
KPI Summary 
Goal 1: Develop CSU’s Academic Excellence as a 
University 
 
Table 1: Five Year Graduation Rates  

Cohort (n)/ 
Category 

1998 
(962) 

1999 
(1048) 

2000 
(934) 

2001 
(1008) 

% Fifth year 
Graduates 21 24 23 26 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: 

Women 
20 25 25 27 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: Men 21 23 21 24 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: White 23 26 28 33 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: Black 10 13 11 11 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: 

Hispanic 
6 21 8 11 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: 

Asian/Pacific 
40 35 27 24 

% Fifth year 
Graduation: 
Unknown 

30 32 24 18 

 
Table 2: Student Retention Rates, Percents of returning 
full time, first year, degree seeking students. 

Cohort (n)/ 
Category 

2002 
(946) 

2003 
(925) 

2004 
(922) 

2005 
(955) 

% FT First Year 
Retention 59 58 60 60 

% FT Women: 
First Year 
Retention 

57 58 57 58 

% FT Men: 
First Year 
Retention 

61 60 62 57 

% FT First Year 
Retention – White 64 66 67 64 

% FT First Year 
Retention – Black 49 42 45 41 

% FT First Year 
Retention – 

Hispanic 
47 45 39 52 

% FT First Year 
Retention – 

Asian/Pacific 
65 83 71 70 

% FT First Year 
Retention – 
Unknown 

59 70 53 52 

Table 3: Incoming Freshmen Academic Backgrounds  
Cohort/ 

Academic Measure 2003 2004 2005 2006

ACT/converted SAT 
average among enrollees 19.1 19.9 19.3 19.9 

HS GPA 2.82 2.88 2.88 2.98 
HS Class Rank (average 

percentile) 53.7 54.3 54.6 58.8 

ACT average of students 
indicating CSU as first, 

second choice 
 19.5 

18.8 
19.0 
19.1 

19.3 
19.2 

% Enrolled Freshmen with 
>= 3.0 HS GPA   49.4 48.1 

FT tenure track faculty 
teaching UG classes (%) 

  46.6 46.1 

 

Figure 1: Number of Journal Articles 
Published with CSU Authors 

(ISI Thomson Indexes: Sciences, Social 
Sciences, Arts and Humanities)
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Figure 2: Citation Rate for CSU Journal 
Articles

(ISI Thomson Indexes: Science, Social Sciences, 
Arts & Humanities)
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The academic excellence of an institution is often 
defined by common measures such as the 
characteristics of its entering students, characteristics 
of its matriculating students, and the productivity of 
faculty.  KPI under this goal include measures such 
as student retention, graduation and persistence rates, 
levels of preparation of our incoming student class, 
measures of student academic success on campus, 
and faculty productivity in the area of teaching and 
research.   
 
Key Performance Indicators: 
1. Increase in graduation rates of first-time, full-

time, degree-seeking students (e.g. race, gender 
fall to fall persistence and 5-year graduation 
rates). 

2. Increase in freshman admission scores 
(ACT/SAT/HS GPA/RANK). 

3. Increase in % of F/T tenure-track faculty 
teaching undergraduate courses. 

4. Increase in faculty and student awards/grants 
and publications. 

5. Increase in students with GPA of 3.0 and above 
selecting CSU as their first or second university 
of choice. 

 
Background and Baseline Information 
 
The information posted in Tables 1-3 include data 
pertaining to enrolled students at CSU comprising a 
cohort at the beginning of the academic year noted. 
The baseline information is derived primarily from 
the Cleveland State University Book of Trends, 2007 
and the annual IPEDS Report for NCES filed in April 
each year. The Book of Trends is readily available at: 
www.csuohio.edu/offices/iraa/bot/bookoftrends.html 
 
Observations 
 
Five year graduation rates account for the proportion 
of first year full time students who obtain a degree 
within five years of initial enrollment.  CSU’s rates 
have advanced during the four years reported.  The 
2001 cohort values (26% overall) represent the 
benchmark rates for strategic planning assessment.  
Further analysis notes that while the overall rate has 
improved, five year graduation rates among Hispanic, 

Asian/Pacific, and other (unknown) students have 
declined most recently. 
 
Fall to fall retention rates depict the pattern of 
returning students to CSU.  The university’s retention 
rate of first year students (to a second year) have 
varied slightly among the four cohorts reported.  Men 
are retained at a slightly higher rate than women, 
white and Asian/Pacific students evidence higher 
retention rates than Black and Hispanic students. 
58% marks the benchmark for this measure of 
academic excellence. 
 
Incoming, degree seeking freshmen of 2006 have 
evidenced higher average admission test scores 
(19.9), higher high school grade point averages 
(2.98), and higher average class ranks (58.8) during 
the four years reviewed.  However, the proportion of 
enrollees with a high school GPA of 3.0 or higher 
(48.1%) declined from 2005 to 2006. These values 
represent benchmarks for comparisons in the future. 
 
Applicants, who identified CSU as their first or 
second choice destination and who have enrolled, 
post a slightly higher average admission test score 
than their full cohort members.  These indicator 
values increased for the 2007 incoming class; 20.2 
and 20.0, respectively. 
 
The proportion of first year enrollees with a high 
school GPA of 3.0 or higher is noted in Table 3 and 
declined slightly from the 2005 class to the 2006 
class 
 
Data and/or information concerning the volume of 
student and faculty awards, grants and publications 
was compiled and provided by Dr. David Anderson 
and Theresa Nawalaneic and from Dr. James Drnek.  
Faculty scholarship productivity and impact can be 
tracked through the number of publications (journal 
articles) and the number of citations per paper. The 
combined ISI Thomson Indexes in Science (Science 
Citation Index Expanded), Social Sciences (Social 
Sciences Citation Index), and Arts & Humanities 
(Arts & Humanities Citation Index) give a measure 
of scholarship in a broad scope of academic fields. 
The analyses were completed using the Web of 
Science website that compiles the combined ISI 
Thomson Indexes. 
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Figure 1: The Annual Number of Publications with 
CSU Authors illustrates journal articles published 
that year.  For 2007 the number of ISI Thompson 
Journal Articles having CSU authors was 204. There 
is an increasing trend over the last five years. 
Comments: 
The ISI Thomson Indexes are selective indexes, and 
although covering all the leading journals in the 
fields, it is not a comprehensive indexing of all 
journals. Thus the number of journal articles 
indicated is NOT the total number of journal articles 
published by CSU authors; it is ONLY a total number 
that are covered by these selective indexes. Journals 
in all fields in science, social sciences, arts and 
humanities are covered, also including education, 
law, business, and engineering journals.  It should be 
noted, however that at least some of these latter-
mentioned fields (business and law, for example) 
appear to be under-represented in the scope of 
journals indexed.  Also, the number of journals 
indexed by the various ISI Thomson Indexes (2008) 

• Science Citation Index Expanded – over 6650 
journals across 150 scientific disciplines 

• Social Sciences Citation  Index – over 1950 
journals across 50 social sciences disciplines 

• Arts & Humanities Citation Index – over 
1160 journals 

 
Figure 2: The Number of Citations per Journal 
Article for Five Year Period (Impact Measure) (For 
the Combined ISI Thomson Indexed Journals) 
 
One measure of the impact of scholarship is the 
number of citations per journal article, which is 
available from the above-mentioned Web of Science 
website analysis of the combined ISI Thomson 
Indexes (for the journals cited in the indexes). A 
period of five years is chosen: summing the number 
of articles published (for the journals in databases) in 
this five year period and summing the total number of 
citations for these journal articles in the same five 
year period. Thus, articles published in the first year 
of the five year period have a total of five years of 
citations and presumably a much greater number of 
citations compared to the journal articles in the latter 
years of the period in which there are fewer years for 
citations.  Note: when doing this analysis, the current 
incomplete year cannot be included.  

 
Figure 2 illustrates the average citations per journal 
article in 5 year periods starting with the five year 
period 1999-2003 and ending with the latest five year 
period, being 2003-2007. Note: there are two plots in 
Figure 2: all citations and citations minus self 
citations. This latter plot is a better measure of 
external impact, as it subtracts all citations in an 
author’s own journal articles. However these two 
plots parallel each other in the last five periods 
plotted, so either can be used for monitoring trends. 
The Web of Science website can calculate both of 
these quantities. For the latest five year period ending 
in 2007 the number of citations (all) per ISI Thomson 
Journal Article was 2.83 and the number of citations 
(minus self citations) per ISI Thomson Journal 
Article was 2.46. The trend has been decreasing from 
a peak 2 years ago. 
 
The recommended benchmarks were derived by 
locating the midpoint between 2006 and 2007 data 
available for these two analyses.  189 CSU authored 
publications and 2.92 average external citations are 
recommended for future comparisons. 
 
The Office of Student Life annually organizes the 
CSU Awards and Recognition Ceremony.  Ninety-
nine individual student leaders, student servers and 
academic honorees as well as four student 
organizations were recognized for leadership, 
scholarship and service within the CSU community. 
 
Finally, the proportion of undergraduate classes 
taught by full-time tenured or tenure-track faculty is 
approximately 46%, a consistent measure during the 
two years reported.  This value represents a 
benchmark for reference in the future. 
  
Conclusions 
 
Cleveland State University has posted consistent 
indicators of academic quality in the years reviewed.  
The incoming classes reflect strong characteristics; 
retention rates and graduation rates have also 
remained consistent over the recent period.  The 
values noted in the discussion above reflect a fair, yet 
valuable baseline for analysis of progress in the 
future. 
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Further analysis involving the underlying 
explanations of the graduation rate and retention 
variations among ethnicities is warranted as part of 
strategic planning and action. Incoming student 
patterns exhibited also provide a basis to continue 
positive trends established in the area of student 
recruitment. 
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Goal 2: Provide the Financial Foundation for 
Academic Excellence 
 
Table 4: CSU Student Credit Hours 

Student Credit Hours (in 1000’s) 

Year 
Ending 

Total 
Annualized 

Student 
Credit 
Hours 

Annualized 
Student 

FTE 

Unduplicated 
Student 

Enrollment 

2003 387.9 12,.9 22.4 
2004 382.5 12.8 22.0 
2005 371.1 12.4 21.9 
2006 359.2 12.0 21.1 
2007 353.4 11.8 20.4 
1 year 
change -2% -2% -4% 

5 year 
change -9% -9% -9% 

 
 
Table 5: University Awards and Grants 

Research Awards (in millions) 
 Awards Expenditures

2002 $25.1 $22.1 
2003 $22.7 $19.1 
2004 $35.8 $25.9 
2005 $31.2 $25.6 
2006 $33.6 $26.4 

1 Year Change 8% 3% 

5 Year Change 34% 19% 

 
 
Table 6: Gifts to the University 

 Alumni 
Donors 

Total 
Donors 

Alumni 
Gifts 

Total 
Gifts 

FY2002 4,520 6,930 $812,608 $4,510,831
FY2003 4,265 6,826 $750,846 $4,956,261
FY2004 4,351 6,761 $1,279,657 $8,357,423
FY2005 4,724 6,976 $924,859 $7,145,421
FY2006 5,263 7,883 $1,165,048 $6,710,078
FY2007 4,214 6,817 $928,413 $8,130,961

1 YR 
Change -20% -14% -20% 22% 

 
 

Table 7: Cleveland State University Operating 
Budget 

% of University's Operating Budget Allocated to Academic 
and Non-Academic Areas 

(In Thousands) 
 FY 2007 FY 2006 FY 2005 
 Budget Budget Budget   

Academic  Program Areas    
Instruction & Research $    76,280 $    76,479 $   76,475 

Separate Research 2,117 1,637 2,816 
Public Service (Cont. Ed) 3,100 3,239 3,215 

Academic Support 30,383 29,739 27,892 
Scholarships & Fellowships 6,829 7,142 6,717 

Total $  118,709 $  118,235 $ 117,116 
% of Total Operating Budget 63.91% 63.94% 64.22% 

All Other Program Areas: 
Student Services 

Institutional Support 
Operation & Maint. of Plant 

   
- - - 
- - - 
- - -   

Total of Other Program Areas $    67,021 $    66,685 $   65,253 
% Increase FY05 to FY09    

% of Total Operating Budget 36.09% 36.06% 35.78% 
Total Operating Budget $  185,730 $  184,920 $ 182,368 

 
 
Table 8: International Programs and Students 

 2005 2006 2007 
Contracted 
Programs 22 23 25 

Foreign 
Students 872 831 804 

Enrollees with 
visa: F1, J1 737 825 858 

 
The financial foundation of an institution is 
commonly defined by such measures as student 
credit hours, the number and amount of grants 
and gifts, the amount of revenues, and the size of 
the endowment.  These KPI represent multiple 
income sources that are critical in ensuring the 
viability needed to build academic excellence.  
 

Key Performance Indicators: 
  
1. Increase in student credit hours (SCH) and 

headcount. 
2. Increases in grant revenues and expenditures 

(1 and 5 year). 
3. Increase in ‘gift’ income, document pledges 

and alumni rates. 
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4. Increase in % of operating budget allocated to 
academic expenses. 

5. Increase in # of international programs, 
student headcount and retention rates. 

 
 
Background and Baseline Information 
 
The following baseline information is derived primarily 
from the Cleveland State University Book of Trends, 2007.    
It is readily available at: 
www.csuohio.edu/offices/iraa/bot/bookoftrends.html 
The academic budget information was provided by the 
Office of Budget and Financial Analysis. 
 
Observations 
 
The university’s student headcount and 
corresponding annual credit hour tally has decreased 
over the five year period 2003 to 2007 marking a 
nine percent decline. Benchmark values from 2007 
may be utilized for future comparisons (353,000 
annual student credit hours among 20,400 students 
enrolled). 
 
Conversely, awards and grants to the university have 
dramatically increased during a similar five year 
span. A 34 percent increase in awards was 
accompanied by increased expenditures related to 
these endeavors of 19 percent. Single year growth of 
8% and 3% respectively provide benchmarks for 
future assessment. 
 
Gifts to the university, as well as participation levels 
among alumni and others have varied during the six 
years reported.   The most recent comparisons (2006 
– 07) indicate a decrease in participation (14%), but 
an overall increase in total dollars (20%) donated. 
University Advancement monitors these levels and 
has planned a prioritized campaign and identified key 
metrics to focus the appeal towards scholarship.  On-
going analysis will continue to refine the appeal.  
Benchmarks derived from the years reported suggest 
an alumni participation level of 4700 and 15.5% 
annual increase in total gifts to the university.  
 
The university’s academic operating budget (as a 
proportion of its operating budget) has declined very 
slightly (.3%) during the three years reported. The 
analysis was computed ratio of budgeted academic 

expenditures (instruction, research, CE service, and 
scholarship) to the total annual operating budget 
which also student services, institutional support, and 
plant operations.  Generally, CSU expends 64% of its 
annual budget on academic related expenditures; a 
value useful for comparisons in the future. 
 
International programs represent agreements between 
organizational units within CSU with foreign based 
universities and agencies.  Program agreements have 
increased (three new programs between 2004 and 
2007) and student enrollments associated with these 
programs have increased by 16.4 percent during the 
same period (based upon a tally of students enrolled 
with a F1 or J1 visa.   
 
Conclusions 
 
The university’s financial health and well being is 
generally good. However, enrollment and credit 
hours have declined in recent years. Further analysis 
might provide additional insights with respect to 
regional demographics. 
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Goal 3: Nurture an Open, Supportive and 
Collaborative Organizational Culture 
 
Table 8:  Higher Education Research Institute Faculty 
Survey 
  FACULTY SURVEY INSTITUTIONAL SUMMARY: 
 Selected Items 
(1989, 1995, 1998, & 2004) 
CSU Full-time UG Faculty 1989 1995 1998 2004 
Number of Respondents 68 165 147 182 

Aspects noted as very satisfactory  
or satisfactory: % % % % 

Salary and fringe benefits  66.2 41.9 40.1 50.3 
Opportunity for scholarly pursuits  39.7 47.2 51.4 67.2 
Teaching load  33.8 67.3 62.7 70.4 
Quality of students  30.9 25.9 17.9 29.4 
Working condition / Office/lab space  51.5 50.0 65.5 73.4 
Autonomy and independence  83.8 81.9 88.7 92.7 
Relationships with other faculty 73.5    

 Professional relationships among fac.   65.8 63.4 76.7 
Social relationships with other faculty   50.3 49.2 62.2 
Competency of colleagues  69.7 66.0 63.8 80.2 
Visibility for jobs at other institutions  37.3 28.9 25.7 51.7 
Job security 75.0 67.1 81.2  
Relationship with administration  37.3 30.6 36.5 65.1 
Opportunity to develop new ideas   61.0 70.0 83.6 
Overall job satisfaction  54.4 64.2 62.0 80.0 
 
Table 9: NSSE Student Survey: Selected Items 
related to Campus culture 

Institutional Environment 
Fresh
men 
2002 

Fresh
men 
2006 

Sen-
iors 
2002

Sen-
iors 
2006

To what extent does your institution emphasize each of the 
following? 1=very little, 2=some, 3=quite a bit, 4=very much 
Average rating for seven 
items 2.00 2.55 1.86 2.38 

Using computers in academic 
work - 3.33 - 3.21 

Attending campus events and 
activities (special speakers, 
cultural performances, 
athletic events, etc.) 

2.19 2.28 1.86 2.12 

Providing the support you 
need to help you succeed 
academically 

2.63 2.80 2.50 2.59 

Helping you cope with your 
non-academic responsibilities 
(work, family, etc.) 

1.82 1.94 1.58 1.65 

Institutional Environment 
Fresh
men 
2002 

Fresh
men 
2006

Sen-
iors 
2002

Sen-
iors 
2006

To what extent does your institution emphasize each of the 
following? 1=very little, 2=some, 3=quite a bit, 4=very much 
Providing the support you 
need to thrive socially 1.97 2.08 1.72 1.76 

Spending significant amounts 
of time studying and on 
academic work 

2.91 2.83 2.94 2.82 

Encouraging contact among 
students from different 
economic, social, and racial 
or ethnic backgrounds 

2.48 2.55 2.41 2.47 

 
Table 10: Characteristics of NSSE Respondents 
 2002 2006 2006 

 Freshmen & 
Seniors Freshmen Seniors 

N 432 258 361 
% White 68 63 72 
% Black 15 14 13 
% Hispanic 3 4 2 
% Asian/Pa 3 7 2 
% Unknown 11 12 11 
 
Table11. Summary of Academic Program Review 
2005-2008 

 Exceeds 
Expectations 

Meets 
Expectations 

Fails 
Expectations 

 Dept Broad Dept Broad Dept Broad 

Purposes, 
Goals, and 
Objectives 

0 2 13 12 1 1 

Curriculum 
/Program 
Quality 

1 3 14 10 1 4 

Faculty 3 4 11 9 1 3 
Students 2 1 12 13 2 3 
Assessment 1 2 12 9 2 4 
Resource 
Support 0 0 6 8 2 1 

A. Library 0 0 13 14 1 1 
B. Tech. 1 1 12 13 1 1 
C. Other  0 0 4 6 8 7 
Analysis of 
Statistical 
Trends 

2 2 10 7 1 5 

Overall 
Evaluation 0 2 13 12 1 1 
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This goal requires the assessment of participation and 
satisfaction of various campus constituencies in 
working collaboratively. CSU has administered many 
homegrown and standardized surveys in the last 
decade to assess performance in this area.  An 
inventory of over 20 surveys was examined by USPC 
to select an appropriate instrument for data 
collection.  Prior surveys have assessed attitudes and 
satisfaction of the following groups: entering, 
current, graduating students, alumni, employers, and 
faculty and staff.  Of all these surveys the Higher 
Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey 
was selected as the instrument for collecting data for 
Vision Unlimited goal 3.   This nationally recognized 
survey has been administered on campus on four 
previous occasions and baseline data from prior 
administrations spans a 15-year period. This survey 
instrument was of particular interest because it 
included an additional feature for adding campus 
specific questions.   
 
Key Performance Indicators: 
 

1. Increase in scores on campus collaboration 
culture survey. 

2. Increase in number of cross functional lateral 
teams, collaborative research, and 
collaborative programs. 

3. Annual reporting of administrative and 
academic program review: 
reviews/agreements completed and in 
progress. 

 
Observations 
 
The Higher Education Research Institute Faculty 
Survey contains items that relate to the collaborative 
atmosphere of the institution.  Table 8 contains 
selected items from surveys of CSU faculty 
conducted four times between 1988 and 2004.  A 
review of the data indicates that, with the exception 
of impressions of salary and student quality, faculty 
expressed satisfaction has dramatically increased 
over the time period posted. Overall job satisfaction 
was rated quite favorably by 80 percent of the faculty 
respondents in 2004, a substantial increase over 
previous ratings.  Data noted for the 2004 survey will 
be utilized as benchmarks for future reviews of this 
indicator.  Additional local items contained in the 

next survey will supplement and enhance this 
measure. 
 
Similarly, seven items which comprise the 
Institutional Environment section of the National 
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) were selected 
to provide an indication of the collaborative nature of 
the campus environment.  Ratings expressed by 
freshmen and seniors alike have improved for each of 
the seven items between 2002 and 2006. Overall the 
average rating for the seven items reflects an 
increased emphasis within the university community 
upon those student support and activities.  Table 10 
also reports the characteristics of respondents to the 
recent survey distributions; individual item analyses 
by race/ethnicity were not available for reporting.  
2006 computed average values (2.6 and 2.4 for 
freshmen and seniors) will be utilized as benchmarks 
for future analyses. 
 
Future administration of these surveys will 
compliment the college, department and unit 
generated data on an open, supportive, and 
collaborative environment at CSU.   
 
Collaborative initiatives on campus include several 
aspects of campus life.  Cooperative academic 
endeavors, student life initiatives throughout colleges 
and departments, and collaborative research represent 
the variety of ways that CSU provides a supportive 
and engaged learning experience for students. 
 
The Office of Student Life coordinates several co-
curricular activities on campus and within the greater 
Cleveland community. Student Life has also declared 
collaboration among campus entities and 
organizations and students and faculty a priority in 
response to Vision Unlimited.  Community service 
initiatives with the City of Cleveland and academic 
partnerships with CSU Dance Department were 
initiated during the past academic year. 
 
The previously reported Analysis of Cited Journal 
Articles for Regional and Statewide Collaborations 
(For the Combined ISI Thomson Indexed Journals—
see Goal 1 discussion) provides insight into 
collaborative research and programs at CSU. 
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Of the 204 journal articles published by CSU authors 
in 2007 cited in the combined ISI Thomson Indexes, 
47 of them (23%) are with other Ohio institutions. 
[Note: one can search for articles by the state (i.e. 
Ohio) in the Web of Science and print out the 
summaries and examine the listing of all institutions 
for that journal article.] The number of journal 
articles with Northeast Ohio Institutions is 36.5 
(18%), with Cleveland Clinic Foundation leading 
with 21.5 (10.5%) journal articles. Note: if a journal 
article has more than one collaborating Ohio 
institution, then the paper is counted for each 
institution according to the fraction of number of 
collaborating Ohio institutions listed for the journal 
article. Thus, if a CSU journal article has authors 
from two other Ohio institutions, then the fraction is 
0.5 for each collaborating institution. One other note, 
one can get a listing of number of CSU journal 
articles broken down by institution in the Web of 
Science website, however this is not accurate, as it 
will list the same journal article multiple times for 
articles that have more than one collaborating 
institution. Thus, to be accurate, the journal articles 
summaries must be printed out and examined (and 
counted) for the various institutions to prevent 
duplicate (or triplicate) counting. 
 
Also, by printing out ALL journal summaries in 2007 
and noting articles that have multiple CSU 
departments or units listed revealed eight journal 
articles (3.9 %) published in 2007 in the ISI Thomson 
Indexes Journal bases with collaboration among CSU 
departments or units.  
 
Suggested benchmarks for this annual review would 
cite the 23 % collaboration rate with institutions 
around Ohio and 4% intra-university collaboration 
rate. 
 
Further inquiry to gauge academic and research 
collaboratives requires a survey of the university 
faculty.  Members currently complete program plan 
proposals at the beginning of each academic year and 
the Faculty Annual Activities Report (FAARS) near 
the end of each academic year.  Information 
concerning faculty service activities is part of the 
AAUP agreed process; the addition of a reporting 
line to address cooperative programs and research 
would require review and agreement.  Further, the 

implementation of the reporting process should 
include a centralized, electronic submission to 
facilitate the analysis of these activities among CSU’s 
600 faculty members. 
 
During the period of 2005 – 2008, 15 programs 
submitted self studies to the Vice Provost.  An 
academic program review of these studies revealed 
the tally of ratings noted in table 11.  In general, 
program reviews met or exceeded both departmental 
and broader expectations in the seven areas noted.  
The review provides feedback to the reporting 
departments concerning the strengths and weaknesses 
of the program review, thus promoting ongoing 
improvement. One area that lacked ratings or 
departed from the trends represented by all others 
was resource support including the sub-categories of 
library, technology, and other support to the program. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Cleveland State University has nurtured and 
improved its supportive organizational culture as 
noted by ratings of faculty and students in recent 
surveys.  Further, efforts documented by the offices 
of the Provost and Student Life, as well as the 
analyses of collaboration among journal authors 
illustrate the cooperative initiatives within the 
regional and statewide academic community.  
Likewise efforts to continually improve academic 
programs and offerings are an institutionalized 
practice at CSU. Continued attention to these 
indicators will serve to maintain and improve this 
campus culture. 
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Goal 4: Create a Culture of Student Success that 
Supports all Core Communities of Students 
 
Table 12: NSSE Campus Engagement Response 
Summary, First Year Students 

NSSE Average ratings: 
Selected Campus 
Engagement Items 

CSU First Year 
Means 

2002 2006 
Academic and Intellectual 
Experiences 2.18 2.29 

Additional Collegiate 
Experiences - 2.16 

Enriching Educational 
Experiences 0.43 0.16 

 
Table 13: NSSE Campus Engagement Response 
Summary, Senior Students 

NSSE Average ratings: 
Selected Campus 
Engagement Items 

CSU Senior Means 

2002 2006 

Academic and Intellectual 
Experiences 2.40 2.42 

Additional Collegiate 
Experiences - 2.22 

Enriching Educational 
Experiences 0.31 0.20 

Source: NSSE Summary Reports, 2002, 2006 
 
Table 14: Post Graduation Activity Survey: Graduate 
School and Employment 

 2006 
(n=1179) 

2007 
(n=1467) 

% Respondents 
considering 
grad school 

40 41 

% Respondents 
employed in a 
degree related 
field 

54 61 

 
 
It is widely recognized that student engagement is a 
critical component of student success.  Accordingly, 
review of CSU’s inventory of existing survey 
instruments was conducted by the USPC and the 
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) was 
chosen as a KPI. This instrument has been 
administered on campus on two occasions, in 2002 
and 2006. Results from these prior administrations 
form the baseline for the future studies aimed at 
collecting data for Vision Unlimited. The other 

measures of student success are employment 
outcomes and the pursuit of graduate studies by CSU 
graduates. 
 
Key Performance Indicators: 

 
1. Increase in scores of student engagement 

satisfaction, and engagement surveys.  
2. Increase in number of recent graduates 

working in their field of study or going on for 
advanced degrees. 

 
Background and Baseline Information 
 
Tables 12 and 13 contain summarized values from 
the NSSE first year and senior year students 
conducted in 2002 and 2006 at CSU.  Please refer to 
Table 10 (Goal 3) for the race/ethnic characteristics 
of the respondents. Items related to student 
engagement on campus (n=21) were selected from 
the response reports and summarized as noted. The 
two initial categories in the tables reflect a response 
scale: 4 = Very Often, 3 = Often, 2 = Sometimes, 1 = 
Never.  The third category reflects a 0 = no activities, 
1 = done, thus the value reports the percentage of 
respondents acknowledging the experience. 
 
Observations 
 
Both first year students and senior respondents noted 
an increased level of engagement on campus between 
2002 and 2006 survey points, from 2.18 to 2.29 and 
from 2.40 to 2.42 for first year and senior students, 
respectively.  Academic experiences include 
interactions and collaborations among students and 
faculty within and outside of classrooms on campus. 
A variety of experiences are noted.  Additional 
collegiate experiences reflect utilization of campus 
resources and opportunities as part of the educational 
experience.   
 
Enriching Educational Experiences refer to 
community service activities, special, external 
projects, and community study opportunities for 
engagement.  Participants respond with a no-yes, 
hence the fractional data.  Both groups indicated a 
decline in this category between 2002 and 2006, from 
0.43 to 0.16 and from 0.31 to 0.20 for first year and 
senior students, respectively.  
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The Office of Career Services surveys CSU graduates 
annually.  The office reports increased proportions of 
respondents considering graduate school programs 
and those reporting to be employed in a field related 
to their program of studies.  
 
Conclusions  
 
The benchmark (NSSE, 2006) survey data for first 
year and senior students provide a basis for 
comparison and ongoing strategic planning to 
improve the climate of support for student success at 
Cleveland State.  Post graduate activity and plans 
provide one measure of the degree of that success.  
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Goal 5: Improve Community Relationships and 
Service 
No existing survey or database of performance 
measures exits to systematically collect information 
on CSU’s community relations and service on a 
university-wide basis.  Consultations with the Office 
of Marketing revealed that this data is typically 
collected by contacting the offices of the President, 
Vice Presidents, Provost, and Deans.  For a public 
institution this data is very important in leveraging 
and promoting university expertise in enhancing the 
educational, social, economic, and cultural needs of 
the community.  KPI for this goal will involve data 
collection through the above-mentioned offices. 
 
Key Performance Indicators: 
 

1. Increase in number of community 
partnerships and collaborations, and number 
of new educational initiatives directed 
towards meeting the educational, social and 
economic needs of the community. 

 
Observations 
 
Cleveland State University is actively promoting 
collaborations, relationships, and partnerships both 
within the university organization and within the 
greater external community.  Endeavors with local 
industry, fellow academic institutions, the state of 
Ohio, and other agencies have been initiated during 
the past academic year (2007-08).  Actions and 
evidence to document these activities: 
 
• Provost Saunders created the Task Force on 

Excellence and Engagement.  Their report was 
submitted in September. 

• The CSU Vice President for Research has 
documented 14 community/agency partnerships 
that share financial resources, personnel, and/or 
facilities with Cleveland State faculty and 
students for the purpose of research. 

• CSU obtained state funding (Choose Ohio First) 
to participate in four programs as lead or partner 
institution with other schools for funded 
academic programs. 

• The state's Third Frontier Commission and 
University System of Ohio have made monetary 

awards to 10 university collaborations so they can 
attract researchers and their federal research 
grants and staff members to Ohio. Cleveland 
State University will get $900,000 to strengthen 
its cardiovascular repair and tissue engineering 
research collaborative with the Cleveland Clinic. 
Universities submitted proposals for funds based 
on their areas of academic and research strengths. 

• Cleveland State University partners with 26 
regional, national, and international institutions 
(high schools, community colleges, four-year 
colleges and universities, and other 
organizations).  Sixty-six (66) agreements (42 
undergraduate, 24 graduate) in the form of 
program articulations, consortium agreements, 
and joint programming have been established by 
all of CSU’s colleges.  An additional 18 
memoranda of understanding provide for facility 
usage and other academic collaboration with 
external partners.  Examples of collaborative 
institutions include: Cuyahoga Community 
College, Lorain County Community College, 
Lakeland Community College, Cleveland Clinic 
Foundation, North East Ohio Universities - 
College of Pharmacy, and the University of 
Akron 

• The Student Life Office coordinates student led 
community service and volunteer initiatives 
throughout the academic year.  Over 60 local 
agencies are listed as opportunities for student 
volunteers.   

• Finally, the initiatives and recent successes of the 
CSU Athletic Program equates to improved 
community relationships and involvement.  CSU 
was awarded the J. McCafferty Trophy, which is 
presented annually by the Horizon League in 
recognition of the league's all-sport champion. 
The Vikings won five team championships in 
2007-08 – women’s basketball, volleyball and 
softball, and men’s tennis and golf.  Two teams – 
men’s basketball and men’s swimming – finished 
second. 
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Suggestions 
 
While a few quantitative measures can support the 
annual review of the intensity of Cleveland State 
University’s community involvement and 
relationships, other strategies can more adequately 
address the ongoing success towards this goal.  
Suggested strategies include the annual review of 
selected proposals with community service and 
relationship objectives by devising a method to assess 
progress toward the stated intended outcomes with 
agencies that comprise the larger external community 
(i.e. local and state agencies, accrediting agencies, 
industry, educational entities, and the immediate 
community).  
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Goal 6: Enhance CSU’s Physical Environment 
and Image 
No existing survey or database of performance 
measures exists to systematically collect information 
on CSU’s physical environment and image on a 
university-wide basis.  Several offices were contacted 
to assess how such information could be collected.  
These were the offices of Facilities and Operations, 
Division of Capital Planning, Marketing and Public 
Affairs, and Student Affairs. Recommendations from 
these offices directed KPI selection for this Vision 
Unlimited goal.  In the past, analysis of student-
oriented spaces (classrooms, labs, lounges, 
recreation, and space for other types of activities) has 
been conducted by external consultants on campus. 
Similarly, market research has also been conducted 
on campus by hiring consultants from external firms.  
Replicating both these types of studies on an 
identified cycle is recommended for reporting of KPI 
under goal 6.  

 
Key Performance Indicators: 

 
1. Increase in faculty and student satisfaction 

and participation in the campus planning 
process. 

2. Increase in student-oriented on and off 
campus spaces: classrooms, instructional labs, 
lounges, recreation, student organizations, 
student activity (events in atriums, meeting 
rooms, etc.), retail and other spaces. 

3. Increase in student satisfaction with on-
campus student spaces, beautification of 
campus, parking and student housing. 

4. Market research: content analysis of 
newspaper clippings and survey of key 
community leaders to determine CSU's 
service and relationship with the community. 

 
Background and Baseline Information 
 
The KPIs (#1 and #3) for assessing CSU’s physical 
environment and image will be assessed by 
administering locally prepared survey questions to 
faculty and students.  This is necessary because 
instruments with national norms are not available 
with the needed level of detail. Questions for such a 
survey were constructed by USPC.  These questions 
assess (1) input and participation in the campus 

planning process, and (2) input in designing and 
satisfaction with on-campus student spaces, 
beautification of campus, parking, and student 
housing.  These survey questions are to be 
administered to student leaders by Student Life in 
Spring semesters.  The same questions are to be 
adapted for assessing faculty feedback through the 
HERI faculty survey, and included as additional 
questions at the time of the next survey 
administration. Additionally, University Marketing 
plans to initiate a marketing research effort to provide 
the opportunity to assess CSU’s market image (see 
the discussion below). 
 
Observations  
 
Student Space 
 
Cleveland State University published its Master Plan 
in 2004.  Endorsed by the Board of Trustees, the 
Cleveland Planning Commission, and numerous 
private and public sector stakeholders, the plan 
outlined an ambitious multi-phase effort to develop 
the downtown campus space to better serve the 
students, staff and surrounding community. Also, 
East and West Centers compliment the downtown 
campus with additional classroom and other facility 
to provide educational experiences for CSU students.  
In 2005, the university reported 4.26 million square 
feet of facility for all purposes.  In 2006, the total 
increased to 4.57 million square feet (Source: Book 
of Trends). 
 
Physical development and improvements to the 
University setting have progressed.  In 2005 Building 
Blocks for the Future, an ambitious $250 million 
remake of the campus that was introduced in the 
Master Plan was launched.  Coordinated with the 
city’s Euclid Corridor Project, the face of the 
University was softened and access improved via 
several welcoming entry points.  To date, progress on 
the master plan is noted:  
 
2005: Plaza Renovations completed 
2006: Grand opening of Fenn Tower residences 
2006: Opening of Recreation Center and Garage  
2007: Parker Hannifin Administration Center  
2007: Parker Hannifin Hall completed 
2008: Law College renovation completed. 
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2008: Opening of Main Classroom renovations 
2008: Opening of Main Classroom atrium 
2008: University Center razed  
2008: Student Center construction begins 
2008: Ground broken for College of Education       
and Human Services Building 

                                  

Further research and analysis ensued as the Assistant 
Vice President for Marketing initiated a process to 
brand CSU.  More than 75 individual interviews of 
members of the CSU community determined that its 
“reputation lagged behind its reality.”  The initiative 
culminated in a six step strategy to develop, launch, 
assess, and refine CSU’s brand: (engaged learning). 
Launched in Spring, 2008 and supported by media, 

website, and the full university community 
endorsement, CSU students have the unique 
opportunity to connect with their professors, potential 
employers, the community and other students in a 
real way. Brand promotions have unique message 
designs and avenues to reach current and potential 
students, the local professional community, and a 
national constituency. 

 
Of the eleven projects completed or initiated since 
2005, eight represent dedicated development of or 
addition to student space for instruction, residence or 
services.  The Fenn Tower residence added 18 floors 
of dormitory space including 438 beds.  The Main 
Classroom plaza and Law School renovations added 
approximately 98,000 square feet of space dedicated 
to student oriented services and facilities. The new 
Recreation Center provided 100,000 square feet of 
student space as will the Education and Human 
Services building with 100,000 feet of classroom and 
service area.   
 
The new Student Center will replace University 
Center with 120,000 square feet of space representing 
an increase in facility and improvement in design for, 
and commitment to the students of CSU.  
 
Market Research 
 
In response to CSU’s image goal, the administration 
reviewed the organizational structure and its recent 
marketing performance during the Fall, 2007.   The 
officers of the University learned and concluded that 
CSU’s marketing initiative required improvement.  
They responded by relocating the University 
Marketing office within the Office of the Vice 
President for Administration and functionally closer 
to the Office of Undergraduate Admissions. 
University Marketing is Cleveland State's in-house 
agency for marketing and communications, acts as a 
liaison between the University and the media, and 
produces a variety of messages to publicize CSU. 
 

 
University Marketing will next seek the help of the 
faculty and graduate students in the School of 
Communication to assess the progress of the 
branding effort and its impact and CSU’s image 
within the northeastern Ohio community.  Studies, 
surveys, focus groups, and other analyses will be 
employed this academic year.  
 
CSU’s student focus was enhanced with 
administrative initiatives including central scheduling 
of classroom space, technology upgrades, and library 
reorganization and space allocation for enhanced 
learning opportunities.  Additionally, a permanent 
budget line item now supports the Honors program at 
CSU providing scholarship funds to participant 
students. 
 
Finally, as a testament to CSU’s initial progress, the 
university hosted the 2008 Democratic Candidate 
Debate brining national attention to the campus. 
 
Observation 
 
The documented progress on Cleveland State’s 
Master Plan suggests an attitude shift and a physical 
commitment to a “street level campus” serving both 
residential and commuting students.  Strategic 
changes in marketing and communications also 
acknowledge the attitude shift at CSU with the 
engaged learning campaign.  Similar to Goal 5, the 
annual review of indicators towards this goal would 
include analysis of survey and marketing response 
data in addition to a review of Master Plan timeline 
progress.  



 

Definitions and Specifications of the Data Reported 
 
 

First Year Retention represents the rate at which first-year full-time degree-seeking students return 
to Cleveland State University measured from Fall to Fall. 
 
Fifth Year Graduation Rates depict the proportion of original cohort class members obtain a degree 
within five years of their initial enrollment at the university. 
 
ACT scores are recorded as submitted; the highest score of multiple submissions is retained.  
 
ACT/converted SAT Scores: SAT scores are converted to an ACT equivalent to standardize the 
data set. CSU records the higher score when multiple or both scores are submitted. 
 
High School Grade Point Average (as reported): GPA’s are normalized to a 0.0 to 4.0 scale for 
comparable reporting and summary. 
 
Academic Budget: The annual allocation of budget to academic areas including instruction, 
research, continuing education, academic support, scholarships, and fellowships.  This subtotal is 
used to determine the academic proportion of the annual total operating budget. 
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