A Report on the 2002-2007

USF Strategic Plan
by Gregory McColm

The USF Strategic Plan is in seven parts, four of which are on-line at

<http://www.acad.usf.edu/strategicplan/index.html>.

The preamble states that work on the plan began with the arrival of President Genshaft and the appointment of the new Board of Trustees.  The final version is to be presented to the Board on Nov. 21, and four sections of the outstanding draft are now posted for comments, which should be directed to Vice Provost Catherine Batsche.  (This report is based on drafts obtained during the week of October 21 – 25; I am indebted to Vice Provost Batsche for arranging for the delivery of the three additional sections.)  (Because of the amount of material, I cannot pretend to have done a careful analysis of the entire report.)

The Mission Statement
USF “is a multi-campus national research university that supports the development of the Tampa Bay metropolitan Region, Florida, the United States, and the world.”  Among the items are:  

· USF “will continue to expand its influence as a premier research university...”;

· USF’s values include an “ethic of collegiality” including “integrity, civility, academic freedom, professional responsibility, and collaboration”;

· USF intends to assist “community development” and “economic opportunity” and increase the understanding of urban and global issues, diversity, and democracy;

· the last item listed is “greater fiscal self-reliance.”  

USF intends to extend its influence as a research institution locally and globally, while educating students to be better citizens and productive members of society – and USF will work to get resources to accomplish this.

USF’s Achievements
The colleges are briefly described.  The descriptions vary in tone, specificity, and care.  It is evident that some colleges have a higher profile than others.

Strategic Directions and Accountability Measures
These are the guts of the plan.  There are nine parts.  Each part is in three pieces:  a brief overview, a lengthy list of planned actions, and then a table describing quantitative accountability measures.  Some of the tables are accompanied with data from other institutions to provide baseline comparison.

1.  Research and graduate programs.
     Resources are to be provided for various research programs, including interdisciplinary programs and endowed chairs.  Many current initiatives are listed inclusively.  There will be post-doctorates, and an effort to hire from under-represented (minority, etc.) groups.

     New graduate programs in science, technology, and the arts (more inclusive lists) will be initiated, with an eye towards local demand.

     There is a commitment to research infrastructure, including the library.  Some construction is listed:  renovating Kopp, and facilities for art, music & architecture and an addition to the library.  Campus security is an issue.

     And USF aims for R & D collaboration with local companies.

     The accountability measures table lists the University of Houston as a peer, and SUNY-Binghampton as an “aspirational peer”:  items listed here are largely traditional (e.g., number of endowed chairs, but not minority membership among faculty).

2.  The Health Center
     This is a huge and apparently inclusive list of ongoing or planned actions and initiatives, mostly research- and technology-oriented.  Buried in the list are some interesting items:  developing classroom space, developing the library, getting money for endowed chairs, increase money from grants, and more oblique references to corporate partnerships.  The accountability measures table covers basic items.

3.  Undergraduate Students
     The overview statement stresses both excellence and diversity.  The short actions section has three sets of actions are proposed:  an expansion of the Honors program (which will get higher status, but resources look iffy), various awards will be maintained, and a number of small programs to create a “challenging and inspirational intellectual environment” will be initiated.  The accountability tables show a great interest in excellence and yet little in diversity (but see (5) below).

4.  Teaching
     An array of initiatives is presented, along with a commitment to the core.  There will be a lot of reviews of programs, and commitment to helping historically underrepresented groups of students (and one method is hiring faculty from such groups).  Faculty salaries are to be raised to be competitive with other Research I universities.

     Most of the accountability measures are of the number of students in various prestigious programs.  But one concerns faculty directly: the USF average weighted salary is $ 63,474, compared to a national average of $ 73,331; by the academic year 2006 – 2007, both should be $ 85,011.

5.  Enrollment
     This is a very coherent section.  USF will recruit and accept stronger students at all levels, and provide them with better support.  USF hopes to improve retention and other measures of student performance.  USF will also seek more minority, out-of-state, and non-citizen students, and will provide them with support.

     This is the accountability table where concerns over minority enrollment and performance appear; USF hopes for a substantial increase in minority enrollment while maintaining retention rates.

6.  Student Life
     USF plans to build a lot of buildings.  There will be a variety of support services, and other programs to help students develop technological, academic, and other skills.  Career development, leadership skills, and disabilities are covered at length.  There is a lot of stress on programs for athletes (some remedial, some on encouraging civility).

     All categories in the accountability table (save one) are of memberships in various programs; the exception is an anticipated increase in disabled students.

7.  Administration and Support
     Both collective bargaining and capital outlay will be reformed to reflect the reorganization.  There will be a special effort on user-friendliness (at least for students).  Parking and IT are priorities, and a variety of technological initiatives are listed.  A Presidential Performance Plan to enhance salaries of highly productive staff is proposed.

     As for the accountability measures:  parking, the bookstore, credit cards, and three internal adjustments.

8.  Getting Money
     USF wants a financial plan for to raising money from tuition, donations, grant overhead, on-campus operations (vending machines, food service...), etc., to increase its endowment and reduce its dependence on state appropriations.  The primary foci of attention appear to be corporate relationships, grants, and athletics.

     The accountability table mentions the endowment and R & D, but not anticipated or desired state funding (recall the goal of fiscal independence).

9.  Reaching out the Community
     This is a huge list of projects.  One list is of economic developments USF hopes to be part of; there does not appear to be any particular attention towards the I-4 initiative.  A second list is of arts & music initiatives to make USF a cultural center.  A third is to reach out to the schools, and a fourth is to reach out to local doctors and hospitals.

     The accountability table mentions several outreach-type programs, and measures of diversity of K-12 personnel graduating from USF.

Satellite Campuses
The three satellite campuses are composing plans of their own.  None has plans on-line.

Bayboro.  This document consists of a plan and fourteen appendices.  As for the plan itself ... the plan is only for the academic year 2002 – 2003.  The plan was developed with feedback from panels for each of the colleges, and from a town hall meeting to which all faculty were invited.  (It appears that this is the first plan Bayboro has had.)  A vision statement extending the main USF statement is developed into campus goals, including Bayboro’s autonomy and independent SACS accreditation, equitable teaching/ research/ staff support and access to USF resources and attention, and premier position in Pinellas county.  There are seven vision statements for seven colleges.  The appendices are tables of specific goals.  Contact Vice Provost Ralph Wilcox for a copy of the plan.

Lakeland.  This campus will provide undergraduate and graduate programs for Hardee, Highlands, and Polk counties.  It has partnerships with Polk and South Florida Community Colleges, and serves mostly “non-traditional” students with night classes, distance learning, etc.  Of the three satellites, Lakeland makes the strongest commitment to having its plan be consistent with the main plan.  There are commitments both to developing good citizens and effective workers (and connections to the community).  The report then enumerates a number of areas, and within each area, goals and criteria for evaluating plans to accomplish that goal.  There are a number of ambitious specific plans, organized around these goals.  Then there are appendices on the planning process, including an interesting page of assumptions like “Planning will involve all constituencies who have a stake in the outcomes” and “Decision-making will be linked closely to existing or identified resources and will be supported by both quantitative and qualitative data” and “No new resources will be assumed unless the source is identified and secured.”  An assessment process is also proposed.  I am informed that this plan is regarded as a bit long, and perhaps only a summary will be presented to the Board.  Contact Vice Provost Preston Mercer for a copy of the plan.

Sarasota/Manatee.  This campus foresees substantial expansion, tripling the faculty and adding fourteen new degree programs, building on its strengths.  The campus will encourage research and scholarship.  There is a sequence of broad goals, with breakdowns and estimated resources required for each item.  Among the initiatives are:  collaborations with local industry, connections with the local schools, and student services.  Specific goals are to be set, and progress is to be quantitatively assessed.  Contact Vice Provost Laurie Stryker for a copy of the plan.

Afterwards
A draft of the strategic plan was described to the Faculty Senate on September 25.  Provost David Stamps said that many but not all initiatives were mentioned in the plan, and said that people should not be alarmed if their initiative was not mentioned.  He also requested feedback, and there was a brief discussion on how feedback would be handled.

Analysis
Much of the plan consists of lists, often without context or prioritization. In view of the Provost’s statement to the USF Faculty Senate, much of this data could be considered descriptive, but if so, it is difficult to tell the descriptions from the commitments.  There are some recurrent themes:  developing corporate relationships, expanding science & technology, seeking higher standards, etc.

     While there are a lot of reviews and maybe even reforms planned, these seem to be of academic programs:  the administrative structure is taken as a given.  Different items are jumbled together:  some things USF can do merely if it wants to (collectively bargain), some things USF can do with more money (build lots of research infrastructure) and some things USF can only hope for (more NAS members among the faculty).  This confusion of means, goals, and aspirations may make progress difficult to assess.

     In addition, many of the goals will be expensive.  The one section dealing with funding is not comprehensive, so it is difficult to see what levels of funding are or can be anticipated.  Since it is quite possible that resources will be insufficient to effect all goals, the lack of prioritization (and the fact that the accountability measures ignore available funding) make it difficult to assess what effects the plan will have.

     One final point on collegiality.  Merriam-Webster’s Unabridged International Dictionary of the English Language, 2nd ed., says that collegiality refers to democratic academic governance.  The use of “collegiality” as a synonym for “easy to get along with” seems to be a linguistic novelty.  Returning to the usual meaning of the word, there are many respectable institutions (especially in Europe) with genuine collegial governance.  Meanwhile, during the last two decades, there has been considerable criticism of the hierarchical administrative structure of many American corporations and institutions.  Perhaps the time has come for a review of university governance, especially since it would improve the commitment and professionalism of faculty to be empowered by such reforms.

