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INTRODUCTION

In spring semester 2008, the Noel Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) was administered to students at the College of Southern Nevada. The purpose of collecting the data was twofold: to gauge CSN performance currently, and also to evaluate progress since the last administration of the SSI in 2006.  As in 2006, data were collected using a paper-pencil method on all three main campuses of the College of Southern Nevada. In 2008, 3386 students comprised the survey population generated by a stratified random sample method to ensure a representative sample college wide and by campus. Faculty instructing courses included in the sample received packets with the survey administration guidelines, questions and answer sheets via campus mail and were given the last few weeks of spring term to have students complete the survey and return them to the Institutional Research Office.  A total of 2083 surveys were returned and 1890 were processed, resulting in a 56% response rate (although the rate of return was 62%). Because some instructors and students elected to not participate in the survey the return and response rates are not 100%. Thus, while the stratified random sample provided a representative sample population, the respondent pool varies somewhat. Notable differences between demographics reported on SSI and official CSN data include student gender, daypart of attendance, student status as part or full time (SSI indicated 56% of respondents were full time as opposed to 26% according to official CSN data), and student intent.  Another consideration in reviewing results is that while students were asked to indicate on what campus they attend most of their CSN classes (item 113), the campus-specific data are grouped based on campus of data collection, not where students attend most of their classes. A round of data collection unique to CSN Online was also not included in the spring 2008 administration. The inclusion of this rapidly growing campus in the next round of SSI data collection should be considered. Thus, while the results are valuable and will be helpful in continuous service improvement at CSN, they should not be viewed as conclusive.  
The Noel Levitz SSI form used at CSN was the Two-Year Community College Form A consisting of twelve scales: Academic Advising and Counseling Effectiveness, Academic Services, Admissions and Financial Aid Effectiveness, Campus Climate, Campus Support Services, Concern for the Individual, Instructional Effectiveness, Registration Effectiveness, Responsiveness to Diverse Populations, Safety and Security, Service Excellence, Student Centeredness.
Format of Summary
The Executive Summary will first discuss the year-over-year results comparing CSN performance on the SSI between 2006 and 2008. A discussion of performance on the 2008 SSI will follow the year-over-year analysis. For each, composite factored results and composite individual item results are provided in the aggregate for the College overall as well as by campus. The present analysis will report on the composite data and highlight results from the individual campuses. Finally, areas for recommended attention based on the results will be presented. The discussion will occasionally reference scores or intervals based on the seven point Likert scale utilized on the Noel Levitz SSI instrument. While the scale is most typically based on satisfaction (where 7 = very satisfied and 1 = not satisfied at all) and importance (where 7 = very important and 1 = not important at all), it will sometimes emphasize expectation or degrees of ‘yes/no’. The appropriate interpretative framework is noted accordingly.
2006 TO 2008: PROGRESS MADE!

Trend analysis reveals increases in student satisfaction across CSN.  Students indicate that CSN is now better able to meet students’ expectations of their overall college experience* (4.60 to  4.71), that they are overall more satisfied with their experience at CSN so far (5.22 to 5.33) and if students had to do it again, they are more certain now that they would (5.68 to 5.76). On the twelve scales included in the SSI, CSN improved in all areas except Safety and Security which showed a minor decline compared to 2006 (4.88 to 4.84). It should also be noted however that the gap (the difference between the importance of the item and student satisfaction with the item) did not change from 2006 to 2008, so, while there is a statistical difference in the mean, overall the change is essentially flat. Data in two of these areas, Student Centeredness and Responsiveness to Diverse Populations, are statistically significant at the .05 level and they are also the two areas with greatest improvement (.08 and .09 respectively on the scale of 1 to 7).
When reviewing aggregated scores on individual items from the year-over-year analysis a number of improvements stand out. The following table shows improved performance on the indicated items and the mean difference between 2006 and 2008. Items selected for inclusion in this table were based on one of the following: consistent rating of at least a six out of seven on the importance Likert scale in 2006 and 2008 and a mean difference in improvement of at least 0.10 OR a rating of between five and six in the importance Likert scale and a mean difference in improvement of at least a 0.10 that is also at least at the .05 level of statistical significance.
CSN Performance Improvements, 2006-2008
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE 06/08
	SATISFACTION 06/08
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	2. Faculty care about me as an individual.
	5.74/5.66
	4.96/5.06
	0.10*

	11. Security staff respond quickly in emergencies.
	5.84/5.83
	4.65/4.76
	0.11*

	14. Library resources and services are adequate.
	6.12/6.08
	5.19/5.30
	0.11*

	15. I am able to register for classes I need with few conflicts.
	6.30/6.25
	5.08/5.21
	0.13*

	18. The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is excellent.
	6.39/6.35
	5.37/5.48
	0.11*

	32. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about my program requirements.
	6.15/6.10
	4.84/4.94
	0.10

	44. I generally know what’s happening on campus.
	5.24/5.34
	4.34/4.49
	0.15**

	61. Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours.
	6.06/6.04
	5.28/5.38
	0.10*

	72. I saw a counselor prior to registering for classes.
	5.85/5.88
	4.96/5.14
	0.18**

	73. The classes I need for my program are usually available.
	6.35/6.28
	4.92/5.06
	0.14*

	77. My instructors emphasize the importance of attendance, study skills, and planning ahead.
	5.99/6.02
	5.54/5.67
	0.13*

	83. Institution’s commitment to older, returning learners?
	Not indicated
	5.27/5.42
	0.15**

	86. Institution’s commitment to students with disabilities?
	Not indicated
	5.24/5.41
	0.17**


Using the same selection criteria as the items included in the table above, the following table shows areas warranting attention based on a comparison of data from 2006 and 2008:

CSN Performance Declines, 2006-2008
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE 06/08
	SATISFACTION 06/08
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	24. Parking lots are well lighted and secure.
	6.16/6.13
	4.99/4.88
	-0.11

	80. CSN provides good food services.
	5.49/5.48
	4.85/4.36
	-0.49***


Possibly the most notable result in the table above relates to food services. Here, while importance to students remained relatively constant, the decline in satisfaction is not only dramatic (nearly half an interval), it is also statistically significant at the .001 level. This means that there is a one in one thousand chance that the result occurred by chance, hence, the highest level of confidence possible. It should also be acknowledged that just as satisfaction scores in the areas above dropped, importance scores also dipped slightly. Nonetheless, areas where students are less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ (below a rating of 5) are areas warranting attention
In considering the year-over-year data, CSN has done well in showing improvement in many areas, however, an analysis of the 2008 data alone reveal that work remains to be done. The 2008 data are discussed in the next section of this Executive Summary.

2008: ROOM FOR IMPROVEMENT

While there is evidence of improvement when comparing data from 2006 and 2008, an evaluation of data from 2008 reveals a number of areas in need of attention. While the composite data for CSN in 2008 are generally below the national average, CSN does fare slightly above the national average in helpfulness of security and bookstore staff. Another positive result is that we fare above the national average in student certainty of enrolling at CSN if they had to do it over (5.76* compared to 5.68 nationally), and results for all campuses indicate that cost is an important factor in students’ decision to enroll at CSN (item 87). Unfortunately overall student satisfaction at CSN is slightly below the national average (5.33*** compared to 5.44 nationally), and this section of the analysis will explore the specific areas of concern overall and by campus.  Items selected for tabular representation in this section of the summary are based on the following: a rating of at least a six out of seven on the importance Likert scale, a gap score of at least a 1.0 and a mean difference compared to the national average of at least a -0.10.  Results selected will also minimally be at the .05 level of statistical significance. 
Composite Results
Instructional Effectiveness and Registration Effectiveness are scales rated ‘important’ by students and data indicate that students are ‘somewhat satisfied’ in these areas. Scales for other areas that were rated just slightly below ‘important’ by students but where satisfaction ratings were less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ include Safety and Security, Academic Advising/Counseling, Admissions and Financial Aid and Concern for the Individual. All of these areas noted that received a rating below ‘somewhat satisfied’ deserve attention. The scale items not reflected here are: Student Centeredness, Responsiveness to Diverse Populations, Campus Support Services, Academic Services, Service Excellence, and Campus Climate.

There are a number of specific strengths revealed in the composite scores for CSN on the 2008 SSI:

CSN Strengths, Composite Analysis, 2008 SSI

	8. Classes are schedule at times that are convenient for me.

	18. The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is excellent.

	69. There is a good variety of courses provided on this campus.

	70. I am able to experience intellectual growth here.

	31. The campus is safe and secure for all students.

	58. Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in their fields.

	78. The CSN schedule is easy to use.

	34. Computer labs are adequate and accessible.

	14. Library resources and services are adequate.

	68. On the whole, the campus is well-maintained.

	61. Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours.

	51. There are convenient ways of paying my school bill.

	28. It is an enjoyable experience to be a student on this campus.

	42. The equipment in the lab facilities is kept up to date.

	77. My instructors emphasize the importance of attendance, study skills, and planning ahead.

	36. Students are made to feel welcome on this campus.

	62. Bookstore staff are helpful.

	45. This institution has a good reputation within the community.


An understanding of individual item results that fit the aforementioned definition is helpful in illuminating particular areas of concern for attention. Students are ‘somewhat satisfied’ on the following items important to them: helpfulness of personnel involved in registration (item 5), approachability of their academic advisor (item 6), the ability to register for classes their need with few conflicts (item 15), and the availability of classes they need for their program (item 73).  Students are also somewhat satisfied with CSN’s commitment to underrepresented populations (item 84) and its commitment to commuters (item 85). It should be noted that the last two results are slightly below the national average. The results shown on the table are for items where students are less than ‘somewhat satisfied’:
CSN Composite Scores for Individual Items, 2008 SSI
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE
	SATISFACTION
	GAP
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	24. Parking lots are well lighted and secure.
	6.13
	4.88
	1.25
	-0.19***

	32. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about my program requirements. 
	6.10
	4.94
	1.16
	-0.42***

	39. The amount of student parking space on campus is adequate.
	6.11
	4.34
	1.77
	-0.20***

	52. This school does whatever it can to help me reach my educational goals.
	6.04
	4.89
	1.15
	-0.32***


Results from the individual campuses provide further insight into these areas of strength and needed improvement and highlights for each follow.

Cheyenne
Overall, student satisfaction with their experience at CSN-Cheyenne to date is roughly commensurate (and slightly higher) with the national average (CSN= 5.46, National = 5.44), their experience has been a little better than what they expected (4.84) and students indicate certainty in re-enrolling at CSN if they had it all to do over again at a rate higher than the national average (5.84 compared to 5.68). In reviewing the composite data, CSN-Cheyenne students are generally “somewhat satisfied” with their experience.  Results for one scale in particular indicates some need for attention as shown on the table that follows (inclusion in this table is based on the aforementioned criteria):
Cheyenne Campus Composite Scores, 2008 SSI
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE
	SATISFACTION
	GAP
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	Academic Advising/Counseling
	6.03
	4.90
	1.13
	-0.29***


Additional composite scale scores worth noting because they are rated ‘important’ or fall very close to “important” and have a gap score of at least 1.0,  meaning students are less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ include Safety and Security, Admissions and Financial Aid, and Concern for the Individual. Scores for individual items will help further clarify specific areas warranting attention. 
The Cheyenne campus boasts eighteen different specific strengths based on data from individual items (see table below) and three items with results revealing higher satisfaction than the national average: computer labs are adequate and accessible, the amount of student parking space on campus is adequate, and bookstore staff are helpful.  
Cheyenne Campus Strengths, 2008 SSI
	18. The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is excellent.

	31. The campus is safe and secure for all students.

	70. I am able to experience intellectual growth here.

	69. There is a good variety of courses provided on this campus.

	34. Computer labs are adequate and accessible.

	78. The CSN schedule is easy to use.

	58. Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in their fields.

	35. Policies and procedures regarding registration and course selection are clear and well-publicized.

	36. Students are made to feel welcome on this campus.

	61. Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours.

	14. Library resources and services are adequate.

	42. The equipment in the lab facilities is kept up to date.

	62. Bookstore staff are helpful.

	77. My instructors emphasize the importance of attendance, study skills, and planning ahead.

	68. On the whole, the campus is well-maintained.

	3. The quality of instruction in the vocational/technical programs is excellent.

	28. It is an enjoyable experience to be a student on this campus.

	72. I saw a counselor prior to registering for classes.


One additional positive score to report appears in item 86: “Institution’s commitment to students with disabilities?” which is higher than the national average (CSN= 5.58, national = 5.44).  

The data, using the definition provided earlier in this section, also reveal some areas where attention is warranted. 

Cheyenne Campus Select Item Scores—Areas for Improvement, 2008 SSI
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE
	SATISFACTION
	GAP
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	7. Adequate financial aid is available for most students.
	6.02
	4.74
	1.28
	-0.35***

	10. The college shows concern for students as individuals.
	6.03
	4.76
	1.27
	-0.34***

	40. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about the transfer requirements of other schools.
	6.05
	4.88
	1.17
	-0.22*

	46. Faculty provide timely feedback about student progress in a course.
	6.02
	4.94
	1.08
	-0.34***

	52. This school does whatever it can to help me reach my educational goals.
	6.09
	4.87
	1.22
	-0.34***

	65.  Students are notified early in the term if they are doing poorly in a class.
	6.09
	4.33
	1.76
	-0.56***


Additional items of note that are rated as important by students and that receive a less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ rating include item 12: “My academic advisor helps me set goals to work toward” and item 24: “Parking lots are well-lighted and secure.” It is recommended that each of these areas is considered for improvement. 
Henderson
The Henderson campus showed the strongest overall composite scores for a single campus on the 2008 SSI. Henderson had no gap scores on the composite rating over a 1.0, and had three benchmarks with higher satisfaction ratings than the national average: the amount of student parking space on campus is adequate (item 39), parking lots are well-lighted and secure (item 24) and computer labs are adequate and accessible (item 34).  Further, CSN-Henderson students report that their expectations about their college experience and their actual experience is at a level commensurate with national community colleges on this item, and their certainty of enrolling at CSN-Henderson if they had it to do all over again rates higher than the national average (5.84 to 5.68).
In a review of the composite analysis for Henderson, only one scale, Registration Effectiveness, received an importance rating of 6.0 from students. The student satisfaction score for this scale is a 5.31 (0.69 gap) which is only slightly below the national average (-0.08). Of somewhat greater concern is the result for Academic Advising/Counseling, which received a 5.88 importance rating by students and only a 4.94 satisfaction score (0.94 gap) which is below the national average, is a rating of less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ and is significant at the .001 level (-0.25***). Admissions and Financial Aid received a similar rating: 5.72 importance score, 4.89 satisfaction score, 0.83 gap and -0.21** compared to the national average. Happily, Safety and Security rated above the national average at the .01 level of significance (0.20**) even though the satisfaction score (5.17) was below the student importance rating (5.86).
Data from the Henderson campus reveal a number of strengths:

Henderson Campus Strengths, 2008 SSI
	8. Classes are scheduled at times that are convenient for me.

	18. The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is excellent.

	15. I am able to register for classes I need with few conflicts.

	70. I am able to experience intellectual growth here.

	14. Library resources and services are adequate.

	58. Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in their fields.

	31. The campus is safe and secure for all students.

	28. It is an enjoyable experience to be a student on this campus.

	34. Computer labs are adequate and accessible.

	78. The CSN schedule is easy to use.

	77. My instructors emphasize the importance of attendance, study skills, and planning ahead.

	68. On the whole, the campus is well-maintained.

	61. Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours.

	26. Library staff are helpful and approachable.

	51. There are convenient ways of paying my school bill.

	42. The equipment in the lab facilities is kept up to date.

	45. This institution has a good reputation within the community.

	62. Bookstore staff are helpful.


In the analysis of individual items for areas of improvement, only one item satisfied the definition for individual item selection noted previously:

Henderson Campus Select Item Scores—Areas for Improvement, 2008 SSI
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE
	SATISFACTION
	GAP
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	32. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about my program requirements.
	6.03
	5.02
	1.01
	-0.34***


It is worth noting several additional items:  Students are only somewhat satisfied with the availability of classes they need for their program (an item they rated ‘important’; item 73), they are minimally satisfied/tend toward neutral on the item “Financial aid awards are announced to students in time to be helpful in college planning” (item 13)  and students indicate that they are ‘somewhat satisfied’ with CSN-Henderson’s commitment to underrepresented populations (5.14), a figure below the national average (-0.19*).
West Charleston

Compared to the national average, students enrolled at CSN-West Charleston are generally certain that they would re-enroll here if they had it all to do over again (5.66 compared to 5.68).  The CSN-West Charleston campus can be proud of a number of strengths indicated by the results of the 2008 SSI:

West Charleston Campus Strengths, 2008 SSI
	8. Classes are scheduled at times that are convenient for me.

	18. The quality of instruction I receive in most of my classes is excellent.

	69. There is a good variety of courses provided on this campus.

	31. The campus is safe and secure for all students.

	70. I am able to experience intellectual growth here.

	78. The CSN schedule is easy to use.

	58. Nearly all of the faculty are knowledgeable in their fields.

	66. Program requirements are clear and reasonable.

	68. On the whole, the campus is well-maintained.

	61. Faculty are usually available after class and during office hours.

	28. It is an enjoyable experience to be a student on this campus.

	42. The equipment in the lab facilities is kept up to date. 

	51. There are convenient ways of paying my school bill.

	77. My instructors emphasize the importance of attendance, study skills, and planning ahead.

	50. Tutoring services are readily available.

	36. Students are made to feel welcome on this campus.


Yet, compared to the other two main campuses, students enrolled at CSN-West Charleston are the least overall satisfied with their experience (5.27 compared to 5.39 at Henderson and 5.46 at Cheyenne). Analysis of the composite data reveals a number of scales with significant gap scores that are also below the national average. These are reflected in the table below:
West Charleston Composite Scale Scores—Areas for Improvement, 2008 SSI
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE
	SATISFACTION
	GAP
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	Instructional Effectiveness
	6.12
	5.11
	1.01
	-0.27***

	Safety and Security
	6.10
	4.56
	1.54
	-0.41***

	Academic Advising/Counseling
	6.10
	4.70
	1.40
	-0.49***

	Academic Services
	6.05
	5.00
	1.05
	-0.42***

	Concern for the Individual
	6.00
	4.74
	1.26
	-0.47***


It is interesting to note that CSN-West Charleston students’ importance rating for the speed with which security staff are able to respond to emergencies was higher than the national average (6.05 compared to 5.87). It is also worth noting that Admissions and Financial Aid received an importance score of 5.92 but students are less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ with this area (4.57) which also had a mean difference with the national average of over a half of a rating interval (-0.53***). An analysis of individual item scores for CSN-West Charleston can help illuminate particular areas for attention. The areas represented in the table are included because they are all rated as important by students and students are less than ‘somewhat satisfied’. These items are also below the national average.
West Charleston Campus Select Item Scores—Areas for Improvement, 2008 SSI
	ITEM
	IMPORTANCE
	SATISFACTION
	GAP
	MEAN DIFFERENCE

	5. The personnel involved in registration are helpful.
	6.13
	4.88
	1.25
	-0.46***

	6. My academic advisor is approachable.
	6.11
	4.95
	1.16
	-0.44***

	7. Adequate financial aid is available for most students.
	6.03
	4.50
	1.53
	-0.59***

	12. My academic advisor helps me set goals to work toward.
	6.00
	4.61
	1.30
	-0.39***

	14. Library resources and services are adequate.
	6.11
	4.88
	1.23
	-0.68***

	15. I am able to register for classes I need with few conflicts.
	6.32
	4.98
	1.34
	-0.41***

	16. The college shows concern for students as individuals.
	6.01
	4.50
	1.51
	-0.60***

	21. There are a sufficient number of study areas on campus.
	6.04
	4.73
	1.31
	-0.60***

	23. Faculty are understanding of students’ unique life circumstances. 
	6.00
	4.76
	1.24
	-0.43***

	24. Parking lots are well-lighted and secure.
	6.24
	4.57
	1.67
	-0.50***

	25. My academic advisor is concerned about my success as an individual.
	6.05
	4.40
	1.65
	-0.66***

	32. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about my program requirements.
	6.24
	4.80
	1.44
	-0.56***

	34. Computer labs are adequate and accessible.
	6.19
	4.89
	1.30
	-0.65***

	37. Faculty take into consideration student differences as they teach a course.
	6.00
	4.92
	1.08
	-0.28***

	39. The amount of student parking space on campus is adequate.
	6.27
	3.37
	2.90
	-1.17***

	40. My academic advisor is knowledgeable about the transfer requirements of other schools.
	6.11
	4.60
	1.51
	-0.50***

	48. Counseling staff care about students as individuals.
	6.03
	4.67
	1.36`
	-0.49***

	52. This school does whatever it can to help me reach my educational goals. 
	6.17
	4.83
	1.34
	-0.38***

	65. Students are notified early in the term if they are doing poorly in a class.
	6.06
	4.41
	1.65
	-0.48***


As with other campuses, results for a number of individual items are worth noting, because even though the importance scale score is between ‘somewhat important’ and ‘important’ (between a 5 and a 6), students indicate they are less than ‘somewhat satisfied’ on these items and there is a gap of at least a 1.0 between the importance and satisfaction score: internships or practical experiences being provided in their degree/certificate program (item 9), announcements of financial aid awards in time to be helpful to students in college planning (item 13) , caring and helpfulness of campus staff (item 27), career office help to students in finding jobs (item 30), accurate portrayal of campus by admissions counselors in recruiting practices (item 33), having general knowledge of what’s happening on campus (item 44), adequacy of services to help students decide on a career (item 47), admissions counselors’ response to prospective students unique needs and requests, faculty interest in student academic problems (item 54), the ability of academic support services to adequately meet the needs of students (item 55), and approachability of administrators by students (item 57).  Students are only somewhat satisfied with availability of classes they need for their program and the ability of the tutoring program to provide tutors when they need them and in the subjects in which they need help, both of which are rated as ‘important’ by students. Student satisfaction when presented with the statement “CSN provides good food services” rated 4.18 (with a 5.67 importance rating), and these students are only somewhat satisfied with CSN’s commitment to underrepresented populations and commuters.
CONCLUSION

The College of Southern Nevada should be proud of its accomplishments over the past two years. Year-over-year comparison data indicate improvements in many important areas. Yet, 2008 data alone reveal areas where continued attention is warranted. Areas identified in the composite analysis as challenges include class scheduling, class availability, lighting and security in parking lots, availability of parking, program requirement and transfer requirement knowledge of academic advisors, academic advisors concern for success of students as individuals, notification of students early in the term if they are doing poorly, adequate financial aid availability for students, care of counseling staff for students as individuals, and the College’s concern for students as individuals and doing whatever it can to help students reach their educational goals. Of course, the degree to which each of these areas deserves attention varies across campuses. For example, the adequacy of available parking on campus is listed as a challenge in the composite analysis, but this is likely due to the score this item received at West Charleston, because data indicate a less significant problem at Cheyenne and Henderson.  When reviewing composite scale results, Instructional Effectiveness and Registration Effectiveness are rated ‘important’ by students and data indicate that students are ‘somewhat satisfied’ in these areas. Composite scale data for Safety and Security, Academic Advising/Counseling, Admissions and Financial Aid and Concern for the Individual show importance ratings just slightly below ‘important’ by students but student satisfaction ratings were less than ‘somewhat satisfied’. Attention to these last four areas is recommended and ought to be considered alongside the individual campus scores. 
The individual campus composite scores fairly consistently indicate that attention to Academic Advising/Counseling is warranted. At Cheyenne, additional scales worth considering include Safety and Security, Admissions and Financial Aid and Concern for the Individual. At Henderson, Admissions and Financial Aid related items could be reviewed. At West Charleston, Instructional Effectiveness, Safety and Security, Academic Services, Concern for the Individual and Admissions and Financial Aid are areas recommended for review. 
This Summary contains information on specific items of concern and a review of the entire survey results is also recommended to obtain a complete understanding of CSN’s performance on the 2008 SSI. A review of the year-over-year data comparison between 2006 and 2008 data is also recommended to fully appreciate the improvements that have been made in the past two years. A complete understanding will enable CSN faculty and staff to identify ways to partner in the continued effort to improve the College’s ability to meet and exceed student expectations.
“Complete results are available from the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and the Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs.”

*indicates that the difference is statistically significant at the .05 level

**indicates that the difference is statistically significant at the .01 level

***indicates that the difference is statistically significant at the .001 level
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