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Introduction

In July 1999, NCA’s Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (now The Higher Learning Commission) initiated an Academic Quality Improvement Project (AQIP), with support from the Pew Charitable Trusts of Philadelphia. The goal of these efforts is to design an innovative alternative to current re-accreditation, one that:

· concentrates on the academic enterprise—particularly teaching and learning—and involves faculty more directly in all academic improvement processes; 

· recognizes and celebrates institutional distinctiveness and outstanding achievements, thereby improving the prestige associated with re-accreditation; 

· encourages all units of the university to support and collaborate in the academic enterprise;

· reduces, where possible, the intrusiveness, cost, and slow cycles of improvement associated with current accreditation, while replacing the current “one-size-fits-all” approach with one that can be tailored to respond to an institution’s distinctive needs and aspirations; 

· provides The Higher Learning Commission member institutions with concrete feedback and practical support they can use to reach higher levels of performance and effectiveness in educating their students; and 

· supplies the public with more understandable, useful information concerning the quality and value of accredited colleges and universities. 

Kent State University has made a commitment to pursue the Academic Quality Improvement Project because of the potential to foster significant improvements over time, and because we will get more value in reaching our goals from this continuous accreditation process than we do from the traditional ten-year cyclic process.  

	This initiative follows directly from the efforts that have resulted

in the Kent State University Mission Statement, Strategic Plan,

and Action Plans relating to the implementation of the

Strategic Plan process.  The integration of mission

statement to strategic plan, to objectives, to goals,

and to action plans is seen as mutually reinforcing

to the processes being developed by

The Higher Learning Commission.


Kent State University’s participation in this re-accreditation process provides the expectation that the university will systematically examine its critical values, the processes used to implement these values, and the evidence that the University is continuously increasing its effectiveness in educating students and accomplishing its key purposes.  To facilitate this examination, The Higher Learning Commission specifies criteria that will guide the university as it examines how it manages and improves the processes that allow it to pursue its primary goals and strategic directions.  The criteria help to focus attention on the university as a system of interrelated processes bound together by an overarching mission.  Each criterion evaluates a cluster of processes, an institutional sub-system, with the intent of uncovering opportunities for growth and improvement.  

The first step in this examination is to undertake the Entry Assessment, a requirement for participation in this re-accreditation process.  Engagement in the Entry Assessment process should lead to:

· A better understanding of the University and its departments *

· Preparation of materials for the AQIP Strategy Forum in June 2002

· Identification of three to five action projects for each department

· Identification of three to five action projects for the University

· Continual improvement of essential processes

	One key goal of this Entry Assessment process is

broad campus participation.  Many people, in all

areas of the university, will be involved in the

assessment and improvement process.


The Framework

The AQIP framework is a guide for university evaluation and continuous improvement.  It embodies many concepts: theory, process, expectations, criteria, accreditation, committees, approach, deployment, results, and values.  The framework processes focus attention on the structures that organize the university, the processes used by these structures to provide results of their activities, the needs of students and other constituencies that benefit from or contribute to the institution, and the ways performance is demonstrated.  Such performance has two manifestations:  (1) year-to-year improvement in key measures, especially student learning; and (2) demonstrated leadership relative to comparable organizations and/or to other appropriate benchmarks.  Central and crucial to the success of this process is a well-conceived and well-executed assessment strategy, which includes clear ties to our multiple mission objectives, a strong focus on improvement, multiple assessment measures, and continuous feedback.  

____________________________________________     

* See definition of department at bottom of page 2.

AQIP-KSU Criteria

When NCA’s Commission on Institutions of Higher Education initiated an alternative re-accreditation process called the Academic Quality Improvement Project (AQIP), Kent State University made a commitment to pursue the AQIP process.  As part of this commitment, Kent State University is required to conduct an Entry Assessment to identify strengths and to target opportunities for improvement of processes and results affecting our key internal and external constituencies.  

Criteria are specified in the AQIP re-accreditation process and reflect the values AQIP holds as important.  Each criterion asks for an overview of the criterion, how we approach and implement processes related to the criterion, how we measure and interpret results from processes related to the criterion, and how we use this information to continuously improve on the criterion.

The original nine AQIP criteria have been expanded to seventeen in order to incorporate the complex, multiple missions of Kent State University. 

In conducting the Entry Assessment, Kent State University will use the following AQIP-KSU Criteria as lenses through which to view and interpret our departments and our university.

Criterion 1a:  Helping Undergraduate Students Learn addresses our learning, teaching, and advising processes.

Criterion 1b:  Helping Graduate Students Learn addresses our learning, teaching, and advising processes.

Criterion 2a:  Accomplishing Scholarship Objectives addresses the processes that contribute to the achievement of our objectives through the scholarship of discovery, the scholarship of integration, the scholarship of application, and the scholarship of teaching.  To fit in this criterion the activity should reflect such attributes as peer review and dissemination.

Criterion 2b:  Accomplishing Professional and Public Service Objectives addresses the processes that contribute to the achievement of our professional and public service objectives.  

Criterion 2c:  Accomplishing University and Department Citizenship Objectives addresses the processes that contribute to the achievement of our university and department citizenship responsibilities and objectives.  

Criterion 2d:  Accomplishing Other Institutional Objectives addresses the processes that contribute to the achievement of our major objectives that complement student learning, scholarship, professional and public service, and university and department citizenship.  Other institutional objectives may include service growth in organizational capital or any other major activities to which the institution commits substantial resources, energy, and attention.  

Criterion 3a: Understanding Students’ Needs addresses how we work actively to understand the needs of our students and student groups.  

Criterion 3b: Understanding Other Stakeholders’ Needs addresses how we work actively to understand the needs of our internal and external stakeholder groups that have a major interest in our success.  

Criterion 4a:  Valuing Faculty addresses our commitment to the development of the talents of our faculty, as well as our expectations in their selection, training, and evaluation.

Criterion 4b:  Valuing Administrative/Professional Staff addresses our commitment to the development of the talents of our administrative/professional staff, as well as our expectations in their selection, training, and evaluation.

Criterion 4c:  Valuing Support Staff addresses our commitment to the development of the talents of our support staff, as well as our expectations in their selection, training, and evaluation.

Criterion 5:  Leading and Communicating addresses how our leadership and communication structures, networks, and processes guide us in setting directions, making decisions, seeking future opportunities, and building and sustaining a learning environment. The leadership system includes those who have day-to-day supervisory or decision-making responsibility; those with oversight responsibilities such as deans, vice presidents, the president, and trustees; as well as faculty and staff leaders and leadership groups.    

Criterion 6a:  Student Support Services addresses the variety of student support processes that help to create an environment in which learning can thrive.  Student support services could include admissions, bookstore, campus activities, campus safety, computing, disability services, financial aid, food services, health, library, registration, and so on.  

Criterion 6b:  Administrative Support Services addresses the variety of administrative support processes that help to create an environment in which learning can thrive.  Administrative support services could include accounting, bursar, business offices, cashiering, faculty/staff support, and so on.
Criterion 7:  Measuring Effectiveness addresses the information system and processes we employ to identify, collect, and analyze data for responsible management and to drive performance improvement.

Criterion 8:  Planning Continuous Improvement addresses how we align our vision and mission with our strategic initiatives, action projects, and budget. 

Criterion 9:  Building Collaborative Relationships addresses our relationships – current and potential – to determine how these relationships contribute to achieving our mission. 

Entry Assessment Process

The Entry Assessment Process consists of several action tasks.  These include raising awareness and expectations, department assessment, department action projects, department annual report, university assessment, university action projects, internal strategy forum, AQIP strategy forum, and the university annual report.  The descriptive paragraphs on pages 8 through 10 describe the content of each action task.

Raising Awareness and Expectations Over the summer of 2001, the University sponsored several workshops to inform administrators, faculty, staff, students, and other internal leadership constituencies about the basic core values, framework, criteria, and processes involved in the AQIP re-accreditation process.   Dr. John Jasinski conducted workshops for different constituencies on June 6, June 7, July 12, July 13, July 23, July 24, August 22, August 23, and August 24.  Drs. Terry Kuhn and Bebe Lavin also presented workshops for different university constituencies.  Most of these workshops focused on Kent State University as an institution when looking at AQIP criteria rather than on departments within the institution.
	Workshop Constituencies:  Spring and Summer 2001

	Board of Trustees

Undergraduate Student Senate officers

College of Nursing Faculty

Department of Sociology faculty

Chairs and Directors Council

Operations Effectiveness Council

Regional Campuses Faculty Advisory Council

University Teaching Council conference

Faculty Senate officers
	Human Resources division

Trumbull and East Liverpool faculty

Regional Campus Deans

Academic Affairs Council

President’s Cabinet

College of Business Administration faculty

Advisory Committee for Academic Assessment

Undergraduate Studies staff

Student Affairs administrators


This series of workshops and presentations culminated with an Internal Planning Conference on September 5, 2001.  That conference, attended by over 300 university leaders, focused on implementation of the AQIP Entry Assessment.

Department Assessment consists of three parts.  

Part one is an overview statement about the department that describes its mission, future vision, resources, and competitive situation (2 pages maximum).  

Part two uses the seventeen AQIP-KSU criteria as lenses to focus on department systems and processes.  It is presumed that in using the criteria, there will be discussion and/or input among faculty, staff, and students about the criteria that provides bulleted responses describing the department’s objectives that address a criterion, the process used to produce the objectives, and the measures used to provide results.  A department may substitute a program accreditation process if it addresses the AQIP criteria (call Terry Kuhn for clarification) (15 to 30 pages maximum of either bullet or constructed response).  

Part three is the identification of three to five action projects (see next paragraph) (2 pages maximum). The head administrator in each department will conduct the assessment and be responsible for writing or assigning the department response.  

Department Action Projects are the “vital few” projects your department will be focusing on for a period of 3-5 years.  Each Action Project is based on one of the criteria and will help focus your improvement efforts on targets that you choose because they will most significantly advance your goals.  One of the department action projects must address Criterion One, “Helping Students Learn.”

Department Annual Report Progress on your Action Projects will be included in your annual department report.  As projects are completed and as new needs arise, you can drop action projects and add new ones.  Results achieved should be made clear as Action Projects are dropped, and the reason for addition new ones should be articulated.

University Assessment will be constructed by the Executive Officers, the Director for Continuous Improvement, and a small advisory group.  It will be based on existing documents, the results from “gallery walks” conducted in the summer 2001 AQIP workshops.  Similar to the Department Assessment, it will contain an institutional overview, and responses to the seventeen AQIP-KSU criteria.  See the Appendix on pages 28 through 31.  The institutional overview in this appendix is useful as an example of how these responses could be addressed at the department level.

University Action Projects

The Executive Officers, assisted by the Director of Continuous Improvement and a small advisory group, will be responsible for selecting these projects after reading and giving feedback on the department action projects.  They will also take into account the University Mission Statement and the University Strategic Plan.  They will synthesize the overall opportunities for improvement into approximately five university action projects, one of which must address Criterion One, “Helping Students Learn.”  

Internal Strategy Forum A virtual town meeting will be held to review the university’s proposed action projects and review the content of the university assessment.  It will be delivered to multiple sites throughout the eight-campus system.  Participants will include the team that will represent the university at the AQIP Strategy Forum in Chicago in June (President, Trustees, director for continuous improvement, vice provost, dean, chair, two faculty, staff member, graduate student, undergraduate student).  In addition to the AQIP Strategy Forum team, participants will include the executive officers, an outside consultant, and any members of the university community who wish to participate.  They will engage in an interactive discussion of the university assessment, the proposed university action projects, and how department missions and projects will fit within the larger university context.  

AQIP Strategy Forum The Kent State University AQIP Strategy Forum team will represent the university in a meeting with teams from several other AQIP institutions as well as professional staff from The Higher Learning Commission to discuss the process and product of Kent State’s AQIP efforts to date and the institutional directions that will be set through the AQIP accreditation process.
University Annual AQIP Report Each year Kent State University will report on the progress it is making on its “vital few” university action projects.  As projects get completed, typically over a two- to four-year period, they will be noted as completed and other projects will assume prominence and be added to the list.  
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