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Definition

A benchmark can be defined as “the
systematical comparison between
the performances of a group of
organizations, aimed at determining
which one is distinguished by the
most effective and efficient
processes”
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Presentation of reasons

The project arises from the knowledge
of the importance of the administrative
activities for universities in today’s new
financial and institutional context. The
project is aimed at comparing the
performances of the administrative
activities in a panel of universities, with
reference to some activities typical of
the university system and distinguished
by a major influence on costs and
perceived quality.
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The planning stages of a 
benchmarking system

1. Determining the general goals of benchmarking

2. Choosing the organization to be compared to

3. Defining the forms of the comparison

4. Choosing the areas on which the comparison must be
made

5. Determining ways to correct data, in order to refine
results avoiding elements depending on peculiar
characteristics of each organization involved.
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General goals of a benchmarking
process

 Performance oriented
benchmarching
aimed at identifying the organization with the
highest level in a particular performance

 Process oriented benchmarching
the forms of management in each organization
are compared, in terms of available
technologies, intervention plans, sharing of
responsibilities, process management. On the
basis of this analysis the “theoretically” best
solution, that should be imitated by the others,
is identified.
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The benchmarking process in the
Good Practice project

Project choice:

Joint approach

quantitative benchmarching about 
performances

(on the basis of indicators).

comparison of the processes 
(qualitative)
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The approach to the evaluation of 
the administrative activities (1)

The administrative activities of the
University are “mapped” by means of a
model for activities and processes; for
every macroactivity/process (didactis;
accounting; management of teaching
and technical-administrative staff;
supplying; research services) some
elementary activities are identified, and
their “performances” (cost, production
volume, supplied quality) determined.
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The approach to the evaluation of 
the administrative activities(2)

The method of analysis integrates
quantitative evaluations, aimed at
identifying processes and procedures that
are more likely to produce interesting
results and qualitative in-depth analyses of
these processes, aimed at understanding
the actual explanations of a positive result,
in terms of organization, computerization of
the processes, quality of the involved
human resources, systems of incentives.
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The approach to the evaluation of 
the administrative activities(3)

The comparison between the
performances of the different
universities takes place with an aware
benchmarking, in which all the
universities indepently and in a clear
way give the necessary information to
their processes and performances.
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The approach to the evaluation of 
the administrative activities(4)

The aim of the project is for members
of universities to develop abilities, so
that they are able to operate
indepently once the support of the
project group is finished.
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The performances of efficiency 

The comparison drew on an activity
based approach, in which the main
measure is the cost for driver. For each
area has been determined an overall
indicator (e.g. number of student for
Student Support Service) and the
hierarchical division in sub-activities.



12

The survey protocol and the microactivities

An example: Staff
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The drivers and the activities

Student Support Service
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Accounting
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Staff
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The cost model

• Staff

• Training

• Position (PC*, printer*, telephone)

• Spaces

• Energy, gas, water, rubbish

• Cleaning, security

All the utilities are considered as effective expenditure.

* Predefined standard cost
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The survey of the efficiency data

It can happen that people are distributed on several unit. 
It’s necessary to identify the people who contribuite at the 
macroactivity

Human Resources Area Financial Area

GP macro-activity STAFF
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Input personnel
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Input activities
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Input indicators
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Reports for the management of the personnel



22

Efficiency reports

The survey allows to have, first of all, a report for
each university and for each macroactivity, with the
situation of:

• Total costs

• Total costs per activity

• Unitary cost per activity (for each parameter)



The comparison on the activities: 
i.e. student support service
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Efficacy analysis

 The efficacy analysis is aimed at analyzing the
qualitative characteristics of some services taking into
consideration the perception of different categories of
people who use these services

 In other words, the goal of the analysis is to carry out
a customer satisfaction survey with indicators aimed
at surveying the quality perceived by the users of the
service (clients).
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Efficacy analysis (2)

The informative base for the analysis consists of
several questionnaires in which different
categories of people express their satisfaction
level regarding the services that they use.

It’s possible to distinguish two strands of
analysis that differ in timing and manner:

• Efficacy perceived by students
• Efficacy perceived by the staff

(professors, employees…)
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Efficacy analysis: Student

We consider the student administration department.

Faculties target:
•Economy, laws, political science
•Engineering, mathematical, physical and natural sciences
•Arts and philosophy, education, architecture

Sample dimension:
300 students for each faculty

Paper questionnaire dispensed in classroom
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The questionnaire: Structure
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Efficacy analysis: 
teaching and administrative staff

The categories of people who are called to
express their opinion are the following:
 Rector and vice rector
 General manager
 Heads of department and faculties deans
 Teaching and administrative staff

As we can see, the variety of the categories of
people involved allows to have a global vision of
the efficacy of the administrative services
provided by the university.
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Field of analysis: central administration of universities.

Traditionally, the areas involved in the survey are:
- supply area
- accounting service
- personnel management area
- research area
- student support service

Experimental labs (in GP2009)
- library system
- governance
- building management service

Survey areas
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• Different people can use several services
• Different people can use the same service
in different ways

Consequently:
- only a panel of people is called to express their
opinion (see the following slide)
- the demands can vary between the different
categories of people, even in the same area.

Targets and areas
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Targets and areas (2)
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The questions: structure
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The questions: structure (2)
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Different edition of the project

 Good Practice: first edition 2001

 Research group coordinated by SUM - Scuola di
Management per le Università e gli Enti di
Ricerca del Consorzio MIP del Politecnico di
Milano.

 The first two editions were promoted by the
National Committee for the University System
(CNVSU), while the following editions were
organized by single universities in an
autonomous way.
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The partecipation of the 
University of Genoa

 Globally 8 editions and more than 26 
Universities. Most of them partecipated 
in more editions.

 The University of Genoa partecipated in 
5 editions:
 Good practice

 Good practice II

 Good practice 2003

 Good practice 2009 

 Good practice 2011 (in progress)
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The new project: GP2011 (DRAFT)

Two subprojects:

1. Good Practice Performance

aims to measure and compare the performance of cost and

quality of support services, integrating the traditional GP
model with indicators taken to the Performance Plan (Decree
n. 150/2009 – Reform Brunetta)

2. Good Practice Audit

more than ten years since the first edition, this subproject

aims to analyze: mode of data collection; insert and use data
in routine planning and control processes of universities; use
of GP data as input for monitoring and ad hoc projects to
improve services.
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Thank you for your attention!


