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, the Most Gracious, the Most Merciful

In The Name of Allah




Introduction:

One of the key aspects of good performance is the interest in reviewing and evaluating the performance of
the academic and administrative units of the University in terms of performance, and identifying the
challenges that limit performance, and taking required actions to improve performance, in addition to
appreciation and reward for those with outstanding performance. Designing a set of indicators to measure the
performance of the University and its various academic and administrative units is one of the practices used
to identify University performance levels, seeking greater transparency, domestic and international
competition, and rapid growth in information technology, and meeting the quality and academic accreditation
requirements.

The adoption of Najran University for the main indicators to evaluate and measure performance is a key
requirement to determine the progress and success achieved for the objectives of the strategic plan of the
University, it is worth mentioning that the University has developed a number of strategic objectives, and
accurately defined the targeted ones, and accordingly it determined the annual performance indicators to
monitor and evaluate from (2) to (17) for each strategic objective. A tool for measuring each indicator has
been designed. Twelve objectives represent NU strategic objectives, shown as follows:

1. Achieving academic programs that can compete internationally within the framework of Islamic
values.

Graduating distinguished students with great efficiency for the future.

Promoting the competencies and efficiency of the teaching staff.

Enhancing and investing in university facilities as well as utilizing new technologies.
Improving learning resources in line with the universal standards.

Providing excellent services and support for students.

Developing the financial and administrative systems according to the total quality standards.
Securing a prosperous professional future for the alumni.

Developing academic research policy to support sustainable development.

10 Improving Post-graduate programs.

11. Continuous and effective commitment to community service.

12. Establishing a framework for national, regional and global cooperation and partnership.
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There is no doubt that performance indicators effectively support the educational and administrative systems
at the university, since they give quantitative indications for the targeted performance in a specific period of
time, up to three months, a year, or five years, and in our current case, it is measured every year for
identifying the extent of development or improvement that occurs in this period compared to previous ones,
which helps to provide the environment required to ensure the quality of the outputs of the university, and
provide robust foundations and databases for sustainable development, which results in optimal interaction
with the local community through the effective investment for potentials of the university, and the following
are the list of the results of performance indicators monitored for the academic year 1437/1438 AH.




First: List of Indicators Measured and Evaluated (Indicators of NCAAA, Strategic Objectives, and Afaq Plan)

Code Indicator Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New
Benchmark Benchma  Benchmark King Khalid Caitim Arabi Target
rk ¥ Univ. Univ. an Benchma
Gulf rk
Univ.
KPI of NCAAA
Teaching staff's awareness ratings o %80= %90 =
T . %83.6=4.18 - %068.8 = 3.44 - -
of the Mission Statement ’ 4.00 ’ 4.50
Students' awareness ratings of the 0 %80 = %80 =
.. %75.6 =3.78 - %68.8 = 3.44 - -
Mission Statement ’ 4.00 ’ 4.00
.. 5 o _ o, =
Ad;mmstratwe ' stgff‘s awareness %4762 = 3.81 %80 i %68.8 = 3.44 ) ) %80
ratings of the Mission Statement 4.00 4.00
Stakeholders' awareness ratings of
the Mission Statement and
Objectives (Average rating on how 0 %80 = %80 =
.. . %79.6 = 3.98 - %68.8 = 3.44 - -
well the mission is known to ° 4.00 ° 4.00
teaching staff, and undergraduate
and graduate students)
Stakeholders’ evaluation of the — 4.18=(%83.6) (%80) = 3.95= = = 4.5=
4 (%79) (%90)

Policy Handbook, including
administrative flow chart and
job responsibilities.

Students' overall evaluation on the 3.54= %70.8 4= % 80 3.4= %68 3.04= %60.8 (%71)=  (%75) 3.75=

3.33=%68.8

quality  of  their  learning B8] 3775 I
experiences. B33
Proportion of courses in which %100 %100 100% 42.93% - - 100%
student evaluations were

conducted during the year.

Proportion of programs in which 33.3% 75% 23.3% %100 - - 50%
there was an  independent

verification, within the institution,

of  standards of  student

achievement during the year

Ratio of students to teaching staff 1:15 (average) 1: 15 1: 15 1:20 1:11 1:13 1: 15
(based on full time equivalent) o) [ (e (evomrgs)
Students overall rating on the %77.2 = 3.86 %80 = %76.2 = %72.4 =3.62 %76.4= %86 = %80 =
quality of their courses 4.00 Gl L . 4.00
Proportion of the teaching staff 100% 100% 100% 56% 100% 85% 100%
with verified doctoral

qualifications

Percentage of students entering 4% 60% 41.5% 49% 60% 80% 60%

programs who successfully

complete first year.

Proporﬁon of students entering 23.52% 50% 22% 39.35% 85% 67.5% 50%
undergraduate  programs  who

complete those programs in

minimum time.

Proportion of students entering 18.88% 50% 2 = = = 50%
post graduate programs who

complete those programs in

specified time.

Ratio of students to administrative 1:21 1:20 1:20.5 1:21.69 - 1:14 1:20
staff.




Code Indicator Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New
Benchmark Benchma  Benchmark King Khalid Chitin Arabi Target
oL * Univ. Univ. an Wi
Gulf EE
Univ.
Proportion of total operaﬁng funds 0.0007 0.0050 0.0012 0.0047 0.0030
(other than accommodation and
student allowances) allocated to
provision of student services
Student evaluation of academic %70 =3.5 %380 = %64.8 = %70.8=3.54 %754=  %76.4 %75 =

- and career counselling, 4.00 3.24 3.77 =3.82 3.75
Stakeholder evaluation of hbrary %068.8 =3.44 %80 = %57=2.85 3.3= %66 %79.4=  %74= %80=
and media center 4.00 3.97 3.70 4.00
Stakeholder evaluation of the %77.8 =3.89 %80 = %70=3.5 3.3 = %66 %85.6 = %663. %80=

. digital library. (Learning 6L 21 s Al
resources)

[IS7Y  Annual expenditure on IT budget 4.28% 5% - 3.59 - - 5%
Stakeholder evaluation of the IT = %79.47=3.97 %80 = 71.4% = - - - 80% =
services (Average overall rating of il ) Al
the adequacy of on a five- point
scale of an annual survey
Stakeholder evaluation of facilities %72.2=3.61 %80 = %72.16 = = %74.80 %717 %75=

- & equipment 4.00 3.61 =3.74 =3.58 3.75
total operating expenditure (other 15.122 20000 = di 29717 = 20000

. than accommodation and student g dby g dby L g dby
allowances) per student
proportion of teaching Staff 0.05 No more 0.02 0.19 = 0.8 0.03
leaving the institution in the past il
year for reasons other than age
retirement
Proportion of teaching staff %35.6 %50 33.1% 36% - - %40
participating  in  professional
development activities during the
past year
Number of citations in refereed
journals in the previous year per e 1:1 1:1.32 1:1=
full time equivalent faculty 8 —eer00)  =0.76) 0.59 - - %100
members
Proportion of full time member of - - - 50%
teaching staff . w1.th at le'ast one o T ST
refereed publication during the
previous year.

Number of papers or reports

pregented at academic confereqces (.06) (0.20) (:03) (0.17) - - -
during the past year per full time

equivalent faculty members

Proportion of the total, annual

. operational budget dedicated to %0.50 %1.0 %0.40 %0.36 - - %1.0
research
Proportion of full time teaching

. and other staff actively engaged in 26.4% 50.0% 13.8% 17.0% - - 50.0%
community service activities
Number of community education 5ig o 1681 5ig o
programs provided as a proportion 1:1.36 = (.74) (2.0) (.1. 6.8) 4.29 - - (2.0)
of the Number of department

- Percentage of faculty satisfaction 86.2 80% 86.2 68.8 87.1 - 90%
with NU mission and objectives.

~NUL. administrative 87.17% 80% 87.17% 68.8  84.6% = 90%

Percentage  of




Code

Indicator

staff’s  satisfaction with NU
mission.

Percentage of student satisfaction
with NU mission.

Percentage  of  stakeholders’
satisfaction with NU mission.
Percentage of job description
clarity for all NU employees.

Proportion of male and female
administrative staff satisfaction
with adequacy and effectiveness of
administrative leaders.

Percentage of faculty satisfaction
with the scientific councils’
performance

Proportion of annual increase in
achieving NU mission through the
proportion of achieving NU
strategic objectives.

Percentage of academic programs
that measure the skills of
undergraduate  students before
graduation.

Satisfaction of students with the
fairness and objectivity of Exams
Proportion of students that
evaluated their courses

Percentage of job satisfaction
among teaching staff.

Percentage of job satisfaction
among male and  female
administrative staff.

Percentage of faculty satisfaction
with the adequacy and
effectiveness of academic leaders
(Deans).

Percentage of faculty satisfaction
with the adequacy and
effectiveness of academic leaders
(Head of Departments).

Percentage of faculty satisfaction
with the performance of Vice
Rector ship for Development and
Quality

Faculty satisfaction with the
performance and effectiveness of
development and quality units at
Colleges

Percentage of faculty satisfaction
with the performance of Deanship
for Development and Quality
Percentage of faculty satisfaction
with the quality of evaluation

Actual
Benchmark

88.44

95.8%

(83.6%)

74.6%

90.6%

17.9%

30 %

78.2 %

100 %

80.2%

61.2%

77.6%

77.6%

77.8%

74.4%

74.6%

75.2%

Target
Benchma
rk

80%

80%

(85%)

75%

90%

15

50%

80%

100%

%385

%380

%380

%80

80%

%80

80%

80%

Internal
Benchmark

*

87.17%

87.17%

(79%)

68.3%

86.5%

13.5

20%

67 %

100%

78.4%

64%

%78.6

71.8%

74.2%

70.8%

73.2%

External Benchmark**
King Khalid Cairo Arabi

Univ. Univ. an

Gulf
Univ.

68.8 90.1 -

68.8 90.1 -

(68.8 - -

%)

- 75.35 75%

- 96.3% -

- 25% -

20 % - -

- 25 % 100%

- 70.2% 79%

- 65.4% 72%

- 97.2% 66%

New
Target
Benchma
rk

90

100%

(90%)

75%

95%

20%

50%

80%

100%

83%

70%

80%

80%

80%

80%

80%

80%




Code Indicator Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New

Benchmark Benchma Bencl::mark King Khalid i | Avan Target
L Univ. Univ. an LEaneien

Gulf EE
Univ.

procedures adopted in NU.

Percentage of academic programs 75.2% 80% 66% S = S 80%

evaluated by NU faculty.

Percentage of quality of e-courses 76.9% 80% 70% = 70.8%  95.8% 80%

evaluated by NU students.

Proportion of student Percentage 74.2% 80% 72.4% = 2.5%  15% 80%

satisfaction with the services

provided by  Deanship of

Admission and Registration.

Percentage of  stakeholders' 83.5% 85% 83.2% : = : 85%
satisfaction and labor market with

the level of alumni skills.

Percentage  of  administrative 65.4% 80% 66.8% - 76.3 - 70%
leaders’ satisfaction with facilities

and equipment.

Proportion of academic leaders’ 66.8% 80% 65.4% = = = 70%
satisfaction with facilities and

equipment.

Percentage of evaluating NU role 724% 80% 67% = = = 75%

in encouraging scientific research

from the perspective of faculty.

Percentage of University 74% 80% %066.2 = = = 80%
investment of its potential in

community service from the

perspective of academic leaders.

Percentage of University 71.2% 80% 64.6% S = S 80%
investment of its potential in

community service from the

perspective of administrative
leaders.
Percentage of University 69.6% 80% 70% - - 40% 80%

investment of its potential in

community service from the

perspective of faculty members.

Percentage of faculty satisfaction 69.8% %80 76.4% = 754%  19% 80%
with the availability of

requirements effective teaching

strategies.

Percentage of evaluating of 90.6% 95% 2% - - - 95%
attitudes of using effective

teaching methods from the

perspective of faculty.

Percentage of practicing effective 73.6% 80% 71.2% - 763 80% 80%
teaching activities by faculty from

the perspective of students.

Percentage of efficacy of financial 73.2% 80% 69.6% - 60.5% - 80%
resources from the perspective of

faculty.

Percentage of academic leaders’ 70.2% 80% - - - - 80%

satisfaction with the performance

of vice rector ship for academic

affairs.

Percentage of student satisfaction 78% 80% 71.4% - - - 80%
with health services.




Code Indicator Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New

Benchmark Benchma Bencl::mark King Khalid i | Avan Target
rk Univ. Univ. an Benchma
Gulf rk
Univ.
Percentage  of  administrative 70-8% 75% 68.3% = 7535  15% 5%
staff’s  satisfaction with the
effectiveness of administrative
leadership.
Percentage  of  administrative 88% 90% 81.2% : = : 90%

staff’s  satisfaction with the

standards that monitor and

evaluate their performance.

Percentage of faculty satisfaction 70% 80% = 2 = 80%
with  the  usefulness and

significance of training courses

and workshops (Measuring the

training effect)

Percentage of Department heads’ 73.2% 80% = = = 80%
satisfaction with the usefulness

and significance of training

courses and workshops (Measuring

the training effect)

Percentage  of  administrative 72.8% 80% - - - 80%
staff’s  satisfaction ~with the

usefulness and significance of

training courses and workshops

(Measuring the training effect)

Percentage  of  administrative 67.6% 80% : = : 5%
leaders’ satisfaction with the

usefulness and significance of

training courses and workshops

(Measuring the training effect)

Percentage  of  administrative 76.6% 80% S S = S 80%
leaders’ satisfaction with the

standards that monitor and

evaluate the performance of

administrative staff.

Percentage of faculty satisfaction 72.2% %80 %72.16 - 74.?0 %71.7 %75
with facilities and equipment. %

Percentage of final-year students’ 75.4% 80% 72.8% - - - 80%
satisfaction =~ with  programs’

evaluation.

Rate of approved organizational 100% 100% 100% - - - 100%

structures to administrative and
academic units of NU.

Rate of Full Professors to Professor: Professor:  Professor:  Associate - - - Professor:
Associate Professors to Assistant Associate Associate  Professor Associate
Professors Professor Professor Professor
. (1:4.17) 2:1
1:4.51 1:2 Professor:
Professor: Assist. Assist.
Professor: Assist.  Professor:  Professor Professor
Professor Assist. 3:1
Professor (1:2.33) Associate
1:13.21 Professor:
1:3 Associate  Professor: Assist.
Associate Assist. Professor Professor
Professor: Assist. ~ Associate 1:1.5
Professor Professor:  (1:2.34)
Assist.

1:2.93 Professor




Code Indicator Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New

Benchmark Benchma Bencl::mark King Khalid i | Avenn Target
L Univ. Univ. an Lt
Gulf EE
Univ.
I i
Number of book titles to students L5:1 1:10 1.2:1 - - - 2:1
Percentage of training courses held 322% “Q‘j' 10%
annually by the University to R
improve the skills of faculty.
Proportion of increase in the rate 79.6% %20 8325 - - - - 100%
of borrowing books. st
The rate of violations for which 89.8% 100% 48.5% - - - 100%
disciplinary action has been taken.
Indicator for clarity rate of the - - - 85%
organizational handbook for NU 83.6% 80% 77.2%
employees.
Indicators of Afaq Plan
] = - = 45%
Rgte of enrollment in programs of o [0 R °
science and technology.
: e - - - 45%
.V B | Rate 'of faculty in specializations G5 T e ©
of Science and Technology
Rate of faculty holding Ph. D. 46.2% 70% 42.4% - - - 45%
VAR | Rate 'of contractees faculty (Non- G e AL - - - -
Saudis)
LVAZ Y Rate of administrative staff that are - - - -
holding post-secondary 75.9% 85% 53.5%
certificates.
Rate of Saudi technicians. 100% 80% 94.1% = = = -
“VAN Rate of students speaking more e T R - - - -
than language.
Rate of accredited programs. 11.1% 85% 13.8% = = = =
LRI Rate of post-graduate students and : = : =
fellowships to total number of 1.6% 10% 1.5%
students.
Ratio of students to faculty in - - - -
specializations of Science and 1:17 1:17 1:16
Technology.
Ratl(? .Of .students to faculty in 105 el T - - - -
specialization of Medicine.
Ratio of ‘st%ldepts to faculty in 1450 o s - - - -
other specializations.
Rate gf faculty trained on the' latest i o o5 - - - -
teaching methods and strategies.
Proportion of programs that - - - -
conduct assessment tests for 30% 70% 29%
learning outcomes.
Ratio of total students to total 51 o7 el - - - -
faculty.







S1.1 Stakeholders' awareness ratings of the Mission Statement and Objectives

KPI: Teaching staff, final-year students and post graduate students’ awareness of NU mission
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S1.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

External Benchmark**
Ki Arab
Actual Target Internal Khl nlg d Cai ian New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* al airo Gulf Benchmark
Univ. Univ. .
Univ
(3.44)
0 0, _ _ _ 0
79.6% 80% 68.8% 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
The average rate of stakeholders' awareness of NU mission rated (79.6 %), which is close to the
target benchmark (80%). This indicator is the only KPI for the first standard of NCAAA, and one
out of 16 indicators for the first strategic objective of NU.
Strengths:

-The mission is greatly commended by teaching staff and students.
Recommendations:
The recorded rates should be discussed in the light of the detailed separate data representing
teaching staff and students at both undergraduate and graduate levels, and also at the level of
colleges and programs to detect exact areas of weakness and give possible recommendations for
improving the rate at each level.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
External benchmark was selected as it actually has outcomes similar to that of Najran University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University

Chart for the indicator S.1.1 Stakeholders' awareness ratings of the Mission Statement




S1.1 Stakeholders' awareness ratings of the Mission Statement
and Objectives

Percentage

New Target | King Khalid Target Actual
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark

KPI: Teaching staff’s awareness of NU mission and objectives
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S1.1a
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

External Benchmark**
. Arab
Actual Bt;l;?(fl%gar Internal KI;I nlg 4 Cai ian New Target
Benchmark Benchmark* at aro |- Guif Benchmark
k Univ. Univ. .
Univ
(3.44)
0, 0, _ - - 0,
83.6% 80% 68.8% 90%
male 83.8%
female | 82.6%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
The performance indicator for teaching staff’s awareness of NU mission rated (83.6 %), which
surpassed the target benchmark (80%), while it achieved high rate compared to King Khalid Univ.
in favour of Najran University.
Strengths:
-The mission is greatly commended by teaching staff and students.
Recommendations:
Continuing in raising teaching staff’s awareness of NU mission.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
External benchmark was selected as it actually has outcomes similar to that of Najran University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100).




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University

Chart for teaching staff's awareness ratings of the Mission Statement and Objectives

Teaching staff’s awareness of NU mission
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Students’ awareness ratings of the Mission Statement and Objectives

KPI: Students’ awareness of NU mission and objectives
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S1.1b
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

External Benchmark**
King A.;rab
Actual Target Internal Khalid Cairo | 130 New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* . . Gulf Benchmark
Univ. Univ. .
Univ
75.6% 80% - 68.8% - - 80%
male 75.2%
female | 76.6%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The performance indicator for students’ awareness of NU mission rated 75.6 %, 75.2%, 76.6% for
the total number of student respondents, male student and female student respectively, which is
lower than the target benchmark (80%), while it achieved high rate compared to King Khalid Univ.
in favour of Najran University.

Strengths:
-Both male and female students are aware about the University mission.

Recommendations:
Continuing in raising students’ awareness of NU mission through conducting seminars and
publicizing brochures. .

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)




3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

External benchmark was selected as it actually has outcomes similar to that of Najran University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University

Chart for Students’ awareness ratings of the Mission Statement and Objectives

Students' awareness ratings of the Mission Statement

80
78
76
74
72
70
68
66
64
62

Percentage

New Target King Khalid Target Actual
Benchmark Univ. Benchmark Benchmark

1Al 80 68.8 80 75.6

Administrative staff’s awareness ratings of the Mission Statement and Objectives

KPI: Administrative staff’s awareness of NU mission and objectives
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S1.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

External Benchmark**
King Arab
Actual Target Internal Khalid Cairo | 130 New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* . . Gulf Benchmark
Univ. Univ. .
Univ
76.2% 80% - 68.8% - - 80%
male 76.4%
female 75.2%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
The performance indicator administrative staff’s awareness of NU mission

rated (76.2 %), which is lower than the target benchmark (80%), while it achieved high rate
compared to King Khalid Univ. (68.8%) in favour of Najran University. No significant difference
was found between male and female administrative staff.

Strengths:




-The mission is commended by administrative staff. .

Recommendations:
Increase awareness of the administrative staff about NU mission and objectives and their impact on
work plans and decision making process.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)3. Name of the internal
benchmark provider.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
External benchmark was selected as it actually has outcomes similar to that of Najran University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University

Chart of Administrative staff’s awareness ratings of the Mission Statement and Objectives

Administrative staff's awareness ratings of the Mission Statement

\80

78
76
74
72
70
68
66
64
62

Percentage

New Target
Benchmark

King Khalid
Univ.

Target
Benchmark

Actual
Benchmark

m 1Al

80

68.8

80

76.2




S.2.1. Stakeholders’ evaluation of the Policy Handbook, including administrative flow chart and job responsibilities

KPI: (Average rating on the adequacy of the Policy Handbook on a five-point scale in an annual survey of
teaching staff and final year students).
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: __ S2.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* . . . Benchmark
Cairo | Arabian King

Univ., Gulf Khalid
Egypt | Univ., Univ.,
Bahrain KSA

4.18= (83.6%) 4= (80%) 3.95= (79%) - - 333= 4.5 (90%)
66.6%

male 83.2%

female | 84.4%
Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

NU (both male and female sections) achieved a high rate of teaching staff and final year students’ satisfaction with the
adequacy of the University organizational structure as well as agreement on the Policy Handbook rating 4.18. It
surpassed the target bench mark as well as the internal and external benchmarks.

Strengths:
High rate of teaching staff and final year students’ satisfaction with NU organizational structure and policy handbook.

Recommendations:

This KPI is the adopted NCAAA indicator for the second standard, and one out of 7 indicators for the 8% strategic
objective of the university. Close looking for results and data is required for recommendations at the level of program,
college and institution.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal benchmark of
the preceding year achieving 3.95.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean of the
scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit at the Vice-Rectorship for Development and Quality.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and accredited by the Education Evaluation
Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of KSA which is the same geographic location of NU.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean of the
scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University

Chart for Stakeholders’ evaluation of the Policy Handbook, including administrative flow chart and job responsibilities




Faculty and administrative staff's satisfaction with the adequacy and

effectiveness of the University adminstartive leaders

New Target | King Khalid Internal Target Actual
Benchmark Univ. Benchmark*| Benchmark | Benchmark
(mfild.] 90 68.8 79 85 83.6

100
80
60
40
20

Percentage

S.3.1 Students' overall evaluation on the quality of their learning experiences

Institutional KPI Reference Number:

KPI: Students' overall evaluation on the quality of their learning experiences
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: _ S3.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark* King Cai Arabian Benchmark
B airo
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
3.54= 4= 34= 3.04= 3.55= 3.75= 3.75=
70.8% 80% 68% 60.8% 71% 75% 75%
male 71.4
female | 70-6

Recommendations:

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
The degree of students' satisfaction with the experience they acquired during the period of their
study in NU is 3.54, which is lower than the targeted value (4) and but higher than that of King

This indicator is one out of 3 NCAAA indicators adopted by the Universi
also one out of 11 indicators for the 2™ strategic objective of the Universi

for Standard 3, and

g




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider

The Performance Measurement Unit at the Vice-Rectorship for Development and Quality.

Since the University does not have any branches in its organizational structure, the current
internal benchmark depended on the result of the past year which reached 3.04.

** Explain:

Saudi Arabia.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University, Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
Cairo University is a regional university that ranked within the top 500 universities according to
the 2016 Shanghai Ranking and it is the oldest university in the Middle East.

Arabian Gulf University was selected because it is a gulf university based in the regional area of

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the
Education Evaluation Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of KSA which is the
same geographic location of NU, thus the benchmarking indicates the University's competitive
level in its geographic context.

Chart for Student Experience Indicator

Students' overall evaluation on the quality of their learning experiences
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S3.2 Proportion of courses in which student evaluations were conducted during the year

KPI: Proportion of courses in which student evaluations were conducted during the year.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: _ S3.2
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual
Benchmark

Target
Benchmark

Internal
Benchmark*

External Benchmark**

New Target
Benchmark

Cairo Univ.,

Arabian Gulf
Univ.,

King Khalid




Egypt Bahrain Univ., KSA

%100 %100 100% -- -- 42.93% 100%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Since the first year of implementing its first strategic plan (Benaa: Building), NU adopted a system for students to
evaluate their courses and to link the admission and registration website to that of the students' questionnaire for
evaluating their courses. Thus, the proportion of courses in which student evaluations were conducted is 100%.

The system provides feedback to the instructor on his/ her academic page so that he/ she can use evaluation results to
improve teaching and also design the course improvement plan (if necessary) according to the adopted model in the
Deanship of Development and Quality.

Recommendations:
Raise the awareness of students about the importance of these polls and how to respond objectively to questionnaires.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the University does not have branches in its organizational structure, the current internal benchmark depended on
the result of the past year which reached 100%.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The number of evaluated courses by students / the total number of courses.%

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
The Performance Measurement Unit at the Vice-Rectorship for Development and Quality.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the Education Evaluation
Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of the KSA which is the same geographic location of NU, thus the
benchmarking indicates the University's competitive level in its geographic context.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The number of evaluated courses by students / the total number of courses. %

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University.

Chart for Courses ratio evaluated by students




S3.3 Proportion of programs in which there was an independent verification, within the institution, of
standards of student achievement during the year

KPI: Proportion of programs in which there was an independent verification, within the institution, of
standards of student achievement during the year.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: _ S3.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
Cairo Univ., Arabian Gulf King Khalid
Egypt Univ., Univ., KSA
Bahrain
33.3% 75% 23.3% - - 100% 50%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

NU adopted the independent opinion system via the internal peer evaluator in some of the University programs, rated
one third of the university's programs which is lower than that of King Khalid University that rated 100%. However,
the internal benchmark with the previous year proves that such indicator has been improved.

Recommendations:

Define pros and cons of the system after reviewing the experience of the programs which already applied the internal
independent verification for student achievement, and include the recommended improvement tips in the next year
improvement plan to increase number of programs adopting the independent verification and reduce challenges facing
application of the system.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the University does not have branches in its organizational structure, the current internal benchmark depended on
the result of the past year.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(The number of programs using the internal independent opinion system/ the total number of the university programs)
x (100)=

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
The Performance Measurement Unit at the Vice-Rectorship for Development and Quality.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the Education Evaluation
Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of the KSA which is the same geographic location of NU, thus the
benchmarking indicates the University's competitive level in its geographic context.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(The number of programs using the internal independent opinion system/ the total number of the university programs)
x (100) =

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University.

Chart for Proportion of programs in which there was an independent verification, within the institution, of standards of
student achievement during the year
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S4.1 Ratio of students to teaching staff (based on full time equivalent)

KPI: Ratio of students to teaching staff | NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S4.1
(based on full time equivalent) Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
* Kha.hd Univ Gullf
Univ. ) Univ.
15:1 15:1 15:1 20: 1 11:1 [13:1 15:1

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
- The target benchmark is achieved at the institutional level.
- The actual benchmark in Najran University is nearly comparable to the
external benchmark.
- This KPI varies among colleges and programs and interpretation of the results
differ according to the nature of the program.




* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from
previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Dividing the Number of students on the Numbers of teaching staff.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.
** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics
with Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Dividing the Number of students on the Numbers of teaching staff.

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
1-Arbian Gulf University, Bahrain.
2- Cairo University, Egypt.

3- Kini Khaled Universiti, KSA.

1:20
1:17
1:14
1:12
1:09

1:06

1

B Actual Benchmark M Target Benchmark M Internal Benchmark*
B King Khalid Univ. M Cairo Univ. M Arabian Gulf Univ.

= New Target Benchmark

S4.2 Students overall rating on the quality of their courses

| KPI: Students overall rating on the quality of | NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S4.2




their courses Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Arabian

Gulf
Univ.

77.2 % 80% 76.2% 72.4% 76.4% 86% 80%

male 79.6%
female 75.8%
Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

- All students of Najran University evaluate their courses.

- The student overall rating on the quality of their courses in Najran University is nearly
comparable to those of King Khalid University and Cairo University but much less than
the value recorded by Arabian Gulf University.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean of
the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.
** Explain:
4. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

5. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean of
the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
6. Name of the external benchmark provider.
1-  Arabian Gulf University, Bahrain.
2- Cairo University, Egypt.
3- King Khaled University, KSA.




S4.2 Students overall rating on the quality of their courses
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S.4.3 Proportion of the teaching staff with verified doctoral qualifications

KPI: Proportion of the teaching staff with

verified doctoral qualifications

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S4.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Ki Arabi Benchmark
ing .
Khalid G an
. Univ. Gulf
Univ. .
Univ.
100% 100% 100% 56% 100% | 85% | 100%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
All of the Ph. D. holders in Najran University are granted their Ph.D. degrees from reputable
and recognized universities.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

No. of the teaching staff with verified doctoral qualifications / Total no. of the Ph.D holders X 100
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.

** Explain:
7. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
This external benchmark provider was chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.
8. How was the benchmark calculated?
No. of the teaching staff with verified doctoral qualifications / Total no. of the Ph.D holders X 100
(based on mutual communications between Najran University and the benchmark providers.
9. Name of the external benchmark provider.
1- Cairo University, Egypt.
2- Arabian Gulf, Bahrain.

Chart for Proportion of the teaching staff with verified doctoral qualifications




KPI: Retention rate (percentage of NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S4.4
students entering programs who Institutional KPI Reference Number:
successfully complete first year.

41% 60% 41.5% 49% 60% | 80% 60%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

This KPI is one out of 6 indicators for the 4 standard of NCAAA, in the meantime it is one out
of 12 performance indicators for the 2™ strategic objective of Najran university.

-It is recommended to closely study the detailed results and separate data for programs, and at
levels of female and male sections. It is worth mentioned that some programs in which the
retention rate was very low recommended to improve the admission requirements to guarantee
that admitted students have the required basic knowledge and skills for those programs and also
to improve contents and quality of the orientation programs for new students to increase the
retention rate of students.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous
years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

No. of students entering programs who successfully complete first year / Total no. of the new
students entering programs X 100.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.
** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
External benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with




Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
No. of students entering programs who successfully complete first year / Total no. of the new
students entering programs X 100.

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University, Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

Chart for Retention rate (percentage of students entering programs who successfully complete first year

Percentage of students entering programs who successfully complete first
year.

Percentage
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S4.5 Proportion of students entering undergraduate programs who complete those programs in minimum time
KPI: Proportion of students entering | NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S4.5

undergraduate programs who complete those Institutional KPI Reference Number:
programs in minimum time.

23.52% 50% 22% 39.35% 85% 67.5% 50%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Proportion of students entering undergraduate programs who complete those programs in
minimum time rated (23.52%) which is lower than benchmarking values.




This KPI is one out of 6 indicators for the 4" standard of NCAAA, in the meantime it is one out of
5 performance indicators for the 10" strategic objective of Najran universi

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous

years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Proportion= Total no. of students entering undergraduate programs who complete those programs
in minimum time/ Total number of students enrolled for the same period X 100.
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.
** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Proportion= Total no. of students entering undergraduate programs who complete those programs
in minimum time/ Total number of students enrolled for the same period X 100.

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University, Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

Proportion of students entering undergraduate programs who
complete those programs in minimum time




KPI: Proportion of students entering | NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S4.6
postgraduate programs who complete those | Institutional KPI Reference Number:
programs in minimum time

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Proportion of students entering postgraduate programs who complete those programs in minimum time rated
(18.88%) which is lower than benchmarking values.

The results of this indicator should be discussed in the light of the results of the other indicators of standard
4 and the strategic objective number 10 for Najran University.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Proportion= Total no. of students entering undergraduate programs who complete those programs in
minimum time/ Total number of students enrolled for the same period X 100.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.
** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Proportion= Total no. of students entering undergraduate programs who complete those programs in
minimum time/ Total number of students enrolled for the same period X 100.
3. Name of the external benchmark provider.




Proportion of students entering undergraduate programs
who complete those programs in minimum time

Percentage

KPI: Ratio of students to administrative staff
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: __ S5.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.
21:1 20:1 20.5:1 21.69: 1 - 14:1 20:1

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Ratio of students to administrative staff rated (21: 1), which is close to the target benchmark, while it is far from the
benchmark of Arabian Gulf Univ.

This KPI is one out of 3 indicators for the 5" NCAAA standard, and one out of 9 indicators for the 6™ strategic
objective for Najran University.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal benchmark
of the preceding year achieving (20.5: 1).

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(Overall No. of students/ No. of administrative staff).

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.
** Explain:




1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(Overall No. of students/ No. of administrative staff)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid Univ. and Arabian Gulf Univ.

Chart for ratio of students to administrative staff
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S5.2: Proportion of total operating funds (other than accommodation and student allowances) allocated to provision of
student services

KPI: NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S5.2
Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark* King .| Arabian | Benchmark
- Cairo
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. “| Univ.
0.0007 0.0050 0.0012 0.0047 | - - 0.0030

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Nu provides support to the services and activities that meet student needs in the light of NU
mission within the developmental projects of NU strategic plan assigned to Deanship of Student
Affairs. The fund dispersed from the operational budget allocated to provide services and student
activities (other than accommodation and student allowances) for the academic year 1436/ 1437
H. was 975.300 Riyal, while the fund dispersed from the budget of the academic year
1437/1438H was 567.215 Riyal. The decrease of 1437/1438H budget was attributed to NU
keenness to finish the preparations, establishing and equipping of sports halls at colleges, covered
halls and stadium in the University city, with a recommendation to raise the budget in the next
years.




* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Proportion= Total budget allocated to student service/ University budget)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the
Education Evaluation Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of the KSA which is the
same geographic location of NU, thus the benchmarking indicates the University's competitive
level in its geographic context.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Proportion= Total budget allocated to student service/ University budget) * 100%.

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University

Chart for proportion of total operating funds (other than accommodation and student allowances)

Proportion of total operating funds (other than accommodation and student
allowances) allocated to provision of student services
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S5.3 Student evaluation of academic and career counselling.

KPI: Student evaluation of academic and career counselling.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S5.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Benchmark Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark | Benchmark* | King : Arabia Benchmark
>, | Cairo
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. " | Univ.




70% 80% 64.8% 70.8% | 75.4% | 76.4% 75%
73.6%

male
female 65.2%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

NU is keen on providing and supporting the educational environment via many domains, including
providing counselling services (professional and academic) to students. Accordingly, it seeks to
measure student satisfaction and evaluating the quality of academic advising- social advising services-
psychological advising services) in order to identify the appropriateness of this educational
environment at the University. This measurement is conducted according to strategic plan indicators
and NCAAA standards (on a five-point scale in an annual survey from the perspective of the final year
students).

Results reveal that assessment results are average which is still far from the target benchmark, but
there are male and female differences at the different colleges, in favour of males. Accordingly, further
improvement procedures shall be made.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.
** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
e King Khalid University.
e Arabian Gulf University.

e (Cairo Universiti.




$5.3 Student evaluation of academic and career counselling
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KPI: Stakeholder evaluation of library and media center
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S6.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target Benchmark
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark ) Arabi
< KIE ng Cairo an
alid . It
Tt Uni. Gu‘
Uni.
%68.8 %80 %57 66% | %79.4 | %74 %80

male | 65.8%

female | 70%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

This KPI is one out of two for the NCAAA 6th standard; in the meantime it is one out of 5
indicators for the Sth strategic objective of Najran University.

The degree of final year students’ evaluation of library services on a five-point scale is
(68.8%); it is higher than the previous value, but lower than the expected one( 80%). This
proportion is lower than the benchmarking of Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University,
but slightly higher than that of King Khalid University. Accordingly, improvements are
demanded, and specific actions need further investigations for the data and detailed results at
levels of program, male and female sections.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?




Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University, King Khalid University and Arabian Gulf University

Chart for stakeholder evaluation of library and media center

Stakeholder evaluation of library and media center
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S6.3: Stakeholder evaluation of the digital library
KPI: Stakeholder evaluation of the digital library
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S6.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™®* New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King . Arabian Benchmark
; Cairo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Univ. 0L Uni.
77.8% 80% 70% 66% %85.6 %66 %80

male 78.2%

female | 76.6%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):




The degree of stakeholders’ satisfaction with the digital library in NU is (77.8%), which is
high and quite close to the targeted value 80%. Whereas, improvements are demanded.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University, Cairo University, Arabian Gulf University.

Stakeholder evaluation of library and media center

Percentage

KPI: Annual expenditure on IT budget.

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S7.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:




Actual Target Internal External New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark** Benchmark
4.28 % 5% - 3.59% 5%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
This KPI is one out of 3 for the 7" NCAAA standard, and one out of 6 indicators for the
4 strategic objective of Najran University.
Annual expenditure on IT budget is 35.000.000 Riyal, which formulates 4.28% of the
University budget. This budget is allocated as follows:

e Percentage of IT budget allocated to each program or each student in the

university (-).

e Percentage of IT budget allocated to the programmes licences (35 %).

e Percentage of IT budget allocated to IT security (35%).

e Percentage of IT budget allocated to maintenance (30%).
Detailed results and data of this KPI should be examined carefully to detect weak points
and areas where improvement should focus at institutional, college, program level.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
IT budget/total budget *100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the
Education Evaluation Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of the KSA which is
the same geographic location of NU, thus the benchmarking indicates the University's
competitive level in its geographic context.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total budget allocated to IT/ University budget *100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University.

Chart for annual expenditure on IT budget
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KPI: Stakeholder evaluation of the IT services (Average overall rating of the adequacy of
on a five- point scale of an annual survey
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S7.2
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark** Benchmark
%79.47 80% 71.4% 80%
male 79.6
female 79.4

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
A questionnaire was designed to evaluate stakeholders’ satisfaction with the university IT
services. It comprised the following aspects:

Instant response when hardware or software problems occur.

Periodic maintenance of equipment.

Providing high quality Internet services.

Using e-mail any time while doing my work.

Capacity of e-mail inbox is appropriate.

Purchasing the necessary computers.

Computer peripherals in the university are of high quality.

Flexibility of request procedures concerning IT service.

The University provides a good program for administrative communication.
The University provides a good portal for the employees' self-service.

Another questionnaire was designed to evaluate the University site in the academic year
1436/1437 H.

The value recorded for this indicator (for both male and female sections) almost hit the target for

the academic year 37/ 48, it indicates progress compared to the value of the previous year.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total




mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.¢

Stakeholder evaluation of the IT services

| Percenatge

KPI: Stakeholder evaluation of facilities & equipment:

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S7.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* | King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Khal'id Uni Gul'f
Uni. ) Uni.
72.2% 80% 72.16% -| 74.80% | 71.7% 75%
Male | 75.4%
Female | 67%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
e The current actual value for this KPI is about the same value for the previous year and still
lower than the expected target.
e The current value is also comparable with those of the external benchmark.
e A new value was set for the target benchmark.
e A closer look at the detailed data and results is recommended to detect areas of dissatisfaction
and possible actions for improvement at the level of the university, colleges and programs.




* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean of
the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

External well-reputed benchmarks, whose circumstances and outcomes are similar to those of Najran
University, were selected.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean of
the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

Arabian Gulf University, Kingdom of Bahrain

Cairo University, Arab Republic of Egypt

S7.3 Stakeholder evaluation of facilities & equipment

Percentage

New Target |Arabian Gulf Internal Target Actual
Benchmark Uni. Benchmark* | Benchmark | Benchmar
80 .

71.7 . 72.16 72.2

KPI: total operating expenditure (other than accommodation and student allowances) per
student.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S8.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark




15,122 20,000 - King Cai Arabian 20,000
SAR SAR Khalid aro | Guie SAR
. Uni. .
Unu. Unu.
29,727 - -
SAR

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Total of the student’s operational expenditure in NU is 15,122 SAR, which is low compared to
King Khalid University. This indicates the low budget of NU which is less than half that of King
Khalid University’s budget.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total budget allocated to the expenditure of learning process/ Total number of the University
students

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the
Education Evaluation Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of the KSA which is the
same geographic location of NU, thus the benchmarking indicates the University's competitive
level in its geographic context.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total budget allocate to le

Total budget allocated to the expenditure of learning process/ Total number of the University
students

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University, Abha

Chart for total operating expenditure (other than accommodation and student allowances) per student

Total operating expenditure (other than accommodation and student
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S9.1 proportion of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age retirement
KPI: proportion of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age
retirement.

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S9.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark* Benchmark
0.05 Up to 0.10 0.02 King Arabian Cairo 0.03
Khalid | Gulf Uni. Uni.

Uni.
0.19 0.08 -

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The value of this performance indicator reveals that the rate of faculty members’ retention
at Najran University is better than the target benchmark, and also better than the values
recorded by Arabian Gulf University and King Khalid University. On the other hand it is
worth mention to notice that the value almost doubled compared to the previous year which
requires close attention and analysis for the data to study possible reasons for this increase
in leaving the University and measures to deal with this trend to ameliorate the possible
impacts on programs, colleges and university.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Calculate the percentage of teaching staff leaving the university for reasons other than age retirement to

the total number of faculty members x100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

External well-reputed benchmarks, whose circumstances and outcomes are similar to those
of Najran University, were selected.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Calculate the percentage of teaching staff leaving the university for reasons other than age retirement to
the total number of faculty members x100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University

Arabian Gulf University

Chart for proportion of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age retirement
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KPI: Proportion of teaching staff participating in professional development activities
during the past year.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S9.2
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King . Arabian Benchmark
; Cairo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.
35.6% 50% 33.1% 36% - - %40

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The results of this indicator should be discussed in the light of the other KPI for the 9"
NCAAA standard, and also with other indicators for the 3™ strategic objective of Najran
University "Enhance adequacy and efficiency of teaching staft".

Proportion of teaching staff participating in professional development activities showed
slight improvement compared to the previous year value, but it is still far from the target.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total number of faculty members participating in training courses/Total number of faculty
members

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University is one of the leading universities in KSA and was accredited by the
Education Evaluation Commission (EEC). It is based in the South region of the KSA which is the
same geographic location of NU, thus the benchmarking indicates the University's competitive
level in its geographic context.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total number of faculty members participating in training courses/Total number of faculty
members *100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
King Khalid University, Abha

Chart for proportion of teaching staff participating in professional development activities during the past year

$9.2 Proportion of teaching staff participating in professional
development activities during the past year

New King |Internal | Target | Actual
Target | Khalid |BenchmalBenchmalBenchma
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Percentage

S10.2 Number of citations in refereed journals in the previous year per full time equivalent faculty members
KPI: Number of citations in refereed journals in the previous year per full time equivalent

faculty members.

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S10.2
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Kha!id Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.
1:1.57=(0.63) 1:1 =(%100) 1:1.32 0.59 - - 1:1=100%
:1. . : ~(0.76) . :

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Najran University surpassed the target value of King Khalid University, but the current
value is still lower than that of the year 1436/1437 H and the target benchmark; This
could be due to the reduction in the budget allocated to scientific research in Najran
University in the year 1437/1438 H, comparing to that allocated in the year 1436/1437 H.
It is recommended to increase the budget allocated to the scientific research in Najran
University as well as enhancing the culture and skills of international publishing of
scientific research in ISI scientific journals, among faculty members of Najran University.
This will result in achieving the target value, i.e. 1 citation per 1 faculty member.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark was chosen?

Because comparison between the actual KPI measured in the year 1437/1438 H with the
same KPI measured in the previous year 1436/1437 H, will give an indication about




possible progress, which might has been achieved in this respect.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

By using the formula:

KPI= [Number of citations for papers of faculty members in Najran University in refereed
journals in certain year] / [Total Number of full time equivalent faculty members in the
same year|

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Indicator Unit; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University lies almost in the same geographical area and is considered as competitor
to Najran University. Because of this, using the KPI of King Khalid University in the external
benchmark is logic, so that Najran University can compare itself with a competitive University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

KPI= [Number of citations for papers of faculty members in Najran University in refereed
journals in certain year] / [Total Number of full time equivalent faculty members in the
same year]

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Deanship of Academic Development and Quality at King Khalid University.

Chart for number of citations in refereed journals in the previous year per full time equivalent faculty members

$10.2 Number of citations in refereed journals in the previous year per full
time equivalent faculty members
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S 10.3 Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with at least one refereed publication during the previous year.

KPI: Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with at least one refereed publication
during the previous year.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: _ S10.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target




Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.

- - - 50%
15.5% 50% 22.5% °

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Proportion of teaching staff members with at least one refereed publication during the previous
year is 15.5%, which is lower than the value recorded for the previous year and much lower than
the target benchmark.

This KPI is one out of four indicators for the 10" NCAAA standard; it is also one of the
indicators for the 9" strategic objective of Najran University "Improve scientific research to
support sustainable development".

*  Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because comparison between the actual KPI measured in the year 1437/1438 H with the same
KPI measured in the previous year 1436/1437 H, will give an indication about possible progress,
which might has been achieved in this respect.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total number of teaching staff members with at least one refereed publication during the
previous year/ Total number of teaching staff members.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with at
least one refereed publication during the previous year.

S10.4 Number of papers or reports presented at academic conferences during the past year per full time equivalent faculty
members

KPI: Number of papers or reports presented at academic conferences during the past year per
full time equivalent faculty members.

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S10.4
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* King Cai Arabian Benchmark
N airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ’ Uni.
0.06 0.20 0.03 (0.17) -- -- -

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The target value of the KPI "Number of papers or reports presented at academic
conferences during the past year per full time equivalent faculty members" in Najran
University is 0.6, i.e. 1 paper or report presented at academic conference per 18 full time
equivalent faculty member. This indicates that Najran University has not achieved the
target value in both actual benchmark (measured in 1437/1438 H) and the internal
benchmark (measured in 1436/1437 H). In addition, Najran University was markedly

lower than King Khalid University concerning the KPI which measures Number of
papers or reports presented at academic conferences during the past year

per full time equivalent faculty members. This indicates the necessity of
designing improving plan to improve the performance indicator of Najran University in
this respect, to reach the target value, i.e. 1 paper or report presented at academic
conference per 18 full time equivalent faculty member.

It is recommended to increase the budget allocated to the scientific research in Najran
University as well as enhancing the culture and skills of active participation in the
scientific conferences among faculty members, to present and publish their scientific
research.

* Explain:




1. Why this internal benchmark was chosen?

Because it is an Institutional KPI, so that benchmarking comparison between the actual
measured KPI in the year 1437/1438 H with same KPI measured last year 1436/1437 H,
will give an indication about possible progress, which might has been achieved in this
respect.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

By using the formula:

KPI= [Number of papers or reports of faculty members in Najran University, presented
at academic conferences in certain year] / [Total Number of full time equivalent
faculty members in the same year]

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Indicator Unit; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University lies almost in the same geographical area and is considered as
competitor to Najran University. Because of this, using the KPI of King Khalid University in the
external benchmark is logic, so that Najran University can compare itself with a competitive
University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

KPI= [Number of papers or reports of faculty members in Najran University, presented
at academic conferences in certain year| / [Total Number of full time equivalent
faculty members in the same year]

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Deanship of Academic Development and Quality at King Khalid University.

Chart for Number of papers or reports presented at academic conferences during the past year per full time equivalent faculty members

$10.4 Number of papers or reports presented at academic conferences during the
past year per full time equivalent faculty members
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S10.6 Proportion of the total, annual operational budget dedicated to research




KPI: Proportion of the total, annual operational budget dedicated to research.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S10.6
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Cai Arabian Benchmark
> airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.
%0.50 %1.0 %0.40 %0.36 - - %1.0

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The target value of the KPI "Proportion of the total, annual operational budget dedicated
to research" in Najran University is 0.50%. This indicates that Najran University has not
achieved the target value in both actual benchmark (measured in 1437/1438 H) and the
internal benchmark (measured in 1436/1437 H), which indicates the necessity of
designing improving plan to improve the performance indicator of Najran University in
this respect, to reach the target value, i.e. 1.0%. On the other hand, Najran University
slightly exceeded King Khalid University concerning the KPI which measures
proportion of the total, annual operational budget dedicated to research.

It is recommended to increase the budget allocated to the scientific research in Najran
University

*  Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark was chosen?

Because comparison between the actual KPI measured in the year 1437/1438 H with the
same KPI measured in the previous year 1436/1437 H, will give an indication about
possible progress, which might has been achieved in this respect.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

By using the formula

KPI = [Total amount of budget expended on scientific research in certain year / Total
amount of Najran University operational budget in same year] X 100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Indicator Unit; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University;

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University lies almost in the same geographical area and is considered as
competitor to Najran University. Because of this, using the KPI of King Khalid University in the
external benchmark is logic, so that Najran University can compare itself with a competitive
University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
KPI = [Total amount of budget expended on scientific research in certain year / Total
amount of Najran University operational budget in same year] X 100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Deanship of Academic Development and Quality at King Khalid University.

Chart for proportion of the total, annual operational budget dedicated to research
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KPI: Proportion of full time teaching and other staff actively engaged in community
service activities.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S 11.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.
26.4% 50.0% 13.8% 17.0% - - 50.0%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The target value of the KPI "Proportion of full time teaching and other staff actively
engaged in community service activities", in Najran University is 50.0%. This indicates
that Najran University has not achieved the target value in both actual benchmark
(measured in 1437/1438 H) and the internal benchmark (measured in 1436/1437 H), which
indicates the necessity of designing improving plan to improve the performance indicator
of Najran University in this respect, to reach the target value. On the other hand, Najran




University exceeded King Khalid University value for this KPI.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because comparison between the actual measured KPI in the year 1437/1438 H with same
KPI measured last year 1436/1437 H for Najran University, will give an indication about
possible progress, which might has been achieved in this respect.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

This indicator is applied in the last week of a certain academic year by calculating the
percentage of: [ Number of full time teaching and other staff actively engaged in
community service activities in The university / Total Number of full time teaching and other
staff in the University ] X 100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University lies almost in the same geographical area and is considered as competitor
to Najran University. Because of this, using the KPI of King Khalid University in the external
benchmark is logic, so that Najran University can compare itself with a competitive University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

KPI= [ Number of full time teaching and other staff actively engaged in community service
activities in The university / Total Number of full time teaching and other staff in the
University ] X 100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

Deanshii of Academic Develoiment and Qualii at Kini Khalid Universiti.




Proportion of full time teaching and other staff actively engaged in community
service activities

Percentage

New Target | King Khalid Uni. Internal Target Actual
Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark Benchmark

S11.2 Number of community education programs provided as a proportion of the Number of departments

KPI: Number of community education programs provided as a proportion of the Number of
departments.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: S 11.2
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™®* New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Cai Arabian Benchmark
5 airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ’ Uni.
1:1.36 = (.74) 2:1=(2.0) 1.68:1=(1.68) | 4.29 - - 2:1=(2.0)

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The target value of the KPI "Number of community education programs provided as a
proportion of the Number of departments" in Najran University is 2 Community Education
Programs: 1 Academic Department, i.e. 2.0. This indicates that Najran University has not
achieved the target value in both actual benchmark (measured in 1437/1438 H) and the
internal benchmark (measured in 1436/1437 H). In addition, Najran University was
markedly lower than King Khalid University concerning the KPI which measures Number
of community education programs provided as a proportion of the Number of departments.
This indicates the necessity of designing improving plan to improve the performance
indicator of Najran University in this respect, to reach the target value, i.e. 2, meaning
2Community Education Programs per 1 Academic Department.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark was chosen?

Because comparison between the actual measured KPI in the year 1437/1438 H with same
KPI measured last year 1436/1437 H for Najran University, will give an indication about
possible progress, which might has been achieved in this respect.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

This indicator is applied in the last week of a certain academic year by calculating the ratio
of: [Number of educational and training programs provided to the community in a certain
year] / [Total Number of academic departments in Najran University in the same year].




3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit ; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

King Khalid University lies almost in the same geographical area and is considered as competitor to
Najran University. Because of this, using the KPI of King Khalid University in the external
benchmark is logic, so that Najran University can compare itself with a competitive University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
KPI= [Number of educational and training programs provided to the community in a certain
year] / [Total Number of academic departments in Najran University in the same year].

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Deanship of Academic Development and Quality at King Khalid University.

Chart for number of community education programs provided as a proportion of the Number of departments
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NU 1.1: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with NU mission.

KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with NU mission
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.1

External Benchmark**
Actual Target Internal King Cairo Arabian New Target
Benchmark | Benchmark Benchmark* Khalid Uni Gulf Benchmark
Uni. ) Uni.
86.2% 80% 86.2% 68.8% | 87.1% - 90%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Performance indicator of faculty satisfaction with NU mission is 86.2%, which surpasses the
target benchmark 80%, while the external benchmark of Cairo University is slightly higher.
Strengths:

Faculty members are highly satisfied with the University mission




* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Organizational structure of NU doesn’t comprise branches. Consequently, the internal
benchmark adopted that of the previous year (86.2%).

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit ; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

Based on Shanghai ranking, Cairo University is ranked as one of the top 500 universities
because it is well-established and regional one, and King Khalid University lies almost in the
same geographical area and is considered as competitor to Najran University. Because of this,
using the KPI of King Khalid University in the external benchmark is logic, so that Najran
University can compare itself with a competitive University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

Cairo University and King Khalid University

a

Faculty satisfaction with NU mission

Actual Target Internal | King Khalid | Cairo Uni. Actual
Benchmark |Benchmark | Benchmark Uni. Target Benchmark
) Benchmark

NU1.2 Percentage of administrative staff’s satisfaction with NU mission.

KPI: Administrative Staff's satisfaction with NU mission
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.2
External Benchmark**
King | Cairo | Arabian

Actual Target Internal New Target




Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Khalid Uni. Gulf Benchmark
Uni. Uni.

87.17% 80% 87.17% 68.8% | 84.6% - 90%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Performance indicator of administrative staff's satisfaction with NU mission is 87.7%, which
surpasses the target benchmark 80%.

Strengths:

Administrative staff are highly satisfied with the University mission

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Organizational structure of NU doesn’t comprise branches. Consequently, the internal
benchmark adopted that of the previous year (87.17%).

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit ; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

Based on Shanghai ranking, Cairo University is ranked as one of the top 500 universities
because it is well-established and regional one and King Khalid University lies almost in the
same geographical area and is considered as competitor to Najran University. Because of this,
using the KPI of King Khalid University in the external benchmark is logic, so that Najran
University can compare itself with a competitive University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and King Khalid University

Chart for administrative staff's satisfaction with NU mission
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NU1.3 : Percentage of student satisfaction with NU mission.

KPI:  Percentage of student satisfaction with NU mission.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Arabi Benchmark
; . rabian
Khalid Cairo
. . Gulf
Uni. Uni. Uni
(3.44) ’
88.44% 80% 87.17% 68.8 90.1 - 90%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Performance indicator of student satisfaction with NU mission is 88.44% which surpasses the
target benchmark 80%, while the external benchmark of Cairo University is somewhat higher.
Strengths:

Students are greatly satisfied with the University mission.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
Organizational structure of NU doesn’t comprise branches. Consequently, the internal
benchmark adopted that of the previous year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit ; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

Based on Shanghai ranking, Cairo University is ranked as one of the top 500 universities
because it is well-established and regional one and King Khalid University lies almost in the
same geographical area and is considered as competitor to Najran University. Because of this,
using the KPI of King Khalid University in the external benchmark is logic, so that Najran
University can compare itself with a competitive University.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and King Khalid University

Chart for student satisfaction with NU mission

student satisfaction with NU mission

100

80 &

60 £

40 8

20 @&

0

Cairo Uni. |King Khalid| Internal Target Actual
Target Uni. Benchmark|Benchmark|Benchmark
Benchmark *
| m 1Al 90 90.1 68.8 87.17 80 88.44
NU1.4: Percentage of stakeholders’ satisfaction with NU mission
KPI: Percentage of stakeholders’ satisfaction with NU mission
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: .......
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.4
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* King Cai Arabian Benchmark
5 airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.
95.8% 80% 87.17% 68.8% | 90.1% - 100%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Performance indicator of stakeholders' satisfaction with NU mission is 95.8 %, which
surpasses the target, internal and external benchmark.

Strengths:

Stakeholders are greatly satisfied with the University mission.

* Explain:

1. Why was this internal benchmark provider chosen?

Organizational structure of NU doesn’t comprise branches. Consequently, the internal
benchmark adopted that of the previous year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit ; Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality; Najran
University




** Explain:

Why was this external benchmark provider chosen?

Based on Shanghai ranking, Cairo University is ranked as one of the top 500 universities
because it is well-established regional one and King Khalid University lies almost in the same
geographical area and is considered as competitor to Najran University. Because of this, using
the KPI of King Khalid University in the external benchmark is logic, so that Najran
University can compare itself with a competitive University.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The
total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and King Khalid University

Chart for stakeholders’ satisfaction with NU mission
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NU7.3: Percentage of male and female administrative staff satisfaction with adequacy and effectiveness of administrative
leaders

KPI: Percentage of male and female administrative staff satisfaction with adequacy and
effectiveness of administrative leaders
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:NU7.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Khallid Uni Gul.f
Uni. ) Uni.
74.6% 75% 68.3% - 75.35% | 75% 75%
male | 74.8
female | 74.6

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Performance indicator Bf DOt male and female administrative staff satisfaction with adequacy and
effectiveness of administuaive leaders is I SENHAVANESRES SRS IAE

74.6 %, which is just about the target benchmark 75%, while the external benchmark is slightly
higher than the University actual benchmark (75%).




This indicator is one out of 10 indicators for the 7™ strategic objective for Najran University,
detailed results should be discussed in the light of values reported for other indicators of the same
strategic objective (including job satisfaction) to define weak points and measures for
improvement.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Organizational structure of NU doesn’t comprise branches. Consequently, the internal benchmark
adopted that of the previous year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

Based on Shanghai ranking, Cairo University is ranked as one of the top 500 universities , and
Arabian Gulf University is located in the regional area of Saudi Arabia.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Arabian Gulf University and Cairo University
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NU3.5: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the scientific councils’ performance

KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the scientific councils’ performance
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: ....
Institutional KPI Reference Number :NU3.5

Actual | Target | Internal | External Benchmark** | New Target




Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* King Cai Arabian Benchmark
B airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ’ Uni.
90.6% 90% 86.5% - 96.3% - 95%
male 91.6
female | 87.6

Strengths:

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

From the perspective of faculty members, the performance indicator for scientific councils'
performance rated (90.6%), which is about the same value of the targeted benchmark (90 %), while
the external benchmark was higher.

From the perspective of faculty members, scientific councils' performance has improved compared
to the previous year.
Recommendations:
To define objective performance indicators for scientific councils' performance.

* Explain:

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit at the Vice-Rectorship for Development and Quality.

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
Organizational structure of NU doesn’t comprise branches. Consequently, the internal benchmark
adopted that of the previous year.

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

** Explain:

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
Cairo University is a regional university that ranked within the top 500 universities according to the
2016 Shanghai Ranking and it is the oldest university in the Middle East.
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NUL1.5: Proportion of annual increase in achieving NU mission through the proportion of achieving NU strategic objectives

KPI: Proportion of annual increase in achieving NU mission through the proportion of achieving NU
strategic objectives.

NCAAA KPI Reference Number:

Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU 1.5

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark*® | King Cai Arabian Benchmark
5 airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ) Uni.
17.9% 15% 13.5% - 25% | - 20%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

According to its internal systems concerning the implementation of the strategic plan, the
University adopted the preparation of annual reports on achieving its mission in the light of the
proportion of achieving NU strategic objectives.

Strengths:

Continuous progress in achieving the University mission, which rated 60% at the end of the
third stage of the University strategic plan.

Recommendations:

Adopting electronic program to follow up achieving NU mission and strategic objectives.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal
benchmark of the preceding year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Overall proportion of the annual strategic objectives according to the proportion of achieving the
strategic plan projects/Total targeted benchmark when implementing the plan projects with
percentage 100%.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit at the Vice-Rectorship for Development and Quality.

** Explain:




1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
Cairo University is a regional university that ranked within the top 500 universities according to
the 2016 Shanghai Ranking and it is the oldest university in the Middle East.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Cairo University has a five-year strategic plan, 20% of the plan is implemented yearly and 25%
of the plan objectives have been implemented compared to the preceding year.

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University

Proportion of annual increase in achieving NU mission through the proportion
of achieving NU strategic objectives

KPI: Proportion of the Academic NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Programs that assessed the Program Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.6
learning outcomes.

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target Benchmark
Benchm Benchmark Benchmark* . Arabi
ark King Cairo | an
Khald | ni. | Gur
) Uni.
30 % 50% 20% 20 % - - 50%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
- Most of teaching staff are trained to assess program learning outcomes.
- There was no electronic program to help teaching staff to collect the data for
program learning outcome.
- It is recommended for each program to make a plan to assess 2 to 3 learning outcome
each year.
* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous
years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?




No. of the programs that assessed their learning outcomes / No. of all academic programs X 100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
This external benchmark provider was chosen because it shares common characteristics with Najran
university and it is well known and well organized university.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
No. of the programs that assessed their learning outcomes / No. of all academic programs X 100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
-King Khalid University, KSA

Chart for proportion of the Academic Programs that assessed the Program learning outcomes

Proportion of the Academic Programs that assessed the Program learning outcomes

New Target King Khalid Internal Target Actual
Benchmark Uni. Benchmark*  Benchmar Benchmar|

Comparisons

NU2.2: Satisfaction of students with the fairness and objectivity of Exams

KPI: Satisfaction of students with the NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
fairness and objectivity of Exams. Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU2.2

Actual Target Internal External New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark** Benchmark
78.2 % 80% 67 % - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
- The university is near to achieve the target benchmark.
- Itis recommended to make focus groups with the students to share them how to
enhance the assessment system.
- We have to verify the student achievements through external evaluators not only by
internal evaluators.
* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous
years.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.

** Explain:
4. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
Not available

5. How was the benchmark calculated?
Not available

6. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for satisfaction of students on the fairness and objectivity of Exams

Percentage

NU6.3 : Percentageof students that evaluated their courses

KPI: Proportion of students that NCAAA KPI Reference Number
evaluated their courses Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU6.3
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™** New Target
Benchmar Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
k King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Uni Gulf
Uni. ’ Uni.
100 % 100% 100% - 25% | 100% 100%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
- All of the students in Najran University evaluate their courses electronically
at the end of each semester.
* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?




This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from
previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
No. of the students who evaluated their courses / Total no. of the students X 100 .

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit, Najran University.

** Explain:

7. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?
These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common
characteristics with Najran university and they are well known and well organized
universities.

8. How was the benchmark calculated?
No. of the students who evaluated their courses / Total no. of the students X 100.

9. Name of the external benchmark provider.
-Arabian Gulf, Bahrain.
- Cairo University, Egypt.

Chart for Percentageof students that evaluated their courses
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KPI: Percentageof job satisfaction among teaching staff
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU 7.8

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™* New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Uni. | Uni. Gulf Uni.
80.2% 85% 78.4% - 70.2% 79% 83%

male 81.4%
female | 77.2%
Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Percentage of job satisfaction among teaching staff bffbothimale and female sections in NU s still lowet

than the targeted benchmark, but it showed an improvement compared to the value of the previous
ear and also higher level compared to the external benchmarks.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?(
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
-Arabian Gulf, Bahrain.
- Cairo University, Egypt.
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KPI: Percentageof job satisfaction among male and female administrative staff
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU 7.9

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King . .
; Cairo Arabian
Wl | Gurl,
Uni.
61.2% 80% 64% - 65.4% 72% 70%
male 61.6
female | 60.2

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Percentageof job satisfaction among male and female administrative staff at Najran University rated

(61.2%), which is lower than the target benchmark (80%), while it is close to the benchmark of
Cairo University and lower than that of Arabian Gulf University. Thus, NU has formed several
committees to improve degree of job satisfaction. They have started work and coordination has
been established with the committee members to detect areas of dissatisfaction and define proper
improvement measures to deal with them.

Degree of job satisfaction in 1438/1439 H. will be assessed according to these committees'
accomplishments.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous
years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?




The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with
Najran university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Arabian Gulf University and Cairo University

Chart for
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NU 3.8: Percentageof of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of academic leaders (Deans).

KPI: Percentageof of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of academic leaders (Deans).

NCAAA KPI Reference Number: _~ NU 3.8
Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Kll}fllifd Uni. Gulf Uni.
77.6% 80% 78.6% - - - 80%
male | 76.6%
female | 78.1%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Overall (male and female) faculty satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of academic leaders
rated (77.6%), which is lower than the target benchmark (80%), and is also lower than the preceding




benchmark, rating (78.6%), in 1436/1437 H. This indicator requires further in-depth look at the
detailed data and results at different levels to detect weak areas and areas of dissatisfaction, and define
corrective and improvement measures to deal with.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Faculty satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of
academic leaders
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| KPI: Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of academic leaders (Head of |




Departments)
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.7

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King . .
; Cairo Arabian
Kha.hd Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.
77.6% 80% - - - - 80%
male | 77.2%
female | 79%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
faculty h) satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of academic leaders (Head of

Departments) rated (77.6%), which is close to target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total mean
of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentageof of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy and effectiveness of academic leaders (Head of
Departments)
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KPI: Percentageof of academic leaders’ satisfaction with the performance of Vice Rectorship for
academic affairs

NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.12

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
I%l:il;d Univ. Gulf Univ.
70.2% 80% - - - - 80%
male 69%
female | 72.4%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Deans, Vice Deans and Department heads’ satisfaction with the performance of Vice Rectorship for academic
affairs rated (70.2%), which is satisfactory, but lower than the target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available




Academic leaders’ satisfaction with the performance of
Vice Rectorship for academic affairs
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KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.10

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King . .
; Cairo Arabian
thhd Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.
70% 80% - - - - 80%
male 70%
female | 69.8%,

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Faculty * satisfaction with the training effect of the courses they participated in rated

(70%), which is satisfactory, but lower than the target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:




1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

| Percentage ‘

KPI: Percentage of Department heads’ satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training
courses and workshops (Measuring the training effect)
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.11

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King . .
; Cairo Arabian
thhd Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.
73.2% 80% - - - - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Department heads’ satisfaction with the training effect of the courses, which faculty members participated in,
rated (73.2%), which is satisfactory, but lower than the target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?




2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Percentage

New Target Target Actual
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark

KPI: Percentage of administrative staff’s satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training
courses and workshops (Measuring the training effect)
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU 7.4
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark




King . .
Khalid Cairo Arabian

Univ Univ. Gulf Univ.
72.8% 80% - - - - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Administrative staff’s satisfaction with the training effect of the courses, they participated in, rated (72.8 %),
which is satisfactory, but lower than the target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of administrative staff’s satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)
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NU 7.5: Percentage of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)
KPI: Percentage of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training
courses and workshops (Measuring the training effect)
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  NU 7.5

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King . .
; Cairo Arabian
WS e | Colmy
Univ.
67.6% 80% - - - - 75%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Administrative leaders’ satisfaction with the training effect of the courses, which the administrative staff
participated in, rated (67.6 %), which is lower than the target benchmark (80%) and necessitates
improvement.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with the usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)
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KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the performance of Vice Rector ship for Development and Quality
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:

Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.10
Actual Benchmark Target Internal External Benchmark™®* New Target
Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King . .
; Cairo Arabian
W e || @ity
Univ.
77.8% 80% 71.8% - - - 80%
male 77.8%
female T7%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

A questionnaire on faculty satisfaction with the performance of Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality at NU was applied
to a sample of faculty members, it is also available on the University website:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeGaGrh8sRISIK6XC3PcXB2pZC1Xn_TeNUTEpaS3Twu60JNag/viewf

orm

Various administrative procedures were conducted to raise ratio of responses. It was statistically analyzed using SPSS.
Results revealed that proportion of faculty satisfaction with the performance of Vice Rectorship for Development and Quality
rated (77.8) in 1437/1438, with arithmetic mean ( 3.89) on five-point scale. It is higher than the benchmark of the preceding year
1436/1437, which rated (71.8%), but still lower than the target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?




Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal benchmark
(71.8%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available
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KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the performance of the units of Development and Quality
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NUI. 9

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cai Arabian
Khalid Ui‘lrv" Gulf
Univ. ’ Univ.
74.4% %380 74.2% - - - 80%
male 74%
female | 75.2%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the performance of the development and quality units in their colleges rated




(74.4 %) in 1437/1438, which is lower than the target benchmark (80%) and slightly higher than that of
the previous benchmark (74.2%) in 1436/1437.

The highest satisfaction value was reported for the roles of the unit to activate the internal quality system
at all levels and to support programs to meet accreditation requirements (80.2% and 79.4% respectively),

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (74.2%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

‘ Percentage ‘

KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the performance of Deanship for Development and Quality
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NUI1.11




Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target Benchmark
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark*

King . .
; Cairo Arabian
%ha‘.hd Uniy. || GulfUniv.
niv.
74.6% 80% 70.8% - - - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Faculty satisfaction with the performance of Deanship for Development and Quality rated (74.6) in the third periodic benchmark,
with arithmetic mean (3.73) on five-point scale. It is higher than the first benchmark of the academic year 1435/1436, rating
(72.4%), and the second benchmark of the academic year 1436/1437, rating (70.8%).

The current benchmark is close to the target benchmark (80%).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Because the organizational structure of the University does not include branches, it adopted the internal benchmark of
the preceding year achieving (70.8%).

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the performance of Deanship for Development and Quality
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NU3.6: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the quality of evaluation procedures adopted in NU

| KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the quality of evaluation procedures adopted in NU




NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _ NU3.6

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™®* New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khal-lld Univ quf
Univ. ) Univ.
75.2% 80% 73.2% - 97.2% 66% 80%
male 75.2
female 74.4

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Faculty satisfaction with the quality of evaluation procedures adopted in NU rated (75.2%) in the third
periodic benchmark, with arithmetic mean (3.76) on five-point scale. It is higher than the benchmark of
the academic year 1436/1437, rating (73.2%), but it is lower than both of the target benchmark and that of
Cairo University but higher than that of Arabian Gulf University.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (73.2%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

Chart for Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the quality of evaluation procedures adopted in NU




Percentage

KPI: Percentage of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with the standards that monitor and evaluate the
performance of administrative staff.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  NU 7.10

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
76.6% 80% - - - - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Administrative leaders’ satisfaction with the standards that monitor and evaluate their performance is
slightly lower than the target benchmark, points of dissatisfaction should be closely studied and results of

this indicator should be discussed in the light of other results of the KPIs of the 7™ strategic objective for
Najran University.

*  Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

Not available

New Target
Benchmark

Target
Benchmark

Actual
Benchmark

Percentage

KPI: Percentage of academic programs evaluated by NU faculty

NCAAA KPI Reference Number:

Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.7
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
thlld Univ Gu.lf
Univ. ) Univ.
75.2% 80% 66% - - 80%
male 75.8
female 73.4

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Academic programs evaluated by NU facul

rated (75.2%

in the third periodic evaluation.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal

benchmark (66.6%) depended on the result of the past year.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

‘ Percentage' I

KPI: Percentage of quality of e-courses evaluated by NU students
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU2.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Kha'hd Univ Gu'lf
Univ. ) Univ.
76.9% 80% 70% - 70.8% | 95.8% 80%
Male 78.9
Female | 76.3

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):




Proportion of quality of e-courses evaluated by NU students rated (76.9%) in the first periodic benchmark, which is
higher than the benchmark of Cairo University and lower than the benchmark of Arabian Gulf University. The
internal benchmark, defined by Performance measurement Unit as a substantial standard, rated (70 %).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (70%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

‘ Percentage ‘

| KPI: Percentage of student satisfaction with the services provided by Deanship of Admission and |




Registration
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU6.6

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
thlid Univ Gu}f
Univ. ’ Univ.
74.2% 80% 72.4% - 72.5% 75% 80%
male 77.6
female 73.2

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Proportion of student satisfaction with the services provided by Deanship of Admission and Registration at NU rated
(74.2%) in the third periodic benchmark, with arithmetic mean (3.71) on five-point scale. It is higher than the
internal benchmark (72.4%) as well as the benchmark of Cairo University and close to the benchmark of
Arabian Gulf University, but still lower than the target bench mark which requires examination for the
weak points and areas of dissatisfaction to design improvement plan for the services provided by the
deanship.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (72.4%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points
Percentage= Total average of the scale/no. of scale points *100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points
Percentage= Total average of the scale/no. of scale points *100

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University
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KPI: Percentage of stakeholders and labor market satisfaction with the level of alumni skills
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _ NUS.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
83.5% 85% 83.2% - - - 85%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Stakeholders and labor market satisfaction with the level of alumni skills rated (83.5%) in the third periodic
benchmark, it is still lower compared to the target bench mark. It is highly recommended to give a closer look
and examination for the results to detect areas of dissatisfaction in alumni skills.

*  Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (83.2%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of stakeholders and labor market satisfaction with the level of alumni skills
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New Target | Internal Target Actual
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*

m 1Al 85 83.2 85 83.5

NU4.2: Percentage of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with facilities and equipment

KPI: Percentage of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with facilities and equipment
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  NU4.2

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
65.4% 80% 66.8% - 76.3% - 70%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Administrative leaders’ satisfaction with facilities and equipment at NU rated (65.4%), which is an average value.
The recorded value for this indicator is much lower than the target benchmark, improvement actions should be
defined in the light of the results of other indicators for the 4" strategic objective of Najran University "including
NU4.1,NU4.3, S7.1 and S7.3".

*  Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with NU facilities and equipment, rating (66.8%) depended on
the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)




3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

This external benchmark provider was chosen because it shares common characteristics with Najran
university and it is well known and well organized university.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University

‘ Percentage ‘

KPI: Percentage of academic leaders’ satisfaction with facilities and equipment
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU4.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
66.8% 80% 65.4% - - - 70%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Academic leaders’ satisfaction with NU facilities and equipment rated (66.8%), which is average value. The current
actual benchmark for this indicator is much lower than the target benchmark, improvement actions should be
defined in the light of the results of other indicators for the 4™ strategic objective of Najran University "including
NU4.1,NU4.2, S7.1 and S7.3".

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal




benchmark of academic leaders’ satisfaction with NU facilities and equipment, rating (66.8%), depended on the
result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

KPI: Percentage of evaluating NU role in encouraging scientific research from the perspective of faculty
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.9

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ’ Univ.
72.4% 80% 67% - - - 75%
male 74.8%
female | 68.4%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):




Faculty rated their satisfaction with NU role in encouraging scientific research rated (72.4%) in the fifth periodic
benchmark of 1437/1438 on five-point scale, which is higher than the previous benchmarks: the first ( 72%) in
1433/1434; the second (64.33%) in 1434/1435; the third (63.8%) in 1435/1436, and the fourth ( 67%) in 1436/1437.

*  Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (67%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of evaluating NU role in encouraging scientific research from the perspective of faculty

Percentage

New Target | Internal Target Actual

Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
*




NU11.3: Percentage of University investment of its potential in community service from the perspective of academic
leaders

KPI: Proportion of University investment of its potential in community service from the perspective of academic leaders
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU11.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
1511;11% 4 Cairo Arabian
. Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.
74% 80% 66.2% - - - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

A questionnaire on satisfaction with the University investment of its potential in community service was applied to a sample of
academic leaders, it is also available on the University website:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeGaGrh8sRISIK6XC3PcXB2pZC1Xn TeNUTEpaS3Twu60JNag/viewf
orm

Various administrative procedures were conducted to raise ratio of responses. It was statistically analyzed using SPSS.
Results revealed that satisfaction with the University investment of its potential in community service rated (74 %), with
arithmetic mean (3.70) on five-point scale. From the perspective of academic leaders, it is higher than the preceding benchmark
(66.2%) but still lower than the target benchmark.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal benchmark
(66.2%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation: The total
mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of University investment of its potential in community service from the perspective of academic
leaders
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NU11.2: Percentage of University investment of its potential in community service from the perspective of administrative
leaders

KPI: Proportion of University investment of its potential in community service from the perspective of administrative
leaders

NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU11.2

Actual Benchmark Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
1511;11% 4 Cairo Arabian
. Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.
71.2% 80% 64.6% - - - 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

A questionnaire on satisfaction with the University investment of its potential in community service was applied to a
sample of administrative leaders, it is also available on the University website:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSeGaGrh8sRISIK6XC3PcXB2pZC1Xn TeNUTEpaS3Twu60JNag/viewf
orm

Various administrative procedures were conducted to raise ratio of responses. It was statistically analyzed using SPSS.
Results revealed that satisfaction with University investment of its potential in community service rated (71.2 %), with
arithmetic mean (3.56) on five-point scale. The current value is higher than the preceding benchmark, but it is still
lower than the target benchmark indicating need for improvement actions.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal benchmark
(64.6%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points
Percentage= Total average of the scale/no. of scale points *100

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

70
60
50

30
20
10

Percentage

New Target | Internal Target Actual

Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
*

CRE. 64.6

KPI: Percentage of University investment of its potential in community service from the perspective
of faculty members

NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _ NU11.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cai Arabian
Khalid Uiliro Gulf
Univ. Ve Univ.
69.6% 80% 70% - - 40% 80%
male | 70.8%
female | 66.8%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Satisfaction of faculty members with the University investment of its potential in community service rated

(69.6%) in the second periodic benchmark, with arithmetic mean (3.48) on five-point scale. It is higher
than the benchmark of Arabian Gulf University, but still lower than the target benchmark.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (70%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?




Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

This external benchmark provider was chosen because it shares common characteristics with Najran
university and it is well known and well organized university.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

Arabian Gulf University.

KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with the availability of requirements of effective teaching strategies
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU6.5

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
69.8% %80 76.4% - 75.4% 79% 80%
male 71.6%
female | 63.4%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):




Faculty satisfaction with the availability of requirements of effective teaching strategies rated (69.8%),
with arithmetic mean (3.77) on five-point scale. It is lower than the target benchmarks. Improvement
actions are required to improve services and support for male and female students "the 6" strategic
objective for Najran University".

*  Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (76.4%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

Chart for Percentage of Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the availability of requirements of effective teaching

strategies
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NU 3.1: Percentage of evaluating attitudes of using effective teaching methods from the perspective of faculty

KPI: Percentage of evaluating attitudes of using effective teaching methods from the perspective of faculty
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  NU 3.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
90.6% 95% 92% - - - 95%
male 89.4%
female | 91.6%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Evaluating attitudes of using effective teaching methods from the perspective of _ faculty at
NU rated very high (90.6%), with arithmetic mean (4.53).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (92%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available
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KPI: Percentage of practicing effective teaching activities by faculty from the perspective of students
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU6.2
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

[iiags Cairo Arabian

Kh%hd Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.

73.6% 80% 71.2% - 76.3% 80% 80%
male | 77.6%
female | 72.2%
Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Results indicated that satisfaction of the students with the practicing effective teaching activities by
faculty at NU is (73.6%) in the second benchmark of the academic year 1437/1438, and it is close to the

benchmark of Arabian Gulf University, but still lower than the target benchmark indicating the need for

further improvement actions.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (71.2%) depended on the result of the past year.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

These external benchmark providers were chosen because they share common characteristics with Najran
university and they are well known and well organized universities.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University and Arabian Gulf University

‘ Percentage ‘

KPI: Percentage of efficacy of financial resources from the perspective of faculty
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  NU7.6

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

[iiags Cairo Arabian

thhd Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.




73.2% 80% | 696% | - ] 605% | - 80%
male 73.8%
female | 70.8%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Satisfaction of the faculty with the efficacy of financial resources rated (73.2%) in the fifth periodic

benchmark of 1437/1438, with arithmetic mean (3.66) on five-point scale. It is higher than the previous
benchmarks: the first (65.2%) in 1433/1434; the second (64.4%) in 1434/1435; the third (68.2%) in
1435/1436, and the fourth (69.6%) in 1436/1437. Although the current value for this indicator is higher
than that of the external benchmark but it is still lower than the target bench mark indicating the need for
further improvement actions.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (69.6%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

This external benchmark provider was chosen because it shares common characteristics with Najran
university and it is well known and well organized university.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Cairo University
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KPI: Percentage of student satisfaction with health services
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU6.4

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.
78% 80% 71.4% - - - 80%
male 77.2%
female 80%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Student satisfaction with health services in the fourth periodic benchmark rated (78%), with arithmetic

mean (3.90) on five-point scale, and it is close to target benchmark. The table and chart blow illustrate
this result.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (71.4%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




2. How was the benchmark calculated?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for proportion of student satisfaction with health services
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NU7.7: Percentage of administrative staff’s satisfaction with the standards that monitor and evaluate their performance

KPI: Percentage of administrative staff’s satisfaction with the standards that monitor and evaluate their

performance
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU7.7
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
thhd Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.
88% 90% 81.2% - - - 90%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Administrative staff’s satisfaction with the standards that monitor and evaluate their performance at NU

rated high (88%) in the current third benchmark of 1437/1438, with arithmetic mean (4.40) on five-point
scale. It is higher than the first benchmark (83.2%) in 1435/1436 and the second (81.2 %) in 1436/1437,
while it is still lower than the target benchmark.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (81.2%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?




Total average = Total average of the scale/no. of scale points
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

KPI: Percentage of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age

retirement
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: __ S9.1
Institutional KPI Reference Number:
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Kha.hd Univ Gu.lf
Univ. ) Univ.
0.05 Up to 10 % 0.02 0.19 - - 0.03

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Proportion of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age retirement

rated (0.05), which is low. This reveals that NU achieved a higher level of employment stability for




faculty members than King Khalid University.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total number of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age retirement/ Total
number of faculty.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

This external benchmark provider was chosen because it shares common characteristics with Najran
university and it is well known and well organized university.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total number of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than age retirement/ Total
number of faculty.

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

King Khalid University

Chart for Percentage of teaching staff leaving the institution in the past year for reasons other than
age retirement
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S10.3: Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with at least one refereed publication during
the previous year

KPI: Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with at least one refereed publication during the
previous year
NCAAA KPI Reference Number: __S10.3
Institutional KPI Reference Number:

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
Ighl nlg d Cairo Arabian
at Univ. Gulf Univ.
Univ.




R - - 50%
15.5% 50% 22.5% °

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with at least one refereed publication during the previous
year is (15.5).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Total number of teaching staff members with at least one refereed publication during the previous year/
Total number of teaching staff members.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for proportion of of teaching staff members with at least one refereed publication during the previous
year

Proportion of teaching staff members with at least one
refereed publication during the previous year
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NU7.2: Percentage of job description clarity for all NU employees

KPI: Percentage of job description clarity for all NU employees
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU7.2
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark




King . .
; Cairo Arabian
I;Tiléd Univ. Gulf Univ.
83.6% 80% 77.2% - - - 85%

male 83.2%

female | 84.4%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Proportion of job description clarity for all NU employees rated (83.6%) in the second periodic

benchmark, with arithmetic mean (4.18) on five-point scale. It is higher than the target benchmark.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark (77.2%) depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following equation:
The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of job description clarity for all NU employees

Percentage

New Target | Internal Target Actual

Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
*

NU 4.1: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with facilities and equipment
| KPI: Percentage of faculty satisfaction with facilities and equipment




NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU4.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* | King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ’ Univ.
72.2% %80 %72.16 - %74.80 | %71.7 %75
male 75.4
female 67

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Performance benchmark of NU is higher than that of Arabian Gulf University, but lower than
that of Cairo university and target benchmark.

The University is well-equipped according to the latest international standards.

NU attempts to raise satisfaction to achieve the target.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

Since the organizational structure of the University does not include any branches, the current internal
benchmark depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

An external well-reputed benchmark, whose circumstances and outcomes are similar to those of Najran
University, was selected. Also, another one, whose environment and origin are different from those of
NU, was selected.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.

1-Arbian Gulf University, Bahrain.
2- Cairo University, Egypt.




N 80

78

N 76

N 7

1 72

70

68

66
New | Arabian | Cairo | Internal | Target | Actual
Target Gulf Univ. | Benchm | Benchm | Benchm
Benchm | Univ. ark* ark ark

ark

I m 1Al 75 71.7 74.8 72.16 80 72.2

KPI: Percentage of final-year students’ satisfaction with programs’ evaluation
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU1.8

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* | King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Univ. Univ.
75.4% 80% 72.8% - - - 80%
male | 74.2%
female | 76.2%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
The current value is higher than the previous result. Generally, results of the
questionnaire items reveal that the final-year students’ satisfaction is about average. It is good
value and close to the target benchmark (80%). Accordingly, more improvements
should be implemented to reach the target.

Recommendations:

Continuity of improving the program quality at NU and taking the measures essential for
achieving such improvements.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

The current internal benchmark depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
The average of the questionnaire is converted to a percentage weight by the following
equation: The total mean of the scale / number of the scale items multiplied by (100)




3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Percentage of final-year students’ satisfaction with programs’ evaluation
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NU7.1: Rate of approved organizational structures to administrative and academic units of NU

KPI: Rate of approved organizational structures to administrative and academic units of NU
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU7.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* | King Cairo Arabian Benchmark
Khalid | -, | Gulf
Univ. Univ.
100% 100% 100% - - - 100%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Rate of approved organizational structures to administrative and academic units of NU is
(100%), which is one of NU strengths and indicates that organizational structures are approved
to the whole academic and administrative units.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
The current internal benchmark depended on the result of the past year.




2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Number of approved organizational structures to administrative and academic units / Number
of administrative and academic units at the University * 100.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for rate of approved organizational structures to administrative and academic units

Rate of approved organizational structures to administrative and
academic units
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NU3.4: Rate of Full Professors to Associate Professors to Assistant Professors

KPI: Rate of Full Professors to Associate Professors to Assistant Professors
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:

Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.4

Actual Benchmark Target Benchmark Internal Benchmark™ External Benchmark** New Target Benchmark
King Cairo Arabian
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ) Univ.

Prof.:Associate Prof.

Prof.:Associate Prof.

Prof.:Associate Prof.

Prof.:Associate Prof.

1:4.51 1:2 1:4.17 1:2
Prof.: Assistant Prof. Prof.: Assistant Prof. Prof.: Assistant Prof. Prof.: Assistant Prof.
1:13.21 1:3 1:2.33 1:3
Associate Prof.: Assistant Prof. Associate Prof.: Assistant Associate Prof.: Associate Prof.: Assistant
1:2.93 Prof. Assistant Prof. Prof.

1:1.5

1:2.34

1:1.5




Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Proportion of professor to associate professor is (1:4.51), Professor to Assistant Professor is (1:13.21)
and Associate Professor to Assistant Professor is

(1:2.93), while such proportions have not achieved the target.

Recommendations:

It is necessary to appoint or contract with faculty members, such as a professor and associate professor.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

The current internal benchmark depended on the result of the past year
2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Number of Associate professors/ Number of professors

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available.

NUS5.3: Number of book titles to students

KPI: NU5.3 Number of book titles to students
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU5.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* King . Arabian Benchmark
Khalid Cairo Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

1.5:1 1:10 1.2:1 - - - 2:1




Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Number of book titles to students is (1.5:1), which is higher than the target benchmark.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
The current internal benchmark depended on the result of the past year.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
Number of book titles/no. of students

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for Number of book titles to students

Number of book titles to students
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NU3.3: Proportion of training courses held annually by the University to improve the skills of faculty

KPI: Proportion of training courses held annually by the University to improve the skills of faculty
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* King - Arabian Benchmark
Khalid Cairo Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.




112 10% 97 - - - 20%
courses in annual courses in
1438/1439 increase 1437/1438

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Proportion of training courses held annually by the University to improve the skills of faculty rated
(15.46%) in 1438/1439 compared to the proportion of the last year, which is higher
than the target benchmark.

Strengths:

Courses related to the improvement of faculty capabilities increased. As a result, their
competence and teaching process will be positively influenced.

Recommendations:

Raising this proportion throughout next year in order to enable more faculty members
to take these courses as well as update the contents and objectives of such courses
regularly and periodically.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

NUS.1 Proportion of increase in the rate of borrowing books

KPI: NUS5.1 Proportion of increase in the rate of borrowing books
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NUS.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* | King Cai Arabian Benchmark
: airo
Khalid Univ Gulf
Univ. ’ Univ.
79.6% 20% annual 0% - - -
increase

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The proportion of increase in the rate of borrowing books rated (79.6 %), which surpassed the target
benchmark.

Strengths

NU library holds (129580) volumes, (264) periodicals, (165) governmental publications, (60)
dissertations and (200000000) titles for the digital library according to the statistics of the
library holdings for the academic year 1437/1438H.

Recommendations:




Motivating the students to conduct research and investigative studies from books, volumes and
periodicals available on the Internet, as well as holding symposia for them on the way to log in
and browse the digital library.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.
2. How was the benchmark calculated?

Difference in the number of borrowings from the previous consecutive two years/ number of
borrowings from the previous year x (100)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

NU3.2 The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has been taken.

KPI: NU3.2 The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has been taken.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: NU3.2

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Benchmark* | King Cai Arabian Benchmark
; airo
Khalid Uni Gulf
Univ. v Univ.
89.8% 100% 48.5% - - - 100%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has been taken rated (89.8%), which surpassed the
previous evaluation but less than the target benchmark.

Recommendations:

Activating the application of disciplinary actions to the violations according to the University rules and
regulations and holding education symposia for the students on the disciplinary action in the university
rules and regulations.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.
2. How was the benchmark calculated?

(no. of disciplinary actions that have been taken/ no. of violation.

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit- Najran University.

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

2. How was the benchmark calculated?




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has been taken

The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has been taken
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Indicators of Afaq Plan
Al.1 Rate of enrollment in programs of science and technology.

KPI: Rate of enrollment in programs of science and technology.
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: __ Al.l1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

- - - 45%
42.7% 40% 32.5% ’

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of enrollment in programs of science and technology rated (42.7%); it is higher than the

target bench mark and the internal benchmark for the previous year.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of enrolled students in programs of science and technology/ Total number of enrolled
students for the same year)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.




Performance Measurement Unit
** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Internal Target Actual
Benchmark* Benchmark Benchmark

KPI: Rate of faculty in specializations of Science and Technology
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: A2.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.
- - - 45%

45.5% 50% 34.5%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of faculty in specializations of Science and Technology rated (45.5%) which is close to the

target benchmark and higher than the value reported for the previous year, indicating progress

towards achievement of the target value.




* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of faculty in specializations of Science and Technology/ Total number of faculty

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Internal Target Actual
Benchmark* Benchmark Benchmark

KPI: Rate of faculty holding Ph. D
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _ A2.2

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark




King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

- - - 459
46.2% 70% 42.4% &

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of faculty holding Ph. D rated (46.2%) which is higher than the internal benchmark of the

previous year (42.4%), but much lower than the target benchmark which requires improvement
actions and plans to ensure progress in achieving this indicator.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

(No. of faculty holding Ph.D./ Total number of faculty).

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Internal Target Actual
Benchmark* Benchmark Benchmark




A2.3 Rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis)

KPI: Rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis)
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: A2.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

52.9% 35% 56.4%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis) rated (52.9%) which is lower than the internal

benchmark of the previous year (56.4%), illustrating the availability of academic positions for
the Saudi faculty and returning from scholarships to pursue their teaching works and activities (a
strength for Najran University).

*  Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

(No. Rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis)/ Total number of faculty)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis)




Rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis)

KPI: Rate of administrative staff that are holding post-secondary certificates
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: A2.4

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

75.9% 85% 53.5%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of administrative staff that are holding post-secondary certificates rated (75.9%) which

surpassed the internal benchmark of the previous year (53.3%), illustrating the occupational
development of Najran University regarding the availability of opportunities for the
administrative staff to pursue their post-secondary education or that the University is keen on
recruiting qualified applicants for the new positions.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of administrative staff that are holding post-secondary certificates/ Total no. of
administrative staf¥)
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.




| Not available

Rate of administrative staff that are holding post-secondary
certificates

KPI: Rate of Saudi technicians
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _ A2.5

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

100% 80% 94.1%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Rate of Saudi technicians rated (100%) which is very high and surpassed the target benchmark of
the plan for 2029.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of Saudi technicians/ Total no. of administrative staff) .

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Rate of Saudi technicians

KPI: Rate of students speaking more than language
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: _ A2.6

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

42.1% 80% 45.8%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Rate of students speaking more than language rated (42.1%) which is lower than the internal
benchmark of the previous year (45.8%).

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?




(No. of students speaking more than language/ Total no. of students) .

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Internal Target Actual
Benchmark* Benchmark Benchmark
42.1

KPI: Rate of accredited programs
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: A3.3

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark™** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

11.1% 85% 13.8%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of accredited programs rated (11.1%) which is lower than the internal benchmark of the




previous year (13.8%) due to the introduction of new programs.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of accredited programs/ total no. of programs)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Rate of accredited programs

KPI: Rate of post-graduate students and fellowships to total number of students
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: __ A3.4

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark




King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

1.6% 10% 1.5%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Rate of post-graduate students and fellowships to total number of students rated (1.6%) which is
higher the previous evaluation (1.5%), but much lower than the target benchmark. Improvement
actions are required to increase value of this indicator and other indicators for the 10% strategic
objective of Najran University "Enhancement of post graduate programs".

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(total number of post-graduate students and fellowships / total no. of students)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Rate of post-graduate students and fellowships to total
number of students




A2.9 Ratio of students to faculty in specializations of Science and Technology

KPI: Ratio of students to faculty in specializations of Science and Technology
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:

Institutional KPI Reference Number: A2.9
Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

17:1 17:1 16:1

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of students to faculty in specializations of Science and Technology rated (17:1) which

matches the target benchmark of the plan for 2029.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of students in specializations of Science and Technology/ No. of faculty in specializations
of Science and Technology)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for rate of students to faculty in specializations of Science and Technology




Ratio of students to faculty in specializations of Science and
Technology

KPI: Ratio of students to faculty in specialization of Medicine
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: A2.8

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

5:1 10:1 1:1

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Rate of students to faculty in specialization of Medicine rated (5:1) which indicates that Najran
University have more faculty members in specialization of medicine than required for the
number of students in this specialization according to the target benchmark of the plan for 2029.
* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?

This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(No. of students in specialization of Medicine/No. of faculty at the College of Medicine)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?




3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

m Actual Benchmark

M Target Benchmark

= Internal Benchmark*

KPI: Ratio of students to faculty in other specializations
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  A2.10

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

20:1 22:1 18:1

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of students to faculty in other specializations rated (20:1) which means that Najran

University have more faculty per student ratio than recommended according to AFAQ.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

(No. of students in other specializations/ no. of faculty at the competent colleges).
3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:




1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for rate of students to faculty in other specializations

Ratio of students to faculty in other specializations
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A3.1 Rate of faculty trained on the latest teaching methods and strategies

KPI: Rate of faculty trained on the latest teaching methods and strategies
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number:  A3.1

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

34% 35% 53.3%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of faculty trained on the latest teaching methods and strategies rated (34%) which matches

the target benchmark of the plan for 2029.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(Total no. of faculty trained on the latest teaching methods and strategies/ total no. of faculty)




3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Rate of faculty trained on the latest teaching methods and
strategies

KPI: Rate of total students to total faculty
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: __ A2.7

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target
Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark
King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.

18 :1 20:1 17:1

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):

Rate of total students to total faculty rated (18:1) which matches the target benchmark of the plan
for 2029.

* Explain:

1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?




This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?
(Total no. of students / Total no. of faculty).

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.
Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:

1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

1:20

1:19

1:19

1:18

m Actual Benchmark

- 1:17
B Target Benchmark

 Internal Benchmark* - 1:17
- 1:16

- 1:15

- 1:14

1

KPI: Proportion of programs that conduct assessment tests for learning outcomes
NCAAA KPI Reference Number:
Institutional KPI Reference Number: A3.2

Actual Target Internal External Benchmark** New Target

Benchmark Benchmark Benchmark* Benchmark

King Cairo | Arabian
Khalid | Univ. Gulf
Univ. Univ.




30% 70% 29%

Analysis (list strengths and recommendations):
Rate of students speaking more than language rated (30%) which is lower than the national level

of the plan in 2029.

* Explain:
1. Why this internal benchmark provider was chosen?
This internal benchmark is chosen because of the availability of the data from previous years.

2. How was the benchmark calculated?

(Proportion of programs that conduct assessment tests for learning outcomes/ total no. of
programs)

3. Name of the internal benchmark provider.

Performance Measurement Unit

** Explain:
1. Why this external benchmark provider was chosen?

3. Name of the external benchmark provider.
Not available

Chart for rate of students speaking more than language

Proportion of programs that conduct assessment tests for
learning outcomes

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Internal Target Actual
Benchmark* Benchmark Benchmark
[y RAN 29% 70% 30%




Strengths:

KPIs that achieved the target benchmark and surpassed the external/internal benchmark:

Nu mission is greatly commenced by the beneficiaries, whether faculty, administrative staff or
students.

The administrative and academic staff are greatly satisfied with the efficiency and effectiveness of
NU organizational structure.

NU has an e-system that allows students to evaluate faculty members. It provides the faculty with the
results of evaluation to be used in writing the course report and making improvement plans according
to the template of the Deanship of Development and Quality.

The learning resources (digital library) of Najran University are broadly available, supporting the
scientific, mental, intellectual and cultural development of the faculty and students in the various
academic programs.

All the faculty of Najran University are Ph. D. holders who granted their Ph.D. degrees from
reputable and recognized universities.

IT services are highly commenced by the stakeholders, whether students, faculty or administrative
staff.

Facilities and equipment are broadly available according to the evaluation of stakeholders.

The administration of scientific councils receives a high degree from the perspective of the faculty
regarding the support offered to the different specializations, control making the scientific and
technical decisions and fairly and objectively discussion of the issues of the departments.

Continuous progress in achieving NU missions through the implemented projects.

Student satisfaction with the evaluation of their academic performance was high because of fairness
and objectivity.

The faculty members of the University have a high degree of job satisfaction which positively affects
their performance.

The effectiveness of the performance of academic leaders, whether deans or heads of departments, as
well as that of the administrative leaders increased, indicating adequacy of selection.

The academic and administrative staff are satisfied with the quality of their job performance
evaluation mechanisms.

The faculty are satisfied with the performance of the Vice Rectorship, Deanship of Development and
Quality and their units that are keen on assuming their assigned responsibilities according to quality
standards set by the National Center for Academic Accreditation and Assessment.

The recruiters are satisfied with the professional and personal skills of NU graduates.

The percentage of the attitudes and requirements of using effective learning methods increased,
ensuring the achievement of educational objectives and the quality of educational outcomes from the
perspective of the faculty.

Student satisfaction with health services increased.

The decrease of the proportion of faculty who left the University for age retirement continued,
indicating job stability.

The clarity of the organizational handbook increased for NU employees.

The percentage of the approved organizational structures of the academic and administrative units
increased.

The number of book titles to students in the libraries are available.

The rate of borrowing books by the University stakeholders increased.




The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has been taken increased, indicating that the
University is keen on applying the policy of reward and sanction.

The number of training courses on the development of faculty skills and knowledge increased,
causing the development of their level and improvement of the educational environment at Najran
University.

The rate of student enrollment in programs of science and technology increased.

The rate of administrative staff that are holding post-secondary certificates increased, illustrating the
occupational development to which NU aspires. Additionally, the University is keen on recruiting
qualified employees with a high educational level to hold positions according to their specializations.
The rate of Saudi technicians increased compared to other nationalities, illustrating that the
University is keen on empowering the Saudis to achieve Saudization in the field.

The University is keen on developing the faculty by holding training courses on modern teaching
methods.

Weaknesses

KPIs that did not achieve the target benchmark and are less than the external/internal benchmark:

Low percentage of programs that adopt the independent opinion by experts from the University
regarding the academic achievement standards during the academic year rating (33.3%), but it is
higher than the preceding year (23.3%), indicating improvement to achieve the target benchmark.
Low percentage of students entering programs who successfully completed first year and those who
completed those programs in minimum time.

Low percentage of students enrolled in post-graduate programs who completed their researches
within the established time frame.

Low percentage of student satisfaction with the library services. While the current benchmark rated
(68.8%), that of the preceding year rated (57%), indicating improvement in the field.

Low percentage of faculty participating in professional development activities at Najran University.
Low number of faculty who published one scientific paper at least the preceding year.

Low number and percentage of faculty participating in community service activities.

Low percentage of the male and female administrative staff satisfaction.

Low degree of the University investment of its facilities for community service.

Low rate of accredited programs at the University.

Recommendations

Activating the independent opinion system the University adopted by on-campus experts.

Motivating the students enrolled in post-graduate programs to complete their researches within the
established time frame.

Motivating the faculty to conduct academic research in their specializations.

Motivating the faculty to participate in community service activities through allocating a reward and
distinguishing them from the other faculty by the University.

Increasing the University investment of its facilities for community service.

Increasing the number of the accredited programs at the University.




e KPIs that achieved and did not achieved the target benchmark

Code Indicator Actual Target Target
Benchmark Benchmark = Achieved

Teaching staff's awareness ratings of the Mission

) ) v
Statement LEHS D0
Students' awareness ratings of the Mission Statement 75.6% 80%
Administrative staff's awareness ratings of the Mission 76.2% 80%
Statement
Stakeholders' awareness ratings of the Mission
Statement and Objectives (Average rating on how well 79.6% 80%

the mission is known to teaching staff, and
undergraduate and graduate students)

Stakeholders’ evaluation of the Policy Handbook, 4.18= (80%) =4 v
including administrative flow chart and job  (83.6%)

responsibilities.

Students' overall evaluation on the quality of their 3.54= 4=80%
learning experiences. 70.8%
Proportion of courses in which student evaluations %100 %100 v

were conducted during the year.

Proportion of programs in which there was an 33.3% 75%
independent verification, within the institution, of
standards of student achievement during the year

Ratio of students to teaching staff (based on full time 15:1 15: 1 v
equivalent) (average) (average)
Students overall rating on the quality of their courses 77.2 % 80% --
Proportion of the teaching staff with verified doctoral 100% 100% v
qualifications

Percentage of students entering programs who 41% 60%
successfully complete first year.

Proportion of students entering undergraduate  23.52% 50%

programs who complete those programs in minimum

time.

Proportion of students entering post graduate  18.88% 50%

programs who complete those programs in specified

time.

Ratio of students to administrative staff. 21:1 20:1
Proportion of total operating funds (other than 0.0007 0.0050
accommodation and student allowances) allocated to

provision of student services

Student evaluation of academic and career 70% 80%
counselling.

Stakeholder evaluation of library and media center 68.8% 80%
Stakeholder evaluation of the digital library. (Learning 77.8% 80%

resources)




Code

Indicator

Annual expenditure on IT budget

Stakeholder evaluation of the IT services (Average
overall rating of the adequacy of on a five- point scale
of an annual survey

Stakeholder evaluation of facilities & equipment

total operating expenditure (other  than
accommodation and student allowances) per student
proportion of teaching staff leaving the institution in
the past year for reasons other than age retirement
Proportion of teaching staff participating in
professional development activities during the past
year

Number of citations in refereed journals in the
previous year per full time equivalent faculty members

Proportion of full time member of teaching staff with
at least one refereed publication during the previous
year.

Number of papers or reports presented at academic
conferences during the past year per full time
equivalent faculty members

Proportion of the total, annual operational budget
dedicated to research

Proportion of full time teaching and other staff
actively engaged in community service activities

Number of community education programs provided
as a proportion of the Number of department

Percentage of faculty satisfaction with NU mission
and objectives.

Proportion of administrative staff’s satisfaction with
NU mission.

Proportion of student satisfaction with NU mission.
Proportion of stakeholders’ satisfaction with NU
mission.

Proportion of job description clarity for all NU
employees.

Proportion of male and female administrative staff
satisfaction with adequacy and effectiveness of
administrative leaders.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the scientific
councils’ performance

Proportion of annual increase in achieving NU
mission through the proportion of achieving NU
strategic objectives.

Proportion of academic programs that measure the
skills of undergraduate students before graduation.
Satisfaction of students with the fairness and
objectivity of Exams

Proportion of students that evaluated their courses

Actual

Target

Benchmark Benchmark

4.28%
79.47%

72.2%
15,122
SAR
0.05

35.6%

1:1.57
=(0.63)

15.5%

(.06)

0.50%

26.4%
1:1.36 =
(.74)
86.2%
87.17%

88.44%
95.8%

(83.6%)

70.8%

90.6%

17.9%

30 %
78.2 %

100 %

5%
80%

80%
20,000
SAR
up to 10%

50%

1:1
=(100%)

50%

(0.20)

1.0%

50.0%

2:1=(2.0)

80%
80%

80%
80%

(85%)

75%

90%

15%

50%
80%

100%

Target
Achieved




Code

Indicator

Proportion of faculty trained on the latest teaching
methods and strategies.

Proportion of job satisfaction among teaching staff.
Proportion of job satisfaction among male and female
administrative staff.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy
and effectiveness of academic leaders (Deans).
Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy
and effectiveness of academic leaders (Head of
Departments).

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the
performance of Vice Rector ship for Development and
Quality

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the
performance of the units of Vice Rector ship for
Development and Quality

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the
performance of Deanship for Development and
Quality

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the quality of
evaluation procedures adopted in NU.

Proportion of academic programs evaluated by NU
faculty.

Proportion of quality of e-courses evaluated by NU
students.

Proportion of student satisfaction with the services
provided by Deanship of Admission and Registration.
Proportion of stakeholders' satisfaction and labor
market with the level of alumni skills.

Proportion of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with
facilities and equipment.

Proportion of academic leaders’ satisfaction with
facilities and equipment.

Proportion of evaluating NU role in encouraging
scientific research from the perspective of faculty.
Proportion of University investment of its potential in
community service from the perspective of academic
leaders.

Proportion of University investment of its potential in
community  service from  the  perspective
of administrative leaders.

Proportion of University investment of its potential in
community service from the perspective of faculty
members.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the availability
of requirements effective teaching strategies.
Proportion of evaluating of attitudes of using effective
teaching methods from the perspective of faculty.
Proportion of practicing effective teaching activities
by faculty from the perspective of students.

Proportion of efficacy of financial resources from the
perspective of faculty.

Proportion of academic leaders’ satisfaction with the
performance of vice rector ship for academic affairs.
Proportion of student satisfaction with health services.

Actual Target Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Achieved

36% 50%
80.2% 85%
61.2% 80%
77.6% 80%
77.6% 80%
77.8% 80%
74.4% %80
74.6% 80%
75.2% 80%
75.2% 80%
76.9% 80%
74.2% 80%
83.5% 85%
65.4% 80%
66.8% 80%
72.4% 80%

74% 80%
71.2% 80%
69.6% 80%
75.4% %80
90.6% 95%
73.6% 80%
73.2% 80%
70.2% 80%

78% 80%




Code

Indicator

Proportion of administrative staff’s satisfaction with
the effectiveness of administrative leadership.
Proportion of administrative staff’s satisfaction with
the standards that monitor and evaluate their
performance.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the usefulness
and significance of training courses and workshops
(Measuring the training effect)

Proportion of Department heads’ satisfaction with the
usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)

Proportion of administrative staff’s satisfaction with
the usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)

Proportion of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with
the usefulness and significance of training courses and
workshops (Measuring the training effect)

Proportion of administrative leaders’ satisfaction with
the standards that monitor and evaluate the
performance of administrative staff.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with facilities and
equipment.

Proportion of final-year students’ satisfaction with
programs’ evaluation.

Rate of approved organizational structures to
administrative and academic units of NU.

Rate of Full Professors to Associate Professors to
Assistant Professors.

Number of book titles to students

Proportion of training courses held annually by the
University to improve the skills of faculty.

Proportion of increase in the rate of borrowing books.

The rate of violations for which disciplinary action has
been taken.

Indicator for clarity rate of the organizational
handbook for NU employees.

Rate of enrollment in programs of science and
technology.

Rate of faculty in specializations of Science and
Technology

Actual Target Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Achieved

74.6% 75%
88% 90%
70% 80%
73.2% 80%
72.8% 80%
67.6% 80%
76.6% 80%
72.2% %80 -
75.4% 80% -
100% 100% v

Professor Professor:

: Associate
Associat  Professor
e 1:2

Professor Professor:
1:4.51 Assist.
Professor Professor
Assist. 1:3
Professor  Associate
1:13.21 Professor:
Associat  Assist.

® Professor
Professor 1:1.5
Assist.
Professor
1:293
1.5:1 1:10 v e
322% 10% annual v
increase -
79.6%  Annual 20% v -
increase
83.6% 80% v -
42.7% 40% v -




Code Indicator Actual Target Target
Benchmark Benchmark | Achieved

AZE Rate of faculty holding Ph. D. 46.2% 70%
[WAZBT Rate of contractees faculty (Non-Saudis) 52.9% 35%
Rate of admlplstratlve staff that are holding post- 75.9%, 85%
secondary certificates.
[IWA2ET Rate of Saudi technicians. 100% 80% v
_ Rate of students speaking more than language. 42.1% 80%
A3 Rate of accredited programs. 11.1% 85%
Rate of post-graduate students and fellowships to total 1.6% 10%
number of students.
Ra_te of students to faculty in specializations of 17:1 17:1 v
Science and Technology.
Rate of students to faculty in specialization of
- 5:1 10:1
Medicine.
[WAZHON Rate of students to faculty in other specializations. 20:1 22:1
- Rate of fac.ulty trained on the latest teaching methods 34% 35%
and strategies.
Proporthn of programs that conduct assessment tests 30% 70%
for learning outcomes.
_ Rate of total students to total faculty. 18:1 20:1

Gender differences in some performance indicators (KPIs)

82.6

Teaching staff's awareness ratings of the Mission 83.6% 80% 83.8

[0,] [9,]
= e
— —
(=2 1]

Statement
Students' awareness ratings of the Mission Statement 75.6% 80% 75.2 76.6
S1 e Administrative staff's awareness ratings of the Mission 76.2% 80% 76.4 75.2
Statement
S2.1 Stakeholders’ evaluation of the Policy Handbook, 4.18= (80%) =4 83.2 84.4
including administrative flow chart and job  (83.6%)
responsibilities.
Students' overall evaluation on the quality of their 3.54= 4=80% 71.4 70.6
learning experiences. 70.8%
Students overall rating on the quality of their courses 77.2 % 80% 79.6 75.8
Student evaluation of academic and career 70% 80% 73.6 65.2
counselling.
Stakeholder evaluation of library and media center 68.8% 80% 65.8 70
Stakeholder evaluation of the digital library. (Learning 77.8% 80% 78.2 76.6
resources)
Stakeholder evaluation of the IT services (Average  79.47% 80% 79.6 79.4

overall rating of the adequacy of on a five- point scale
of an annual survey
Stakeholder evaluation of facilities & equipment 72.2% 80% 75.4 67




Proportion of job description clarity for all NU
employees.

Proportion of male and female administrative staff
satisfaction with adequacy and effectiveness of
administrative leaders.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the scientific
councils’ performance

Proportion of job satisfaction among teaching staff.

Proportion of job satisfaction among male and female
administrative staff.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy
and effectiveness of academic leaders (Deans).
Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the adequacy
and effectiveness of academic leaders (Head of
Departments).

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the
performance of Vice Rector ship for Development and
Quality

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the
performance of the units of Vice Rector ship for
Development and Quality

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the
performance of Deanship for Development and
Quality

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the quality of
evaluation procedures adopted in NU.

Proportion of quality of e-courses evaluated by NU
students.

Proportion of student satisfaction with the services
provided by Deanship of Admission and Registration.
Proportion of evaluating NU role in encouraging
scientific research from the perspective of faculty.
Proportion of University investment of its potential in
community service from the perspective of faculty
members.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the availability
of requirements effective teaching strategies.
Proportion of evaluating of attitudes of using effective
teaching methods from the perspective of faculty.
Proportion of practicing effective teaching activities
by faculty from the perspective of students.

Proportion of efficacy of financial resources from the
perspective of faculty.

Proportion of academic leaders’ satisfaction with the
performance of vice rector ship for academic affairs.
Proportion of student satisfaction with health services.

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with the usefulness
and significance of training courses and workshops
(Measuring the training effect)

Proportion of faculty satisfaction with facilities and
equipment.

Proportion of final-year students’ satisfaction with
programs’ evaluation.

Proportion of academic programs evaluated by NU
faculty.

(83.6%)

74.6%

90.6%

80.2%
61.2%

77.6%

77.6%

77.8%

74.4%

74.6%

75.2%
76.9%
74.2%
72.4%

69.6%

69.8%
90.6%
73.6%
73.2%
70.2%
78%

70%

72.2%
75.4%

75.2

(85%)

75%

90%
85%
80%
80%

80%

80%

%80

80%

80%
80%
80%
80%

80%

%380
95%
80%
80%
80%
80%

80%

%80
80%

80%

83.2

74.8

91.6

814

61.6

77.6

77.2

77.8

74

75

75.6

78.9

77.6

74.8

70.8

71.6

89.4

77.6

73.8

69

77.2

70

75.4

74.2

75.8

84.4

74.6

87.6

77.2
60.2

78.6

79

77

75.2

73

74.4

76.3

73.2

68.4

66.8

63.8

91.6

72.2

70.8

71.4

80
69.8

67

76.2

73.2
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