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Self-Study Design
Lock Haven University (2008-10)
Lock Haven University is preparing a comprehensive self-study as a part of its application for reaffirmation of accreditation by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, with a campus visit scheduled for Spring 2010. The University has been accredited by Middle States since 1949. Its last self-study and comprehensive visit were completed in 1999-2000, with a Periodic Review Report submitted in 2005. This “Self-Study Design” overviews the mission and context of the university and outlines the goals and process for the self-study. 

Mission and Context
Lock Haven University was founded in 1870 to train teachers for the Commonwealth and, in 1982, became part of the Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education (PASSHE). Today, the university continues over a century of excellence in preparing students for personal and professional success.
Lock Haven is located on the Susquehanna River in the scenic mountains of central Pennsylvania. The historic town of Lock Haven boasts a vital downtown with tree-lined streets and beautiful Victorian homes in a safe and quiet environment. Just minutes from Interstate 80, the university is less than an hour from State College and Williamsport, and only four hours from New York, Philadelphia, Washington, and Pittsburgh. The Clearfield campus, an hour to the west, offers selected programs for traditional and non-traditional students.

Lock Haven fills a unique role in the educational landscape of central Pennsylvania. Only two PASSHE universities (Mansfield and Bloomsburg) are within a 90-mile driving radius. There are only two community colleges north of I-80 and none within two hours or above an arc stretching from Wilkes-Barre, Reading, Harrisburg, Johnstown, and Butler. This context creates both opportunities and challenges. 
· Over half of students come from central Pennsylvania and almost half of entering students identify the university’s location (both distance from home and small town setting) as an important reason for attending LHU.
 
· The absence of nearby community colleges limits the university’s ability to attract transfer students and suggests that serving the educational needs of the region may involve the University in a greater degree of remedial education. 
· Fewer central Pennsylvania high school students plan to enroll in postsecondary education as low as 50% in some counties) and many who do are first-generation students.
· The number of projected high school students from central Pennsylvania is expected to decline significantly in the years following 2009, in excess of 20% in some counties.

· The university’s chief “competition” comes from other PASSHE schools and other state-related institutions.

Lock Haven is a Carnegie Master’s S institution with an enrollment (fall 2007) of 5,241 (4,982 undergraduate, 259 graduate) and FTE of 4,874 (4,671 undergraduate, 203 graduate).

· Over half of undergraduates come from central Pennsylvania, one quarter from southeast or northeast Pennsylvania, and twelve percent from 23 other states and 36 other countries.
· The student population is 43% male and 57% female; 6% African-American, 2% Hispanic, 1% Asian, 2% International, 88% Caucasian.

· About one-third report family incomes above $75,000 and over one-quarter report family incomes below $40,000. Roughly 30% of entering students qualify for Pell Grants.

· As many as two-thirds of students come from families in which neither parent completed a bachelor’s degree, half from families in which neither parent completed any degree, and one-third from families in which neither parent attended college.

· The university admits 74% of applicants. Entering students (fall 2007) had an average high school GPA of 3.1 and SAT of 945 (critical reading and math only). 

· Second-year persistence (70.3%) and four- and six-year graduation rates (29% and 51%) are comparable to national averages for similar institutions. 
· 78% of full-time freshmen receive aid and 89% of all students receive aid.
The university seeks to combine a substantial liberal arts curriculum with strong professional programs, particularly in areas identified by PASSHE as high-need areas for the Commonwealth. 
· Seventy percent of graduates earn degrees in fields identified by PASSHE as high-need: education (26%), travel and leisure (15%), healthcare and biological sciences (15%), security (11%), and computers (2%). 
· The most popular majors (based on graduates) are criminal justice (10%), elementary education (9%), business (6%), health and physical education (6%), recreation management (6%), health sciences (6%), nursing (5%), psychology (4%), sport administration (4%), communication media (4%), and social work (4%).
· About 30% of entering students enroll initially as Exploratory Studies majors.
· Each year the university awards approximately 800 bachelor’s, nearly 100 associate’s, and over 100 master’s degrees.
· Within six months of graduation: 96% percent are employed, in the military, or pursuing further education, with 87% of those employed were working in their chosen fields (data for 2006-07 graduates).

Lock Haven faculty describe themselves and the university as committed to undergraduate teaching. Courses are taught by faculty members, not graduate students or teaching assistants.

· Over 80% of full-time faculty hold earned doctorates (compared with 61% in fall 1998) and 12% represent ethnic minorities (little changed over the decade).

· The average undergraduate course enrolls 27 students.

· The student-faculty ratio is 18:1.

In recent years, Lock Haven has sought to develop three distinctive strengths:
· Technology: the Student Technology Enhancement Program (STEP) requires all students entering in or after fall 2007 to have a laptop computer. Classrooms are equipped with wireless access and SMART boards.

· Global perspective: more than 120 students study abroad each year and over 120 international students enrich the campus. New faculty participate each year in a weeklong internationalization workshop at a partner institution in another country.
· Student engagement: the university seeks to engage students in active learning through required “external experiences” for all graduates, internships and field experience, service-learning, and a substantial and growing program of undergraduate research.

The decade since the last accreditation review has been one of substantial change.. 

· Head count has risen from 3,712 (fall 1998) to 5,241 (fall 2007), an increase of 40%. Enrollment on the main campus has risen from 3,413 to 4,615, at the Clearfield campus from 220 to 367, and in graduate programs from 79 to 259. 

· Faculty FTE has increased from 210 to 327 (55%), while administration and support staff FTE has increased from 255 to 294 (19%). 
· The university’s annual E&G budget has increased from $37 million to $62 million. 

· In 2004, Dr. Keith Miller became the university’s 13th president. There also been significant changes in senior leadership in academic affairs and business functions.

As the university looks toward the future, it faces a number of serious challenges that it shares with other public institutions of higher education. 

· State support has declined from 53% of E&G revenue to 42%, as the university has become much more tuition-dependent.

· Costs for salaries, benefits, and energy are increasing faster than revenues. These are also rising faster than the consumer price index, which is becoming a de facto benchmark for appropriation and tuition increases.

· The number of Pennsylvania high school graduates is expected to decline by over 13% over the next decade, with declines of more than 20% in much of the university’s service area.

· Demands for greater accountability, particularly in student learning, require development of new processes and skills.

The Self-Study Process

Lock Haven began preparing for the self-study process in the fall of 2007 with the appointment of Drs. Jim Meek, Lyn Reitz, and Rick Schulze as co-chairs. Dr. Meek attended the November 2007 Self-Study Institute on behalf of the university and reported back to the other co-chairs (who had been unable to attend). All three (with other university representatives) attended the December 2007 Annual Meeting.
Following these orientations to Middle States and expectations for the self-study process, work began to form the remainder of the Steering Committee. This proved much more difficult than expected, particularly in the finding a representative from the education area. (This was due in part to an upcoming NCATE accreditation visit scheduled for the spring of 2009 and the considerable work involved in bringing all education majors at the university into compliance with Act 49-2.) The Steering Committee was finally completed in early September 2008 and immediately began work on finalizing the design for the self-study and getting the working groups engaged with their research.
A web site (http://www.lhup.edu/MS2010/) has been established to support the self-study. It is anticipated that we will have access to a protected intranet by the time we are ready to post working group drafts, so that these can be shared within the university community without making working documents accessible to the public.

Goals

The university has several needs that it hopes to use the self-study to help address.

1. Provide the basis for development of the university’s next comprehensive strategic plan.
The university’s 2003-08 strategic plan expired with the close of the past academic year. Anticipating that the self-study would provide a great deal of information and stimulate valuable discussion, the administration has outlined an interim “Vision for Excellence” to guide the university during the self-study process and the adoption of a new strategic plan. In this way, the university seeks to better align the self-study and strategic planning processes both at this time and for the future. In particular, the university seeks to use the self-study process to address critical issues in enrollment management as part of its planning process.
2. Identify key benchmarks and performance standards to guide planning and evaluation.
While the various academic programs have made progress in identifying key student learning outcomes, there has been less attention to developing benchmarks or performance standards for non-instructional areas (such as admissions, student success, student services, facilities, finance, information technology, advancement). The university hopes to use the self-study process to develop a comprehensive set of indicators that it can use to guide planning and evaluation processes in the future. In order to do so, the university also hopes to identify both peer and aspirational peer schools that it can use to set appropriate goals and to learn best practices that will help it to achieve those goals.
3. Strengthen assessment of educational programs, especially general education.
Perhaps not surprisingly, academic programs have made varying degrees of progress in defining and assessing student learning outcomes. Documentation of student learning has for the first time played a role in determining budget allocations for 2008-09 and we expect that this will stimulate interest in strengthening program assessment. Progress assessing general education has been slow, with learning outcomes approved in November 2007 only “as a draft” and the general education assessment plan approved in September 2008. 
4. Finally, of course, the university seeks to use the self-study process to document the university’s compliance with Middle States Standards for Accreditation and secure reaffirmation of its accreditation.
Organization

The Steering Committee has chosen to do a comprehensive self-study. While the goals for the self-study outlined above might suggest that a self-study planning and assessment as selected topics or special emphases might be appropriate, the Steering Committee is uncertain it can adequately meet the requirements for early document review. In any case, the Steering Committee believes that the goals will be thoroughly and helpfully addressed through the comprehensive self-study format.
The Steering Committee has established the following outline for the self-study process and final report. (The report will also include a brief introduction and a summary of recommendations.) 
5. Standards 1, 6
Mission, Goals, Integrity

6. Standards 2, 3
Planning and Resources

7. Standards 4, 5
Leadership, Governance, and Administration
8. Standards 8, 9
Students

9. Standard 10
Faculty

10. Standard 11, 13
Educational Programs and Related Activities

11. Standard 12
General Education

12. Standards 7, 14
Assessment

The Steering Committee will form (or otherwise identify) working groups for each of these eight areas. Working groups will typically have nine members, including a chair selected by the Steering Committee. In addition, a member of the Steering Committee will serve as a liaison with each working group to facilitate communication and monitor progress. 

Steering Committee

Dr. Catherine A. Dunkle
Assistant Professor, History, Political Science, and Economics
Program Coordinator Secondary Social Studies Education

Dr. Robert Franz 
Assistant Professor, Academic Development & Counseling 

Mr. Kenneth L. Hall †
Director of Human and Cultural Diversity 

Ms. Erin L. Lang †
Director of Annual Giving, University Advancement 

Dr. James A. Meek *
Assistant to the President for Planning and Assessment 

Dr. Joseph R. Newhouse
Associate Professor, Biological Sciences 

Dr. Lynette M. Reitz *
Professor of Social Work 

Dr. SueAnn V. Schatz
Associate Professor of English and Women's Studies Coordinator

Dr. Frederick W. Schulze *
Associate Professor, Health Science

(* denotes co-chair, † denotes LHU alum)
Timetable

	Date
	University Actions
	Middle States Actions

	Fall 2008
	Steering Committee

· Develops self-study design
· Forms working groups

Working groups gather and review data
· First meeting by 10/31

· Data scan and rough chapter outline by 12/15
	Middle States staff liaison visits 

	Spring 2009
	Working groups prepare chapters of report

· Rough draft due 2/15

· Final draft due 4/15

Steering Committee posts summaries of draft reports and recommendations on web
	

	Summer 2009
	Steering Committee chairs edit chapters into a single, coherent document
	

	August 2009
	Steering Committee unveils draft report

· To President and senior staff (8/1)
· Post on web site (8/18)
· To campus at University Days (8/25)
· To Trustees (9/4)
	

	Fall 2009
	Steering Committee

· Holds public forums for feedback 
· Finalizes report and submits to Trustees (11/1 for meeting 11/12)
	Evaluation team chair visits 

	Spring 2010
	University hosts visiting team 
	Team issues report

	June 2010
	
	Commission acts on team report and university’s accreditation


Working Groups

Guidelines Applicable to All Groups

Working groups are responsible to explore their assigned area of the university in light of stated university goals, best practices, and Middle States Standards for Accreditation. Their objective is to draft a succinct and thoughtful analysis of its assigned area, support this analysis with evidence, and make a small number of recommendations to the university based on its work. Their reports will become chapters in the final self-study report, although they will be heavily edited to insure consistency and coherence of the final report. Reports must be:

· Honest advocacy. Among other purposes, the report seeks to make the case for reaffirmation of the university’s accreditation. To do so, it must demonstrate that, despite some challenges it has identified and is addressing, the university is doing a good job and has the resources and processes in place to continue to do so. The report (and each chapter in it) is an advocacy piece; nothing should be included that does not support this case, with the exception of candid indication areas of concern with appropriate recommendations for improvement. 

· Analytic and evidence-based. While previous self-studies offered lengthy descriptions of programs and activities, accreditors now want to know simply what difference it all makes. Reports should focus on analysis of evidence of institutional effectiveness and include only as much description as is necessary for members of the visiting team to understand the context. The report should have no conclusions that are not supported by data and include no data that does not clearly support the stated conclusions. (Reports may refer to additional data and documentation that will be available to the team online or in a resource room.) “Data” should not be understood in a purely statistical sense. The following explanation may be helpful (from “Assessing Student Learning and Institutional Effectiveness: Understanding Middle States Expectations,” p. 4):
Reasonably accurate and truthful assessment processes yield results that can be used with confidence to make appropriate decisions. Because there is no one perfectly accurate assessment tool or strategy, institutions should use multiple kinds of measures to assess goal achievement. Assessments may be quantitative or qualitative and developed locally or by an external organization. All assessment tools and strategies should clearly relate to the goals they are assessing and should be developed with care; they should not be not merely anecdotal information nor collections of information that happen to be on hand. Strategies to assess student learning should include direct—clear, visible, and convincing—evidence, rather than solely indirect evidence of student learning such as surveys and focus groups.

· Forward-looking. Reports should offer a small number of realistic recommendations that would enable the university both to preserve and strengthen what it is doing well and to address areas of concern. While the body of the report may note issues that should perhaps be addressed, formal recommendations should be few. Because a few critical recommendations are more likely to be followed than a larger number, the Steering Committee seeks to limit formal recommendations from the self-study to no more than twenty. 
· Concise. Middle States has indicated that the final self-study report cannot exceed 100 single-spaced pages, including introductory material about the university and the self-study process, and an appendix summarizing recommendations from the various chapters. Group reports must accordingly be limited to 10 pages (15 pages for group 6, Educational Programs). These limits require that groups to cut to the chase and focus their reports on advocacy, evidence, analysis, and their recommendations.
Each working group should begin by addressing the following questions.

· What key requirements from the standard(s) must be explicitly addressed?

· What important university or program goals address this area? 

· What criteria or benchmarks does or should the university use to demonstrate its effectiveness in this area?

· What existing documents or other evidence provides documents performance in this area? What additional information must be gathered to appropriately document performance?

Reports should follow this template (a style guide will be provided).

· An overview of the group’s charge and questions addressed.

· An analytical survey of the group’s findings, including both strengths and areas of concern.

· Explicit indication of how the group’s conclusions address the Commission’s standards.

· Recommendations for improvement.

As they do their work, groups must consider the following:

· The work of the university is a whole and it is impossible to look at one aspect without considering others. Most groups will find it necessary to be in conversation with other groups in order to complete their own assignment. It is desirable, but not necessary, that they come to common conclusions and recommendations. 
· During a self-study, many will consider initiating surveys. This should be avoided: 1) surveys are often poor means of assessment that substitute user satisfaction for objective measures of performance; 2) what Middle States most wants to see is that the university has thoughtful, ongoing processes of gathering and using information – a sudden (and unsustained) flurry of surveys indicates that a school has missed the point. Groups should instead look carefully at the substantial amount of information that may already be available. If there is important information that should be gathered, groups may propose questions to the Steering Committee for inclusion in a comprehensive campus survey (or surveys) of students, faculty, staff, etc. No surveys are to be conducted as part of the self-study process without the express approval of the Steering Committee and all surveys must be approved in advance by the university’s Institutional Review Board (http://www.lhup.edu/irb/). 

· Similarly, working groups may want (and are encouraged to gather) other kinds of information especially from students, but possibly also from faculty and staff, and may wish to use focus groups for this purpose. Groups may propose questions inclusion in a comprehensive set of questions for focus groups. The Steering Committee will seek to form appropriate groups which will be led by a trained focus group facilitator. 
· The university has a limited budget for the self-study. Working groups are not authorized to spend university funds without prior approval from the appropriate office.

· Groups may find that some desired data is not being kept or is not readily available. They are not responsible to remedy this themselves, but should note the problem in their reports.

· “The working groups should understand that they are not expected to discover definitive solutions for every problem. Their charge is to identify critical issues for the institution and to propose possible courses of action that might lead to improvements.” (Self-Study: Creating a Useful Process and Report, p. 19).

The Steering Committee has adopted the following research questions to direct the work of the various groups.

1.
Mission, Goals, Integrity (Standards 1, 6)

Standard 1: Mission and Goals

The institution’s mission clearly defines its purpose within the context of higher education and indicates who the institution serves and what it intends to accomplish. The institution’s stated goals, consistent with the aspirations and expectations of higher education, clearly specify how the institution will fulfill its mission. The mission and goals are developed and recognized by the institution with the participation of its members and its governing body and are used to develop and shape its programs and practices and to evaluate its effectiveness.
· How clearly has the university defined its mission, whom it serves, and what it intends to accomplish?

· Do the university’s goals flow from and focus efforts to achieve the university’s mission? Are goals expressed in observable terms and capable of being evaluated?
· What evidence indicates that the university’s mission and goals guide faculty, administration, staff and governing bodies in decision-making – especially decisions related to planning, resource allocation, program and curriculum development, and definition of program outcomes?
· How and how well does the university determine the extent to which it is achieving each aspect of its mission? 

· What steps could the university take to strengthen its mission and better align its programs and activities in order to serve the mission? 
Standard 6: Integrity

In the conduct of its programs and activities involving the public and the constituencies it serves, the institution demonstrates adherence to ethical standards and its own stated policies, providing support for academic and intellectual freedom.

· How consistently does the university follow through on its stated policies in communicating with students, faculty and staff, and students?
· What evidence is there that the university supports academic freedom? How has the university responded when academic freedom has been challenged? 
· What patterns, if any, are evident from grievances from students, faculty, and staff over the past three years? What steps, if any, have been taken in response to these patterns? 

2.
Planning and Resources (Standards 2, 3)

Standard 2: Planning, Resource Allocation, and Institutional Renewal

An institution conducts ongoing planning and resource allocation based on its mission and goals, develops objectives to achieve them, and utilizes the results of its assessment activities for institutional renewal. Implementation and subsequent evaluation of the success of the strategic plan and resource allocation support the development and change necessary to improve and to maintain institutional quality.

· How clearly is the relationship between planning and budget (operational and capital) processes understood? In what ways do planning and resource allocation processes provide evidence of a commitment to institutional renewal?
· What prompted recent significant initiatives and changes in the university’s program, services, and activities? How effectively did the university’s strategic plans guide those initiatives and changes? 

· What issues should the university be planning for? How will an integrated system of planning and resource allocation help address those issues?
Standard 3: Institutional Resources

The human, financial, technical, physical facilities, and other resources necessary to achieve an institution’s mission and goals are available and accessible. In the context of the institution’s mission, the effective and efficient uses of the institution’s resources are analyzed as part of ongoing outcomes assessment.

· What steps have been taken to evaluate how effectively resources are allocated and expended? What specific changes have been implemented and with what results?
· In what areas, and in what ways in those areas, are insufficient or inefficiently-used resources affecting the university’s ability to achieve its mission and goals? 

· What are the most significant challenges facing the university relative to human resources, technology resources, and physical plant resources over the next five years? What is the process by which these challenges have been or will be identified? What is the process by which specific and comprehensive plans for addressing these challenges are being formulated within the context of overall university planning?
3.
Leadership, Governance and Administration (Standards 4, 5)

Standard 4: Leadership and Governance

The institution’s system of governance clearly defines the roles of institutional constituencies in policy development and decision-making. The governance structure includes an active governing body with sufficient autonomy to assure institutional integrity and to fulfill its responsibilities of policy and resource development, consistent with the mission of the institution.

· To what extent are the distinct role and responsibilities of each constituent group within arenas of shared governance documented, understood and accepted by those involved? To what extent are existing structures utilized for decision-making, and to what extent are structures circumvented?
· What might improve university governance?
Standard 5: Administration

The institution’s administrative structure and services facilitate learning and research/scholarship, foster quality improvement, and support the institution’s organization and governance.

· How effective are current processes to review and improve administrative operations? 
· When was the most recent review of the effectiveness of administrative structures undertaken? What were the findings? What actions were taken in response to the findings? How effective were those actions?
· How can we assure that administrative structures are facilitating learning?
4.
Students (Standards 8, 9)

Standard 8: Student Admissions and Retention 
The institution seeks to admit students whose interests, goals, and abilities are congruent with its mission and seeks to retain them through the pursuit of the students’ educational goals.

· What kinds of students does the university’s mission indicate that it seeks to serve? What kinds of students (interests, goals, abilities, diversity, demographics) does the university actively seek to enroll? How well does the university succeed in enrolling students with the appropriate skills and interests? 
· Do comparisons of the university’s retention and graduation rates to similar schools, aspirant institutions, and national averages indicate that the university is performing effectively? If not, what should be done? How are lessons learned from retention studies used to improve academic and student support programs?

· What enrollment targets does the university seek to achieve? What goals for new students and student retention are required to support long term strategic and financial plans? How well is the university positioning itself to handle anticipated demographic changes? What role does recruitment of international students play in these plans?
· Is the university successful in providing financial assistance to students? How would such success be measured? How is this success assessed in terms of how student learning outcomes are correlated to the financial need of the student?

Standard 9: Student Support Services

The institution provides student support services reasonably necessary to enable each student to achieve the institution’s goals for students.

· How effective, well understood, and consistently implemented are the university’s procedures and policies relative to the privacy of student information?
· How does the university provide support to enrolled students who are identified as being “at risk”? How effective are these support services?
· What type of personal and social development does the university seek to foster? How effective are programs and services designed to support this development?
5.
Faculty (Standard 10)

Standard 10: Faculty

The institution’s instructional, research, and service programs are devised, developed, monitored, and supported by qualified professionals.

· How are faculty involved in academic program development, assessment, and improvement? If the methods or mechanisms for involvement have changed over the past five years, what has been the impact of these changes?
· Are faculty development opportunities equitably distributed? If not, why not? Has the level of university support increased, decreased, or remained stable over time? What has been the impact? How should expenditures for faculty development be prioritized?

· How does the university know that its policies and practices actually enable it to recruit, develop and retain faculty who support the teacher/scholar model? How does its success in doing that compare to peer institutions? 
· How has the utilization of part-time and adjunct faculty changed over the past five years? What has been the impact on student learning and success?
· How do faculty issues affect student learning?
6.
Educational Programs and Related Activities (Standard 11, 13)

Standard 11: Educational Offerings

The institution’s educational offerings display academic content, rigor, and coherence appropriate to its higher education mission. The institution identifies student learning goals and objectives, including knowledge and skills, for its educational offerings.

· How well communicated and how easily accessible are statements of expected student learning outcomes at the university, program, and course levels?
· What evidence demonstrates that the university’s educational offerings have academic content and rigor appropriate to the degree level(s)? How do the program development and assessment processes foster periodic consideration of academic content and rigor?
· How pervasive and effective are opportunities for students to synthesize and reflect on their learning?
· How well do students understand the purpose and interrelationship of each requirement of their academic programs?
Standard 13: Related Educational Activities

The institution’s programs or activities that are characterized by particular content, focus, location, mode of delivery, or sponsorship meet appropriate standards.

· How effectively does the university assure that credit granted for experiential learning is warranted, defensible, and consistently applied?
· What evidence exists that students in distance learning courses achieve learning goals comparable to the goals achieved by students in face-to-face courses?
· How effectively does the university coordinate the work of the Clearfield campus with the main campus? Are there issues that need to be addressed?

· How effective are the university’s international study and service programs in promoting student learning?
7.
General Education (Standard 12)

Standard 12: General Education

The institution’s curricula are designed so that students acquire and demonstrate college-level proficiency in general education and essential skills, including at least oral and written communication, scientific and quantitative reasoning, critical analysis and reasoning, and technological competency.

· What evidence exists that the university’s graduates meet expected, acceptable levels of competency in oral and written communication, scientific and quantitative reasoning, technological capability, information literacy, and critical analysis and reasoning? Are these levels of competency appropriate given the university’s mission and the needs and aspirations of students? 
· How effectively are general education requirements and academic program requirements linked and interrelated? 

· If graduates are not meeting expected competency levels, how does the university address this? To what extent and in what particular ways has the university used assessment results to modify the educational program and services? Have such modifications brought demonstrable improvement? What should be done in the future?
· How do the university’s planning, resource allocation, and assessment processes reflect the university’s commitment to general education goals? 
8.
Assessment (Standards 7, 14)

Standard 7: Institutional Assessment

The institution has developed and implemented an assessment process that evaluates its overall effectiveness in achieving its mission and goals and its compliance with accreditation standards.

· How adequate is campus support for institutional assessment, including communication of campus expectations for assessment work; policies and governance structures to facilitate assessment; administrative, technical, and financial support; and professional development opportunities and resources?
· How well does university-level documentation of assessment policies, structures, plans, methods, results, and use of results demonstrate coherence among assessment efforts? (This documentation is referred to in Commission materials as an “assessment plan.”)
· Does the assessment of institutional effectiveness incorporate results from student learning outcomes assessments as well as assessment of results in other areas, as noted in the standards? Are these related to areas of emphasis in the university’s plan(s) and the established priorities for resource allocation and budgeting?
Standard 14: Assessment of Student Learning

Assessment of student learning demonstrates that, at graduation, or other appropriate points, the institution’s students have knowledge, skills, and competencies consistent with institutional and appropriate higher education goals.
· How effectively do all academic and support programs document that the curriculum or program helps students achieve each key learning outcome? How effectively does the university provide students with clear information on how they are expected to achieve each key learning outcome (i.e., what assignments and learning experiences will help them achieve it)?
· How adequate are campus efforts to encourage, recognize, and value faculty efforts to assess student learning and to improve their teaching?
· Are assessments of student learning of adequate quality? Do they yield direct evidence that is clear, tangible, convincing, and purposefully relates to the program’s key learning outcomes, having results that are sufficiently accurate and truthful that they can be used with confidence to make decisions?
· If some programs have not yet implemented sufficient assessments of their key student learning outcomes, how adequate are the plans in place to do so? 
· Have assessment results led to appropriate decisions about teaching, planning, budgeting, etc?
Profile of the Visiting Team

The university’s goals for the self-study include leveraging the self-study to strengthen strategic planning, identifying benchmarks for institutional assessment, and strengthening assessment of student learning, particularly in general education. The university is therefore particularly interested in team members who can provide assistance in these areas.
Documentation
(Collection in process.)
	Group/chapter:
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	General Information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Catalog
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Information and application packets for students (including required placement or diagnostic testing; learning outcomes; financial aid, scholarships, grants, loans and refunds; transfer credit and credit for extra-institutional college-level learning)
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Reports
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Annual reports (president's, strategic plan, NAS_UPP)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reports to state and other governmental and regulatory agencies
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Reports to specialized accrediting organizations
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Reports to Middle States (Institutional Profiles, Periodic Review Report, previous Self-Study, follow-up reports or substantive change proposals)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional Data
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional data reports (e.g., IPEDS, internal reports)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Retention and graduation statistics and studies
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Data and reports on athletics
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Relevant results from student course and teaching evaluations
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	Relevant results of internal surveys of alumni
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	Relevant results of internal surveys of faculty
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X

	Relevant results of internal surveys of students
	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X

	Ratios of students to full-time and to part-time faculty
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Planning and Evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Strategic plan for university
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Institutional and unit strategic plans reflecting use of assessment results
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Unit strategic plans 
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Enrollment management strategic plans
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Information technology plan(s)
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facilities master plan
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Faculty staffing plan
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Audited financial statements for the two previous years
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Budget projections and related documents
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Current and projected budgets for the institution and its units
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unit annual reports
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional “report cards”
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Institutional and unit-level development and fund-raising plans
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reports on and plans for faculty development
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Reports and plans from student service offices (health, housing, dining, counseling, career services, safety and security, disabled students, social/cultural activities, campus ministries, Greek, and community service)
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Governance
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Description of shared governance including roles of administration and faculty
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	Governing documents, including charter and bylaws
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Board minutes
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Board members (list including job titles)
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Board members handbook and/or orientation materials
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Faculty senate and/or council structure, constitution, and bylaws
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Job description and qualifications of the president
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Job descriptions and qualifications for administrators
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Organization chart of senior administration
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Student government constitution and bylaws 
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Minutes of relevant and important meetings
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Policies and Procedures
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Academic freedom
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Affirmative action
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adding or closing academic programs 
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Collective bargaining agreements, as background information 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conflict of interest and research ethics
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conflict of interest policies for the governing board and employees
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional ethics board
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Institutional review board
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intellectual property rights
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Plagiarism and use of copyrighted materials
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employee handbook
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Employee orientation materials
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Faculty handbook
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	Faculty orientation materials
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Orientation, integration, and professional development of part-time faculty
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Student handbooks
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Student records and release of student information
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	Transfer credit (with sample articulation agreements)
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Educational Programs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Assessment plan (including link to strategic planning)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Institutional and/or unit-level policies and guidelines for assessing student learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Institutional and/or unit-level policies and practices for recognizing and rewarding efforts to assess student learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Assessment results used to improve teaching and learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Assessment tools for a cross-section of programs and courses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Evidence of faculty training in assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Course and program development guidelines and procedures
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Curriculum audits
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Curriculum committee reports
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Documents pertinent to experiential learning
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Documents pertinent to distance learning programs
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Documents, data and plans pertinent to branch campuses and additional locations
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Contracts with affiliated providers
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Evidence of appropriate licensure 
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Faculty (list of full- and part-time, with credentials)
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Learning outcomes for programs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Learning outcomes for general education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Library and information resources plans and reports
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Internal and external reviews of academic programs 
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Internal and external reviews of  general education program 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Samples of course syllabi and program descriptions (that incorporate learning outcomes)
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X


Conclusion
Lock Haven University respectfully petitions the staff of the Middle States Commission on Higher Education for approval of this design for its self-study process and report.
� Based on August 2004 and 2005 surveys of enrolling freshmen. Over half of prospective students and their parents at an October 2006 open house likewise indicated the importance of location in their choice of a school. Other prominent factors in both surveys were size, academic programs, and cost.


� A summer 2006 survey of accepted students who enrolled at other institutions found that 36% chose another PASSHE school and another 16% chose a state-related institution. (The remainder chose from 50 other Pennsylvania schools and 60 out-of-state institutions.)


� Based on fall 2006 FAFSA data, fall 2004 CIRP data, and fall 2005 NSSE data.


� LHU Career Services Class of 2007 Annual Follow-up Survey.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence in Higher Education: Eligibility Requirements and Standards for Accreditation (Middle States Commission on Higher Education, 2006), 1-3, 21-25.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 4-8.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 12-20.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 31-36.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 37-39.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 40-46, 51-62.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 47-50.


� See also Characteristics of Excellence, 25-30, 63-68.
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