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Executive Summary

Strategic Indicators - 2001

The 2001 Strategic Indicator Report tracks OSU’s progress toward goals set in the
Academic Plan.  Performance data presented in this year’s report was collected and reported
for the 1999-2000 academic year. Generally, performance data for The Ohio State
University is presented in comparison to the mean of the benchmark universities. Though the
focal performance year is 1999-2000, data are presented for O SU and the benchmark
universities for at least 5 yearswhere data are available. This provides a longitudinal
perspective on the performance of the University.

Areas of Improvement
Goal: Burld a World Class Faculty

e Thethree-year average of academic citations shows noticeable improvement. Though a
large gap exists between OSU and benchmark universities, O SU is gaining while the
market share of benchmark universities has slightly declined.

Research Outcomes: Market Share of Citations
1982-1999
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e OSU increased itsmarket share of Federal Research Dollars by .02% while the average
market share for the benchmark universities remained the same. O SU’s change in
market share was greater than 4 of the 9 benchmark universities.

Sponsored Research: Market Share of
Federal Research Dollars

2.00%

1.55% 1.54% 1.53% 1.53% 1.53% 1.52% 14896 1.48% 1.48

1.50%

% o
1.00% o 0| _0.91bs) 6| _0.92f § § ; 054
0.50% 1 r
0.00% .

999999999999999999999999999999999999

Percent Market Share

B Ohio State University [0 Benchmark Mean ‘

Strategic Indicators 2001



Goal: Define Ohio State as Leading Public Land Grant

e Theacademic reputation of graduate professional programsat O SU is near the middle of the
group of benchmark universities. Seven of 14 programsrated by US Newsand World Report
are listed among the top 25 programsnationally.

Academic Program Reputation: Number of Professional
Graduate Programs Considered Among the Top 25 by U.S.
News 2000

Number of Programs in Top 25
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o The qualifications of graduate students enrolling at OSU improved in 1999. This indicates
that O SU is attracting the better students from the applicant pool.

Qualifications of Graduate Students: 1999 GRE
Scores of Applicants and Enrolled Students
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Goal: Enhance the Quality of the Teaching & Learning
Environment

o Overall Faculty Satisfaction is high relative to national comparisons. Particularly, O SU faculty
satisfaction with salary and benefits exceeds the mean of national public universities.

Faculty Satisfaction: Salary & Benefits
1998-99
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e Overall Undergraduate Student Satisfaction is fairly high. Eighty percent of students report that
they are satisfied. This goodwill is evident across all ranks. Though students report much lower
levels of satisfaction regarding specific areaswithin the university, their feeling regarding their
college experience is positive.

Student Satisfaction: Overall College Student Satisfaction: Instruction & Courses -
Experience -1998 1998
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o Graduate Student Satisfaction ison par with other public Research 1 universities. Over 64% of
OSU graduate students expressed overall satisfaction with the quality of their academic
experience at OSU. More than 67% of graduate studentswould recommend their program to
prospective students.

Graduate Student Satisfaction: Overall Graduate Student Satisfaction: Recommend Programto
Quality of Academic Experience - 2000 Prospective Students- 2000
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Goal: Enhance and Better Serve the Student Body

o Student preparation anong the 1999 NFQ F cohort has reached an all time high.
Twentynine percent of the Autumn NFQ F cohort were in the top 10% of their high
school class. Sixty-one percent of the cohort were in the top 25% of their high shool class.
Ninety-three percent of the cohort were in the top 50% of their high school class.

Qualifications of Undergraduate
Students: % in Top 10% of H.S. Class

100
75

48 49 50 48 49 50
50 |
22 21 23 26 26 29
25 -
0 : : : : :

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Percent

‘IOhio State University OBenchmark Mean ‘

Qualifications of Undergraduate
Students: % in Top 25% of H.S. Class
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Qualifications of Undergraduate
Students: % in Top 50% of H.S. Class
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Goal: Enhance and Better Serve the Student Body

o Freshman retention rates for Fall of 1999 show a substantial im provement over previous
years. Student preparation can be linked to improved retention. The continuing
improvements in student preparation may partially explain the improvement in freshman
retention. Another factor may be the increased investment in orientation and student
activities during this time period.

Student Retention: Freshman
Retention Rate
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e The number of campus police officers per 2000 students increased from 1998 to 1999.

Police Officers Per 1000
Students 1998-99
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Goal: Create a Diverse University Community

e OSU iscompetitive in attracting minority faculty from the available minority pool of
new Ph.Ds. Ohio State's particular strength is hiring new African-American and

Hispanic-American faculty.

Faculty Diversity 1995-99: Percent of Full-Time

Under-Represented Minority Faculty
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Faculty Diversity 1999: Percent of Full-Time
Under-Represented Minority Faculty
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OSU has a high proportion of women faculty relative to our benchmark universities.

Faculty Diversity 1995-99: Percent of Female Faculty
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Faculty Diversity 1999: Percent of Faculty by Gender
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Goal: Create a Diverse University Community

o OSU iscompetitive in attracting minority undergraduate students. Though minority students are not
proportionately represented, Ohio State's record compares favorably to most benchmark universities.

Relative to other minority groups, the university does a better job attracting students from the African-
American student population.

Student Diversity Index: Percentof Minority
Students to Percentof State Population 1999-
2000
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e Minority students and women students report levels of satisfaction with specific aspects of OSU that, in
most instances, are statistically similar to non-minority students and men. This similarity is present
among both undergraduate and graduate students.
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Goal: Help Build Ohio’s Future

e Invention disclosures, the first step in the patenting process, increased substantially
from 1998 to 1999.

Research Outcomes: Number of
Invention Disclosures
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e A majority of O SU's student population have taken advantage of university
sponsored community service opportunities. Approximately twenty-seven percent of the
student population contributes at least an hour of their time to volunteer efforts every

week.
Community Service: 1998 Hours Spent Per Week On
Community Service -1998
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e OSU faculty are involved in volunteer efforts at a level consistent with the national
average. Associate professors are particularly likely to be involved in volunteer efforts.

Community Service: Percentof Faculty
who volunteer atleast1 hour per week
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Areas of Relative Weakness

Goal: Build a World Class Faculty

e On average, the Federal Research Dollarsmarket share for benchmark universities held
steady; however, this average masks substantial gains by at least 3 universities and modest
gains by another two. For O SU to “catch-up” with the leading research universities,
Market Share of Federal Research Dollarsmust grow consistently over a period of time..

Sponsored Research: Change in %
Federal Research Market Share 1997-98
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Goal: Enhance the Quality of the Teaching & Learning
Environment

o Faculty satisfaction data indicate that there is general perception of lack of clerical and
technical support. Most faculty also indicate a lack of mentoring in research and teaching.
Generally there is a noticeable difference in satisfaction across ran k. Often the lowest levels
of satisfaction are found at the associate professor rank.

Faculty Satisfaction: Clerical Support Faculty Satisfaction: Technical Support
1998-99 1998-99
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Goal: Enhance the Quality of the Teaching & Learning
Environment

o More than 40% of undergraduate students report dissatisfaction with campus climate and
instruction. A consistent trend in the data is that dissatisfaction increases substantially in
the sophomore and junior years. Though this trend is considered "normal™ it does
represent a potential area of performance improvementwhich would im pact a large
number of students.

Student Satisfaction: Instruction
& Courses - 1998
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Goal: Enhance the Quality of the Teaching & Learning
Environment

e More than 50% of students report dissatisfaction with student support services such as
advising, career coungling, job placement, and financial aid services.

Student Satisfaction: Student Support Services
1998
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o Graduate Students tend to rate the quality of student life much lower than the quality of
academic programs at O SU.

Graduate Student Satisfaction:
Overall Quality of Student
Experience - 2000

Graduate Student Satisfaction:
Overall Quality of Academic
Experience - 2000
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Goal: Enhance and Better Serve the Student Body

e Thenumber of crimes reported per 1000 students in 1999 was higher than the
benchmark average and increased over rate reported in 1998.

Crimes Per 1000 Students
1998-1999
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e The sixyear graduation rate remains substantially below the benchmark average.
Though student preparation has improved, this has not yet translated into im proved
graduation rates.

Student Success: Six Year
Graduation Rate
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Goal: Create a Diverse University Community

e Though student diversity shows improvement, some minority groups have less presence on
campus. While O SU has attracted and retained minority students, the graduation rate for this
population is lower than that of the student population as awhole. Though Ohio State is
similar to the benchmark universities in this regard, this is still a point of concern.

Minority Success: Minority 6 Year
Graduation Rate - African American
Students
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o Satisfaction with Overall College Experience is lower for minority undergraduates than for non-
minorities. There is also a noticeable gap in satisfaction between minority and non-m irority
undergraduates in the area of Student Life.

Minority Success: Minority 6 Year Graduation
Rate - Gap between Total and African American
Population
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Goal: Create a Diverse University Community

e Minority faculty and women both report lower levels of satisfaction overall. Minority
faculty report lower satisfaction with compensation and teaching than majority faculty.
Women faculty are less satisfied with teaching than men faculty. Minorities and
women are no more likely than the majority to perceive adequate mentoring in
teaching and research.

Strategic Indicators 2001
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Goal: Help Build Ohio’s Future

o Invention disclosures at OSU lag those of the benchmark universities. While the
university made noticeable progress in this area in 1999, the benchmark universities have
also made improvements. Because invention disclosures are linked to patents and licen ses,
the gap between Ohio State and the benchmark universitieswith regard to patents and
licenses is increasing aswell. In 1999, there seemed to be an overall slowing of inventions
and patenting among benchmark schools. However, in 1999 revenue from licensing

averaged under $8 million anong the benchmark universities compared to just under $2

million at O

SU.
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e Though 27% of students report spending at least an hour in volunteer work per week,
52% of the students surveyed reported spending no tim e in volunteer activity. While many
students have taken advantage of community service opportunities, at least 40% have not.
This suggests a substantial reservoir of studentswhose interest in community service has
not heen engaged.
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Appendix to the Executive Summary

In academic year 1997-98, The Ohio State University selected the following
universities as its primary st of benchmark institutions:

University of Arizona

University of California-Los Angeles
University of lllinois at Champaign-Urbana
University of Michigan

University of Minnesota

Pennsylvania State University

University of Texas at Austin

University of Washington

University of Wisconsin-Madison

The criteria by which these universitieswere selected were based on organizational
similarity and quality. To capture similarity, organizational college configuration,
distribution of faculty, and institution size were examined. A reputation ranking, based on a
composite of rankings by the National Research Council, U.S. News and World Report,
and the Association of American Universities, was developed, and only institutions that
earned a higher rank than O SU were slected as benchmarks. The selection of similarly
organized universities allowed comparison of universitieswith similar histories and resource
allocation. Selecting similar universities, but of higher reputation rankings, increases the
probability that programs, initiatives, and policieswith a positive effect on performance may be
more easily transferred to OSU.

The benchmarking process has continued with the collection of strategic information about
OSU and comparable information from the nine benchmark universities. The presentation of
this report represents the second phase of the benchmarking process: identification of first
generation strategic indicators.

This Executive Summary represents a distillation of key findings from the larger performance
analysis. Below isa complete list of performance com parisons that can be found in the
Strategic Indicators 2001 document. Any information regarding the sources of data or the
calculation of measures can be found in the comprehensive appendix to the Strategic
Indicators 2001 document. The Strategic Indicators 2001 document is available for review
at www .rpia.ohio-state.edu/strategic_analysis/strategic_indicators.htm.

Strategic Indicators 2001
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Full List of Performance Data In Sl 2000

Goal: Build aWorld Class Faculty

Academic Honors and Awards

Faculty Honors, Awards and Member ships
Sudent Honors and Awards

Research Outcomes — Publications & Citations

Market Share of Publications and Citations

Sponsored Research
Market Share of Federal Research Dollars

Goal: Define Ohio State as a Leading Land Grant University

Academic Program Reputation

NRC Rankings
U.S. News PhD Program Rankings
U.S. News Professional Graduate Program Rankings

Qualifications of Graduate Students

GRE Scores

Goal: Enhance the Quality of the Teaching and Learning
Environment

Faculty Experience

Satisfaction with Workload and Compensation (3 items)
Satisfaction with Administrative Support (3 items)
Satisfaction with Professional Development (3 items)

Undergraduate Student Satisfaction

Overall Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Instruction and Courses
Satisfaction with Campus Life
Satisfaction with Campus Facilities
Satisfaction with Sudent Support Services

Strategic Indicators 2000

19



Goal: Build aWorld Class Faculty

Graduate Student Satisfaction

Overall Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Instruction and Courses
Satisfaction with Campus Life

Satisfaction with Campus Facilities
Satisfaction with Student Support Services
Recommend Program to Prospective Students

Goal: Enhance and Better Serve the Student Body

Qualifications of Undergraduate Students

ACT Scores
High School Rank (top 10%, top 25%, top 50%)

Student Retention

Freshman Retention Rate
Student Success

6-Year Graduation Rate
Student Safety

Crimes Per 1000 Students

Police Officers Per 1000 Sudents
Perception of Safety on Campua
Perception of Safety off Campus

Goal: Create a Diverse University Community

Campus Diversity

Faculty Distribution by Gender

Faculty Distribution (African-American, Hispanic, Asian)

New Faculty Diversity

Sudent Diversity Index

Diversity Concentration Ratio

Sudent Diversity Distribution (African-American, Hispanic, Asian)
Saff Diversity Distribution

Strategic Indicators 2000
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Strategic Indicators 2000

Minority Student Success

Minority Retention Rate and Gap
Minority 6-year Graduation Rate and Gap

Undergraduate Student Experience Gender

Overall Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Instruction and Courses by Gender
Satisfaction with Campus Life by Gender
Satisfaction with Campus Facilities by Gender
Satisfaction with Sudent Support Services by Gender

Undergraduate Student Experience: Minority

Minority Overall Satisfaction

Minority Satisfaction with Instruction and Courses
Minority Satisfaction with Campus Life

Minority Satisfaction with Campus Facilities
Minority Satisfaction with Student Support Services

Graduate Student Satisfaction: Gender & Minority

Satisfaction by Gender with Overall Quality of Academic Experience
Satisfaction by Gender with Overall Quality of Sudent Life

Recommend Program to Prospective Students: Gender

Minority Student Satisfaction with Overall Quality of Academic Experience
Minority Student Satisfaction with Overall Quality of Sudent Life
Recommend Program to Prospective Sudents: Minority

Faculty Experience by Gender

Satisfaction with Workload and Compensation (3 items)
Satisfaction with Administrative Support (3 items)
Satisfaction with Professional Development (3 items)

Minority Faculty Experience

Satisfaction with Workload and Compensation (3 items)
Satisfaction with Administrative Support (3 items)
Satisfaction with Professional Development (3 items)
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Goal: Help Build Ohio’s Future

Strategic Indicators 2000

Research Outcomes — Patents & Licenses

Invention Disclosures

Patents Awarded

Number of Income Generating Licenses
Licensing Income

Income per Income Generating License

Community Service

Percent of Students Performing Community Service

Percent of Students Performing Community Service as Part of Class
Percent of Students Performing Community Service as College Activity
Hours per Week of Community Service

Percent of Faculty Who Volunteer 1 hour Per Week

Percent of faculty Teaching Service Learning Courses

22



