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University Strategic Planning Committee (USPC) 


 Annual Report to the Faculty Senate and Administration 
Academic Year 2007 - 2008 


 
 


I. INTRODUCTION 
 


Purpose of USPC’s Annual Report to Faculty Senate and the Administration 
 
In 2004, Faculty Senate approved a planning structure that created the University 
Strategic Planning Committee and charged the committee with submitting an annual 
report to Faculty Senate and the Administration.  On August 29, 2007, USPC submitted 
its first annual report which outlined the committee’s 2006-2007 planning activities.  The 
report also contained two components that required ratification by Faculty Senate and the 
Administration: 1) a process for implementing changes in Vision Unlimited (VU) as 
needed; and 2) Key Performance Indicators (KPI) for monitoring and assessing progress 
toward goal attainment.  Both components were ratified. The report also presented initial 
data by unit on the 147 tactics set forth in VU. 
 
This report provides a summary of USPC’s activities for the 2007-2008 academic year as 
well as an annual update by unit on VU’s 147 tactics.  In addition, this report focuses on 
KPI and USPC’s efforts to implement: 1) the data collection, analysis and interpretation 
of existing data; 2) strategies for collecting additional data; and 3) identification of 
baselines and/or existing trends for the purpose of progress monitoring.  Unlike the 
preceding year’s report, there are no components that require ratification. 
   
Current USPC Membership 
 
As originally set forth in the planning structure approved by Faculty Senate in 2004, 
USPC’s membership is composed of: 
 - five faculty members selected by Faculty Senate’s Academic Steering   
  Committee 
 - five administrators appointed by the President 
 - the Vice Provost of Planning, Assessment and Information Resource   
  Management (ex officio) 
 - one student representative selected annually by student government. 
 
As of September 2, 2008, the members of USPC were: 
 Faculty Members 
  Connie Hollinger, Chair (Psychology, COS) 
  Virginia Benson (Urban Studies, Urban Affairs) 
  R. D. Nordgren (CASAL, COEHS) 
  Eric Ziolek (Music, CLASS) 
  1 Vacancy created by Ken Keys’ resignation in order to assume additional 
    college-specific responsibilities. 
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 Administrative Members 
  David Anderson (Associate Dean, COS) 
  Tommie Barclay (Director, Web and e-Initiatives) 
  Geoffrey Mearns (Dean, Law) 
  Claire Rahm (Assistant VP, Campus Support Services) 
  William Wilson (CIO, IS&T) 
 Ex-Officio 
  Gitanjali Kaul (Vice Provost, Planning, Assessment and Institutional  
   Resource Management) 
  1 Vacancy created by Jala Khateeb’s graduation. (Congratulations, Jala  
   and many thanks for your contributions to our planning process!) 
 Support 
  Kim Snell (Administrative Coordinator) 
  Landrita McFarland (Secretary II) 
 
Given the atypical cycle of membership (i.e., membership begins mid-year) and other 
realities, USPC lost several invaluable members: 
 Faculty 
  Susan Kogler Hill, Chair (Communication, CLASS) 
  Edward Thomas (Marketing, Business) 
  Cheryl McCahon (Nursing, COEHS) 
 Administrative 
  Brian Cook (Associate VP, Business Affairs, Finance and Controller) 
  Njeri Nuru-Holm (VP, Institutional Diversity) 
 Ex-Officio 
  Scott Muscatello (Student Member) 
 


II. SUMMARY OF USPC’s ACTIVITIES 
 


During the 2007 - 2008 academic year, USPC focused on or completed the following: 
 
 A. Finalizing and submitting its annual report to Faculty Senate. 
 B. Continuing its practice of meeting with key administrators regarding their  
 contributions to achieving goals set forth in Vision Unlimited (VU).  
 C. Encountering “top-down” external realities, primarily Chancellor Fingerhut’s 
 Strategic Plan for Higher Education. 
 D. Adjusting to new members, new Committee Chair and the loss of key 
members  with “institutional memory”. 
 E. Planning and executing SPUR III. 
 F. Implementing the assessment of VU’s Key Performance Indicators (KPI). 
 G. Updating VU’s tactics data from individual colleges and units. 
 H. Preparing for the 2008 - 2009 academic year. 
 
Discussion of the above activities follows. 
 
Report to Faculty Senate 
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As required, USPC submitted its first annual report to the Administration and Faculty 
Senate’s Academic Steering Committee (ASC) on August 29th for review at ASC’s 
September 5th meeting.  The report was subsequently submitted to Faculty Senate by 
ASC for review. 
 
Two components of the report required Senate ratification: 1) USPC’s proposed process 
for change or modification of Vision Unlimited; and 2) USPC’s identified key 
performance indicators (KPI) (see Appendix A).  Questions raised regarding 
disaggregation of student data were addressed, the two components requiring ratification 
were ratified and the report was accepted by Faculty Senate. 
 
Meetings with Key Administrators 
 
President Schwartz: 
 
On October 4th, USPC met with the President.  In the course of this meeting, USPC 
learned much regarding external realities.  The President addressed the North East Ohio 
Commission (NEOCOM) Report, the state-wide intent to “organize” higher education 
into a “system”, etc., all of which provided USPC with a “heads-up” to contemplate the 
fact that VU’s “bottom-up” was about to meet “top-down”. 
 
Provost Saunders: 
 
On November 1st, USPC met with Provost Saunders who provided updates regarding 
external events (e.g., the “rumored” merger of CSU and the University of Akron) and the 
University’s response to date.  She also requested input from USPC regarding her 
Position Statement which USPC subsequently provided. 
 
The Provost also announced her intent to create a task force to assist in responding to 
external realities.  It should be noted that, prior to the formation of the Task Force, she 
solicited names of faculty who might serve on the task force.  Sheldon Gelman, Faculty 
Senate President and Connie Hollinger, Chair of USPC both submitted faculty names for 
the formation of her Task Force on Engagement and Excellence (TF E&E). 
 
At its last meeting of the year (May 1st), Provost Saunders met again with USPC.  She 
provided an update on CSU’s response to the Chancellor’s plan, the possible implications 
of CSU’s identified niche and the role of USPC in the upcoming academic year.   
 
 
 
  
Vice President Boyle and Ed Schmittgen: 
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On November 15th, USPC met first with both Vice President Boyle and Mr. Schmittgen 
to discuss the Master Plan and capitol planning as they related to the goals of VU.  The 
Master Plan was identified as a possible focus for SPUR III.  
 
Subsequently, USPC met with the Vice President to discuss the status of the 
Administrative Review Process and budgeting issues.  Unlike the Academic Program 
Review process, a parallel review of administrative units has not been implemented to 
date.  Budget decision making has had minimal if any connection to VU. 
 
Assistant Vice President Rob Spademan: 
 
On March 6th, USPC met with Assistant Vice President Spademan who provided a 
comprehensive description of the “engaged learning” initiative.  He also explained the 
need in marketing for a university to establish a “brand” and suggested that USPC 
members check the “engaged learning” website for stories and video examples of our 
students engaged in learning.  He noted that “our city is our campus” had no “deep 
meaning” and, in one variant or another, was a “brand” set forth by approximately 580 
other campuses.  
 
Encountering “Top-Down” 
 
Amidst the above meetings, USPC wrestled with issues of its role and VU’s future given 
rapidly changing external realities, issues which remained on the forefront throughout the 
academic year.  One substantive outcome of its discussions was the decision to focus 
SPUR III on engaged learning and to begin collaborating with TF E&E in the process. 
 
While “responding to external realities” was beyond USPC’s purview, internal 
collaboration was viewed as being critical.  Meetings between USPC & TF E & E were 
conducted and collaboration on SPUR III was begun.  Of equal, if not greater, importance 
was the establishment of internal lines of communication. 
 
Committee Transitioning 
 
As of December 31st, 2007, USPC’s composition was due to undergo a major transition.  
Two key faculty members were due to leave: Sue Hill, USPC’s Chair, and Ed Thomas, 
both of whom had many years of experience with USPC’s formation (i.e., the Planning to 
Plan Committee) and fledgling existence.  Several administrative members were also due 
to exit USPC but administrative re-appointments were possible.  Fortunately for USPC, 
Bill Wilson and Geoff Mearns were re-appointed, re-appointments that added to USPC’s 
continuity. 
 
From among USPC’s five faculty members, President Schwartz appointed a new 
chairperson, Connie Hollinger, who had the longest tenure on the committee among the 
five faculty members, less than twelve months.  Any successful aspect of the transition 
was a direct function of Sue Hill’s willingness to conduct an intensive “independent 
study” with the new chair throughout the semester break. 
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Responding to “Top-Down” 
 
Professor Benson kindly agreed to be USPC’s “monitor” of on-going external events by 
exploring northeastern Ohio (NEO) universities’ web-sites, attending Chancellor 
Fingerhut’s public appearances, etc.  Her research led her to conclude that CSU’s 
“bottom-up” strategic plan was rather unique, at least among NEO universities. 
  
As previously noted, Provost Saunders invited both USPC and Faculty Senate to submit 
names of faculty to serve on her newly created Task Force on Engagement and 
Excellence, a task force to work on and advise the Provost regarding the University’s 
response to external realities.  Both USPC and Senate did so.  USPC recognized the 
importance of its establishing communication and working relationships with the Task 
Force, and Barb Margolius, Chair of the Task Force, was quite responsive. Collaboration 
between the two bodies began (See SPUR III below) soon after the Task Force’s 
formation. 
 
During spring semester, USPC members studied and discussed the Chancellor’s plan, 
reviewed the Carnegie Commission’s criteria for community engagement status, etc.  
With the exception of Provost Saunders and Rob Spademan, plans for meetings with 
additional key administrators were suspended. 
 
SPUR III:  “engaged learning – Challenges and Opportunities” 
 
A key outcome of the collaboration between the Task Force and USPC was the change of 
focus for SPUR III.  USPC’s prior plan to focus on master planning paled in comparison 
to the timeliness of “engaged learning”.  The challenges and opportunities associated 
with engaged learning became the focus of SPUR III’s discussion groups.  Included in 
SPUR III was an opportunity for all academic deans to provide an overview of their 
units’ activities with respect to engaged learning.   
 
Two of USPC’s goals for SPUR III were to: 1) increase university-wide participation; 
and 2) move toward expanded community involvement.  Internally, invitations were 
extended to chairs of standing Faculty Senate committees, in addition to Faculty 
Senators; student representatives in addition to those representing student government; 
and representatives from the MAS Advisory Council to provide representation of 
university staff.  In an attempt to expand community involvement, all Trustees were 
invited along with the chairs of the colleges’ visiting committees.  The response and 
participation of “new” invitees was quite positive.  Given the attendance rate and energy 
that the new invitees brought to SPUR’s discussion sessions, further steps “outward into 
the community” and increased student representation should be explored for SPUR IV. 
      
A summary of key opportunities and challenges associated with engaged learning that 
emerged from SPUR III’s discussion groups is provided in Appendix B. 
 
Key Performance Indicators 
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While there are only twenty ratified strategies, several ratified KPI for assessing a given 
strategy are multi-faceted, some of which require mechanisms for data collection 
processes which do not currently exist.  For example, one Goal 1 KPI for assessing 
academic excellence involves identifying the number of faculty and student awards, data 
for which a collection process does not exist. 
   
With Dr. Kaul’s support, the KPI subcommittee was able to engage Dr. James Lanese to 
assist with analysis of existing KPI data and develop needed data collection processes for 
the future.  Dean Anderson with the assistance of Theresa Nawalaniec worked to 
establish baseline data on faculty and student scholarship activities.   
 
Key Performance Indicators (KPI) were developed to create a system that provides the 
campus community with tangible data and operational instruments for determining how 
well the plan is progressing.   It also allows for highlighting key information about those 
areas that need more attention.    
 
During the initial development of the strategic plan, a wide array of suggested indicators 
were  examined by USPC at the goal, strategy and tactical levels for the purpose of 
periodically reviewing and monitoring performance.  From this wide array of suggested 
metrics and suggestions from Strategic Planning University Review (SPUR II) 
participants the USPC, a smaller and more focused set of KPI were identified that capture 
progress of Vision Unlimited as a whole. As the name suggests these key indicators 
include metrics that capture outcomes for each of the six goals on Vision Unlimited. 
These indicators are designed to be suitable for year-end reviews of the plan. 
 
The KPI are used to indicate broad trends for Vision Unlimited as a whole with a few 
select core indicators to assess the direction of performance as rising, stable, or declining. 
To understand what the KPI indicate, it is useful to go beyond the definition of the 
selected indicators to examine two other issues that are relevant to their development. 
These two issues are the rationale for their inclusion and the description of the process by 
which they were identified.  KPI for the strategic plan were developed by USPC partially 
with input from the campus community during the Spring, 2007 SPUR II session.  
Feedback from the SPUR participants was further refined by USPC to reflect the 
suitability of these indicators to the campus environment and the feasibility of data 
collection for each indicator.  
 
Across all Vision Unlimited goals three principles guided the selection of KPI:   
 


1. KPI represent a commonly recognized and standard operational performance 
measures for an institution’s outcomes (e.g., preparation, retention and graduation 
of students, number of faculty publications, and grants, awards/recognition, and 
student credit hours).   


2. When appropriate, KPI employ nationally-recognized instruments for data 
collection with known psychometric properties.  
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3. To the extent possible, KPI were selected from existing institutional databases 
thereby enhancing the feasibility of producing annual reports. This readily 
accessible nature of the KPI allows for identifying immediate baseline data, and 
avoids creating an unacceptably cumbersome progress monitoring system. 


 
The following section presents the initial effort to clarify the indicators by identifying the 
available background/baseline data and information as well as current data and 
information to assess progress toward each goal.  Information is presented to explain the 
goal, its indicator(s) and interpretation of data associated with each. 
 
Methods Utilized to Compile this Report 
 
The committee identified twenty key performance indicators to asses the progress of the 
university toward achieving its six strategic goals.  Each indicator and its primary data 
source within the university were then reviewed to determine the available data and/or 
information that could be utilized to characterize recent trends, and provide an identified 
baseline or benchmark to utilize for progress analysis in the future.  It should be noted 
that assumptions guiding these initial review included the following: 
 


• As noted above, and consistent with the committee’s intentions, data was selected 
and /or derived from readily available sources within the university (i.e., CSU 
Book of Trends, CSU website information, published reports, and other routinely 
available nationally-recognized instruments and summaries) to facilitate further 
analysis. 


• Baseline information was derived from the 2006-07 reports. Recent data for each 
KPI will be included as available.  In the event data was unavailable from 06-07 
(i.e. NSSE, HERI) the most recent available resource was utilized. 


• Concise presentation of information guided the development of the report.  Data 
and information for each key performance indicator is presented in a tabular or 
narrative format.  Brief observations and discussions were used to interpret the 
information and assess the progress for each goal. 


 
Reviewing the data: What next? 
 
In his opening endorsement of Vision Unlimited, CSU President Michael Schwartz 
lauded the plan “as the means for charting the future course of the University and 
identifies strategies for attaining goals and assessing outcomes.”  He further encouraged 
faculty, staff, students, alumni, and the community- all of our stakeholders- to read, 
consult websites, and participate actively “in making the plan a reality…we will 
collectively reach our highest aspiration to establish CSU as the student-focused center of 
scholarly excellence in the heart of the City of Cleveland.” 
 
Vision Unlimited was the result of an ongoing, collaborative process within the university 
community, which employs a bottom-up, grass roots initiative.  The process is designed 
to routinely obtain feedback from stakeholders.  
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Monitoring progress under Vision Unlimited is designed to be an iterative process that 
fits the on-going and continuously updating nature of the plan itself.  It is anticipated that 
through this planning process many programs and operations on CSU’s campus will be 
enhanced.  KPI developed for monitoring the plan will not only capture growth and 
change, but will also provide an interface with the changing external and internal realities 
of the campus. This scan-and-change process is intended to guarantee that planning is 
continuous. The KPI will inform the planning process by generating trends and 
highlighting areas that are either considered strengths or those that need additional focus. 
 
See Appendix C for a summary of KPI data. 
 
VU’s Tactics 
 
Bill Wilson implemented the collection process for updating unit progress with respect to 
units’ previously identified tactics.  In addition, units were asked to identify “newly” 
(i.e., initiated in 2007-08) implemented tactics. 
 
A university-wide reporting template was distributed to the university’s colleges and 
divisions to solicit their activity updates.  The report contained all activities reported last 
year from each area and provided a simple method to update the status of these activities 
as well as add any new activities.  Once all report responses had been received the 
committee integrated all unit activities by goal, strategy, and tactic into a single report.  
This consolidated report was distributed to Academic Steering, the Administration, and 
each college and division. 
 
Updates from the College of Urban Affairs and from University Advancement are not 
included in this year’s report due to the significant organizational and leadership 
transition they have experienced over the last 12 months. 
 
Overall the report reflects close to 700 activities from across campus with over 300 
currently active.  Approximately 200 activities have been taken to a conclusion.   
 
The Committee is working towards making the reporting process electronic for next year.  
If resources are available, colleges and divisions will be able to view, update and add to 
their activities on-line.  This will significantly reduce the time and effort required to 
produce the various reports manually and more importantly make them accessible for 
viewing by all university personnel. 
 
A summary of the updated VU tactics is provided in Appendix D. 
 
Summer 2008   
 
As per an agreement between Provost Saunders and Chairperson Hill, USPC moved to a 
nine-month academic calendar.  Given the summer hiatus, USPC requested and 
Academic Steering granted a “delay” in the submission of USPC’s annual report.  
Respectful of this needed “extension”, USPC planned report assignments and work by 
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members on twelve-month contracts in order to present its report as early as possible in 
fall semester.  Virginia Benson provided her “external monitoring” summary, Bill Wilson 
waded through unit responses to tactics and the KPI subcommittee assisted by Dr. Jeffrey 
Chen and Dr. James Lanese marched forward. 
 
In an ever-changing environment, USPC’s Chair found herself in Utah for a five-day 
American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) conference with Provost 
Saunders, Vice Provost Kaul, Vice Provost Sutton and Professor Huang who represented 
the Task Force on Engagement and Excellence.  The experience was quite helpful in 
building communication links and better understanding of USPC’s role in the upcoming 
academic year. 
 
During the conference, Provost Saunders provided the good news that CSU’s response to 
Chancellor Fingerhut’s strategic plan is not due until June 2009, not December 2008.  
Given USPC’s continued commitment to its bottom-up process, a primary challenge for 
the upcoming year will be, through collaboration and communication, integrating the 
University’s response to external realities with VU.   
 
Throughout the remainder of the summer, USPC’s Chair met with TF E & E, individual 
Task Force members, the AAC&U team and others in order to maintain USPC’s 
involvement in the planning process.  It should be noted that the Provost extended a 
summer contract to the Chair for this involvement. 
 
On August 14, TF E & E presented a draft report to the Provost.  The Chair will 
distribute TF E & E’s final report to USPC members to review and consider its 
implications for USPC’s future activities. 
   


III. THE 2008-2009 ACADEMIC YEAR 
 
USPC’s first task is to submit its second annual report to Faculty Senate as soon as 
possible which, according to agreement, is due fall semester.  Given no changes in VU’s 
goals and strategies, the report will not require ratification. 
 
USPC’s primary task will be its involvement with and contribution to the University’s 
response to the external realities and maintaining communication with internal 
constituencies involved in that process.  Key external realities include the North Central 
Accreditation visit with its “kick-off” on 9/11/08 and an on-campus visit by the 
Chancellor in November. Such involvement is viewed as being central to maintaining 
VU’s bottom-up philosophy while ensuring that VU remains a “living” document that is 
responsive to external realities. 
 
A new process element to be introduced is the Provost’s engagement of the Learning 
Alliance (LA) to conduct individual interviews and at least one roundtable much like the 
Pew Roundtables conducted in the late 1990’s.  Of the 30 representatives currently 
planned to participate in the October LA roundtable, two will be USPC faculty members. 
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Many, if not all, USPC members will be involved “wearing one hat or another” in one or 
more of the above activities.  2008-2009 appears to be a busy one for USPC. 
 
Planning for SPUR IV will also be on USPC’s agenda.  Given the fluidity of timelines 
and issues, this planning will also need to be “fluid”.  The collaborative work of the 
Learning Alliance roundtable might: a) preclude the need for SPUR IV; b) contribute to 
the definition of SPUR IV’s purpose and goals; and/or c) alter the timing, list of invitees 
and other elements that characterized earlier SPUR’s.  
 
USPC might also decide to examine current membership policies.  Current policy 
stipulates membership on a calendar basis which is out of sync with the rest of the 
University’s functioning (i.e., student and faculty elections).  Policies also initially 
stipulated two-year committee memberships.  Given the necessary learning curve, this 
timeline is quite short.  While the original policy to ensure “new blood” remains 
important, institutional memory and continuity, especially in these rapidly changing 
times, have proven to be of equal importance.  At present, Dr. Kaul is the only USPC 
member with a complete “institutional memory” of our strategic planning process to date. 
 
USPC has greatly benefitted from the President’s re-appointment of representatives from 
the administration.  Bill Wilson and Geoff Mearns’ continued presence has been very 
helpful.  Bill Wilson’s leadership in the annual collection of tactics data has been 
invaluable.   
 
Presently, Virginia Benson and Connie Hollinger are scheduled to end their USPC 
involvement as of 12/31/08.  Ken Keys resigned due to new departmental 
responsibilities.  Academic Steering will appoint a faculty member to replace Professor 
Keys.  Given the above, R.D. Nordgren and Eric Ziolek could be the “senior” continuing 
faculty members, both of whom joined USPC in spring semester of 2008. 
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APPENDIX A 
 


KPI RATIFIED BY FACULTY SENATE 
 


(See following page) 
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APPENDIX B 
 


SUMMARY OF MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES TO 
SPUR III’S TWO DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 


 
 


 
What do you see as the challenges associated with “engaged learning”? 


 
What do you see as the opportunities associated with “engaged learning”? 


 
 


(See following page) 
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APPENDIX C 
 


KPI SUMMARY  
 


(See following page) 
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APPENDIX D 
 


SUMMARY OF UPDATED VU TACTICS 
 


(See following page) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 








 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS


Goal Notes To be 
Created Available Source Baseline


1.      Increase in graduation rates of first-time, full-time, degree-seeking 
students, e.g. race, gender, etc. (Fall to fall persistence and 5-year graduation 
rates)


X Office of Institutional 
Research


Y


2.      Increase in freshman admission scores (ACT/SAT/HS GPA/RANK)
X Office of Institutional 


Research
Y


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


Research
Y


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


State, national, and international 
awards, points-of-pride, number of 
citations and number of publications 
as measured by the Science and 
Engineering Index, Social Science 


Some 
information 
needs to be 
compiled


Data partially 
available


Office of 
Advancement, Deans, 
Academic Depts., 
Student Life and 
Athletics


Partial


GOAL 1:  DEVELOP CSU’S ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE AS  A  UNIVERSITY


Index, and the Law Index


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


ACT/SAT HS GPA, HS Rank X Office of Institutional 
Research through ACT


Y


1.      Increase in student credit hours and headcount
X Office of Institutional 


Research
Y


2.      Increases in grant revenues and expenditures (1 and 5 year)
X Office of Sponsored 


Research
Y


3.      Increase in ‘gift’ income, document pledges and alumni rates
X Office of Advancement Y


4.      Increase in % of operating budget allocated to academic expenses
X Budget Office and 


PBAC
Y


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


Include only CISP identified 
international programs


X CISP and IR Y


GOAL 2:   PROVIDE THE FINANCIAL FOUNDATION FOR ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE


A - 1







 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS


Goal Notes To be 
Created Available Source Baseline


1.      Increase in scores on campus collaboration culture survey


HERI questions on attitudes, 
experiences, concerns, job 
satisfaction, workload, teaching 
practices, and professional activities 
of faculty.  Student assessment will be 
captured using NSSE


X Office of Institutional 
Research


Y


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


A campus wide electronic submission 
of FAARS would facilitate data 
collection for this metric


Some 
information 
needs to be 
compiled


Data partially 
available


Deans, Academic 
Affairs, other VPs, 
Student Life, Grad 
Studies


Partial


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


Explore possibilities for 
administrative reviews


X Vice Provost PAIRM Y


GOAL 3:  NURTURE AN OPEN, SUPPORTIVE AND COLLABORATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE


1.      Increase in scores of student engagement satisfaction, and 
        engagement surveys  


NSSE - questions cover (1) supportive 
campus environment, (2) enriching 
educational experiences, (3) student 
faculty collaboration, (4) active and 
collaborative learning, and (5) level of 
academic challenge


X Student Life & IR Y


2.      Increase in number of recent graduates working in their field of 
        study or going on for advanced degrees


Some 
information 
needs to be 
compiled


Data partially 
available


IR & Academic Dept., 
Student Life, 
Advancement, Career 
Services


Partial


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


Some 
information 
needs to be 
compiled


Data partially 
available


Deans, VPs, Career 
Services, Student Life, 
Provost's Office


Partial


GOAL 5:  IMPROVE COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS AND SERVICE


GOAL 4:  CREATE A CULTURE OF STUDENT SUCCESS THAT SUPPORTS ALL CORE COMMUNITIES OF STUDENTS
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 KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS


Goal Notes To be 
Created Available Source Baseline


1.   Increase in faculty and student satisfaction and participation in the 
      campus planning process


This KPI will be assessed using a 
homegrown survey, which will be 
administered to student leaders 
because they are  most likely to be 
involved in this process.  This survey 
will also be adapted for faculty and 
included with the HERI faculty survey 
administration.


Additional new 
CSU specific 
questions for 
HERI and 
NSSE surveys


Data partially 
available


IR, relevant questions 
from NSSE & HERI, 
and  additional new 
CSU specific questions


Partial


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.


Campus wide Space Planning 
Analysis was last completed by an 
external firm Pauline & Associates in 
1995


X Physical Plant, VP for 
Administration, 
Provost


N


GOAL 6: ENHANCE CSU'S PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AND IMAGE  


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


Additional new 
CSU specific 
questions for 
HERI and 
NSSE surveys


Data partially 
available


IR - relevant questions 
from NSSE & 
additional new CSU 
specific questions 


Partial


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


Market research was last conducted in 
1996 and 1999 by external firms


Some 
information 
needs to be 
compiled


Data partially 
available


Advancement & 
President's Office


Partial
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APPENDIX B 


 
SUMMARY OF MOST FREQUENT RESPONSES TO  


SPUR III’S TWO DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 
 


 
 
 


CHALLENGES: 
 
 The most frequently identified challenges noted by SPUR III participants were: 
 
 1. engaged learning is time consuming 
 2. the majority of our students are part-time and/or commuting with other life  
     spheres that require “engagement” (e.g., family, work)   
 3. reward structures are needed for students, staff and faculty who commit to  
     engaged learning. 
 4. assessment of community needs and baseline data to assess our initiative’s  
     progress are essential. 
 
OPPORTUNITIES: 
 
 The most frequently identified opportunities noted by SPUR III participants were: 
 
 1. enhancing the students’ transition from the role of “student” to the roles of  
     “worker” and “citizen”. 
 2. drawing upon the richness of our urban setting 
 3. drawing upon the knowledge and experience of community experts 
 4. highlighting CSU’s established record of engaged learning 
 5. utilizing technology to facilitate engaged learning programs and activities 


 
A comprehensive list of all challenges and opportunities is available upon request 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 B - 1








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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Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 1: Academic Excellence                        63 101 55 0
          Strategy A- Improve Undergraduate Education 19 34 29 0
  1.) Gen Ed curriculum integral to critical thinking and liberal arts education 1 2 1 0
  2.) Engage full-time faculty & students in undergraduate education 1 0 5 0
  3.) Recognize & reward teaching excellence in undergraduate courses 1 0 0 0
  4.) Embed undergraduate research & engaged learning in the curriculum. 0 2 1 0
  5.) Develop an experiential learning requirement for all undergrad students 3 4 6 0
  6.) Create a sense of cohort and learning communities among all students. 1 5 4 0
  7.) Provide support and encouragement to enable academic programs 2 7 6 0
  8.) Opportunities for seamless transition from undergrad to graduate studies 2 8 4 0
  9.) Adopt & develop emerging technologies that enhance student-learning 6 3 0 0
 10.) Expand and support a comprehensive Honors Program 2 3 2 0
          Strategy B- Enhance Graduate Education & Research 15 23 16 0
  1.) Increase support for existing and new doctoral programs 3 3 5 0
  2.) New professional master’s programs that respond to community & market needs 3 8 2 0
  3.) Provide adequate support for graduate programs 1 1 4 0
  4.) Develop research centers that combine teaching, research, public service 3 5 1 0
  5.) Reward faculty for external fund raising 2 2 0 0
  6.) Maintain and enhance research support functions 0 1 0 0
  7.) Fund students, particularly for scholarly participation in national conference 2 2 2 0
  8.) Continue to participate in Economic Growth Challenge/Innovation Incentive 1 1 2 0
          Strategy C- Develop State-of-the-Art Facilities 6 16 2 0
  1.) Determine long-range campus-wide academic depart. and classroom needs 0 4 0 0
  2.) Enhance academic departmental cultures 1 2 1 0
  3.) Develop a faculty/administrative collaborative process for physical plans 1 2 0 0
  4.) involve faculty from the onset in renovation and construction of projects 0 1 0 0
  5.) Build technological capability into all renovations and new constructions 1 1 0 0
  6.) invest in technology to enhance delivery of courses and programs 2 3 0 0
  7.) Develop plan to maintain & update laboratories, classrooms & media labs. 1 3 1 0
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Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


          Strategy D- Facilitate Signature Programs 11 7 2 0
  1.) Identify, fund, develop and promote highly visible Signature Programs 5 6 1 0
  2.) Stimulate development of additional Signature Programs in the colleges 2 1 1 0
  3.) Develop and nurture "incubator programs"- bridge academia & community 2 0 0 0
  4.) Submit all Signature Program initiatives to the University governance process 1 0 0 0
  5.) Expand definition & authority of a school, flexible administrative structure 1 0 0 0
          Strategy E- Explore New Initiatives 5 2 3 0
  1.) Study the feasibility of establishing new Colleges 1 0 0 0
  2.) Establish a Center, School, or College of Fine and Performing Arts 4 2 0 0
  3.) Develop a Futures Think Tank to focus on future trends, new ideas, innovation, 0 0 0 0
  4.) Develop a university-wide Center on Leadership 0 0 1 0
  5.) Bring corporate CEOs to campus to speak and receive awards 0 0 2 0


St t F D l d L i C it 7 19 3 0          Strategy F- Develop engaged Learning Community 7 19 3 0
  1.) Adopt eLearning technology to enhance quality of academic programs 3 9 1 0
  2.) Student demand for on-line, distance learning, other eLearning courses 1 4 0 0
  3.) Support faculty, development and maintenance of eLearning courses 2 2 1 0
  4.) Provide a consistent internet eLearning experience to our students 0 3 1 0
  5.) Develop method use e-Learning as sole method for remedial courses 0 1 0 0
  6.) Ensure that e-Learning and traditional delivery outcomes match 0 0 0 0
  7.) Involve faculty in all curricular e-Learning activity 0 0 0 0
  8.) Expand the use of the ePortfolio model university-wide 1 0 0 0


D - 2







Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 2: Financial Foundation                                 62 90 28 2
          Strategy A- Increase Enrollments 21 54 8 1
  1.) Provide support and advice to the Office of Enrollment Services 1 2 0 0
  2.) Focus recruitment efforts-emphasize outstanding quality & standards 2 5 0 0
  3.) Develop enrollment targets 1 3 0 0
  4.) Revise marketing strategy to focus on expanding/changing markets 2 7 0 0
  5.) Segment market into target groups; market each group 2 9 1 0
  6.) Conduct on-going evaluations of the effectiveness of the strategies 0 3 0 0
  7.) Establish student dual admissions programs 4 1 1 0
  8.) Decrease surcharges on out-of-state and international students 1 0 0 0
  9.) Develop credit for lifelong learning/professional experience 1 1 0 0
 10.) Strategies to increase interest in CSU on part of high school students, 2 10 1 0
 11.) Adopt eLearning programs 3 5 1 0
 12.) Continue to improve website and electronic marketing 0 4 2 0
 13.) Investigate reasons for high number of non-returning students 2 4 2 1
          Strategy B- Focus on Retention & Student Success 12 13 13 1
  1.) Investigate feasibility of a Center for Student Retention Studies 4 0 1 0
  2.) Increase retention and graduation rates 4 5 4 1
  3.) Foster a closer relationship between students and faculty 2 4 3 0
  4.) Establish the CSU "Accord" 0 0 0 0
  5.) Develop programs and services for working adults and workers 0 3 3 0
  6.) Investigate scheduling options to increase enrollments 2 1 2 0
          Strategy C- Increase Fundraising for New Initiatives 15 11 2 0
  1.) Increase monetary and in-kind individual and corporate gifts 6 3 2 0
  2.) Develop a plan to initiate a $50 million capital campaign 6 3 0 0
  3.) Investigate ways to involve faculty more in fundraising activities. 0 2 0 0
  4.) Double dollar amount of sponsored grants & contracts within 5 years. 3 3 0 0


D - 3







Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 2: Financial Foundation- Cont.                  
          Strategy D- Maintain Stable Budget Model 5 5 1 0
  1.) Use turnover in faculty and staff to shape future and build strength 1 2 0 0
  2.) Reengineer enrollment and student services to enhance efficiency 1 0 0 0
  3.) Investigate economic viability & academic quality of program/eLearning. 0 0 0 0
  4.) Build funding new initiatives into budget model 2 1 0 0
  5.) Increase percentage of operating budget allotted to academic expenses 0 1 1 0
  6.) Continue to implement & refine responsibility-centered management 0 1 0 0
  7.) Use of technology for enrollment management and student retention 1 0 0 0
          Strategy E- New Internationally Focused Initiatives 9 7 4 0
  1.) Set up CSU offices in selected countries 0 1 1 0
  2.) Professors at international universities given adjunct appointments in selected departments 1 1 2 0) g j pp p
  3.) Mount a direct mail marketing program in select international colleges 1 2 1 0
  4.) Set up faculty/admin structures in each college to attract more international students 7 3 0 0
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Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 3: Collaborative Organizational Structure       20 30 28 3
          Strategy A- Best practices to accomplish CSU's mission 9 18 10 2
  1.) Integrate a collaborative & continuous decision-making process on important strategic issues 0 1 1 0
  2.) Monitor & annually report on environmental scanning trends 2 0 0 0
  3.) Increase salary competitiveness in recruiting and retaining high quality faculty & staff 0 3 0 0
  4.) Strategically replace large numbers of retirements 0 2 0 0
  5.) Create leadership and career development opportunities for faculty & staff 0 2 1 0
  6.) Enhance incentives & recognition for high quality of work for faculty & staff 0 2 2 0
  7.) Create crisis management procedures to allow response to unforeseen events 1 2 0 1
  8.) General procedures & standards for privatization/outsourcing buildings/facilities 1 0 0 0
  9.) Annual SPUR session for feedback for strategic planning process 0 1 0 0
 10.) Reduce overhead by automating manual administrative processes 3 2 1 0
 11). Network data & voice infrastructure to support the total university environment. 1 0 0 0
 12.) Program reviews to determine areas for growth investment & resource allocation. 1 3 5 1
 13.) Maintain current form of university governance 0 0 0 0
          Strategy B- Improve Communication among students, faculty & staff 11 12 18 1
  1.) Greater student-faculty interaction both in and out of the classroom. 6 7 3 1
  2.) Create opportunities & spaces for informal faculty, staff, & administrative interaction 0 2 5 0
  3.) Provide a temporary private faculty/staff lunchroom that will function 0 1 0 0
  4.) Improve communication practices regarding decisions, policies, procedures, & plans. 4 0 1 0
  5.) Establish ongoing communication procedures between standing university committees 1 0 2 0
  6.) Standing groups & cross functional teams to encourage communication 0 1 1 0
  7.) Promote and expand interdisciplinary research collaborations. 0 1 6 0
  8.) Form interdisciplinary teaching alliances. 0 0 0 0
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Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 4: Commitment to Student Success               15 40 36 3
          Strategy A- Promote a Culturally and Intellectually Rich Campus 5 18 17 2
  1.) Recruit & reward a diverse faculty engaged in teaching & enhancing student experience 1 1 4 0
  2.) Decrease the number of part-time faculty teaching general education courses 0 3 0 0
  3.) Promote faculty-student engagement in co-curricular activities within & outside of the classroom 3 11 11 1
  4.) Maintain and improve access to libraries and other sources of print and electronic information 0 1 1 0
  5.) Equip faculty with technologies that improve faculty/student engagement 1 1 1 1
  6.) Fund a Visiting Professorship Program to encourage interdisciplinary research and teaching 0 1 0 0
  7.) Establish an “Internal Visiting Professorship” program within the University 0 0 0 0
          Strategy B- Improve Student Life on Campus 7 13 6 0
  1.) Provide campus activities for day, evening, residential, commuters, non-traditional & grad students. 1 10 2 0
  2.) Promote student engagement by becoming more of a 24/7 campus. 0 1 0 0) g g y g p
  3.) Support more active student participation in student orgs. to enhance academic environment 5 1 2 0
  4.) Create exciting athletic programs that not only develop a culture of winning but also are tied to academ 0 0 0 0
  5.) Explore methods to increase student involvement in university governance and decision-making 1 1 2 0
           Strategy C- Improve the Quality of Student Services 3 9 13 1
  1.) Create an advising task force with the aim of developing concrete strategies for improvement. 0 1 0 0
  2.) Improve the access of all types of students to all university services 1 5 6 1
  3.) Improve student services utilizing quality research on the needs of all types of students 2 1 6 0
  4.) Identify the unique needs of graduate students and develop services to accommodate them. 0 2 1 0
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Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 5: Valued Community Resource               21 34 21 1
          Strategy A- Maintain and Expand Collaboration and Partnership Activities 7 14 11 0
  1.) Establish office to facilitate the creation of partnerships with major corps & other organizations. 0 1 1 0
  2.) Take advantage of opportunities to partner with community businesses and organizations 1 1 0 0
  3.) Create alumni teams focusing on recruitment, guest lectures, mentoring, and career advice 2 4 2 0
  4.) Link students and faculty to pursue neighborhood and regional economic development 1 0 1 0
  5.) Encourage faculty & staff volunteer efforts in community, maintain database to track connections. 1 1 4 0
  6.) "Campus village" a pedestrian-friendly neighborhood for entertainment, dining, shopping etc. 1 3 2 0
  7.) Expand number of feeder high schools & comm. colleges which we have positive work relationships 0 3 1 0
  8.) Bring education, business, foundation, and civic forces to increase high school graduation rates 1 0 0 0
  9.) Become a significant player in joint ventures with regional colleges, universities, scientific institutions, 0 1 0 0
 10.) Cultivate communty relationships that will help develop a positive CSU image and collaborations in div 0 1 0 0
          Strategy B- Meet Community's Educational and Economic Development Needs 14 20 10 1
  1.) Develop new masters and specialist degree programs to meet community needs. 4 7 1 0
  2.) Enhance identity of Cont Ed as top state & regional choice for training & professional development 2 4 0 0
  3.) Integrate fine and performing arts into the world class Cleveland arts scene 1 2 0 1
  4.) Provide strong, well-funded community outreach programs 3 4 5 0
  5.) Develop and promote lifelong learning opportunities for various community populations. 1 1 0 0
  6.) Expand services and educational opportunities for alumni.   2 1 0 0
  7.) Establish a program to encourage retiring & current professionals to share their skills 0 0 0 0
  8.) Create Executive Learning Spaces. 0 0 0 0
  9.) Involve faculty & students in research, planning, & execution of regionalism projects. 1 1 4 0
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Vision Unlimited Progress Report
As of March 2008


ACTIVITIES 
IDENTIFIED


ACTIVITIES 
PROCEEDING ACHIEVED INACTIVE


Goal 6: Distinctive Image With a Vibrant Environment     9 37 8 0
          Strategy A- Improve the Physical Environment of the Campus 2 8 3 0
  1.) Develop a process to revise the Master Plan & to initiate & prioritize new campus construction. 1 2 0 0
  2.) Develop "green" energy efficient, & sustainability standards for renovations & new construction. 0 2 0 0
  3.) Create student spaces in all new buildings & renovations to meet the needs of all different types 1 0 2 0
  4.) Continue to increase the "sense of campus" through beautification 0 1 1 0
  5.) Improve environment around campus by developing student-oriented businesses 0 1 0 0
  6.) Ongoing assessment of parking services for cost effectiveness, convenience, and safety 0 1 0 0
  7.) Increase the availability of affordable student housing 0 1 0 0
          Strategy B- Build a Strong and Unique Image of CSU to Distinguish it from other Universities 7 29 5 0
  1.) Determine academic niches or distinctive brands that should be cultivated 3 18 4 0
  2.) Promote CSU as an institution that serves students beyond graduation with opportunities 0 1 0 0) y g pp
  3.) Focus campaign messages on CSU's value (We are the best value around) 0 2 1 0
  4.) Develop more name recognition in the business community. 2 3 0 0
  5.) Evaluate name changes of university and programs (University of Cleveland, Urban, Continuing Ed) 0 1 0 0
  6.) Establish a virtual presence in national advertising for signature and targeted programs 1 3 0 0
  7.) Enhance robust data and voice network infrastructure 1 0 0 0
  8.) Enhance CSU's image as providing career opportunities & increased earning potential for students 0 1 0 0


TOTAL 190 332 176 9
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