
Part I:
Making Assessment More Explicit (The E series)
Here institutions are asked to declare their approach to providing “systematic and broad-based assessment of what and how students are learning” (4.48), and summarize how the information is used for improvement.  Four possible alternatives are listed below; if institutions wish to propose another alternative, they are invited to contact Commission staff.   In all cases, the Commission expects that the alternative selected will provide the institution with the ability to present its assessment at the program and institutional level.  The four alternatives are:
· E1:  Inventory:    In this alternative, the institution completes: Part A, an inventory of how programs assess student learning and use the results, and, as appropriate, Part B, an inventory of specialized accreditation. This alternative is based on a system used by the Western Association of Schools and Colleges (WASC).  
· E2:  VSA:    Here, the institution commits to the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) plus program review.  This alternative builds on the system developed by APLU and AASCU; because the VSA uses institutional level data, it is augmented for Commission purposes by information on program review.  While the system was developed by and for public institutions, for the Commission’s purposes, it may be selected by any institution.
· E3:  Institutional Claims:    Some institutions may elect a framework in which they state claims for the success or achievement of their students and provide evidence to validate the claim.  This audit approach provides the institution great flexibility in stating the claims it makes to the public about student learning and student achievement, and developing credible evidence to support the claims.
· E4:  Peer Comparison:   Many institutions already have complex systems to compare themselves with peer institutions, most often on matters of resources and processes; this alternative provides the opportunity to extend those comparisons to outcomes for student learning and success.  Here the institution identifies key measures of student success (e.g., transfer or acceptance to graduate school) and compares its level of performance with that of its peers.
Selecting the method:  In the periodic reviews, institutions are asked to declare which of the above four methods they wish to use.  Alternatively, institutions may propose a fifth system or combination of the above.  Such proposals should be forwarded to the Director of the Commission early in the report-preparation process.  The Commission staff will review the proposal and confer with the institution.
Using the information in the forms and integrating information into the self-study:  Institutions are encouraged to select their approach and complete the forms early in the report-preparation process so that they can use the information.  The Appraisal section of the report provides a useful opportunity for institutions to reflect both on the success and achievement of their students and on their own progress in understanding what and how students are learning.  Similarly, the Projection section affords institutions an opportunity to state their commitment for improvement in the area of assessment.
Option E1:  Part a.  Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators

	Category
	(1)

Have formal learning outcomes been developed?
	(2)

Where are these learning outcomes published? (please specify)
Include URLs where appropriate.
	(3)

Other than GPA, what data/evidence is used to determine that graduates have achieved the stated outcomes for the degree? (e.g., capstone course, portfolio review, licensure examination)
	(4)

Who interprets the evidence? What is the process?
(e.g. annually by the curriculum committee)
	(5)

What changes have been made as a result of using the data/evidence?
	(6)

Date of most recent program review (for general education and each degree program)

	At the institutional level:


	
	
	
	
	
	

	For general education if an undergraduate institution:


	
	
	
	
	
	

	List each degree program:

1.  
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	5.


	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.


	
	
	
	
	
	


Institutions selecting E1a should also include E1b.

Option E1:  Part b.  Inventory of Specialized and Program Accreditation

	(1)
Professional, specialized, State, or programmatic accreditations currently held by the institution (by agency or program name).
	(2)

Date of most recent accreditation action by each listed agency.
	(3)

List key issues for continuing accreditation identified in accreditation action letter or report.
	(4)

Key performance indicators as required by agency or selected by program (licensure, board, or bar pass rates; employment rates, etc.). *
	(6)

Date and nature of next scheduled review.
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*Record results of key performance indicators in form S3.

Institutions selecting E1b should also include E1a.

Option E2.  Voluntary System of Accountability Plus Program Review
I.
     Institutions selecting this option should include copies of the most recent College Portrait institutional template under VSA and up to two prior templates. The templates will be available from APLU and AASCU.  
II.
     Complete the information on program review, below.

	Category
	(1)

What is the date of the most recent program review?
	(2)

How is an “external perspective” incorporated into the review?
	(3)

How are the results of the program review considered?
	(4)

What major changes have been made as a result of the most recent program review?
	(5)

What is the date of the next program review?

	List each degree program:

1.


	
	
	
	
	

	2.


	
	
	
	
	

	3.


	
	
	
	
	

	4.


	
	
	
	
	

	5.


	
	
	
	
	

	6.


	
	
	
	
	

	7.


	
	
	
	
	


Option E3.  Institutional Claims for Student Achievement, with Validating Information

	Category
	(1)

What are the claims for student achievement or student success?
	(2)

Where are the claims published? (please specify)
Include URLs where appropriate.
	(3)

Other than course completion and grades, what outcomes evidence is used to support the claims?
	(4)

Who interprets the evidence? What is the process?
(e.g. by the curriculum committee)
	(5)

What changes have been made in the program, the claims or the evidence?

	At the institutional level:


	
	
	
	
	

	For general education if an undergraduate institution:


	
	
	
	
	

	List each degree program:

1.


	
	
	
	
	

	2.


	
	
	
	
	

	3.


	
	
	
	
	

	4.


	
	
	
	
	

	5.


	
	
	
	
	

	6.


	
	
	
	
	

	7.


	
	
	
	
	


Option E4.  Measures of Student Success:  Comparison with Peers 
	Category
	(1)

What is the measure of student achievement or student success?
	(2)

What is the institution’s score or rate?
	(3)

What is the peer comparison group?
	(4)

What is the peer score or rate on this measure?
	(5)

What changes have been made as a result of the comparison?

	At the institutional level:


	
	
	
	
	

	For general education if an undergraduate institution:


	
	
	
	
	

	List each degree program:

1.


	
	
	
	
	

	2.


	
	
	
	
	

	3.


	
	
	
	
	

	4.


	
	
	
	
	

	5.


	
	
	
	
	

	6.


	
	
	
	
	

	7.


	
	
	
	
	


July 2011

