similar or related services or 
activities.  Explain how the unit will coordinate or collaborate with these 
offices to prevent duplication of effort.   

6) Explain the staffing requirements. 
7) Explain any additional equipment requirements. 
8) Describe any internal funding the unit has reallocated to address this issue. 
9) Provide a detailed request for additional funding sought from central funds. 

e) Services you plan to reduce or eliminate for next year:   
Units will: 
1) Explain how these services were determined to be less central than others that 

will continue to be funded at previous levels. 
2) Describe the impact of reduced funding on this service/activity, and include a 

listing of the customers or constituency groups who have used this service in 
the past.  Explain the impact customers should expect.   

3) List any offices on campus that provide similar or related services or 
activities.  Explain whether this service would or would not be appropriately 
housed in another office.   

f) Staffing:  The Office of Human Resources will provide a five-year staffing 
history for each unit.  Information for filled and vacant positions will be provided 
separately as part of the history.  Units will explain the reasons for any significant 
changes in staffing levels during this time.  This explanation should include 
reasons for shifts from general funds to other funds and vice versa.  Units should 
discuss 1) the number of staff to be added or reduced for next year; and 2) what 
internal reallocations of resources are planned either in order to add staff or 
following a reduction of staff.   Units should discuss any additional services that 
could be provided with existing personnel. 

The Office of Resource Planning will provide a table with calculations for 
compensation increases for each unit.  The table will be based on the parameters 
set by the Executive Vice President and Provost.   

g) Space:  The Office of Facilities Planning and Development will provide a five-
year space history for each unit.  Units will explain the reasons for any significant 
changes in space allocations during this time and discuss the impact of any 
staffing or programmatic plans listed above on the unit’s space requirements.    

h) Program Review Update:  Following the first central program review of a unit, 
the unit will include with this report an update on the progress made in 
implementing the approved recommendations from the review.   
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Annual Budget Reports will be submitted to the Executive Vice President and Provost 
and the Senior Vice President for Business and Finance, with a copy to the Senate Fiscal 
Committee.   The Senate Fiscal Committee is advisory to the President, but will be 
actively consulted in any budget decisions for support unit budgets. 
 
Recommendation II:  Rolling Program Reviews 

 
I) Program Review Process:  The Support Unit Program Review Process consists of 

five phases: 
 

a) Phase I:  Review Preparation (1 month) 
1) Notification:  The Office of Institutional Research & Planning, which reports 

to the Office of Academic Affairs and is charged with coordination of the 
Support Unit Program Reviews, will notify in writing those units slated for 
review. 

2) Formation of Internal Unit Review Panels:  The Office of Institutional 
Research & Planning will develop lists of six names for each unit undergoing 
review.  Names will be selected from a pool submitted annually by Deans, 
College Fiscal Officers, and the Senate Fiscal Committee.  Each list will 
include faculty and staff and, where appropriate, students.  The lists will be 
circulated to the vice presidents responsible for the units under review and to 
the Senate Fiscal Committee so that any concerns may be addressed.  For 
functional reviews, the list will be circulated to all vice presidents responsible 
for units contributing to the process under review.  The Office of Institutional 
Research & Planning will then select four- to five-member Internal Unit 
Review Panels from each list of six for approval by the Executive Vice 
President and Provost. The Internal Unit Review Panels will have primary 
program review responsibility.  Members are not expected to have expertise in 
the area being reviewed.   

3) Unit Review Orientations:  Senate Fiscal Committee and the Office of 
Institutional Research & Planning will hold unit review orientations. 

 
b) Phase II:   Self-Study and Selection of External Review Panel (3 months) 

1) Self-Study:  The unit will conduct a self-study and submit its report to the 
Internal Unit Review Panel.  The Self-Study should not duplicate or merely 
summarize the Annual Budget Reports.  The Self-Study should take a long-
term perspective, reflecting on the past five years and looking forward over 
the next five.  Units will provide the following information in the Self-Study: 
i) Mission Statement and Key Goals   

• Briefly describe the unit’s mission, key goals and functions, and 
progress toward achieving them as they relate to the Academic 
Plan.   

• Explain how the unit contributes to and advances the 
University’s goals and objectives and the measures used to 
monitor results.    
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• Describe resource changes over the past five to ten years and 
how these changes have affected the unit’s operations and 
services.   

• Describe special initiatives or programs the unit has 
implemented.   

This section may in part summarize information provided in previous 
years’ annual budget reports, and should take a long-term, rather than 
annual, perspective.   

ii) Strengths   
• Discuss the strengths of the support unit, how these have 

changed over time, and where the unit should be with regard to 
these areas.   

• Describe how performance measures and any benchmarking 
efforts relate to these strengths.   

• Discuss how, primarily within existing resources, the unit can 
maintain and build on these strengths. 

iii) Weaknesses 
• Discuss the weaknesses of the support unit, how these have 

changed over time, and how you believe your unit can overcome 
them.   

• Describe how your performance measures and any benchmarking 
efforts relate to these weaknesses.   

• Define ways, primarily within existing resources, that the unit 
should improve. 

iv) Services 
• Discuss the ways in which the support unit assesses its users’ 

needs on an ongoing basis and provide examples of how that 
feedback has influenced service provision.   

• Describe services or functions currently offered that the unit 
might wish to stop offering.   

• Address any overlap or duplication of services with other units of 
the University, and explain why it is necessary and/or how it 
might be reduced.  

• Describe new services the support unit is considering 
implementing, and the rationale for initiating these services.   

v) Organizational Structure 
• Describe the support unit’s organization of operations and 

functions and changes over time.  
• Discuss any leadership or major staffing changes and how these 

have affected the unit’s operations, morale, or services.   
• Describe any major reorganizations that you believe would 

improve the effectiveness or efficiency of the unit. 
vi) Resources   

• Briefly summarize any staffing, space, or financial issues raised 
in the support unit’s previous Annual Budget Requests.  
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• Discuss changes in these resources over time and the effect on 
the unit.   

• Discuss the integration of technology into the service and 
administration functions of the unit. 

vii) Other Issues or Topics 
• Identify strategic challenges (internal and external) that influence 

the unit’s likelihood of future success.  
• Describe any issues or topics of concern to the support unit that 

are not addressed in the above categories.  Explain the nature of 
the issue(s) and why it is of concern to the Unit. 

viii) Future 
• List the support unit’s goals and priorities for the next five years.   
• Describe the steps the unit must take to improve the unit’s 

effectiveness and efficiency.   
• Provide a plan for implementing these steps. 

ix) Documents to be included as appendices 
• Previous Self-Studies 
• Reports from any previously conducted Support Unit Program 

Review 
• Previous Annual Budget Reports, including performance indicators 
• Summary of customer service survey results 
• Organization chart 
• Strategic Plan 
• Other assessment results/reports that measure progress of 

performance goals 
x) Support Units Being Reviewed as Part of a Functional Review  

• Address the issues and topics listed above as they relate to the 
process under review.   

• List other support units with whom you cooperate or compete to 
accomplish the function.   

• Discuss ways in which the function could be streamlined and 
improved through greater cooperation or elimination of duplication. 

2) Selection of the External Unit Review Panel:  The External Unit Review 
Panel will be selected and the site visit scheduled.  External Unit Review 
Panels will be composed of up to three members each.  Panelists are expected 
to have expertise in the area being reviewed, and will often be drawn from 
similar offices at other universities.  The Office of Institutional Research and 
Planning will consult with both the unit nder review and the Senate Fiscal 
Committee in composing the External Unit Review Panel, and the Executive 
Vice President and Provost will have final approval of the Panel composition. 

 
c) Phase III:   Program Review by Internal and External Unit Review Panels (3 

months) 
1) Program Review by Internal Unit Review Panel:  The Internal Unit Review 

Panel will conduct its review based on the unit’s self-study report.  In addition 
to reading the self-study, the Internal Unit Review Panel may wish to conduct 
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interviews or focus groups with customers of the unit under review.  (This 
type of data collection may be especially important with regard to functional 
reviews.  Since customer service surveys are typically conducted by 
individual units and focus on a particular unit’s performance, customer service 
data describing a function that cuts across units may not be readily available.)  
Meetings of the Internal Unit Review Panel should focus in part on questions 
or findings for the External Unit Review Panel to explore further. 

2) Program Review by External Unit Review Panel:  The External Unit 
Review Panel will meet with the Internal Unit Review Panel, and conduct a 
review based on the self-study report and major findings from the Internal 
Unit Review Panel review process.  As a part of their review, the External 
Unit Review Panel will conduct a two- to three-day site visit to gather 
additional information, and will provide a report to the Internal Unit Review 
Panel within two weeks of the site visit. 

3) Program Review Report:  The Internal Unit Review Panel prepares the 
Support Unit Program Review Report using information from the self-study, 
the Internal Unit Review Panel’s own findings and the External Unit Review 
Panel findings.  The Report provides a brief assessment of the unit(s) under 
review and recommendations regarding future improvements.   

For Organizational Program Review Reports, the Internal Unit Review 
Panel will include the following elements: 
i. Evaluation of Mission and Key Goals:  Briefly assess the degree to 

which the unit’s mission statement and key goals support the academic 
plan and reflect the priorities and needs of the academic units.  Evaluate 
the unit’s success in achieving its mission and key goals. 

ii. Customer Perception of Unit:  Summarize customer feedback regarding 
services provided and the quality of that service obtained through 
customer surveys, interviews, and/or focus groups.  Discuss additional 
services customers would like to receive from this unit, as well as any  
services that customers believe could be discontinued.  Provide the unit’s 
perspective on their customers’ perceptions. 

iii. Evaluation of Resource Usage:  Provide commentary on the 
appropriateness of resource allocation and use given the unit’s mission and 
role in fulfilling the University’s Academic Plan.  Consider financial, 
human, and space resources in this commentary. 

iv. Recommendations:  Discuss the strengths and weaknesses of the unit.  
Provide concrete suggestions for improvement, including ways to build 
upon current strengths, overcome weaknesses, and increase effectiveness 
and efficiency.  Recommend budget adjustments, providing the 
appropriate rationale. 

For Functional Program Review Reports, the Internal Unit Review Panel 
will  include the following elements: 
i. Evaluation of Function:  Briefly assess the degree to which the function 

supports the academic plan and meets the needs of the academic units.  
Evaluate the units’ success – both collectively and individually - in 
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performing the function.  This evaluation should focus on issues related to 
duplication of services and inter-unit cooperation. 

ii. Customer Perception of Function:    Summarize customer feedback 
regarding performance of the function obtained through customer surveys, 
interviews, and/or focus groups.  Customer perception regarding how well 
the overall function is performed and how well each of the contributing 
units performs are both important.  Provide the units’ perspective on their 
customers’ perceptions.  

iii. Evaluation of Resource Usage:  Provide commentary on the 
appropriateness of resource allocation and use given the role this function 
plays in fulfilling the University’s Academic Plan.  Consider financial, 
human, and space resources in this commentary. 

iv. Recommendations:  Discuss the strengths and weaknesses in 
performance of the function.  Provide concrete suggestions for 
improvement, including ways to build upon current strengths, overcome 
weaknesses, and increase effectiveness and efficiency.  Recommend 
budget adjustments, providing the appropriate rationale. 

4) Support Unit Program Review Report:  The Support Unit Program Review 
Report will be distributed for review to the Vice President responsible for the 
unit(s) under review, the Executive Vice President and Provost, and the 
Senate Fiscal Committee.   

5) Report to the Provost:  The Executive Vice President and Provost and the 
Senate Fiscal Committee will meet with the Vice President responsible for the 
unit(s) under review to verify, discuss, and clarify issues raised in the Support 
Unit Program Review Report. 

 
d) Phase IV:   Implementation Plan Phase (2 months) 

1) Action Plan:  Following consultation with the Vice President responsible for 
the unit(s) under review and the Senate Fiscal Committee, the Executive Vice 
President and Provost will develop a Plan of Action, including any budget 
adjustments.   

e) Phase V:   Implementation Phase (first 12 months and beyond) 

1) Review Update:  A Support Unit Program Review Update will be provided 
annually as part of Annual Budget Report. 

2) Progress Evaluation:  The Executive Vice President and Provost will 
evaluate the Support Unit Program Review Update with regard to the unit’s 
annual progress in implementing the Plan of Action. 
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II) Review Cycle:  Support Unit Program Reviews will take place in a seven-year cycle 
and may be conducted in one of several ways.  For relatively small vice-presidential 
units, the Support Unit Program Review will examine the full unit.  Larger vice-
presidential units will have Program Reviews of subunits that report directly to the 
vice president.  In addition, some Program Reviews will look at functions that are 
performed by multiple vice-presidential units or that require multiple vice-
presidential units to work together to achieve an outcome. 

Five to six Support Unit Program Reviews will be conducted per year.  A draft 
schedule for Program Reviews is included as Appendix B to this document.  The 
schedule of reviews takes into account similarity of functions of the various units and 
workload issues of both the review panels and the vice-presidential areas. 

 
III) Support Unit Program Review Oversight:  The Support Unit Program Review 

process will be overseen by the Senate Fiscal Committee.  Responsibilities of the 
Senate Fiscal Committee will include: 
• Approval of a pool of internal reviewers.  Nominees for internal reviewers will 

come from college deans, senior fiscal officers, and the Senate Fiscal Committee. 
• Participation in Support Unit Program Review orientation meetings. 
• Review of Program Review Report and consultation with the Executive Vice 

President and Provost regarding the Action Plan. 
 
IV) Support Unit Program Review Coordination:  The Support Unit Program Review 

process will be coordinated by the Office of Institutional Research & Planning.  Vice 
presidents responsible for units undergoing review will be expected to provide staff 
support to assist with the process as well.  Responsibilities of the Office of 
Institutional Research & Planning will include: 
• Maintenance of database of internal reviewer pool. 
• Maintenance of Support Unit Program Review calendar. 
• Budget oversight for Support Unit Program Review process.   
• Selection of Internal Unit Review Panel from established pool, in consultation 

with the Senate Fiscal Committee and the Vice President responsible for the unit 
under review.  The Executive Vice President and Provost will have final approval 
of the Panel composition. 

• Written notification to units slated for review. 
• Participation in Support Unit Program Review meetings, including leadership of 

the orientation meetings. 
• Review of self-studies for completeness of information. 
• Selection of External Unit Review Panel, in consultation with the Senate Fiscal 

Committee and the Vice President responsible for the unit under review.  The 
Executive Vice President and Provost will have final approval of the Panel 
composition. 

• Tracking throughout to ensure that the process stays on schedule and that all 
steps, including follow-up reporting, take place. 
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Responsibilities for the following will be shared between the Office of Institutional 
Research & Planning and staff assigned by the Vice President responsible for the unit 
under review: 
• Meeting and meeting room coordination. 
• Scheduling of site visit for external reviewers and coordination of travel and 

honoraria (funds reside in the Office of Institutional Research and Planning). 
• Assistance with gathering of data requested by Internal and/or External Unit 

Review Panels. 
 
 
Recommendation III:  Evaluation of Academic Centers, Institutes, Offices, and 
Programs Reporting to Vice Presidents 
 
The academic centers, institutes, offices and programs identified in the support unit 
organizational charts (Appendix C) are not included in the Support Unit Program 
Review recommendations of the Committee because they are not support units in the 
usual sense.  However, the Committee believes that all of these units should undergo 
external peer academic and budgetary review.  This would be consistent with the 
principles of budget restructuring and would benefit the units themselves as well as the 
University.  We recognize that mechanisms for reviews of some of these units are already 
in place.  In 1996, the University guidelines for the establishment and review of academic 
centers were revised to provide for proposals for new academic centers and institutes to 
be submitted to the Council on Academic Affairs (CAA) and for that body to be the first 
step in the approval process.   The Council on Academic Affairs is currently developing a 
process for the evaluation of those centers and institutes that will encompass those units 
approved since 1996.  The Support Units Committee is very much in favor of this 
development. 
 
 
Recommendation IV:  Review of Evaluation Process 
 
The Committee recommends that the tandem process of Annual Budget Reports and 
cyclical Support Unit Program Reviews be evaluated at the end of the second full year 
and again after the sixth year.  Evaluation after two years will allow for modifications to 
improve the process; review after the sixth year will be important for adjusting the 
process as the University goes forward with the second cycle for Support Unit Program 
Reviews.  It will also be important at these evaluations to determine if the process adds 
value, if it is cost effective, and if it should be continued. 
 
 
Appendices 

A) Sample Support Units Performance Indicators  
B) Draft Schedule of Program Reviews 
C) Listing of Academic Centers and Institutes 
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Raw Data 
• Self-studies 
• Customer Service Surveys 
• Committee Correspondence  
• Support Units Committee Meeting Minutes 
• OSU Support Unit Organization Charts 
• Other Institutions’ Administrative Structures 
• Fiscal Analyses 
• Performance Measures 
• Satisfaction Survey Material 
• Administrative Reviews at Other Organizations 
• Organization chart poster 
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