
 
LINKING THE FIVE UNIVERSAL COMPETENCIES TO REQUIRED CORE COURSES 

 
 
 
 
 IEM AEM P&P PM PFM AMPA APE PRP Intern 
 PA 397 PA 397C PA 387C PA 384C PA 391 PA 393K PA 393L PA 680P PA 396K 
1. To lead 
and manage 
in public 
governance 
 

         

2. To 
participate in 
and 
contribute to 
the public 
policy 
process 
 

         

3. To analyze, 
synthesize, 
think 
critically, 
solve 
problems 
and make 
decisions 
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4. To 
articulate 
and apply a 
public 
service 
perspective 
 

         

5. To 
communicate 
and interact 
productively 
with a 
diverse and 
changing 
workforce 
and citizenry 
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June	  11,	  2012	  	  
	  
	  
To:	  	  	   	  	   Dean	  Chandler	  Stolp	  
	  
From:	  	   Kevin	  Bacon,	  Adjunct	  Professor	  
	  
Subject:	   Performance	  Based	  Assessment	  for	  Public	  Management	  2011-‐12	  
	  
	  
This	  memo	  details	  the	  work	  of	  the	  LBJ	  faculty	  who	  teach	  the	  core	  Public	  
Management	  course	  (PA	  384C)	  to	  assess	  performance	  in	  this	  part	  of	  the	  LBJ	  
curriculum	  and	  use	  the	  results	  to	  improve	  our	  teaching.	  
	  
Major	  Activities	  to	  Administer	  and	  Improve	  PBA	  During	  2011-‐12	  
	  

1. Building	  on	  the	  work	  done	  in	  2009-‐10	  and	  2010-‐11	  to	  develop	  an	  
assessment	  approach	  for	  the	  public	  management	  course,	  the	  group	  of	  faculty	  
agreed	  to	  continue	  using	  a	  case	  study-‐based	  assessment	  system.	  This	  
involves	  two	  memo-‐writing	  assignments	  where	  the	  students	  analyze	  
management	  issues	  present	  in	  two	  different	  case	  studies.	  (The	  faculty	  who	  
participated	  in	  the	  PBA	  in	  Public	  Management	  were	  Professors	  Heinrich,	  
Evans	  and	  Bacon.)	  	  

2. The	  first	  assessment	  is	  done	  at	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  semester	  (before	  course	  
work	  began).	  This	  assessment	  is	  based	  on	  the	  student	  writing	  a	  3-‐page	  memo	  
in	  response	  to	  a	  complex	  management	  case	  study	  (“Preventing	  Child	  Abuse:	  
The	  Challenge	  Facing	  the	  State	  Department	  of	  Social	  Services”	  –	  Electronic	  
Hallway	  case	  study).	  This	  ‘pre-‐course’	  assessment	  was	  designed	  to	  give	  
faculty	  an	  idea	  of	  the	  level	  of	  management	  knowledge	  and	  skills	  students	  
brought	  to	  the	  course.	  It	  would	  be	  used	  to	  assess	  ‘value-‐added”	  by	  the	  course	  
when	  compared	  to	  an	  ‘end	  of	  course’	  assessment	  exercise.	  (Exhibit	  2)	  

3. The	  second	  assessment	  was	  written	  at	  the	  conclusion	  of	  the	  course.	  In	  this	  5-‐
page	  memo	  the	  students	  were	  asked	  to	  analyze	  another	  complex	  
management	  case	  study	  and	  provide	  recommendations	  for	  action	  to	  the	  
manager	  in	  the	  case.	  (The	  case	  was	  the	  “Express	  Transit	  Maintenance	  
Division”	  from	  the	  Electronic	  Hallway.)	  The	  case	  presented	  a	  large	  number	  of	  
management	  challenges	  and	  would	  allow	  students	  to	  apply	  many	  (but	  not	  
all)	  course	  concepts	  as	  they	  developed	  their	  memos.	  (Exhibit	  2)	  

4. Assessment	  of	  each	  of	  the	  two	  case	  memos	  during	  the	  fall	  semester	  was	  
based	  on	  a	  rubric	  developed	  during	  2010-‐11.	  The	  rubric	  is	  matched	  to	  
Program	  Outcome	  #5	  for	  the	  LBJ	  MPAff	  program.	  (Exhibit	  1)	  

5. The	  rubric	  for	  assessing	  the	  memos	  (Exhibits	  3	  and	  4)	  considered	  mastery	  of	  
the	  case	  facts,	  ability	  to	  identify	  the	  most	  significant	  issues	  present	  in	  the	  
case,	  quality	  of	  the	  arguments	  made	  in	  the	  memos,	  and	  multi-‐dimensional	  
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thinking	  (consideration	  of	  the	  aspects	  a	  manager	  must	  consider	  in	  
organizational	  structure,	  organizational	  culture,	  political	  context,	  and	  
leadership).	  The	  rubric	  has	  seven	  categories	  and	  gives	  us	  a	  more	  ‘granular’	  
assessment.	  This	  allows	  us	  to	  better	  ‘fine	  tune’	  the	  course	  and	  how	  we	  teach	  
it.	  

6. Unlike	  our	  experience	  in	  2009-‐10,	  we	  did	  not	  have	  a	  single	  faculty	  member	  
available	  to	  score	  all	  of	  the	  student	  memos	  from	  both	  cases.	  We	  relied	  on	  
each	  instructor	  teaching	  the	  class	  to	  score	  all	  memos	  in	  his	  or	  her	  section.	  We	  
pooled	  the	  results	  and	  a	  summary	  is	  discussed	  below.	  	  The	  three	  instructors	  
did	  exchange	  a	  sample	  of	  memos	  from	  each	  section	  so	  they	  could	  read	  and	  
compare	  memos	  prior	  to	  discussing	  results.	  This	  led	  to	  very	  productive	  
discussions	  about	  student	  strength	  and	  weaknesses,	  areas	  where	  we	  could	  
improve	  teaching	  so	  as	  to	  better	  meet	  the	  program	  outcomes,	  and	  ways	  we	  
could	  increase	  consistency	  in	  how	  we	  evaluate	  student	  work.	  

	  
Principal	  Findings	  from	  2012	  Assessments	  
	  

1. The	  use	  of	  complex	  management	  case	  studies	  to	  assess	  student	  progress	  and	  
the	  ‘value-‐added’	  by	  the	  course	  appears	  to	  be	  a	  good	  way	  of	  providing	  a	  PBA.	  
The	  faculty	  thinks	  this	  a	  more	  useful	  and	  reasonable	  approach	  than	  a	  
multiple-‐choice	  exam	  or	  a	  short-‐answer	  exam.	  

2. The	  two	  cases	  chosen	  are	  good	  vehicles	  for	  PBA	  in	  this	  course.	  They	  are	  ‘real-‐
world’	  management	  cases	  that	  provide	  a	  good	  basis	  to	  test	  students’	  
management	  knowledge	  and	  mastery	  of	  course	  materials.	  

3. As	  shown	  in	  Exhibits	  3	  and	  4,	  the	  rubrics	  used	  to	  evaluate	  student	  memos	  for	  
the	  two	  cases	  are	  well	  aligned	  with	  the	  program	  outcomes	  (Exhibit	  1)	  for	  
public	  management.	  

4. There	  continue	  to	  be	  some	  issues	  in	  getting	  consistent	  ratings	  across	  the	  
sections	  of	  public	  management.	  There	  continue	  to	  be	  differences	  in	  how	  
some	  faculty	  members	  scored	  memos	  relative	  to	  the	  others.	  In	  the	  future	  we	  
will	  need	  to	  take	  steps	  to	  better	  calibrate	  our	  scoring	  or	  find	  a	  single	  rater	  to	  
read	  and	  score	  the	  memos	  to	  get	  more	  consistent	  scoring	  across	  sections.	  

5. The	  ‘pre-‐course’	  assessment	  indicated	  that	  students	  had	  a	  particularly	  hard	  
time	  identifying	  leadership	  issues	  and	  were	  weak	  in	  recognizing	  the	  larger	  
political	  context	  affecting	  the	  public	  agency,	  developing	  cogent	  
recommendations,	  and	  presenting	  reasons	  and	  evidence	  to	  support	  their	  
assertions.	  	  

6. As	  demonstrated	  by	  the	  ‘end	  of	  course’	  assessment,	  over	  both	  semesters	  
students	  showed	  improvement	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  identifying	  organizational	  
culture	  issues,	  leadership	  issues	  and	  recommendations,	  and	  in	  both	  writing	  
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quality	  and	  the	  use	  of	  reasons	  and	  evidence	  based	  in	  management	  theory	  to	  
support	  their	  papers.	  	  

7. On	  a	  less	  positive	  note,	  students	  in	  both	  semesters	  showed	  a	  decline	  in	  scores	  
in	  the	  areas	  of	  analyzing	  the	  political	  context	  affecting	  management	  actions	  
and	  in	  the	  quality	  of	  the	  recommendations	  included	  in	  their	  papers.	  The	  
reason	  for	  these	  declines	  is	  not	  immediately	  obvious.	  These	  areas	  will	  
require	  additional	  attention	  in	  terms	  of	  how	  we	  teach	  students	  in	  the	  course.	  

8. 	  In	  our	  rubric,	  a	  score	  of	  “3.00”	  is	  defined	  as	  “proficient”	  in	  each	  category.	  
Based	  on	  this	  standard,	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  course,	  our	  students	  (in	  both	  
semesters)	  demonstrated	  proficiency	  in	  4	  of	  the	  7	  categories	  (structural	  
issues,	  cultural	  issues,	  reasons	  &	  evidence,	  and	  writing	  quality).	  They	  were	  
slightly	  below	  the	  proficient	  level	  in	  leadership	  issues	  and	  quality	  of	  their	  
recommended	  actions.	  They	  still	  need	  considerable	  improvement	  in	  the	  area	  
of	  analyzing	  the	  political	  context	  within	  which	  public	  managers	  function.	  

9. Compared	  to	  prior	  years,	  this	  year’s	  assessment	  showed	  students	  hit	  a	  higher	  
standard	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  ‘reasons	  &	  evidence’	  and	  writing	  quality.	  A	  common	  
observation	  across	  the	  course	  sections	  was	  that	  in	  general,	  students	  in	  2011-‐
12	  demonstrated	  better	  skills	  in	  this	  area	  than	  earlier	  classes.	  

10. One	  interesting	  observation	  is	  that	  students	  in	  the	  spring	  semester	  score	  
higher	  than	  they	  do	  in	  the	  fall.	  This	  may	  reflect	  several	  causes,	  including	  
smaller	  class	  size	  in	  the	  spring	  (20	  in	  fall	  classes	  vs.	  10-‐12	  in	  the	  spring)	  and	  
the	  fact	  the	  fall	  classes	  are	  largely	  made	  up	  of	  first	  year	  LBJ	  students	  who	  
have	  not	  had	  a	  chance	  to	  absorb	  leadership	  and	  political	  analysis	  skills	  from	  
other	  classes.	  By	  the	  spring	  semester,	  all	  students	  have	  had	  more	  chance	  to	  
learn	  across	  the	  LBJ	  curriculum,	  which	  should	  help	  them	  with	  some	  of	  the	  
learning	  objectives	  measured	  in	  this	  assessment.	  

11. The	  key	  improvements	  are	  needed	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  leadership	  skills,	  shaping	  
cogent	  recommendations	  for	  management	  action	  (as	  opposed	  to	  policy	  
changes)	  and	  analyzing	  the	  elements	  of	  political	  context	  most	  relevant	  to	  
management	  action.	  

	  
The	  “Numbers”	  for	  the	  2012	  Assessment	  	  
	  
The	  following	  table	  summarizes	  the	  results	  of	  the	  pre-‐	  and	  post-‐course	  assessments	  
of	  students	  in	  the	  public	  management	  course	  (PA	  384C).	  The	  assessment	  was	  based	  
on	  scoring	  58	  students	  who	  took	  PA	  384C	  in	  fall	  2011.	  An	  additional	  21	  students	  
were	  assessed	  in	  spring	  2012.	  The	  students	  were	  asked	  to	  write	  memos	  analyzing	  
two	  case	  studies.	  Memos	  were	  scored	  using	  the	  rubrics	  by	  the	  respective	  
instructors.	  	  	  
	  
The	  assessment	  results	  were	  discussed	  above.	  
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Next	  Steps	  in	  PBA	  –	  Fall	  2012	  
	  

1. The	  faculty	  teaching	  PA	  384C	  in	  the	  fall	  semester	  2012	  will	  continue	  to	  use	  
the	  ‘pre-‐course’	  and	  ‘end	  of	  course’	  assessment	  based	  on	  the	  “Child	  Abuse”	  
and	  “Express	  Transit”	  case	  studies.	  	  (Bacon,	  Evans,	  and	  Greenberg).	  

2. An	  effort	  will	  be	  made	  to	  further	  clarify	  the	  category	  scoring	  language	  in	  the	  
rubric	  to	  promote	  more	  consistency	  in	  how	  memos	  are	  scored.	  

3. The	  faculty	  group	  will	  discuss	  the	  core	  concepts	  in	  PA	  384C	  course	  to	  see	  if	  
we	  should	  add,	  modify,	  or	  delete	  content	  from	  the	  course	  in	  response	  to	  the	  
assessment	  results.	  We	  will	  also	  consider	  how	  we	  can	  improve	  our	  teaching	  
methods	  to	  help	  students	  achieve	  the	  program	  outcomes.	  

4. We	  will	  also	  consider	  how	  we	  can	  improve	  our	  teaching	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  
leadership,	  political	  context,	  and	  developing	  actionable	  management	  
recommendations.	  
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Concluding	  Comments	  
	  

1. Professors	  Heinrich	  and	  Evans	  deserve	  special	  thanks	  for	  diligently	  using	  the	  
PBA	  cases	  in	  their	  course	  and	  participating	  in	  discussions	  about	  how	  to	  use	  
the	  results	  to	  improve	  how	  we	  teach	  the	  course	  (content	  and	  delivery).	  

2. A	  fundamental	  problem	  in	  developing	  an	  assessment	  of	  the	  public	  
management	  core	  course	  here	  at	  LBJ	  is	  the	  breadth	  of	  the	  knowledge	  to	  be	  
covered	  in	  what	  is	  essentially	  a	  ‘survey’	  course.	  The	  list	  of	  core	  management	  
concepts	  to	  be	  covered	  in	  the	  course	  is	  very	  large.	  In	  a	  one-‐semester	  survey,	  
each	  faculty	  member	  teaching	  the	  course	  tends	  to	  emphasize	  certain	  areas	  at	  
the	  expense	  of	  others.	  The	  development	  of	  a	  PBA	  for	  the	  course	  brings	  this	  
issue	  to	  the	  fore.	  	  A	  question	  the	  faculty	  faces	  is	  whether	  to	  ‘narrow’	  the	  
range	  of	  topics	  covered	  in	  the	  course	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  all	  students	  gain	  the	  
same	  knowledge/skill	  base	  or	  to	  maintain	  the	  broader	  range	  of	  topics	  
covered	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  a	  loss	  of	  some	  consistency	  in	  the	  measured	  student	  
performance	  on	  a	  PBA.	  	  

3. If	  public	  management	  were	  a	  two-‐semester	  course	  (similar	  to	  the	  Integrated	  
Management	  Curriculum	  of	  the	  Evans	  School	  of	  Public	  Affairs),	  it	  would	  be	  
possible	  to	  deliver	  a	  richer	  management	  curriculum	  and	  achieve	  more	  
consistent	  results	  in	  student	  ability	  to	  assess	  management	  situations	  and	  
develop	  appropriate	  courses	  of	  action.	  

4. Perhaps	  the	  most	  valuable	  outcome	  of	  our	  efforts	  to	  develop	  our	  PBA	  is	  that	  
it	  has	  stimulated	  very	  valuable	  conversations	  amongst	  the	  public	  
management	  faculty.	  These	  conversations	  have	  helped	  all	  of	  us	  make	  
improvements	  in	  how	  we	  teach	  the	  course	  and	  in	  the	  content	  we	  include	  in	  
the	  course.	  (For	  example,	  based	  on	  the	  PBA	  we	  identified	  the	  need	  to	  
specifically	  teach	  students	  the	  components	  of	  an	  effective	  recommendation	  
to	  management.)	  We	  look	  forward	  to	  continuing	  these	  discussions	  and	  to	  
further	  improvement	  in	  the	  core	  public	  management	  course	  and	  the	  PBA.	  
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Exhibit	  1	  
	  

MPAff Program Outcomes 
For Public Management 

(As proposed by Public Mgt. Faculty October 15, 2010) 
 

 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
MPAff Program Outcome # 5  (as of September 2010) 
 
“Students will demonstrate proficiency in analyzing and developing systems to manage 
human, organization, information and technology resources in a public policy context.” 
	  
	  
*************New MPAff Program Outcome # 5  ************* 
	  
“Students will demonstrate proficiency in solving common management 
problems encountered in public sector organizations, taking into account the 
political environments in which they arise. Their solutions will be based on 
an understanding of relevant management theory and problem solving skills 
that address the structural, cultural, and leadership dimensions of public 
sector organizations.” 
	  
	  
	  
Source: 
Suggested Program Outcomes developed during September – October 2010 based on 
discussions among faculty teaching public management courses at LBJ. The faculty 
members involved were:   
 
Angela Evans, Ken Ashworth, Dick Schott, Larry Lynn, and Kevin Bacon 
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Exhibit 1 (continued) 
September 14, 2010 
 
To: Kevin Bacon, Angela Evans, Kent Ashworth, Laurence Lynn, Dick Schott, Bill 
Spelman 
 
From: Robert H. Wilson, Associate Dean 
 
Subject: PBAS issues regarding Public Management 
 
I again congratulate you on the good progress you have made in assessing student 
competencies in public management (PM). I hope that you will maintain this 
momentum in the coming year. 
 
I would like to give you a chance to update or revise two elements of the system. As 
you know public management is included in PO 2 and 5 (See below). One faculty 
member has asked why PM occurs twice while other topics are referenced in only a 
single PO. In addition, I had the challenge of determining where to integrate the 
results of your assessment into this year's report (attached). On a somewhat 
arbitrary basis, I included some elements under PO 2 (p. 10 of the report) and other 
elements in PO5 (p. 15-17). I believe that the POs are not well aligned with your 
assessment instrument. 
 
I would like your advice on how to address this problem. You could, for example, 
remove PM for PO 2 and modify PO5 in a way to address the full range of PM 
knowledge and skill topics. But please indicate whether you wish to leave the POs as 
stated, or whether you wish to revise them. 
 
I also encourage you to review the rubric for Public Management (attached) that can 
be used to assess student papers. Please feel free to revise it. 
 
Could you please respond by October 15, 2010? 
 
I assume that Kevin remains the point person for the PM group. If someone else is 
taking the lead, please let me know. 
 
I look forward to hearing of your plans for the PBAS assessment in PM for 2010-11 
 
Robert H. Wilson 
Associate Dean for Academic Affairs and Research  
Mike Hogg Professor of Urban Policy  
LBJ School of Public Affairs University of Texas at Austin  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Current Program Outcomes Involving Public Management 
 
Program Outcome 2: Students will demonstrate substantive knowledge in financial, 
managerial, economic, and quantitative analysis required for public policy. 
 
Program Outcome 5: Students will demonstrate proficiency in analyzing and 
developing systems to manage human, organization, information and technology 
resources in a public policy context. 
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Exhibit 2 
 

“Beginning of Course Assessment Memo” 
	  

Public Management PA 384C 
 

Assignment # 1 
 

Memo on Preventing Child Abuse Case Study 
 
The purpose of this memo is to give you an opportunity to analyze a complex 
management situation and write a 3-page memo in response to two questions about the 
case. I will grade this assignment and return it to you with my comments. It will help me 
gauge the level of management knowledge in our class as we start the semester. Please do 
not undertake any additional research on this case. Stick to what you find in the case 
study reading.    
 
Your memo should respond to the following two questions. It is important to do more 
than just state your opinion in response to the questions – try to explain why you respond 
as you did. 
 

1. Provide a simple list of the several aspects of the agency situation that you think 
contribute to the problems the agency has dealing with child abuse. (Your simple 
list can be in the form of ‘bullet point’ phrases.) From your list, pick the 3 that 
you think are most significant and explain why. 

2. What actions would you recommend to improve the agency and help it fulfill its 
mission on behalf of the public? Provide a logical analytical basis for your 
recommended actions, not just your personal opinion. 

 
Logistics 
 

1) Please read the case, “Preventing Child Abuse: The Challenge Facing the State 
Department of Social Services.”  (The case was handed out at our first class.) 

2) Please prepare a 3-page memo addressed to Bradley Patton, the Secretary of 
Human Services. (Use space-and-a-half line spacing, 12 point font size)  Send an 
e-mail copy of your memo to me by 9 am _______. My email address is: 
______@mail.utexas.edu. I will grade and return them to you on __________. 
Bring a hard copy of your memo to class on ______. We will discuss it in class. 

 
3) This is an individual, and not a team, project. 

 
This assignment is aimed at exercising your memo writing skills and your ability 

to analyze management challenges. Class discussion will focus on the attributes of good 
memo writing and on analyzing management challenges. I may ask you to share your 
memo with the class so be prepared! 

MPAf, The University of Texas at Austin 
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Exhibit 2 (continued) 
 

“End of Course Assessment Memo” 
 

Public Management PA 384C  
 

Memo on  
Express Transit Maintenance Division Case Study  

 
 
The purpose of this assignment is to give you an opportunity to analyze a complex 
management situation and write a memorandum in response to two questions about the 
case. Many of the ideas and tools we have discussed this semester will be of help as you 
analyze the case and develop a course of action.   
 
Your memo should be no more than 5 pages in length (use 12 point font; space-and-a-
half line spacing). It should respond to the following two questions. Your memo should 
be addressed to Martin Giles, Executive Director of Express Transit. It is important that 
you not only state your response to each question, but that you explain the basis for your 
response.  
 

1. What are the two most important challenges (limit yourself to two challenges) 
facing Martin Jiles, the Executive Director of Express Transit? Explain your 
reasons for choosing the major challenges. 

2. What actions would you recommend to Martin Jiles? What should he do 
immediately (first 24 to 48 hours), and during the first week, and first month after 
reading the news story at the beginning of the case?  Again, explain the reasoning 
for your recommendations. 

 
 
Logistics 
 

1. Read the, “Express Transit Maintenance Division (A)” case study. The case is 9 
pages plus 6 pages of exhibits. (The case was distributed in class.) 

2. Prepare a 5-page memo addressed to Martin Jiles (use 12 point font, space-and-a-
half line spacing) that answers the questions set out above. 

3. This is an individual and not a team assignment. 
4. Please email me an electronic copy of your paper to me by  ____date____ 

(_______@mail.utexas.edu) 
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Exhibit 3 
 

Suggested Answers – Child Abuse Case 
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Description of Score Criteria
Scoring Rubric: 4 3 2 1

"Excellent" "Proficient" "Less than Proficient" "Failed"
3 Issues Causing 
Performance 
Problems

Identified 3 issues from 
the list of 12 acceptable 
items on rubric

Identified 3 issues and 2 
were  from the list of 12

Identified 3 issues and 
only one was from the 
list of 12

Did not identify 3 issues 
or any item from the 12 
items on rubric

Structural Issues - 
include: budget, 
caseloads, organ. 
structure, work rules, 
case mgt. processes 
and guidelines, civil 
service rules

Memo clearly addresses 
3 or more structural 
aspects of case (laws, 
org. chart, core tasks & 
processes, worker 
quals/skills, budgets, 
collective bargaining, 
supervision) - Student 
focus is on higher order 
structural issues where 
the Secretary would 
appropriately focus

Memo addresses at least 
2 key structural aspects 
of the case. (see list at 
left) Description and/or 
analysis of structural 
aspects is generally clear.

Memo addresses at least 
1 key structural aspect of 
the case. Description 
and/or analysis of 
structural aspects is 
weak/unclear. Student 
focus is on issues that are 
more 'tactical' rather than 
strategic and appropriate 
for the Secretary.

Memo does not clearly 
address any structural 
factors important to the 
case and/or analysis is 
very weak/unclear.

Cultural Issues -- 
include: internal/local 
organization culture, 
professional norms for 
social work, 

Memo identifies multiple 
aspects of existing culture 
that impact performance 
& changes needed to 
improve results. Aspects 
include: past reorgs, lack 
of collaborative 
commun., labor-mgt 
relations, press relations, 
lack of accountability

Refers to 2 aspects of 
culture (see box at left). 
Memo makes reference to 
Dept. history and how 
that affects employee 
attitudes and 
performance.

Refers to at least one 
aspect of culture (see first 
box). Some reference to 
cultural aspects but no 
analytical link to 
performance problems or 
solutions.

Memo makes no 
reference to cultural 
aspect that influence 
performance or needed 
changes.

Leadership  - include: 
recognition of 
appropriate role and 
duty of Patton, need 
for a Commissioner, 
lead role on taking 
position on legislation

Memo explicitly 
recognizes need for Sec 
Patton to appoint a 
Commissioner.

Memo recognizes some 
leadership issues such as 
need to oppose 
legislation, firing Swartz, 
or providing direction to 
new dept.; makes some 
recommendations to 
address leadership issues.

Memo makes 
generalized/indirect 
reference to leadership 
issues but does not 
directly address them. 
Uses the word 
'leadership' as part of 
action plan.

Memo makes no explicit 
recognition of leadership 
issues.

Political Context
 includes: recognizes 
roles/interests of 
external actors such as 
Governor, legislature, 
interest groups, union,  
AND need to 
build/maintain 
political support to 
effect change

Mentions at least two 
political actor roles & 
interests (Leg., Gov., 
unions, etc.) and impact 
on issues & possible 
actions

Mentions at least one 
political actor(s) roles & 
interests -- some 
consideration of impacts

Identifies one sector of 
the political environment 
but does not define 
potential impact this 
sector would have on the 
issues/actions facing the 
Secretary.

Displayed no awareness 
of roles of and impacts of 
political actors on issues 
& recommendations

Recomm. Actions

Clearly described at least 
3 actions from the list of 
10 in rubric AND clearly 
places these actions in the 
context of a Secretary-
level deliberation

Described at least  2 
actions from list of 10 - 
some weaknesses in 
explaining  actions

Prescribed at least 1 
action from list of 10 -- 
unclear in explanation  of 
proposed actions

Did not prescribe any 
action from list of 10 
and/or poor explanation  
of proposed actions

Reasons & Evidence

Makes good use of case 
facts in memo; explains 
reasons and/or theory in 
support of analysis & 
proposed actions -- 
Student provides analysis 
-- not just recitation of 
case facts. NO 
unsubstantiated 
assertions.

Refers to case facts; 
implies but does not 
explicitly state 
reasons/theory behind 
analysis and actions -- 
some analysis but 
generally more 
descriptive than "4" rated 
memos

Some reference to case 
facts; uses 'generic good 
manager' ideas rather 
than specific reasons 
appropriate to this case. 
Minimal or no analysis 
tying the facts to a larger 
management framework

No reasons, theory, or 
evidence cited to support 
analysis or 
recommendations

Writing Quality

Met all assign. 
requirements; no 
spelling/grammar errors; 
logical & well organized 
memo.  Student 
understands they are 
writing to the Secretary. 
Uses headings/sub-
headings appropriately. 

Met almost all  assign. 
requirements; minor 
spelling/grammar errors; 
organization & logic of 
memo acceptable

Missed some assign. 
requirements; minor 
spelling/grammar errors; 
organization & logic of 
memo weak

Did not meet assign. 
requiremts; significant 
spelling/grammar errors; 
organization/logic of 
memo hard to follow  
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Exhibit 3 
 

Tally sheet used to summarize scores 
 

Student Issue Structural Cultural Leadership Political Recomm. Reasons & Writing Total
Identification Issues Issues Issues Context Actions Evidence Quality Score

1 0
2 0
3 0
4 0
5 0
6 0
7 0
8 0
9 0
10 0
11 0
12 0
13 0
14 0
15 0
16 0
17 0
18 0
19 0
20 0

Average #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

!"#$%&'( Each of the items in the row is scored on a 4 point scale (1-2-3-4 -- whole numbers only) based on the
scoring rubric on the next page. This tally sheet will provide total scores for each student and averages for each
evaluation category and the class as a whole.
(4 = Excellent, 3 = Proficient,  2 = Less than Proficient, 1 = Failed) 
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Exhibit 4 
 

Suggested Answers – Express Transit Case 
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.)"4117-$$".80$"+7)&/-*5

-5 J-.-7*0,-"09"8-",--1$".)"7-*)A-"M4<-7"#F4,4@-7")9"T-80(/-"F40,.-,4,(-3"97)*"80$"P)&5
95 J-.-7*0,-"284."?7-$.),"<,-2K101",)."<,)2"4&)%.".8-"$49-.="$0.%4.0),"4,1"28-.8-7"8-"0$"4/$)"7-$+),$0&/-"9)7"

.8-"+7)&/-*$5"#Q0/-$".)"01-,.09="4".-*+)747="7-+/4(-*-,."09"8-".80,<$"?7-$.),"84$"940/-153
@5 U)//)2"%+"20.8"7-@%/47"()**%,0(4.0),$".)".8-"M)471"4,1".8-"+%&/0(5
85 U0,1")%."28="8-"841".)"7-41"4&)%.".80$"+7)&/-*"0,".8-",-2$+4+-75"U0@%7-")%."28="80$"*4,4@-*-,.".-4*

-0.8-7")A-7/))<-1".8-$-"+7)&/-*$")7"801".8-*"97)*"80*5"F--."0,10A01%4//="20.8"<-="*4,4@-7$".)"4$$-$$".80$5
05 >0,(-"R)7.8"M4$-"$--*$".)"84A-".8-"*)$."$-70)%$"+7)&/-*$C"9)(%$"-47/="-99)7.$"),"$)/A0,@"+7)&/-*$"4.".84."&4$-5

SG&R-*#.&/3,.B&:$#)3,#$
45 >.47."/))<0,@"0,.)".8-"FBV>"*40,.-,4,(-"0,9)7*4.0),"$=$.-*"4,1"8)2"14.4"@-.$"0,".)".8-"$=$.-*"4,1"8)2".8-

$=$.-*"0$"%$-1".)"*4,4@-".8-"&%$0,-$$5
&5 WN4*0,-".8-"&7)41-7"+-79)7*4,(-"*4,4@-*-,."$=$.-*"#FMX3"4,1"0,(-,.0A-$"4.".8-"4@-,(="4,1"8)2".84."*4="84A-"

(),.70&%.-1".)".8-$-"+7)&/-*$"''".8-,"8)2".)"90N"0.5
(5 WN4*0,-".8-"+74(.0(-")9"*-(84,0($"Y.)++0,@")%.Y"49.-7"),/="4"9-2"=-47$"$-7A0(-"4,1"8)2".84."499-(.$"&-84A0)7

4,1"*4=",--1".)"&-"7-A0$-1".)"(7-4.-"4"&-..-7"0,(-,.0A-"$=$.-*5
15 >-/-(."*-*&-7$")9".8-"0,1-+-,1-,."0,E%07="&)471C"@-."0."%+"4,1"7%,,0,@"6>6?"4,1"&-"$%7-"0."@-.$"9%//"())+-74.0),5
-5 I),$%/."20.8"-,A07),*-,.4/"-N+-7.$"28)"84A-"9)%,1"+4$."+7)&/-*$"4."WN+7-$$".)"4$$-$$".8-"(%77-,."$0.%4.0),5
95 W,$%7-"*40,.-,4,(-"0,$+-(.)7"47-".7%/="0,1-+-,1-,."4,1"(4,"-,9)7(-"$49-.="7%/-$"+7)+-7/=5
@5 I),.0,%-"2)7<0,@"20.8".8-"*-104"4,1"80$")2,"()**%,0(4.0),$"$.499".)"7-4$$%7-".8-"7010,@"+%&/0(".8-"&%$-$"47-

$49-"4,1"WN+7-$$"O74,$0."0$".4<0,@"$.-+$".)"4117-$$".8-"7))."(4%$-$")9".8-"+7)&/-*$5
85 6117-$$".8-"41A-7$4704/"/4&)7'*4,4@-*-,."7-/4.0),$"-,A07),*-,."&="*--.0,@"20.8".8-"%,0),C"01-,.09=0,@".8-07"

0$$%-$C"4,1"2)7<0,@"20.8".8-"*4,4@-*-,.".-4*".)"(84,@-".8-"-,A07),*-,."$)"2)7<-7$"47-"&-..-7"4&/-".)"
()**%,0(4.-"0$$%-$K+7)&/-*$")+-,/=5

05 Z))<"0,.)""+).-,.04/".8-9."+7)&/-*$"20.80,".8-"F40,.-,4,(-")7@4,0H4.0),"4,1"284."$8)%/1"&-"1),-"4&)%."0.5
P5 >+7-41"(7-10.K()**-,14.0),"4(7)$$".8-")7@4,0H4.0),"9)7".8)$-"8-/+0,@"WN+7-$$"O74,$0."@-.")%.")9".80$"*-$$5  
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Exhibit 4 (continued) 
 

Scoring Matrix 
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Description of Score Criteria
Scoring Rubric: 4 3 2 1

"Excellent" "Proficient" "Less than Proficient" "Failed"

Identified Two Major 
Challenges Facing 
Giles

Identified both main 
issues from the 
perspective of Giles as 
Executive Director.

Identified both main 
issues but with less clear 
focus on Giles' 
perspective as Executive 
Director.

Clearly identified one of 
the two main issues. 

Did not identify either 
main issue.

First 24 Hours 
Actions

Must say BOTH: 1) meet 
with  mgt team ASAP; 2) 
Fix brakes ASAP; plus at 
least one other item in 
recommended answer

Only has one of the two 
'must have' items in the 
'excellent answer'  AND 
call for 2 or more the 10 
actions in the expected 
answer

Called for 2 of the 10 
actions in the expected 
answer AND does NOT 
have either of the two 
'must have' items.

Called for only 1 or none 
of the actions of the 10 in 
the expected answer 
AND does NOT have 
either of the two 'must 
have' items.

First Week Actions

Called for 4  or more of 
the 9 actions in the 
expected answer - The 4 
include BOTH create an 
independent investigation 
and checking out Baker 
& Preston

Called for 2 or 3 of the 9 
actions in the expected 
answer and includes at 
least one of the two 'must 
have' items in the 
excellent answer

Called for 1 of the 9 
actions in the expected 
answer AND does NOT 
include either of the two  
'must have' items

Called for  none of the 
actions of the 9 in the 
expected answer

First Month Actions

Called for 4 or more of 
the 10 actions in the 
expected answer AND 
one action includes 
examining MIRS

Called for 3 or 4 of the10 
actions in the expected 
answer BUT does NOT 
include examing the 
MIRS system

Called for 2 of the 10 
actions in the expected 
answer BUT does NOT 
include examing the 
MIRS system

Called for only 1 or none 
of the actions of the 10 in 
the expected answer BUT 
does NOT include 
examng MIRS

Structural Issues

Memo clearly analyzes 3 
or more structural aspects 
of the case (perform. 
measure system -MIRS,  
budgets, MBO - incentive 
systems, collective 
bargaining, supervision 
practices, standard 
maintenance procedures, 
no handoffs between 
shifts, )

Memo addresses at least 
2 key structural aspects 
of the case. (see list at 
left) Description and/or 
analysis of structural 
aspects is clear.

Memo addresses at least 
2 key structural aspects 
of the case. Description 
and/or analysis of 
structural aspects is 
weak/unclear.

Memo does not clearly 
address any structural 
factors important to the 
case and/or analysis is 
very weak/unclear.

Cultural Issues

Memo identifies at least 2 
aspects of the culture, 
analyzes their  impact, & 
recommends changes. 
Aspects include: absence 
of open communication., 
can-do culture leads to 
hiding bad news, labor-
mgt relations, managers 
not getting out on the 
floor, lack of 
accountability, lack of a 
safety culture

Refers to 2 aspects of 
culture (see box at left). 
Memo analyzes how 
culture issues impact 
performance. Analysis 
and recommendations are 
less clear than in the 
'excellent' rating.

Refers to at least one 
aspect of culture (see first 
box). Some reference to 
cultural aspects but no 
analytical link to 
performance problems or 
solutions.

Memo makes no 
reference to cultural 
aspects  that influence 
performance or needed 
changes.

Leadership

Memo explicitly 
recognizes need for Giles 
to take immediate action 
on safety issues and then 
address root causes of the 
problem. Recognizes 
Giles' need to address 
public concerns and his 
role as Exec Director.

Memo addresses main 
topics  of safety and root 
causes.  Less explicit 
about Giles' role in 
addressing public 
concerns. Recognizes 
leadership weaknesses 
contributed to the case 
problems.

Memo makes 
generalized/indirect 
reference to leadership 
issues but does not 
directly address them. 
Uses the word 
'leadership' as part of 
action plan.

Memo makes no explicit 
recognition of leadership 
issues.

Political Context

Awareness of a range of 
political actor roles & 
interests (Governing 
Board, press., unions, 
public opinion, riders) 
and impact on issues & 
possible actions. 
Explicitly recognizes 
need to address riders, 
govern. Board, an public 
concerns ASAP

Some awareness of 
political actors roles & 
interests -- some 
consideration of impacts. 
Explicitly recognizes 
need for ASAP action to 
address public concerns. 

Minimal awareness of 
political actors and 
impact on issues & 
proposed actions

Displayed no awareness 
of roles of and impacts of 
political actors on issues 
& recommendations

Recomm. Actions

Clearly described at least 
4 actions in each of the 3 
time periods called for in 
the rubric. (See note on 
next page for details.)

Clearly described at least 
3 actions in each of the 3 
time periods called for in 
the rubric.

Described at least 2 
actions in each of the 3 
time periods called for in 
the rubric. Descriptions 
of  actions are not clear.

Described one or none of 
actions in each of the 3 
time periods called for in 
the rubric. Descriptions 
of  actions are not clear.

Makes good use of case

Reasons & Evidence

facts in memo; explains 
reasons and/or theory in 
support of analysis & 
proposed actions -- 
Student provides analysis 
-- not just recitation of 
case facts. NO 
unsubstantiated 
assertions.

Refers to case facts; 
implies but does not 
explicitly state 
reasons/theory behind 
analysis and actions -- 
some analysis but 
generally more 
descriptive than "4" rated 
memos

Some reference to case 
facts; uses 'generic good 
manager' ideas rather 
than specific reasons 
appropriate to this case. 
Minimal or no analysis 
tying the facts to a larger 
management framework

No reasons, theory, or 
evidence cited to support 
analysis or 
recommendations

Met all assignment

Writing Quality

 requirements; no 
spelling/grammar errors; 
logical & well organized 
memo.  Uses 
headings/sub-headings 
appropriately. Addresses 
memo to Giles' as 
Executive Director. 

Met  all  assignment 
requirements; minor 
spelling/grammar errors; 
organization & logic of 
memo acceptable

Missed some assign. 
requirements; minor 
spelling/grammar errors; 
organization & logic of 
memo weak

Did not meet assign. 
requirements; significant 
spelling/grammar errors; 
organization/logic of 
memo hard to follow  
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Exhibit 4 (continued) 
 

Tally Sheet 
 

Student 2 Major First First First Structural Cultural Leadership Political Recomm. Reasons & Writing Total
Challenges 24 Hours Week Month Issues Issues Issues Context Actions Evidence Quality Score

1 0
2 0
3 0
4 0
5 0
6 0
7 0
8 0
9 0
10 0
11 0
12 0
13 0
14 0
15 0
16 0
17 0
18 0
19 0
20 0

Average #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

!"#$%&'( Each of the items in the row is scored on a 4 point scale (1-2-3-4 -- whole numbers only) based on the
scoring rubric on the next page. This tally sheet will provide total scores for each student and averages for each
evaluation category and the class as a whole.
(4 = Excellent, 3 = Proficient,  2 = Less than Proficient, 1 = Failed)  
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