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2014 Systems Portfolio 
 

Institutional Overview 
 

 The University of Indianapolis, familiarly known as UIndy, was founded in 1902 and is 
affiliated with the United Methodist Church. UIndy is a private, comprehensive, and diverse 
institution of higher education located on the south side of Indianapolis.  
 UIndy’s mission is to prepare its graduates for effective, responsible, and articulate 
membership in the complex societies in which they live and serve, and for excellence and 
leadership in their personal and professional lives. The University equips its students to become 
more capable in thought, judgment, communication, and action; to enhance their imaginations 
and creative talents; to gain a deeper understanding of the teachings of the Christian faith and 
an appreciation and respect for other religions; to cultivate rationality and tolerance for 
ambiguity; and to use their intellect in the process of discovery and synthesis of knowledge. 
The University values include student learning in all aspects of University life; faculty and student 
interaction; international experiences for students, faculty, and staff; engagement with religious traditions 
in   an environment of hospitality; purposeful engagement with the city of Indianapolis and the state of 
Indiana; ethical, responsible, and professional behavior with respect expressed among all members of the 
University community; and individual contributions of all members of the University community toward 
advancing our mission. 
 UIndy's 2012–13 "Vision 2030" strategic plan was a highly inclusive process that culled 
opinions from 1,600 individuals and resulted in development of a clear direction for the future. 
The long- and short-term goals and recommendations that emanated from this process were 
reviewed and prioritized by the University Planning Commission, or UPC. Three focal areas of 
action emerged: (1) student experience and engagement, (2) faculty/staff excellence, and (3) 
community involvement and engagement. Some 32 initiatives were identified to guide the 
University toward excellence and distinction in those three focal areas. The Board of Trustees 
adopted the strategic planning framework in May 2013, and in February 2014, the Board 
approved a five-year plan of capital projects and educational enhancements.  
 The University offers the following degree programs: three associate’s, eight bachelor’s, seven 
master’s, and four doctoral, as well as credit and noncredit continuing education programs. 
Information is provided below for 2013–14 on the numbers of enrolled students, staff (which 
includes administration) and faculty. 
 

2013–14 Census for Students, Staff, and Faculty 

Students Staff Faculty 

Full-time undergraduates 3096 Full-time 404 Full-time 241 

Part-time undergraduates 273 Part-time 75 Part-time 344 

School for Adult Learning 757     

Graduate Students 1265     

      

Total 5391 Total 479 Total 585 

 

 
 

http://www.uindy.edu/vision
http://news.uindy.edu/2014/02/21/uindy-launches-5-year-50m-development-plan/
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 Future opportunities. Reflect on the last 2 – 4 years (since the institution’s last 
Systems Appraisal), and provide illustrations (including AQIP Action Projects) of 
improvement initiatives that the organization has implemented to help further develop  
its quality program. 

 
 UIndy has participated in three Strategy Forums since joining AQIP in 2002. During the last 
forum in 2011, the focus was on Valuing People and Institutional Effectiveness in creating a 
process for formally recognizing quality initiatives at the unit level. This process was not 
realized, as there was a change in campus leadership in 2012–13, and a new direction was  
set through the Vision 2030 strategic planning process.  
 Strategic issues identified from the 2010 Systems Portfolio Feedback Report were 
synthesized into the following table: 
 

Themes for Critical Opportunities Category 

Increase direct assessment of student learning outcomes Category 1 

Communication across campus (from administration and across units) Category 5 

A campus climate survey to gauge satisfaction of all employees Category 5 

Wider involvement in Strategic Planning Category 7 

A comprehensive schedule of collected campus data Category 7 

 
 A variety of strategic initiatives has emerged in the past few years. The increase in the direct 
assessment of student learning was facilitated by a campus wide assessment process involving a 
common tool and centralized reporting. To facilitate wider communication, the membership of the 
President’s Cabinet was expanded and a University Planning Commission was created in 2013 that 
included cabinet, deans, members of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, and key AQIP 
leaders. Also, the Faculty Senate Executive Committee prescribed greater responsibility to senators 
for two-way communication with academic units. A campus climate survey was created and 
administered in 2012. Additionally, in 2013, the University began participating in the benchmarked 
survey Great Colleges to Work For by Modern Think™. The 2012–13 Vision 2030 planning 
process widely engaged both internal and external stakeholders. Finally, a new assistant vice 
president of institutional planning and research, hired in 2013, has established a data committee 
for oversight of campus data collection that includes a schedule for cyclical data collection, use 
of standardized tools, and establishment of benchmarks and internal targets. 
 Action Projects have focused on key areas of improvement, including student learning with 
the creation of improved processes for assessment of campus-wide learning goals, general 
education competencies and objectives, and new unit assessments of student learning. Another 
area addressed, through an Action Project, was the faculty evaluation tool that now aligns with 
the strategic plan and unit goals as well as promotion and tenure expectations. A third key focus 
was the refinement of a program review process so that it is criteria-based and aligns with key 
institutional measures and learning goals. Other Action Projects initiated by Student 
Government and staff addressed smoking on campus and an initiative on recycling. Another 
recent Action Project was introduced by Information Systems to integrate the use of Google 
Apps on campus to improve campus communication. 
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AQIP Category One: Helping Students Learn 
 
Helping Students Learn focuses on the design, deployment, and effectiveness of 
teaching-learning processes (and on the processes required to support them) that 
underlie your institution’s credit and non-credit programs and courses. 
 
Category One Overview:   
 
 Category One reflects growth in UIndy's processes, results, and improvements for the 
assessment of student learning to reach the AQIP maturity level of being integrated. Since the 
2010 Portfolio UIndy has developed and implemented a new General Education Core with 
defined and measurable learning goals for which both direct and indirect data are being 
gathered. Also UIndy implemented the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment to improve the 
quality of reporting on student learning outcomes and to create a common framework for all 
departments to use to facilitate a common language around assessment on campus. A third 
major development has been the revised program review process, in which a common process 
and template have been defined for all departments, including those with specialty 
accreditations, with a defined cycle for campus review and feedback. UIndy also continues to 
build on the measurement of student learning through the University-Wide Learning Goals, 
which were recognized as a strength in the 2010 Portfolio.  
 The assessment processes are seen as integrated as evidenced by (1) the assessment of 
student learning in the majors that also addresses student progress on the University-Wide 
Learning Goals, (2) the new General Education Core, which establishes learning outcomes that 
cross into the majors through required capstone courses, and (3) a program review process that 
requires reporting and reflection on the student learning outcomes from the 5-Step Process for 
Program Assessment. 
 The assessment processes are evolving toward being aligned with the implementation of 
the University Assessment Committee, which will provide a vehicle for drawing forward the 
various assessment results of student learning from across campus; this committee will reflect 
on what these results mean at the institutional level.  
 The maturity of UIndy’s management of assessment data and the use of results for 
improvements in student learning are at the level of integrated, insofar as there are multiple 
years of data gathered, analyzed, and used for improvement in student learning outcomes. 
Instances where data have been used for improvement since the 2010 Portfolio include the 
creation of the Center for Advising and Student Achievement following student concerns with 
advising, and the decision to require capstone courses as a part of the new General Education 
Core, influenced, in part, by UIndy’s scores in the National Survey of Student Engagement in 
this area. Numerous improvements are cited at the program levels as well. With additional  
years of data gathering as the new core is implemented and as additional years of reported 
improvements from the 5-Step Assessment Process are tracked, UIndy has the potential to 
mature to the level of being aligned in its use of results for improvement. 
 UIndy has had consistent Action Projects in the category of “helping students learn,” with  
the most recent one, “Furthering Assessment of Student Learning in the Major through a Quality 
Improvement Process,” being completed in fall 2014. This will be replaced by a new Action 
Process that will focus on establishing the University Assessment Committee, including 
development of a charter, policies and procedures, and evaluation of the first year of operation. 
A second Action Project in 2013–14 concerning “Strengthening UIndy’s Academic Program 
Review Process,” incorporated the reporting of student learning outcomes results and 
improvements into the common template, and asked that these results be followed by reflection 
and the identification of action steps. This Action Project was closed in fall 2014 and will be 
replaced by a new Action Project in the area of retention. 
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1P1. Common Learning Outcomes focuses on the knowledge, skills, and abilities 
expected of graduates from all programs. Describe your processes for determining, 
communicating and ensuring your stated common learning outcomes and who you 
involve in those processes. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of key 
processes: 
 
● Aligning common outcomes to the mission, educational offerings, and degree levels 

of the institution.  
 Four University-Wide Learning Goals describe the common learning outcomes for all UIndy 
students, graduate and undergraduate, and serve to tie the educational and co-educational 
experiences together. (3E2) See Table 1.1 below.  
 

  Table 1.1 University-Wide Learning Goals 

Critical Thinking: Students will make judgments through the application of intellectual criteria. The core components of 
critical thinking include evaluation, self-regulation, interpretation, analysis, inference, and explanation. 
 
Creativity: Students will use their imagination and inventiveness in modifying or generating results.   
 
Performance: Students will be able to demonstrate their mastery of subject content through their execution and 
communication of educational objectives. 
 
Social Responsibility: Students will be able to make connections between the academic disciplines and the social 
environment of the local and broad community. The dimensions of social responsibility are identified by the Association of 
American Colleges and Universities as striving for excellence; cultivating personal and academic integrity; contributing to a 
larger community; taking seriously the perspective of others; and developing competence in ethical and moral reasoning. 
 
University of Indianapolis 2013–15 Academic Catalog: http://registrar.uindy.edu/Academic_Catalog.php 

  
 In 2013, the new General Education Core was implemented with the incoming freshman 
class and applies to all baccalaureate degrees. See Table 1.2 below for general education 
learning objectives. (3B1) 
 

Table 1.2 General Education Learning Objectives 

 
First Year Seminars: questioning, reflecting, analyzing, synthesizing 
 
DISTRIBUTION AREAS LEARNING OBJECTIVES 
 
Natural Sciences: principles/processes, observation, study, experimentation 
 
Social Sciences: systematic study of society, investigation of individual and groups 
 
Literature: questioning, reflecting, analyzing, synthesizing 
 
History: awareness of the significance of the past 
 
Fine Arts—Theoretical: analysis and interpretation of works of art 
 
Fine Arts—Applied: painting, sculpture, architecture, music, literature, drama, dance 
 
Philosophy/Ethics: orientation to moral values 
 
Religion: historical and theological examination of the Judaic-Christian tradition 
 
Engagement in Local and Global Communities—Theoretical: appreciate another culture, social/political expression, 
individual behavior, values, religion, aesthetics, language/communication 
 
Engagement in Local and Global Communities—Experiential: engagement with another community outside the 
classroom, completion of a reflective component 
 
COMPETENCIES LEARNING OBJECTIVES 

http://registrar.uindy.edu/Academic_Catalog.php
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Communication: analyze and synthesize, demonstrate proficiency in standard, edited English, produce presentations, 
engage in pre-writing planning, evaluate strengths and weaknesses of their own communication skills and those of other 
students 
 

Modern Languages: read, write, listen, and speak in the target language, demonstrate appreciation for diverse cultures, 
engage in local, national, and international current events, explain importance of language in a global society, reflect critically 
  

Math: interpret quantitative information, formulate a problem quantitatively, evaluate logical arguments, communicate and 
present quantitative results effectively 
  

Wellness: explain and apply multidimensional, functional approach to wellness, complete pre- and post- self-evaluations of 
health and wellness behaviors, participate in a thorough personal health risk appraisal, determine which dimensions of 
wellness need maintenance or improvement, develop and implement a personal plan for continuous engagement in 
practicing positive health and wellness behaviors, spend a significant percentage of class time discovering and exploring 
opportunities for physical activity 

 

Writing and Speaking Across the Curriculum (WS): research, emphasis on writing and oral communication, focus on 
genres and audiences, use draft-feedback-revisions process 
  

 
The University-Wide Learning Goals are embedded and aligned with the General Education 

Core and with all academic programs. A cross-walk document developed by the General 
Education Curriculum Committee (GECC) mapped how the University-Wide Learning Goals fit 
with each required area of the General Education Core. Using curriculum matrices, departments 
aligned academic program outcomes with the four University-Wide Learning Goals.  
 
● Determining common outcomes  
 (1) In 2012–13, a revised reporting tool was developed that specifically aligned with the 
steps of an assessment cycle to improve the quality of assessment information reported by the 
units. The shift to the new tool, the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment, was the focus of  
a third Action Project (2012–14), “Furthering Assessment of Student Learning in the Major 
through a Quality Improvement Process.” The SLA was retired, along with the related Action 
Project, in May 2014, with the institutionalization of a standing University Assessment 
Committee.  
 (2) Two Collaborative Task Forces were appointed to formulate the new General Education 
Core in 2011 and to develop an assessment plan for General Education in 2013. Collaborative 
Task Forces recognize the shared governance of faculty and academic administration through 
the appointment of a representative body drawn from both groups.  
 The work of the Collaborative Task Force for General Education—also an AQIP Action 
Project—“General Education Evaluation” (2010–11), involved the revision of the General 
Education Core in fall 2011. The Action Project included review of best practice models, forums 
to gain widespread campus input, and the creation of a standing committee to approve courses 
for the Core and to oversee measures of effectiveness. Following the approval of the Core in 
2011, implementation began with a pilot of First Year Seminar (FYS) courses for entering 
freshmen in fall 2012. (3B2) 
 A second Collaborative Task Force for the Assessment of General Education was appointed 
to create and build consensus around a plan for assessing the implementation of the General 
Education Core with the incoming freshman class in fall 2013. The Task Force for the 
Assessment of General Education (GECAP) met its goal of developing a plan for assessing 
General Education that was endorsed by faculty and administration, and as such, the Task 
Force was retired in December 2013. Responsibility for instituting the assessment plan was 
given to the associate vice president of accreditation and the associate provost for academic 
systems, in collaboration with the General Education Curriculum Committee. (4B4) 
 (3) Three standing legislative committees of the Faculty Senate—the Undergraduate 
Curriculum Committee (UCC), the Graduate Curriculum Committee (GCC), and the General 
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Education Curriculum Committee (GECC)—exercise authority over curriculum, including 
oversight of curricular changes and the implementation of new curriculum.   
 
● Articulating the purposes, content, and level of achievement of these outcomes   
 The processes of determining, communicating, aligning, and ensuring access to common 
learning outcomes at UIndy have been led by three groups: (1) the Student Learning and 
Assessment (SLA) Committee, (2) two ad hoc Collaborative Task Forces appointed by the 
executive vice president and provost with representative membership from the Faculty Senate 
and academic administration, and (3) the legislative curriculum committees of the Faculty 
Senate: the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee (UCC), the Graduate Curriculum Committee 
(GCC), and the General Education Curriculum Committee (GECC). The committees described 
above have articulated the purpose, content, and level of achievement of outcomes for common 
learning at UIndy through documents, committee reports, open meetings, publications, and 
other forms of communication such as intranet postings. (3B2, 4B1) 
 
● Incorporating into the curriculum opportunities for all students to achieve these 

outcomes  
The General Education Core is designed to challenge all baccalaureate degree students to 

synthesize their knowledge across disciplines and to apply critical thinking and inquiry skills to 
scholarship and creative works at various levels of complexity. Defining experiences for the 
Core include first-year freshman seminars, writing and speaking designated courses at different 
levels of course difficulty, and required capstone courses that may be shared with the majors. 
Also required are courses from distribution areas and the satisfaction of competencies through 
defined student learning outcomes. (3B3, 3B5) 
 
● Ensuring the outcomes remain relevant and aligned with student, workplace, and 

societal needs  
 The Office of Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR) conducted alumni survey research 
through which satisfaction with and the relevance of a liberal arts education in a complex, 
culturally diverse society is measured. UIndy participates in the Higher Education Data Sharing 
(HEDS) Alumni Survey that looks at the post-graduation outcomes of academic programs and 
liberal learning. In addition, the University participates annually in the National Survey of 
Student Engagement (NSSE) to collect information about current students’ perceptions of their 
educational experiences. The HEDS survey was selected primarily for its alignment with the 
NSSE instrument, which allows for more meaningful conclusions to be made from the results. 
(3B4) 
 
● Designing, aligning, and delivering co-curricular activities to support learning  

The co-curricular activities at UIndy are intentionally planned to meet the institutional mission 
and contribute to student learning outcomes. As an example, collaboration occurs between 
Academic and Student Affairs to select one specific learning goal annually as a theme and to 
plan the “University Series,” which is attended by undergraduate full-time students seeking 
Lecture Performance credit (a one-hour requirement within General Education). Faculty and staff 
are invited to attend the series. The series consists of monthly events to promote awareness of 
the selected goal.  Planning for the 2013–14 series, "Stepping Up" (social responsibility), began 
during the 2012–13 academic year. Schools, departments, and other units are encouraged to 
consider developing events that can be included in the series. In some cases, visiting lecturers 
are brought in to address the theme. Feedback from student surveys is used to assess learning 
objectives and make adjustments for future programming. (3E1, 4B2) 
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● Selecting tools/methods/instruments used to assess attainment of common learning 
outcomes  

 UIndy is at the earliest stages of the assessment of the General Education Core. In its first 
year, the assessment of General Education involved the analysis of student work samples from 
the First Year Seminars (FYS); the collection of other indirect data through a course survey; 
focus groups with advisors, faculty, and academic administrators regarding the implementation; 
and the collection of student performance and retention data for the cohort taking FYS. The 
results and insights are shared with the GECC and further with the University Assessment 
Committee (UAC). The UAC reviews the results through the lenses of what should occur at the 
institutional level to support student success through the Core. Also, as reported in the previous 
2010 Systems Portfolio, the University participates in the IDEA course evaluation system and 
has aligned the four University-Wide Learning Goals with the instructional strategies selected by 
faculty and evaluated by students. The IDEA institutional report is reviewed for the alignment of 
pedagogical strategies with the University-Wide Learning Goals. (4B2) 
 
● Assessment of common learning outcomes  
 The process for the assessment of the learning outcomes (see Table 1.2) for the General 
Education Core is implemented by faculty and staff teaching these courses with oversight by the 
GECC. The assessment matches the implementation of the new Core as the first-time, full-time 
cohort of students entering in fall 2013 progress academically through four years of the Core. 
For 2013–14, the focus has been on the assessment of First Year Seminars that will be followed 
by assessments of writing and speaking designated courses in the second and third years, and 
capstone courses in the fourth year. The plan to collect both direct and indirect measures of 
student learning for the Core was developed in a consultant-facilitated process involving three 
days of meetings in November 2013. (4B1, 4B2, 4B4) 
  
1R1. What are your results for determining if your students possess the knowledge, 
skills, and abilities that are expected at each degree level?  
 

 Outcomes/measures tracked within assessment tools/methods/instruments for 
University-Wide Learning Goals 

 The AQIP Student Learning and Assessment Committee (SLA) led the assessment work  
on campus through the implementation of a 5-Step Process for Program Assessment. The  
5-Step Process is inclusive of the University-Wide Learning Goals, as these are embedded in 
the academic program goals. The measures used by academic programs are both direct and 
indirect and are selected by faculty as appropriate to the outcomes being measured. 
 
● Summary results of measures for University-Wide Learning Goals 
 The University-Wide Learning Goals are measured and reported as part of the learning 
outcomes of academic programs, as reflected in Table 1.3. The table selects examples  
across different programs and degree levels to show learning outcome results for the  
selected University-Wide Learning Goal of critical thinking. The results are compared to  
internal and external benchmarks, as established by the department, for their respective 
programs, when possible. 
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Table 1.3 Results for Alignment of Program Goals with Critical Thinking 

Program 
Program Goal aligned with 

University Goal: Critical 
Thinking 

Sampling of 
Assessment 

Activities 
Results 

Use of results for 
Improvement 

Anthropology Develop & implement a 
research design for locating & 
investigating archeological 
materials during site surveys. 

Department retreat to 
review learning 
outcomes & compare 
them to current 
course contents.  

How well courses 
meet skills and 
knowledge goals for 
the majors.   

Curricular changes to 
add a new course and 
revise content and 
credit hours in another 
course. 

Chemistry Graduates will be able to solve 
problems and be proficient 
critical thinkers. 

Student data from 
Sapling online 
homework. 

Data gleaned from 
Sapling online 
homework. 

The Chemistry Survey 
was given for the first 
time in Semester II, 
2012.   

Communication Graduates will demonstrate 
expanded knowledge of 
COMM concepts during the 
senior year. 

Communication 
Knowledge Inventory 
test administered to 
NSE students in the 
major and during 
Senior Project. 

Data collection since 
2007. 

Student scores 
increased an average 
of 2.72 points and will 
continue to be tracked. 

Sociology Graduates will be able to 
identify the general strengths 
and weaknesses of sources 
and different forms of 
evidence. 

SOC 103 Research 
paper and related 
rubric criteria, SOC 
440 Research paper, 
and related rubric 
criteria. 

Student performance 
has been consistently 
poor on measures of 
this outcome. 

Incorporate instruction 
in sources of evidence 
in more classes.  

School of 
Business:  
Business 
Administration 
and 
Management 

Students will be able to 
examine, interpret, and apply 
qualitative and quantitative 
data and research knowledge 
to address complex problems. 

BADM 332-
Experimental Design 
Score on Research 
Project Proposal at 
85% or better. 

The goal of 85% has 
been met. The overall 
course average score 
for the experimental 
design proposal 
project was 93% in 
2010, 91% in 2011, 
93% in 2012, and 
90% in 2013. 

In 2012–13, details of 
the Experimental 
Design Proposal were 
covered on the first and 
second class periods.    

Physical 
Therapy:  
Doctor of 
Physical 
Therapy 

Critically appraise available 
evidence and integrate this 
with clinical experience to 
inform patient/client 
management. 
 
 

Assessed with written 
assignments in 2 
courses, and 
graduate and 
employer surveys. 

Grades averaged 
88% in the first year 
course and 94% in 
the third year course. 
In the graduate and 
employer surveys, 
100% agreed that 
students had  
required skills. 

The first year research 
course was modified to 
place more emphasis 
on critiquing literature.  
No further change is 
expected at this time. 

Kinesiology:  
Sports 
Management 

Demonstrate knowledge of  
the function and purpose  
of operating areas within  
an intercollegiate athletics 
department, conference 
offices, or other intercollegiate 
athletic-related governing 
agency. 

Assessed with written 
assignments in 4 
courses. 

All students reached 
the set standard on 3 
out of 4 assignments. 
Five out of 6 students 
met the standard on 
the other assignment. 

Additional assignments 
have been added to 
face-to-face meetings 
in order to further 
reinforce critical 
concepts. 

Psychological 
Sciences:  
Clinical 
Psychology 

Students will demonstrate 
fundamental knowledge of the 
various domains of the 
science of psychology, 
assessment and diagnosis, 
and research and evaluation.  

Assessed with a  
Core Curriculum 
Examination (CCE) 
covering various 
content domains 
within psychology. 
Students must attain 
a cumulative score  
of 70%. 

Each subject domain 
had an average score 
of above 70% for the 
AY2012 cohort with 
the exception of  
the domain of 
Assessment  
(67.8%). 

The syllabi for the 
courses covering 
assessment will be 
reviewed to determine 
the extent to which 
content is covered.  

School for Adult 
Learning:  
Organizational 
Leadership 

Critically analyze, interpret, 
apply, and evaluate data. 
 

Assessed through the 
Critical Thinking Skills 
Test in both the 
“Return to Learning” 
class (entry level) and 
the Capstone course. 

Longitudinal data 
have been maintained 
since the inception of 
this instrument  
(2007–08).   

Faculty will participate 
in training that 
addresses critical 
thinking and to align 
their courses 
accordingly. 
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Unit assessment committees review their respective findings to determine actions within 
their programs, and the Student Learning and Assessment Committee, reconstituted in 2014  
as the University Assessment Committee, reviewed the results to determine what actions 
should be taken at the University level. The results may inform budgeting, planning, training, 
and faculty development. 
 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks for University-

Wide Learning Goals 
Both internal and external benchmarks are employed by academic departments as part of 

their program assessment reports that also incorporate the University-Wide Learning Goals. As 
an example of external benchmarking on the institutional level, UIndy tracks its progress on the 
students’ ratings of objectives chosen as important or essential by the faculty using the IDEA 
system. These objectives have been linked institutionally to the four University-Wide Learning 
Goals in Table 1.4. 

 
Table 1.4 IDEA Scores Related to University-Wide Learning Goals 

IDEA Teaching 
Strategies 

Connected to University-Wide 
Learning Goal 

UIndy Raw Score 
Average (2006–11) 

2012 UIndy Raw  
Score Average 

Change 

IDEA 
Benchmark 
Raw Score 

Average 

1 Performance 4.32 4.5 +.18 4.0 

2 Performance 4.23 4.4 +.17 3.9 

3 Performance 4.25 4.4 +.15 4.0 

4 Performance 4.25 4.4 +.15 4.0 

8 Performance 3.92 4.1 +.18 3.8 

5 Social Responsibility 4.07 4.3 +.23 3.9 

10 Social Responsibility 3.87 4.3 +.43 3.8 

12 Social Responsibility 3.98 4.2 +.22 3.8 

6 Creativity 4.08 4.2 +.12 3.9 

7 Creativity 3.90 4.1 +.20 3.7 

9 Critical Thinking 3.95 4.2 +.25 3.7 

11 Critical Thinking 3.97 4.2 +.23 3.8 

Data drawn from IDEA System’s Institutional Summary Reports 2006-12 
 

 The positive trends reported in Table 1.4 are not in and of themselves conclusive evidence 
that students are achieving the University-Wide Learning Goals. But, if students do not perceive 
that the teaching objectives that UIndy has linked to its four University-Wide Learning Goals are 
important and essential aspects of current pedagogy, then it is likely that students may de-
emphasize the objectives in their learning. As shown, the University surpasses the benchmarks 
on all items for those institutions using IDEA. 
 
● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained for University-Wide Learning 

Goals 
 The IDEA results reported in the 2010 Portfolio indicated a concern that teaching objective 
#10, “developing a clearer understanding of and commitment to personal values,” was rated the 
lowest, and yet it is perceived that social responsibility is extremely important to the institution, 
as illustrated by our motto, “Education for Service.” Since 2010, the lecture performance series 
focused on social responsibility as a key learning goal. While not a direct result of the one 
intervention, but accompanied by widespread efforts, the 2012 IDEA Institutional Report shows 
that item #10 had improved from a six-year average raw score of 3.87 to the raw score for 2012 
of 4.3. This was the largest point improvement (.43) reported for any of the 12 objectives, as 
shown in Table 1.4. The target increase sought was a raised score of 4.0, which was surpassed 
by the score of 4.3. 
 With respect to the University-Wide Learning Goal of critical thinking (Table 1.3), department 
results indicate overall satisfaction with students’ critical thinking, although not uniformly. Even 
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when satisfied, however, most departments continue to reflect strategies to improve pedagogy, 
curriculum, and assessment tools in order to further improve students’ critical thinking. Similar 
reports are available for Creativity, Social Responsibility, and Performance, and results and 
insights can be summarized, as shown In Table 1.5. 

 
 Insights for the institution relate to recommendations for needed faculty development  
for continued support of the annual lecture series, creating conversations around a  
selected learning goal, and connections to other strategic opportunities. In the sub-goal of 
communication (within creativity) and for the goal of performance, where there was satisfaction 
with learning outcomes, assessments need to continue. 
 
● Measures tracked within assessment tools/methods/instruments for General 

Education 
 1. Student learning outcomes in First Year Seminars (FYS) were measured through student 
work samples, scored by a faculty assessment team, using the American Association of 
Colleges and Universities Critical Thinking Value Rubric. 
 2. In an end-of-course survey for FYS, students and faculty answered questions about their 
learning and teaching experiences.  
 3. The end-of-course survey included two new questions in 2013–14, including a question 
about the contribution that FYS has made to students’ understanding of general education.  
 
● Summary results of measures for General Education 

1. In spring 2014, a total number of 49 FYS papers were scored averaging 2.092 on a three-
point scale that judged the extent to which critical thinking was evidenced (1 = little evidence;  
2 = some evidence; 3 = ample evidence).  

2. Results from the course survey show for FYS that in-class discussion was reported by 
students as the favored mode for learning, as indicated below in Table 1.6.   
  

Table 1.5 Results and Insights for Three University-Wide Learning Goals 

Interpretation of Assessment Results Insights for Units Insights for Institution 

Creativity   

Least alignment of Program Learning Goals 
with Creativity 

Creativity defined as aesthetics or 
communication rather than problem-
solving and innovation; need broader 
definition 

Continue annual series exploring 
one of the four goals per year to 
deepen understanding of 
learning goal: opportunity to 
focus on creativity as problem-
solving and on creative works 

Most often defined through communication 
(speaking and presenting): overall there  
is satisfaction with student performance  
on Creativity 

Revised curriculum 
Redesigned course activities 
 

Continue assessing 

Social Responsibility   

Defined as professional development, 
service, and service-learning. Also defined 
as moral awareness and ethical behavior 
 
 
Overall there is satisfaction with student 
performance on Social Responsibility 

Need to better design activities and 
measures for Social Responsibility 

The program level needs to be 
augmented by a University-wide 
process that articulates the 
integration of the aspects to 
Social Responsibility 
 
Continued annual series 
exploring one of the four learning 
goals per year to deepen 
understanding of learning goal 

Performance   

Shared understanding of Performance as 
the application of knowledge and skills 
within the disciplines; overall there is 
satisfaction with student performance. 

Continued refinement of pedagogy and 
curriculum 

Continue assessing 
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Table 1.6  Student Responses to FYS Survey 

Which of the following activities contributed to your learning: reading, writing, guided investigation, discussion? 

Reading Writing Guided Investigation Discussion 

16% 16% 10% 58% 

    N= 569 surveys completed; 79% of the 718 enrolled in FYS fall 2013 
 

 3. First Year Seminars differ from courses in academic programs as faculty members 
develop courses around themes rather than disciplines. More than half of the students (56%, 
N=569) responded positively when asked if the course helped them to understand the purpose 
of general education. 
 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks for General 

Education  
 Since 2004, UIndy has used the National Survey for Student Engagement (NSSE) to track, 
compare, and benchmark its performance on individual survey items. Internally, targets are set 
at UIndy and are reviewed annually to measure progress. In particular, one NSSE item 
concerning “capstone experiences” has informed the revision of the General Education Core 
and contributed to the decision to require capstone courses with common learning goals. The 
responses on the NSSE items for seniors participating in a “culminating capstone or senior 
experience” have been lower for UIndy than its peers.  
 

 Table 1.7 Selected NSSE Results Related to General Education 

Academic Rigor for Seniors 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Target 

Benchmark 
Carnegie 
Master’s 

2014 

Culminating capstone or senior experience  23% 28% 31% 32% 49% 47% 50% 60% 

Benchmark is Great Lakes Privates 
 

● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained for General Education 
1. The First Year Seminars (FYS) work sample project assessing critical thinking yielded  

an average score of 2.092, deemed a satisfactory level of performance. Expectations for the 
Seminar were met as students were able to evidence critical thinking based on the adapted 
American Association of Universities and Colleges rubric. The assessment documented that 
components of critical thinking could be found across a wide range of student papers gathered 
from the first semester of implementation for FYS. 
 2. The finding that students favor class discussion will be combined with other feedback to 
assist the faculty and General Education Curriculum Committee (GECC) with seeking the right 
balance between reading, writing, guided inquiry, and class discussion. Given the four goals 
established for FYS, much of the pedagogy is centered on guided writing and research skill 
development, and yet students report the greatest benefit as classroom discussion. As such, 
faculty will continue to assess whether current pedagogical strategies in FYS align with 
students’ reports of how they best learn. 
 3. The score of 56%, by those who agree or strongly agree that FYS helped them to 
understand the purpose of General Education, will serve as a baseline to which future data will 
be compared. The GECC will continue exploring how best to communicate general education 
and the liberal arts. 
 4. The results of the assessment of Year 1 of the General Education Core were shared in  
an Assessment Fair in May 2014, to which all faculty and academic administrators were invited. 
Posters reported on data gathered through end-of-course surveys, student records (grades  
and retention to Semester II), focused group interviews, and the writing work sample project. 
Results will be considered by the GECC and the University Assessment Committee (UAC) for 
broader implications for the University. Action plans to follow up on assessment results and 
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insights will be formulated at the fall meeting of the GECC. 
 
1I1. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have you implemented or will you implement in the next few years?  
 
 The University recognizes that it has the opportunity to measure the extent to which the 
University-Wide Learning Goals are furthered by the Lecture Performance Series and related 
campus programming. While participation has been high at campus events such as the 
Diversity Series, the campus has yet to find a way to measure the learning that it believes 
is happening.  
 The new General Education Core is an improvement from the prior core, as it incorporated 
national research on best practices and institutional research on student perceptions and 
performance. At the same time, the new Core represents a number of improvements that  
can each be measured and tracked, including FYS, writing/speaking requirements, and 
capstone courses. The next few years will be focused on the approval of capstone courses  
and preparation of students for the FYS and writing/speaking courses. 
  As shown earlier in Table 1.7, in 2014, the percentage of seniors participating in a  
capstone course at 47% is below the NSSE benchmark of 60%. With the implementation  
of the new Core, the capstone experience will be required for all students. Prior to this time,  
many programs had advanced courses, but only some identified these 400-level courses as a 
capstone. UIndy will revise the target incrementally to reach its peer benchmark by 2017–18.  
In preparation for the need to offer capstone courses, there has been a focus in academic  
units and the GECC on developing the learning goals and soliciting submissions of capstone 
courses across the undergraduate curriculum.  It is anticipated that once the new capstone 
requirement is implemented, and the current freshmen have advanced to the third or fourth 
year, then the internal target and the benchmark in NSSE for capstone experiences will be  
met or surpassed. (4B3) 
 
1P2. Program Learning Outcomes focuses on the knowledge, skills, and abilities you 
expect graduates from particular programs to possess. Describe your processes for 
determining, communicating, and ensuring your stated program learning outcomes and 
whom you involve in those processes. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions  
of the following: 
 

 Aligning program learning outcomes to the mission, educational offerings, and 
degree levels of the institution.  

 By June 2012, all departments had submitted, for each undergraduate and graduate major, 
their learning outcomes as part of UIndy’s 5-Step Process for Program Assessment clearly 
aligned to the institutional mission. This activity followed earlier work that had been done where 
program learning goals were aligned with University-Wide Learning Goals that flow from the 
University mission. A few departments found that completing the 5-Step Process for Program 
Assessment required curriculum revisions, so as to better align with their program goals, prior 
to developing measures and collecting data on student learning. (3E2) 
 Curriculum Committees of the faculty approve new courses and changes to existing 
courses. As a part of this review process, faculty determine that the curricula are appropriate  
to the mission and compatible with existing educational offerings, and represent offerings at the 
appropriate degree level.  
 Professional programs align their program requirements and learning goals with the 
professional practice standards from their professional associations and accrediting agencies. 
Specialty accreditations are listed in 1P4. In programs leading to licensure, the learning 
outcomes align with state requirements.  



 
 

University of Indianapolis Systems Portfolio, November 2014      14 
 

 
● Determining program outcomes  
 Faculty, as members of departments, and through their respective curriculum committees, 
design programs and majors, develop courses and learning experiences, and articulate student 
learning outcomes. (4B4) 
 
● Articulating the purposes, content, and level of achievement of these outcomes  
 The purpose and content of academic programs are defined by program faculty and 
reported through the learning goals established for each major. Departments report targets for 
their measures, through the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment, in order to demonstrate 
that the learning goals are being achieved. In areas that involve licensure, this information is 
also collected and carefully tracked by programs to demonstrate level of achievement. (4B1) 
 In Step 3 of the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment, faculty are asked to identify  
the tools and methods that are used to determine if students have achieved success with  
the learning outcomes. Workshops on developing direct measures were offered in 2011–12  
by the AQIP Student Learning and Assessment Committee to address the strategic issue  
identified from the 2010 Portfolio regarding the need for more direct evidence of student 
learning outcomes.  
 
● Ensuring the outcomes remain relevant and aligned with student, workplace, and 

societal needs  
 Each departmental curriculum committee regularly reviews its program outcomes as part of 
the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment to ensure student outcomes reflect expectations of 
the workplace and needs of students. Also, to ensure that learning outcomes remain relevant to 
the complex and culturally diverse workplace, professional programs, such as social work, 
nursing, and teacher education, regularly update curricula to incorporate changing professional 
standards. The Office of Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR) surveys UIndy alumni 
about workforce placements and continuing graduate education. (3B4) 
 
● Designing, aligning, and delivering co-curricular activities to support learning 

Key co-curricular activities, in support of learning, are the service-learning and volunteerism 
that flow from the University’s motto, “Education for Service.” While this experiential learning 
may occur as parts of courses or programs, there is much that is co-curricular, including the 
identification of community partners, development of collaborative community projects, support 
of international service-learning faculty-led travel, faculty development, and campus events 
celebrating students’ projects. Various assessments of learning occur through course 
evaluations, surveys, participation rates, and impact on the community. (3E1, 4B2) 
 

 Selecting Tools/methods/instruments used to assess attainment of program learning 
outcomes  
At the program level, the selection of tools to assess program learning outcomes is 

determined by department faculty and shared through regular reporting, including the 
department’s annual update on the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment, as a part of the 
Program Review Cycle. At the institutional level, the selection of the tools and instruments rests 
with the assistant vice president for institutional planning and research, in consultation with 
related campus offices. At the co-curricular level, and in the case of service-learning, there is a 
director of service-learning who works with an advisory Service-Learning Council to determine 
how best to measure, track, and report service-learning outcomes. (4B2) 
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● Assessment of program learning outcomes  
Following best practices, each department files an annual update that is collected and 

archived in the Office of Accreditation and summarized in a report for review by the newly 
formed University Assessment Committee. See Table 1.8, which follows in 1R2, for a 
delineation of what is reported in the 5-Step Process and the extent to which it is reported. 
Previously, review of departmental reports was carried out by the AQIP Student Learning and 
Assessment Committee to determine the level of faculty development and support needed for 
assessment work. Through an AQIP Action Project, the AQIP Student Learning and 
Assessment Committee was transitioned to the University Assessment Committee (UAC) in 
June 2014. Membership on the UAC will include administrative leaders as well as Faculty 
Senate representation. (4B1, 4B2, 4B4) 
 
1R2. What are your results for determining if students possess the knowledge, skills,  
and abilities that are expected in programs? 
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 
 Student learning outcomes at the program level are tracked using a variety of outcome 
measures, as indicated in Table 1.8: 
 

  
At the institutional level, the following measures are tracked to ensure that outcomes remain 

relevant and aligned with student, workplace, and societal needs: 
1. The Office of Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR) used the National Student 

Clearinghouse in 2013 to learn more detail about what institutions and what degree 
fields students seek after graduating from UIndy.  

2. The OIPR transitioned UIndy from an institutionally developed and administered alumni 
survey to one that participates in the 2013 Higher Education Data Sharing Consortium 
(HEDS) Alumni Survey to collect data that could be benchmarked. In 2013, UIndy 
administered the HEDS Alumni Survey to undergraduates from the past five graduating 
classes. The survey contains more than 80 items, including satisfaction, employment 
outcomes, academic rigor, satisfaction with faculty quality, and learning and personal 
development. 

 
Mechanisms for systematic assessment of service-learning include a focus on students’ 

experiences as well as community impact. The assessment of learning outcomes includes 
evaluations of students’ performances by site supervisors as well as students’ reflections, a key 

Table 1.8 Tools and Measures Used to Track Student Learning Outcomes in Academic Programs 

Tools with Mechanisms 

Course-Embedded 
Activities  

Major Projects  Program-level 
Progress  

Field Placements  External 
Examinations 

Group projects 
• Performances 
• Simulations 
• Presentations 

Capstone projects 
 

Benchmark 
exams 

Practicum, internship 
assessments 

Major Field Tests 

Portfolios 
 

Independent research 
 

Pre- and post-
tests 

Clinical field 
assessments 
 

Board of Certification 
Examinations 

Analytical papers Portfolios Competency 
assessments 

Student teaching 
evaluations 

Performance 
competitions 

• Juried reviews 

Measures 

Rubrics, inventory scales, 
grades 

Rubrics, grades Pass rate, 
comparison to 
trend data, test 
scores 

Supervisor ratings, 
inventories, 
performance scales, 
evaluation rubrics 

Benchmark scores, 
acceptance rates, 
pass rates, rankings 
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component in service-learning. The director of service-learning also gathers service-learning 
data specific to larger community-based UIndy projects. At an institution-wide level, participation 
in service-learning and the engagement of community partners is measured as follows. 
 

Table 1.9 Measures of Service-Learning and Community Partner Engagement 

Category Method of Data Tracking 

Number of undergraduate students participating in Service-Learning Expo Registration/attendance 

  

Number of community partners participating in Service-Learning Community 
Partners Fair 

Registration/attendance 

  

Number of undergraduate students who reported being engaged in volunteer 
initiatives 

Request for Transcript Notation of Student 
Volunteer Hours (the Blue Form) 

  

Number of undergraduate student volunteer hours reported Request for Transcript Notation of Student 
Volunteer Hours (the Blue Form) 

  

Number of students registered in service-learning labs Registrar’s Office 

  

Number of hours reported on service-learning labs Registrar’s Office 

  

Monetary value of volunteer time based on rate of $21.36/hour for 2010 from 
independent sector (time includes both volunteer and service-learning hours) 

Community Programs Data and Indiana 
Volunteer  

Rate Information 

  

Number of undergraduates enrolled in international travel service-learning Spring 
Term projects 

Registrar’s Office 
 

  

Number of undergraduates enrolled in national travel (US) service-learning Spring 
Term projects 

Registrar’s Office 

  

Number of undergraduates enrolled in local service-learning Spring Term projects Registrar’s Office 

  

Number of current community partnerships Service Learning and Community 
Database 

  

Outreach Data—Number of presentations given Registration/attendance 

  

Outreach Data—Number of people reached through presentations Registration/attendance 

 
● Overall levels of deployment of assessment processes within the institution 

 The Office of Accreditation tracks the extent to which the assessment of student learning 
outcomes is occurring across the institution through the 5-Step Process for Program 
Assessment, as illustrated in the following table. All academic programs have stated learning 
goals and have identified these goals in their submission of Step 1. All academic programs have 
been engaged in the assessment of one or more program learning goals. The ultimate goal is to 
have all learning goals assessed, and the 2012–13 annual reports show that 47% of learning 
goals have been carried through the completion of Step 5.  
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Table 1.10  Progress Report on UIndy 5-Step Assessment Process for 2012–13 

UIndy 5-Step Assessment 
Process 

Step 1 
Stated Learning Goals 

Steps 2 & 3 
Curriculum Alignment  

and Identified  
Assessment Activity 

Steps 4 & 5 
Data/Analysis and 

Improvement Identified 

Number of majors/programs 
submitting reports  

(n = 81 program reports)  

427 learning goals 
identified in 81 submitted 

major/program reports 

361 learning goals carried 
through Steps 2 and 3 

199 learning goals carried 
through Step 5 

Progress on Steps by 
percentage of submissions 

 

100% submitted reports 
identifying learning goals 

with an average of 5.3 
goals per program 

 

85% learning goals carried 
through Steps 2 and 3 

 

47% learning goals carried 
through Step 5* 

 
* While only about half (47%) 
of the identified learning goals 
have been addressed through 
Step 5, with data collected 
and used for improvement, 
nevertheless all departments 
have advanced at least one  
of their identified learning 
goals through Step 5. 

 
   The institutional target for 2012–13 was to have all departments bring at least one learning 
goal through the full assessment cycle with data to inform improvement. All departments have 
met this target, and the University is on track to continue to increase the percentage of all 
learning goals assessed in 2013–14 to 60%. Departments that have been relatively new to 
assessment, primarily in the College of Arts and Sciences, were encouraged to select one or 
two learning goals for initial focus in order to prioritize their work. In other professional schools, 
like the School of Business, all learning goals are analyzed completely through Step 5. 
 
● Summary results of assessments (including tables when possible) 
 Results for program-level assessments show the following results across the various  
types of tools and measures used to track student learning outcomes. The 2013–14 annual 
reports on the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment were submitted only in September  
2014 and are currently under review. As such, the 2014 results are not included in the 2014 
Systems Portfolio. 
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 Table 1.11 Selected Results for Student Learning Outcomes in Academic Programs for 2012–13  

Types of 
Measures 

Specific Measurable Outcomes Tool Results 
Internal 
Target 

External 
Benchmark 

Course 
Embedded 
Activities 

MS in Educational Leadership 
Problem-based learning unit and 

presentation 
Rubric Score of 3.6 Score of 4.0 NA 

2012–13 
BS Exercise Science 

Case studies designing exercise  
and prescribing exercise programs 

Rubric 
Score of 

77%; 92%; 
100% 

Score of 
80% 

NA 

 
BS Biology 

Design experiments with the addition  
of utilizing a literature grid 

Rubric 
3% higher 

than average 
score 

Avg. score 
on post-lab 

reports 
NA 

 

BS Business Administration  
and Management 

Development of an experimental  
design research proposal 

Rubric 
Score of 

90% 
Score of 

85% 
NA 

Major 
Projects 
2012–13 

BS Business 
CAPSIM Foundation Business Simulation 

CAPSIM 
Score of 

86% 
Score of 

75% 
NA 

 DPT/Doctor of Physical Therapy Rubric 
Score of 

88%–year 1 
94%–year 3 

Increase 
score from 
year 1 to 3 

by 5% 

NA 

 

BS Accounting 
Demonstrate decision-making and  
problem-solving through ACCT 418  

forensic audit case 

Rubric 
Score of 

81% 
Score of 

75% 
NA 

 
Program-

Level 
Progress 
2012–13 

 
 
 
 

 

BS Communications 
Passage of knowledge inventory test  

Pre- and Post- 
Test 

2.72 points 
higher for 

seniors than 
freshmen 

Average 
score on 
12-point 

scale 

NA 

BSN/Nursing 
Passage of Kaplan practice exams  

for NCLEX 

Standardized 
scoring 

100% 
passed 

100% 
passing 

NA 

MS Kinesiology Sports Management 
Successful completion of 4 gateway 

assignments in four sources 
Rubric 

100% 
passed  
3 of 4 

assignments 

Increase % 
from prior 
pass rate 

NA 

Field 
Placement  
& Juried 

Competition 
2012–13 

 

MA Psychology 
Case Conceptualization related to practicum 

Rubric 
100% 

passing 
80% 

passing 
NA 

BS Elementary Education 
Student teaching portfolios 

Rubric 
100% with 
satisfactory 

score 

Evidence of 
positive 

gain from 
early to 

later entries 

NA 

External 
Examinations 

2012–13 

MSN/Nursing 
Demonstrate self-directed leadership  

in specialty courses 

Rubric and 
external 

recognition 

100% 
passed, one 
publication,  
3 awards 

Publications 
or awards 

NA 

MBA  
Successful completion of the management 

section of the Major Field Test 

Standardized 
test 

Score of 
63% 

Exceed 
national 

benchmark 
for ACBSP 

schools 

Score of 
59% for all 

ACBSP 
schools 
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Results for service-learning and volunteerism follow. 
  

Table 1.12 Number of Participants in Service-Learning and Community Partner Engagement 

Category Academic year 2012–13 

Number of undergraduate students participating in Service-Learning Expo 128 

  

Number of community partners participating in Service-Learning Community 

Partners Fair 

46 

  

Number of undergraduate students who reported being engaged in volunteer 

initiatives 

405 

  

Number of undergraduate student volunteer hours reported 12,258  

  

Number of students registered in service-learning labs 275 

  

Number of hours reported on service-learning labs 11,702 

  

Monetary value of volunteer time based on rate of $21.36/hour for 2010 from 

independent sector (time includes both volunteer and service-learning hours) 

$530,475 

 

  

Number of undergraduates enrolled in international travel service-learning Spring 

Term projects 

34 

 

  

Number of undergraduates enrolled in national travel (US) service-learning Spring 

Term projects 

0 

  

Number of undergraduates enrolled in local service-learning Spring Term projects 51 

  

Number of current community partnerships 278 

  

Outreach Data—Number of presentations given 15 

  

Outreach Data—Number of people reached through presentations 600 

 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 
 One area with targets and benchmarks is the licensure scores for programs leading to 
professional practice. Results for licensure examinations shared below indicate first-time pass 
rates unless indicated otherwise. 
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Table 1.13  UIndy Licensure Examinations Pass Rates 

 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 

 UIndy Nat’l Avg. 
Pass Rate 

UIndy Nat’l Avg. 
Pass Rate 

UIndy Nat’l Avg. 
Pass Rate 

UIndy Nat’l Avg. 
Pass Rate 

Teacher Education  
Summary Pass 
Rates 

90% 
State pass 
rate: 99% 96% 

State pass 
rate: 98% 94% 

State pass 
rate: 94% 

Not 
available 

yet 

Not 
available 

yet 

ETS School 
Leaders License 

 
100% 

State pass 
Rate: 94% 

 
100% 

State pass 
Rate: 95% 100% 

State pass 
rate: 96% 
 

100% 
*one 

repeater 

Not available 
yet 

NBCOT 
(Occupational 
Therapy) 

95% 84% 96% 85% 96% 84% 
Not 

available 
yet 

Not available 
yet 

NPTE (Physical 
Therapy) 97.3% 89.19% 100% 88.58% 100% 90.94% 

Not 
available 

yet 

Not available 
yet 

NPTAE (Physical 
Therapy) 88.89% 82% 95.25% 82% 

Not 
available 

yet 

Not 
available 

yet 

Not 
available 

yet 

Not available 
yet 

BOC Exam 
(Athletic Training—
Target greater than 
national pass rate) 

76.92% 80% 85.71% 81% 90.91% 84% 

100% 
with 1 

student 
yet to 
take 
exam  

Not available 
yet 

NCLEX (ASN, 
Nursing—Target 
above the 
benchmark) 

100% 86% 95.7% 86% 86.5% 86% 
Not 

available 
yet 

Not available 
yet 

NCLEX (BSN, 
Nursing—Target 
above the 
benchmark) 

93% 86% 93% 86% 96% 86% 
Not 

available 
yet 

Not available 
yet 

 

EPP (Psychology 
Licensing Exam—
Target above the 
benchmark) 

Scores reported in 2012–13 are for a 5-year 
block, including the period January 2007  

to December 2012 
87.9% 76.4% 

Not 
available 

yet 

Not available 
yet 

  
 Not Included in Table 1.13 is the Certified Public Accountant (CPA) examination. The four 
parts of the CPA exam may now be taken over a much longer period of time as compared to 
previous years, in which the candidates took the four-part CPA exam within a very short period 
of time. Year 2013 will be used as a baseline, based on this newer format. In 2013 for those 
UIndy Accounting program graduates who attempted all four parts of the CPA exam, the CPA 
exam pass rate was 47.96%. The national average in 2013, in comparison, of students 
attempting and passing all four parts of the CPA exam was 49.5%. The goal of the UIndy 
Accounting program is to achieve a pass rate for completion of the CPA exam to meet or 
exceed the national pass rate. 
 Benchmarked results follow from 2013 Higher Education Data Sharing Consortium (HEDS) 
Alumni Survey follow. 
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Table 1.14 Employment Status of Recent UIndy Alumni  

Status UIndy Benchmark Survey 

Employed, full-time 70.7% 51% 

Employed, part-time 7.7% 6% 

Employed, multiple jobs 3.9% Not Available 

Graduate/Professional school, full-time 10.9% 6% 

Graduate/Professional school, part-time 1.8% 14% 

Military Service 0.8% 3% 

Not employed, but seeking 3.1% 6% 

Not employed by choice 1.0% 5% 

N=441 undergraduate alumni from 2007–12 representing a 12% response rate 
Data from Higher Education Data Sharing Consortium (HEDS) Alumni Survey with Benchmark Data from “Chasing the American 
Dream: Recent College Graduates and the Great Recession,” Rutgers University: Heidrich Center for Workforce Development)  

 
 One way UIndy benchmarks its participation in service-learning and volunteerism is to seek 
recognition through competitive processes, including the President’s Higher Education 
Community Service Honor Roll, sponsored by the Corporation for National and Community 
Service, in which UIndy received honorable mention in 2012–13. UIndy is still waiting to hear 
the 2013–14 results. The Carnegie Engagement Classification, sponsored by the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, selected UIndy for a five-year recognition through 
a competitive process in 2010. 
    
● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 Overall, the licensure pass rates meet or exceed the national benchmarked averages, 
indicating the success of graduates from the various programs. In the case of pass rates for 
Teacher Education, the scores below the national pass rates for two of three years are 
explained by the small number of students taking the tests with one failing score having the 
ability to negatively impact an individual year’s pass rate. However, one trend showing declining 
scores, although still above the national average, occurs with the Associate of Science in 
Nursing (ASN), which is being phased out in favor of the four-year baccalaureate (BSN) 
program. As an institution committed to continuous improvement, the goal is to continue to seek 
improvement in the pass rates through the use of disaggregated data, when available, to 
identify areas that could be strengthened. 
 The UIndy alumni results from the Higher Education Data Sharing Consortium (HEDS) 
indicate greater success in securing full-time employment and full-time attendance in 
graduate/professional schools, when compared to the reported national average. UIndy 
continues to seek data on alumni outcomes, building on this first year, 2013–14, of systematic 
institutional research, as part of a strong institutional focus on alumni engagement emanating 
from the Vision 2030 strategic plan. 
 Academic departments are encouraged to set internal targets and external benchmarks for 
assessments, when possible. However, it is recognized and remains a challenge that there are 
few external benchmarks for student performance when the majority of assessment occurs 
through course-embedded activities. As seen in Table 1.14, internal targets are identified 
consistently whereas benchmarks often are not available. 
 At the same time, the assessment of student learning at the program level yields valuable 
insights for the improvements of programs, curricula, and course activities that are designed to 
improve student learning outcomes. Section 1I2 below provides selected program improvement 
highlights to demonstrate the impact of the many insights gained from the program-level 
assessments. 
 One insight related to process is that additional leadership and support are needed to 
advance assessment within the College of Arts and Sciences. A new associate dean’s position 
was created for the College of Arts and Sciences in 2013–14, with a significant portion of the 
responsibilities devoted to supporting program-level assessments. 
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 An insight for the Service-Learning Council, which supports the work of the director of 
service-learning, is that the data under-represent the extent to which service-learning occurs.  
In 2011–12, methods of tracking service-learning labs were re-addressed through new course 
labels. This change followed the recognition that there are countless hours that are not reported, 
due to non-labeled courses; this makes it difficult for the Office of the Registrar to measure 
enrollment in such courses or for the director of service-learning to administer surveys to those 
students. The Service-Learning Council is working on a proposal to identify course eligibility 
criteria for service-learning courses that the Office of the Registrar could then attach to courses 
to create a system for more accurate data gathering. 
 
1I2. Based on 1R2, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next one to three years?  
 

Improvements to individual academic programs aimed at improving student performance, 
according to the types of tools used for assessment, are described as follows. 

 

 Course-Embedded Activities—BSN: A new physical assessment component was 
added, as part of NURN 416, as a result of concerns from MSN faculty regarding the 
skills of students who progress to the graduate program after having passed NURN 416. 
MSN faculty will evaluate students’ assessment abilities during the first Family Nurse 
Practitioner assessment course to determine if the physical assessment component 
added to NURS 416 strengthens students’ skills. 

 Major Projects—BA Sociology: Graduates have scored lower on the SOC 440 rubric, 
with respect to being able to differentiate forms of evidence. Scores show that students 
are meeting other objectives satisfactorily, like formulating research questions and 
identifying evidence to support their answers. Improvements include integrating the 
weaker skill earlier in the curriculum in key courses. 

 Program-level Progress—BA Music: Of those students who did not pass the 
sophomore evaluations, 50% started in elementary theory and 10% had elementary 
keyboard skills. To improve outcomes, a “boot camp” in beginning theory and piano 
skills has been added to the first year as well as an additional section of Music 
Fundamentals.   

 BA English—Created ENG 495: Capstone that is now paired with ENG 210 or 270 to 
alleviate issues related to tracking progress in students’ abilities to evaluate their own 
and peer texts. 

 Field Placements or Juried Competitions—BA Art/Pre-Art Therapy: Students will write 
reflective journals and apply course content from art and psych courses about their field 
experiences in ART-473 Capstone: Service-Learning in the Arts. The evaluation is now 
ongoing without sufficient collection to allow for analysis and interpretation. 

 External Examinations—BA Psychology: The Major Field Test for Psychology is used 
for assessment in the senior year. The 2009 scores revealed student scoring near or 
above average except in the measurement and methodology section (aggregate score in 
the 30-35th percentile nationally). This lower score led to curriculum changes, including 
introduction of measurement and methodology in the first year. 

 BS Elementary Education—2012 Indiana Standardized Content (Math, Language Arts, 
Science, and Social Studies) licensure exam results: 21 of 25 candidates passed all 
sections. Examining elementary curriculum by collaborating with the math department  
to improve math knowledge by adding a 3-hour course to the sequence. 

 BS Athletic Training—Although the athletic training program has been at or slightly 
above the national average on the Board of Certification exam, CQI plans to enhance 
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scores that include implementing benchmark exams in the sophomore and senior years 
to assess competency and readiness for the BOC exam. 
 

Looking forward, UIndy plans to participate in a study that will yield results related to student 
learning outcomes for service-learning that can be benchmarked, through a study sponsored by 
the Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy involving six colleges and universities. 
(4B3) 
 
1P3. Academic Program Design focuses on developing and revising programs to meet 
stakeholders’ needs. Describe the processes for ensuring new and current programs 
meet the needs of the institution and its diverse stakeholders. This includes, but is not 
limited to, descriptions of the following process for: 
 
●     Identifying student stakeholder groups and determining their educational needs  

UIndy has a diverse student body in terms of ethnicity, socioeconomic background, age, and 
gender. The information on student diversity is provided in the Institutional Overview. These 
attributes inform the way that we understand student stakeholder groups in Category 2, in which 
four groups are defined as Undergraduate/traditional full-time, Graduate, Prospective, and 
School for Adult Learning (SAL)–Nontraditional/Accelerated. In 1P5, the role of the Office of 
Admissions and academic programs in the identification of student needs is noted, and in 1P5 
academic program supports are described and differentiated by students who may be at risk. 
Distance learners, who comprise less than 3% of the total, are represented in the graduate and 
School for Adult Learning student groups. (1C1)  

A wide array of programs is offered at levels from associate to graduate degrees reflecting 
the diverse educational needs of residential, commuter, and adult learning students with 
learning formats of face-to-face, hybrid, and online offerings. Students’ educational needs are 
informed by advisory groups, prospective students, alumni, and employer and student surveys. 
(1C2) 
 
●     Identifying other key stakeholder groups and determining their needs  
 SAL provides a structure for emerging key stakeholder groups with continuing education  
or workforce development needs. Having the capacity to customize credit-bearing programs or 
offer not-for-credit experiences like the Supervisory Institute, SAL is able to identify and respond 
to emerging needs in the workplace and address diversity. Feasibility studies and advisory 
boards link SAL to the workforce and assist in the identification of emerging markets and 
prospective programs. Also, other academic units may identify emerging stakeholder groups, 
and when appropriate, address their needs through the New Program Approval process 
described below. (1C1, 1C2) 
 
●     Developing and improving responsive programming to meet all stakeholders’ needs  
  UIndy has developed a new program approval process that has been used since 2012. This 
process institutionalizes practices that have proven to be effective. It includes a review protocol 
where the submission is screened from multiple viewpoints, including those of the proposing 
department, the dean, the provost, and the curriculum committees of the Faculty Senate. The 
proposal must address mission alignment, consistency with University goals, market need, 
student interest, and faculty commitment. In addition, the academic unit submits a business  
pro forma describing the expected financial viability of the new program in attracting a diverse 
population of students. (1C1, 1C2)  
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 For the purpose of institutional review, the following topics must be addressed in the new 
program proposal: 

  
 Also, the unit faculty and associate provost must review and approve admission criteria, the 
handling of transfer credits, definitions of satisfactory academic progress, advising benchmarks, 
graduation requirements, and assessment plans.  
   Individual courses and the overall program, once institutional review is completed, must be 
approved by the faculty of the unit, the Faculty Senate, and its curriculum committees. This 
packet must include a syllabus for each course, details on how it will be taught, and information 
about how it fits into the overall program curriculum. Both the undergraduate and graduate 
curriculum committees of the University Faculty Senate have specific forms that must be 
submitted by the faculty unit for each course. The proposal form asks for information such as 
title, description, credit hours, learning objectives, weekly outline, readings, grading policy, 
status as a required or elective course, and prerequisites. 
  
●    Selecting the tools/methods/instruments used to assess the currency and 

effectiveness of academic programs 
  UIndy has now completed two cycles of a newly revised Program Review Process for each 
program/major at the University. The following list of questions/prompts delineates expected 
data to be compiled and reported by the academic department involved in the Program Review 
protocol. The Program Review template document culminates in a reflective section that 
includes items like an environmental scan that allows for reflection on the currency and 
effectiveness of programs. In each review, it is expected that the academic unit will summarize 
the data, that the dean and/or provost will react to that summary, and that the academic unit will 
then articulate an action plan in response to areas of concern.  

Table 1.15 New Program Proposal Protocol 

Topic Sub-topic 

Feasibility Analysis Market 

  Competition 

  Capacity 

  Internal Impact 

  Resource needs 

  Tuition 

Organization of Program Administrative and academic oversight 

Faculty Qualifications Credentials 

  Teaching loads 

Curriculum Length of program 

  Student progression through program 

Accreditation/Professional Associations Compliance with accreditation criteria 

Partnerships with other Universities or Institutions Terms of the partnership 

Exit Strategy Costs of ending the program 
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Table 1.16 Data/Topics Addressed in the Program Review Template 

Topic Sub-Topic 

Mission Statement Purpose, Reason 

      Link to school/college/university Mission and Purpose 

  Progress toward goals articulated previously (if applicable) 

Curriculum Guide Curriculum description—Curriculum design—Curriculum map 

  Course Descriptions 

  List Degrees Awarded 

  List courses contributed to General Education 

  List courses contributed to other majors (service courses) 

Departmental/Program Information Enrollment data 

  Faculty: student ratios by level 

  First & Second Majors & Minors: demographic data 

  FT/PT by level & student type 

  Test scores 

  Instructional Productivity 

  Retention & Graduation Rates 

  Demographics of Faculty in Department 

  Post-Performance of Alumni 

  Non-Instructional Budget 

  Equipment & Facilities 

  Staffing Levels 

  Scholarship Activity 

  Teaching Summary: Course Evaluations 

Assessments Description of AQIP 5 Learning Outcomes for majors (Step 1 of Quality Cycle) 

  Illustration of alignment of outcomes to the curriculum (Step 2) 

  Assessment Plan—what data are collected per outcomes.  (Step 3) 

  Improvement based on assessment data (Step 5) 

Reflection on Program Review Report Environmental Scan: Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats 

  Link to (Vision 2030) 

  Competitive Analysis/Aspirational and Benchmarking Targets 

  Plans: Potential future direction (what are plans to address assessment of student 
learning outcomes, results of IDEA evaluations, other quality improvement 
initiatives, etc.) 

  Action Items—goals 

 
 Program Reviews are digested at two levels. The first review is by the academic 
administration (dean, provost), who provides direct feedback to the respective unit from within 
the framework of Academic Affairs about quality, efficiency, competitiveness, and resources. 
The second digest of Program Reviews occurs through both the University Assessment 
Committee, which looks across reviews, to determine if there are issues that are common, 
indicating an opportunity for institutional improvement, and the University Planning Commission, 
which prioritizes issues and initiatives from the perspective of the strategic plan process. 
 
●    Reviewing the viability of courses and programs and changing or discontinuing  

when necessary  
  The review of the viability of courses and programs is aligned with the program review 
process and occurs at the departmental level first before proceeding to the University curriculum 
committees and approval by the University faculty. It is also possible that a program will become 
inactive as a result of economic and state licensing factors, through a dean’s or director’s 
actions, prior to a recommendation from the department to delete or formally close a program. 
The inactive status provides a period for further deliberation prior to formal curricular action to 
close. (4A1) 
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1R3. What are the results for determining if programs are current and meet the needs of 
the institution’s diverse stakeholders? 
 
●    Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 
 Forms used by the University curriculum committees provide information to allow for  
the tracking of program changes. The curricular processes require justification for program 
changes, including currency alignment with professional and disciplinary standards, and 
responsiveness to stakeholder needs.  
 Program Review requires a holistic look at program curriculum in relation to a departmental 
strategic planning process. Measures are reported through the Program Review template 
document, and the consistency of the Program Review template allows for comparisons  
across programs. 
  
●    Summary results of assessments (including tables when possible) 
 A count of the programs that have been recently developed in 2012–14, and those that 
have been substantially changed, is provided in Table 1.17 and Table 1.18. These  
data suggest that using the faculty curriculum review process and the newly developed new  
program approval process serves the campus well, in that changes are available for review  
and reporting.   
 

Table 1.17 Summary of New Majors/Programs created in 2012–14 

 Undergraduate Graduate 

2012–13 1 0 

2013–14 1 3 

 
Table 1.18 Summary of Substantial Changes to Majors/Programs 2012–14 

 Undergraduate Graduate 

2012–13 5 4 

2013–14 6 4 

  
 Table 1.19 highlights programs that have become inactive, as a result of a lack of 
recruitment and enrollment in the past three years, and cites the rationales used.  

 
Table 1.19 Description of Inactivated Programs 

Inactive Programs not through Curricular Processes Rationale 

Curriculum and Instruction Master’s Degree State no longer provides incentives to teachers’ 
salaries for graduate work 

Chemistry Education—Undergraduate State now requires equal courses in secondary 
education and its parallel content major—unable  
to reconcile 

Life Sciences Education—Undergraduate State now requires equal courses in secondary 
education and its parallel content major—unable  
to reconcile 

The Master of Science in Nursing/MBA Graduate Program  
at the end of 2013–14. 

Closed as a result of very low enrollments and interest; 
replaced with Doctor of Nursing Practice 

  
 In the first year of the new Program Review Process (2013–14), eight academic 
departments completed the process. Results can be drawn from the themes in the reflections 
section where issues are identified and initiatives are proposed, as highlighted in Table 1.20.   
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Table 1.20 Issues and Initiatives Identified in Academic Program Reviews 2013–14 

Department/School Issue Identified Initiative Proposed 

History/Political Science Decrease in enrollment of majors given 
perception of relevance of the disciplines 

Creation of Graduate Certificate or 
Minor in Digital History 

Anthropology Difficulties with recruitment and resulting 
enrollments 

Design of a new 4-1 program to 
facilitate movement into graduate 
opportunities 

School of Nursing Enrollment concerns given competitive market Streamlined enrollment processes and 
barriers to movement to graduate and  
post-grad programs 

Undergraduate Psychology Increased need for research opportunities for 
undergraduates  

Enhanced research opportunities in 
past three years. 

School of Business Need improved visibility and finance lab to 
increase competitiveness 

Improve facilities with a new campus 
location and construction of a 
Bloomberg finance lab 

College of Health Sciences 
Postprofessional Programs 

Need for more interdisciplinary degrees to 
integrate coursework and allow for multiple 
health science degree preparations 

Implemented a revised Doctor of 
Health Science that combines 
postprofessional education for 
physical and occupational therapy 
through two tracks for Education  
or Leadership  

English  Changing enrollment patterns reflect the need 
for tracks in English beyond Literary Studies and 
English Education at the 300 and 400 levels.  

Growth in enrollments for Creative 
Writing and Professional Writing 
confirm the need for additional tracks 
with a senior capstone course 

Exercise Science Program 
in Kinesiology Department 
 

Decline in enrollment with the opening of two 
Indiana schools initiating physical therapy 
programs. 

Planning move to a new facility with 
enhanced lab space and 
interdisciplinary programming 

 
●    Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 
 Increasing the number of new programs is set as a broad goal in the strategic plan, with  
a working five-year goal of four new graduate programs. The internal target set for program 
reviews is to have all completed by 2016. Eight program reviews were completed in 2013–14 
and three reviews are scheduled for Semester I, 2014 (School of Education: MAT and Woodrow 
Wilson Teaching Fellows, School for Adult Learning, and Department of Philosophy and 
Religion). Three additional reviews will be scheduled for Semester II, 2015. There are no 
external benchmarks determined for new programs or program reviews.   
 
●    Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 As is shown in Table 1.17, summarizing new majors and programs from 2012–14, there was 
only one new program at the undergraduate level each year, and only slightly more, with three 
new graduate programs, in 2013–14. The time period, 2012–14, follows the wrap-up of one 
strategic plan (2006–11) and the introduction of a new planning process, with the arrival of 
President Manuel in 2012. Until the prioritization of resources and initiatives through the 
strategic plan, it was not clear how or what new programs should be developed and supported. 
As such, during 2012–14, the focus was on the revision and enhancement of current programs, 
as indicated in Table 1.18; here the numbers for revisions are larger than those for new 
programs. Curriculum revisions were initiated because of changing professional standards, or 
in the case of one program, to strengthen the curriculum mapping of student learning outcomes.  
 The most significant outcome that resulted from the Program Review Process at the 
University level was the emergence of three broader issues, all of which are captured by and 
can be aligned with the strategic plan. The themes identified within the programs as issues and 
opportunities are (1) tracking demand and creation of new programs, (2) enhanced faculty and 
student engagement, and (3) the expansion of facilities, equipment, and space.  
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1I3. Based on 1R3, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented  
in the next one to three years? 
 
 The adoption of the new program approval process has resulted in a more descriptive 
template to guide units in proposing new programs. In addition, it has clarified the role of 
administrative oversight to ensure institutional alignment and resource decisions prior to the 
approval of curriculum by the faculty. The further refinement of the pro forma budget and 
feasibility requirements is allowing faculty to assess the actual sustainability of the proposed 
programs versus merely meeting an initial student need. In order to assist units in planning new 
programs and determining the market feasibility, a New Programs Task Force was created in 
2014 and replaces the prior Marketing Task Force.  
 The revised Academic Program Review process has created a standard tool that outlines 
areas of common reporting that is coupled with increased support in identifying and providing 
data by the associate provost for academic systems. There is now a common report template 
provided to each unit at the beginning of their review process. The steps in the process are 
managed by the Office of Accreditation so that sufficient information is provided to guide the 
reviews and so that feedback about the review process follows. The review template has 
dedicated space where the dean and provost provide comments in relation to the identified 
issues and initiatives to ensure feedback to departments once the reviews are submitted.  
This process improves on the previous decentralized process, wherein departments or  
schools created their own reports without consistency of information across units, and  
without mechanisms for direct administrative feedback or links to broader institutional review.  
 
1P4. Academic Program Quality focuses on ensuring quality across all programs, 
modalities, and locations. Describe the processes for ensuring high-quality academic 
programming. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of the following 
processes for: 
 

 Determining and communicating the preparation required of students for the specific 
curricula, programs, courses, and learning they will pursue.  
The needed preparation for students is determined by program faculty and is communicated 

through pre- and post-admission advising, web information, marketing materials, publications, 
and handbooks that contain specific program contracts and agreements. Dedicated personnel 
interact with prospective students at the programmatic level and institutionally in program 
requirements. (4A4) 
 
● Evaluating and ensuring program rigor for all modalities, locations, consortia, and 

when offering dual-credit programs.  
 Delivery of academic programs occurs through modalities that are both face-to-face and 
online, with hybrid offerings increasing as the two modalities are blended. The University of 
Indianapolis is approved for up to 20% distance education by prior Higher Learning Commission 
approval. There are 10 fully online graduate programs, and, in the year 2013–14, a total of 113 
online courses, primarily graduate, were offered in Semesters I and II, representing 2.8% of all 
course offerings. The quality of courses is ensured across modalities by embedded course and 
program assessments, end-of-course surveys, faculty orientation, development and mentoring, 
and oversight by program and faculty curriculum committees. (3A3) 
 As a subscriber institution, UIndy is committed to implementing the Quality MattersTM 
standards for the design of online and hybrid courses, and is beginning to build and evaluate 
courses systematically based on these rigorous, research-supported standards. The Quality 
Matters standards ensure that the online components of these courses promote learner 
engagement and provide students with all the tools and information they need to be successful 
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learners. UIndy is working to incorporate Quality Matters into all phases of its course design 
processes and to develop the capacity to conduct unofficial and official course reviews. The 
University of Indianapolis uses the Sakai Collaboration and Learning Environment (CLE). The 
Sakai Project's software is a Java-based, service-oriented application suite that is designed to 
be scalable, reliable, interoperable, and extensible. (3A1, 4A4) 
 Additional locations include in-state sites for the Master of Business Administration and the 
nursing programs. A multi-location site visit was conducted by the Higher Learning Commission 
in October 2014 to ensure consistency of quality at these sites. Also, there are two additional 
locations in China where University of Indianapolis degrees are offered through a contractual 
partnership involving the delivery of direct credit abroad by UIndy faculty. Both China sites have 
been approved by the Higher Learning Commission and regular assessments occur to ensure 
quality. In June 2014, a teach-out plan was approved by the Higher Learning Commission for 
the University’s site in San Ignacio, Belize. In October 2014 a teach-out plan was submitted to 
the Commission for UIndy’s Athens Campus for closure of the one remaining program offered 
through that site. 
 Participation in the Online Consortia of Independent Colleges & Universities (OCICU) allows 
for an expanded offering of online courses for undergraduate students at UIndy. The review and 
approval of the consortia courses are done by program faculty, and one assurance of quality is 
that all participating institutions in OCICU are accredited by their respective regional agencies. 

Collaborations with area high schools who are seeking dual credit opportunities for their 
students, as now required by state law, is being guided at UIndy by an internally developed 
dual-credit approval template. This template outlines the expectations for dual credit, including 
the credentials of the teacher and the admissions and grading policies, and describes how the 
institution will develop further relationships with the high school. At the current time, only one  
of UIndy’s partner schools has successfully decided to arrange for dual credit. The University  
is in negotiations with one of the two community colleges in the state in an arrangement that  
will allow UIndy to guide the selection of courses by high school students earning community 
college credit for eventual transfer to UIndy, thus ensuring the alignment with general education 
requirements for the bachelor’s degree. (3A3) 
 
● Awarding prior learning and transfer credits  
 The evaluation of prior learning credit is available only to students enrolled in the School for 
Adult Learning (SAL). SAL has developed a process approved by faculty that is capped at 30 
credit hours as the maximum number allowed for prior learning assessment. An option for prior 
learning assessment is introduced to students in the required entry course, “Return to Learning.” 
If interested, students meet with the prior learning assessment coordinator, a master’s-certified 
professional in prior learning assessment. To meet requirements, students assemble portfolios 
that are structured by their enrollment in a two-course sequence. A mentor to coach students 
through the process and to provide ongoing assessment is arranged for the course sequence. 
The portfolio must meet course competencies in order to be approved as a course equivalent, 
and when completed, is passed to a faculty content assessor for independent review. The 
average number of prior learning assessment credit hours earned is 9 to 15 credit hours, and  
to date, there have been only 11 students who have chosen this option for earning credit. 
 Transfer policies are stated in the University Catalog for students seeking to transfer to the 
University. Agreements are developed to facilitate the transfer of students from international 
partnership sites. These agreements comply with University transfer policy and are approved  
by program faculty and the International Sites Advisory Oversight Committee of the Faculty 
Senate. Articulation agreements are developed with the state-wide Ivy Tech Community College 
and with Vincennes University, another two-year degree provider, to facilitate transfer between 
institutions. (4A2, 4A3) 

The review of transfer credits has now been consolidated in the Office of the Registrar  
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and consultation is made with the academic units, as needed. This consolidation provides 
consistency of interpretation and allows the institution to be in compliance with statewide 
expectations concerning transferability of credits, particularly in the General Education Core.  
 
● Selecting, implementing, and maintaining specialized accreditation  
 The Office of Accreditation tracks and maintains updated records on specialized 
accreditations. UIndy is in good standing with all specialty accrediting agencies and has 
received approval and reaffirmation following all reviews. (4A5) 
  

Table 1. 21 University Accrediting Organizations 

Accreditation Organizations  Last Accredited     Next Visit 

   

Higher Learning Commission of the North Central Association of Colleges and 
Schools (AQIP Track) 

2009 2016–17 

   

Accreditation Council for Occupational Therapy Education of the American 
Occupational Therapy Association 

2009 2019 

   

Accreditation Commission for Nurse-Midwifery Education 2011 2021 

   

Accreditation Council for  Business Schools & Programs 2011 2021 

   

American Psychological Association 2012 2019 

   

Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Education Programs  2012 2017 

   

Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education 2013 2024 

   

Commission on Accreditation of Athletic Training Education 2007 2017 

   

Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy Education of the American Physical 
Therapy Association 

2011 2021–22 

   

Commission on Sport Management Accreditation   2012–13 2020 

   

Council on Social Work Education 2009 2017 

   

Indiana Department of Education 2011 2018 

   

National Association of Schools of Art and Design 2005 2016 

   

National Association of Schools of Music 2008 2018 

   

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education 2010 2017 

   

National League for Nursing Accrediting Commission 2006 2014 

   

University Senate of United Methodist Church 2009 2019 

 
● Assessing the level of outcomes attainment by graduates at all levels  
 The assessment of student learning outcomes is described for University-Wide Learning 
Goals and general education in 1P1-1R1 and for academic program outcomes in 1P2-1R2. 
Additional assessments have been developed and implemented for the international 
partnerships, as specified by the agreements and as required for oversight. Specialty 
accreditors review all programs across modalities and locations, and these comprehensive 
program reviews utilizing multiple measures such as employment rates and licensure or 
certification pass rates also ensure the consistency of quality across modalities and locations. 
(3A2, 4A6) 
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● Selecting the tools/methods/instruments used to assess program rigor across  
all modalities 
The selection of tools/methods/instruments used to assess program rigor across all 

modalities are discussed in 1P1-1R1 and 1P2-1R2. Additional assessments occur for online 
courses using Quality Matters standards and for international programs through which UIndy 
delivers its degrees abroad. 
  
1R4 What are the results for determining the quality of academic programs? 
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

In addition to program assessment tools discussed in 1P2–1R2, there are end-of-course 
surveys designed for online courses, completion rates for transfer students and articulated 
international programs, and student satisfaction surveys for special programs like the  
Sino-American Joint Program.  

 
● Summary results of assessments (including tables when possible) 

In Semester I, 2013–14, there were nine online courses that used the IDEA end-of-course 
forms, thereby allowing for some comparison of online student responses to student responses 
from face-to-face and hybrid courses. For the same semester, 675 face-to-face and hybrid 
classes were evaluated through in-class (paper) IDEA forms. 

In Semester II, 2013–14, there were 10 online courses using the IDEA form. For the same 
semester, 568 face-to-face and hybrid classes were evaluated using in-class IDEA forms. The 
paper scores set an institutional average against which the online courses can be compared,  
as shown in Table 1.22. 

 
Table 1.22 Comparison of Online and Face-to-Face/Hybrid Courses Using the IDEA Course Evaluations 

 Total Semester I and II, 2014  
Average Scores 

Excellence of Teaching (online)  3.7 

Excellence of Course (online) 3.4 

  

 Excellence of Teacher (face-to-face and hybrid) 4.4 

Excellence of Course (face-to-face and hybrid) 4.3 
 

Questions from IDEA forms are: “Overall, I rate this instructor as an excellent teacher” and “Overall, I rate this course as excellent.” 
Scale = 1–5, with 5 as “strongly agree” 
 

The relatively small sample of scores for online courses (n = 19) fall below scores for face-
to-face or hybrid courses. One concern, on the part of the faculty, is that the IDEA forms have a 
lower response rate than those distributed in a class setting and may not reflect online teaching 
strategies. As such, individual program end-of-course evaluations have been substituted for 
IDEA in some areas. Nevertheless, when looking at the scores for individual faculty shown 
above for online courses, there is opportunity for improvement.  

One example of a program-specific course evaluation tool that compares online and other 
courses is drawn from the Bachelor of Science in Nursing. This program has a strong history of 
online offerings and the results show satisfaction that is equal or higher when the hybrid and the 
online modalities are compared. 
 Another set of results is available through the student satisfaction survey administered in 
2014 to those Ningbo Institute of Technology students who transferred to UIndy’s campus in 
2012 and 2013. Highlights of the findings from the 2014 student survey (n = 79 respondents) 
include: 

 83% of the participants felt that UIndy met their learning expectations. 

 81.1% of the participants felt that they had received a good education at UIndy. 
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 88.6% of the participants felt that they had a sense of pride for being able to study at 
UIndy. 

 91.2% of the participants felt that they were prepared to enroll at UIndy for their junior 
and senior years. 

 An overwhelming (95%) majority of the participants expressed a clear understanding of 
the goals for the Sino-American program. 

Similar research results were found in the 2010 and 2012 surveys. 
 The Sino-American Joint Program uses three measures to track the success of the program:  

 graduation rates—for those students who transferred to UIndy in their junior and senior 
years, the graduation rate, since 2006, has averaged 96–98%. 

 graduate school application acceptance rates—almost 100% among NIT graduates from 
the UIndy campus and the subsequent enrollment rates show 69% continue to attend 
graduate studies in the U.S., China, UK, Australia, Hong Kong, France, etc. 

 employment rates—within six months of graduation, the employment rate is 90% for the 
joint program students who enter the workforce. 
 

● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks  
 One measure for tracking transfer student outcomes is to compare their completion rates 
with the graduation rates of entering cohorts of full-time, first-time freshmen admitted to UIndy  
in the same years. The internal target is the one set for nontraditional students, as reported in 
2R2, since the group of transfer students is inclusive of all ages with both part-time and full-time 
enrollment.   
  

Table 1.23 Comparison of Completion Results for Transfer Student Groups by UIndy Undergraduates 
Graduation Rates for Undergraduate 
Transfers (part-time and full-time) 
accepted to UIndy and completing  
first degree within 6 years or less 

Internal Target 
External 

Benchmark 

2012 
(Admitted 

2006) 

2013 
(Admitted 

2007) 

2014 
(Admitted  

2008) 

All Undergraduate Transfers (part-
time and full-time) accepted to UIndy             

53%  21.6%* 61% 51% 56.1% 

All Undergraduate Transfers without 
Sino-American Joint Program 
Transfers from Ningbo Institute  
of Technology  

53%  21.6%* 57.2% 45.7% 48.7% 

Only Sino-American Joint Program 
Transfers from Ningbo Institute  
of Technology  

95% NA 100% 95.2% 98.3% 

  

 *External benchmark drawn from National Student Clearinghouse Research Center, Signature Report. 6a, Table 13, “Six-Year   
  Outcomes for Mixed Enrollment Students Who Started at Two-Year Public Institutions, by Origin State” 

 

 Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 There is an opportunity to continue to grow UIndy’s teaching skill and expertise with online 
course offerings. While representing a fairly small percentage of all UIndy courses, there is a 
segment of UIndy’s students, primarily graduate, whose experiences are defined by online 
programs, and the goal is for these to be perceived with equal satisfaction with face-to-face 
courses. Under a Quality Matters Implementation Plan, UIndy intends to grow and develop 
insights for the improvement of teaching and learning in online courses. See 1I4 for discussion 
of the UIndy Quality Matters Implementation Plan. 
 The results comparing transfer student completion rates to UIndy’s graduation rates show 
that UIndy generally meets its internal target for transfer students. Further, UIndy exceeds the 
external benchmark for transfer completion, which includes both Indiana public and private 
schools. There is support for continued recruitment and enrollment of transfer students, given 
their likelihood of academic success at UIndy. 
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 The results from the student survey, faculty survey, student records, and program 
assessments for the Sino-American Program show strong satisfaction with the program and 
provide evidence of student success following graduation. At the same time, qualitative survey 
comments have yielded insights into additional ways the program can be strengthened. The 
improvements undertaken in the Sino-American Program are discussed in 1I4. 
 
1I4. Based on 1R4, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next one to three years? 
 
 The UIndy Quality Matters Implementation Plan goal for 2014–15 is to apply the Quality 
Matters rubric to 10 courses and for the completion of five peer review courses. This plan builds 
on these targets so that within three years an aspirational target is that there will be 100 courses 
to which the Quality Matters rubric is applied and completion of 50 peer review courses. These 
reviews will allow for measuring quality using an external rubric and, potentially, allow for 
identifying benchmarks. Internal targets use the IDEA course evaluation system, with the 
expectation that online courses will be perceived with equal satisfaction. 
 The following lists some of the improvements that have been implemented to strengthen the 
Sino-American Program:  

 ongoing programs for English conversation and writing skills workshops; 

 working with Student Affairs on participation in campus events and service-learning 
opportunities; 

 an annual campus-wide Chinese New Year event; 

 advising transfer students to live on campus; 

 arranging American home visits and Chinese cooking classes; 

 an arrival orientation and a pre-departure orientation for students; and 

 a tutorial session for the GRE and GMAT.   
 
1P5. Academic Student Support focuses on systems designed to help students be 
successful. Describe the processes for developing and delivering academic support to 
students. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of the following processes for: 
 

 Identifying underprepared and at-risk students, and determining their needs   
 The University has processes in place to identify academically prepared and academically 
at-risk students. At the point of admission, students are identified in one of three ways: as 
academically prepared, as distinct or regular admits, or as at-risk and needing additional 
support in order to be successful. The at-risk status includes the admission categories of 
advised or contingent admits. For the past three years, about 15% of the incoming freshmen  
are identified as being at-risk and in need of additional support. A variety of student support 
programs are listed in Table 1.24. (3D1) 

Other mechanisms by which at-risk students are identified are end-of-semester processes 
that track grade point average and credit hours completed. Students can be placed on probation 
or become academically ineligible as a result of low grade point averages, as specified in the 
eligibility criteria in the Academic Catalog.  
 
● Deploying academic support services to help students select and successfully 

complete courses and programs  
 There is a range of student academic support that includes services for all students and     
programs and required interventions for at-risk students. Table 1.24 lists key services and 
programs and illustrates how participation in the services increases with the identification of  
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at-risk students. At-risk students participate in those services/programs listed as required for  
all students as well as those required for at-risk students. (3D2) 
 

Table 1.24  Identifying Student Academic Support 

Academic Support 
Available to all 

students 

Required for all 
students including 

at-risk 

Required 
intervention for  
at-risk students 

Placement Testing  X X 

Orientation X X  

Course: NSE / Department Seminar / “Return to Learning” X X  

Peer Tutoring / Help Labs X   

Academic Success Center Individual Academic Assistance X  X 

Secrets of Success (SOS) Workshops X  X 

Satisfactory Academic Progress (federal SAP) / Academic 
Contract 

  X 

Early Intervention Programming / Referrals X  X 

Career Development X   

Centralized Advising X X X 

Faculty Advising X X  

Baccalaureate for University Learning Disabled (BUILD) 
Program 

  X 

Bridge Scholars Program (local 21
st
 Century Scholars)   X 

 

● Ensuring faculty are available for student inquiry  
Faculty maintains a minimum of three office hours weekly. Students receive one-on-one 

faculty advising each semester. Many students are employed on campus and establish 
relationships with faculty and staff. Students may serve on University committees and faculty 
may serve as representatives on student organizations. Students collaborate with faculty  
and staff through research and service projects, including travel trips and organizational 
opportunities such as the Christian Life Appalachian project or the annual neighborhood  
cleanup sponsored by Student Life. The multitude of service opportunities ties directly in  
with the University’s mission and motto, "Education for Service.” Individualized instruction  
for students is also supported. Faculty receive load credit to support their mentoring of 
undergraduate research projects for students enrolled in Honors College as well as credit  
to support faculty supervision of graduate program theses and dissertations. (3C5) 
 
● Determining and addressing the learning support needs (tutoring, advising, library, 

laboratories, research, etc.) of students and faculty  
For entering first-year students, identification and tracking occurs for undergraduates 

through the admissions process. As part of the initial advising process for enrolled students, 
placement tests are administered to help to ensure that students are scheduled for appropriate 
course levels. Freshmen self-identify, through an early warning survey, their sense of 
preparation for college, and the need for self-improvement in the areas of study habits and time 
management. Entering full-time freshmen with English competency are enrolled in a First Year 
Seminar (FYS) that serves to assess and strengthen students’ writing and critical thinking skills 
and connect them to institutional supports like the Writing Lab. In the New Student Experience 
(NSE) courses, freshmen complete career assessments and academic plans in preparation for 
subsequent advising discussions with their advisors from the Center for Advising and Student 
Achievement (CASA). Athletes are further connected to required study tables where coaches 
and peer tutors are able to identify academic issues and connect students to the appropriate 
services for remediation. (3D1) 

Undergraduate students’ academic progress is monitored on an ongoing basis, and once 
students are identified as at-risk, as a result of GPA or the number of course hours completed, 
they are required to participate in programs like the Secrets of Success Workshops or receive 
Academic Success Center individualized assistance to support their ability to make satisfactory 
academic progress. 
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All students participate in advising that is centralized through CASA as well as decentralized 
through faculty advisors and program seminars. Adult learners are advised within the School for 
Adult Learning (SAL) by dedicated staff. Graduate students are advised within their graduate 
programs by professional staff and faculty. SAL provides personalized mentoring of new 
students for their first three semesters, based on new admission criteria. (3D3) 

UIndy utilizes the “ACE” Sakai learning management platform to support student learning. 
The IS HelpDesk is another source for assistance with access or other technology issues. The 
various labs and services (Writing, Math, Center for Academic Success, English as a Second 
Language) are widely accessible to support student learning. The library provides tutorials and 
individual assistance for accessing or requesting materials. Faculty support is provided through 
the Faculty Design Studio, library services, faculty mentorship, and individual faculty 
development funds. (3D4, 3D5) 

 

 Ensuring staff members who provide student academic support services are 
qualified, trained, and supported  
UIndy ensures that staff members who provide student academic support services are 

qualified through the hiring process that establishes the minimum requirements for education 
and experience as well as knowledge and skills. National searches are held for key academic 
support positions. Determining continuing qualifications occurs as part of the supervisory 
process and is documented in annual evaluations. Staff training is enhanced by workshops and 
retreats held by the departments in academic and student affairs to address staff needs and to 
refresh best practices. Attendance at professional meetings and conferences is encouraged and 
supported by department budgets. Full-time staff members are able to complete a master’s 
degree as part of their staff benefits. (3C6) 

Also, staff members grow as professionals through their participation in projects, which may 
be departmental quality initiatives or AQIP Action Projects. For example, a new Action Project 
will start in November 2014: UIndy’s LEAD Program: Leadership, Exploration & Academic 
Development. This new Action Project will involve the development and piloting of a 
comprehensive program to support identified full-time students who have been admitted as 
“advised” through the Admissions process. The Action Project will provide opportunities for 
leadership and cross-training in the development of a pilot program. The Action Project team  
will be drawn from staff and administrators in the areas of academic support, student affairs, 
admissions, and financial aid.   

 
● Communicating the availability of support services  

Incoming full-time freshmen enroll in a New Student Experience (NSE) that provides for 
initial encounters with academic services, including the library, advising center, and the Office  
of the Registrar. Adult learners participate in a “Return to Learning” course that assesses and 
identifies the adult learners’ preparation and developmental needs in order to support academic 
success. Graduate students participate in orientations and departmental seminars that are 
designed to communicate the University’s support and professional requirements. (3D2) 
 
● Determining goals for retention, persistence, and program completion  
 Goals for retention, persistence, and program completion are discussed in detail in Category 
2. However, at the programmatic level, these goals are addressed within the Academic Program 
Review Process. (4C1, 4C4) 
 
● Selecting the tools/methods/instruments used to evaluate the effectiveness and 

comprehensiveness of support services 
 The tools and instruments selected to measure the effectiveness of the student support 
services include satisfaction instruments to gain insight into student attitudes and experiences 
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with the services, as well as participation and activity records to determine the degree of student 
engagement and outcome measures that track student performance at the aggregate and case 
levels, to ensure that students are making satisfactory academic progress.  
 
1R5. What are the results for determining the quality of student support services? 
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 
 Of the total percentage of entering freshmen admitted as advised or contingent and 

identified as at-risk, the percentage of these students, who subsequently go on to academic 
probation or become ineligible, is significantly less. By identifying students with characteristics 
derived from institutional data or national research that contribute to an at-risk status, the goal  
is to intervene effectively so that these students are supported and enabled to be successful,  
as indicated in Table 1.25. 
 All students participate in advising, and significant institutional effort is devoted to 
understanding the effectiveness of these processes, as indicated by the tools and measures 
identified in Table 1.25. 
 

 Table 1.25 Outcome Measures Tracked 

Student Group Specific Measurable Outcomes Measure/Tool Cycle 

Traditional Undergraduate 
Day Division Students 

Quality of Academic Advising 
NSSE Survey 

CASA Student Satisfaction 
Survey 

Annually 
after each 
encounter 

 
Satisfaction with academic and social life 

last year (benchmarked) 
MAP-Works/Campus Labs 

(Beacon) 
Every 

semester 

Nontraditional /Accelerated 
Students 

Satisfaction with SAL advising process 
Survey, research, discussion 

with stakeholders, and 
anecdotal input 

Annually and 
ongoing 

Graduate Students 
Graduate student satisfaction  

with advising processes  
Graduate Student Survey Annually 
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● Summary results of assessments (including tables and figures when possible)  
 

 Table 1.26 Comparison Results for Academic Support of Student Groups 

Specific Measurable 
Outcomes 

Tool 
Internal 
Target 

 

UIndy Results 

Benchmark 
Carnegie 
Master’s 

2014 

Traditional 
Undergraduate 

Students: quality of 
academic advising 

and satisfaction with 
academic life 

NSSE 
Survey 

83% 

  
2010 

 
2011 

 
2012 

 
2013 

 
2014 

83% 

Advising 
77% 89% 84% 77% 

Question 
not 
available 

Satisfaction with 
academic life 89% 91% 90% 90% 

Question 
not 

available 

Traditional 
Undergraduate 

Students: 
satisfaction with 

centralized academic 
advising 

CASA 
Student 

Satisfaction 
Survey 

2013–14 

90% 
93% report meeting or exceeding expectations following 

individual advising appointments 
NA 

SAL students: 
quality of student 

advising 

SAL 
Survey & 
Anecdotal 
Comments 

80% 
satisfaction 

Average of 80% on surveys the past five years;  
course evaluations and anecdotal comments  

are positive overall 
NA 

Graduate Students: 
Advising process 

Graduate 
Survey 
2014 

80% 
satisfaction 
(very good 
or good)  

Very 
Good 

(1) 

Good 
 

(2) 

Fair 
 

(3) 

Poor 
 

(4) 

Very 
Poor 
(5) 

Benchmark 

32.3% 41.0% 20.5% 4.2% 2.1% Unavailable 

Graduate Students: 
Responsiveness of 

faculty/staff  

Graduate 
Survey 
2014 

80% 
satisfaction 
(very good 
or good)  

46.5% 36.7% 11.0% 3.8% 2.0% Unavailable 

 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks  
 The item from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) related to academic 
advising has not met expectations in three of the last five years. However, for the nontraditional 
accelerated student, advising has been highly regarded as very efficient and timely. Little to no 
dissatisfaction has been noted. Graduate student satisfaction using the mean is at the “good” 
level, suggesting overall satisfaction but with opportunities for improvement. 
 Beyond advising, as discussed above, the measures, tools, and results for other primarily 
undergraduate student services are provided below: Placement testing, Secrets of Success 
(SOS) workshops, Satisfactory Academic Progress (SAP)/Academic Plans, early intervention 
programming, the Baccalaureate for University of Indianapolis Learning Disabled (BUILD) 
program, and the Bridge Scholars program. (4C4) 
 

Table 1.27 Academic Support:  Placement Testing 

 Measurement 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Math Placement Testing % of Incoming 
Freshmen Taking Test  

22% 25% 26% 
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Table 1.28 Various Academic Support Services 

Secrets of Success Workshops Measurement 2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 

Number of SOS workshops offered Schedule 51 43 47 

Total attendance  Attendance Sheets 2,492 2,253 1,946 

Average attendance per workshop Attendance Sheets 60 52 43 

Responders found the workshops met their 
expectations.  

Qualitative Survey 
80% 72% 94.7% 

Responders gained new and useful information  Qualitative Survey NA NA 88.1% 

SAP/Academic Plans 
2011 

Summer 
2012  
Fall 

2012 
Spring 

2012 
Summer 

2013  
Fall 

2013 
Spring 

2013 
Summer 

Number of new students with academic plans 46 7 16 13 22 9 17 

Successful and still enrolled 19 3 6 3 11 7 NA 

Not successful and no longer eligible  
for financial aid 

19 0 7 8 8 2 NA 

Successful but not retained 8 4 3 2 3 0 NA 

Early Intervention Programming 2011–12  2012–13 2013–14 

Number of students who participated in MAP-Works initiative, which was 
replaced with a Beacon online tool 

1041 (68.8%) 1456 (75.9%) 1449 
(82.4%) 

Number of students who viewed personalized report after completing survey 346 (33.2%) 435 (29.9%) 566 (39.1%) 

BUILD Program Measurement 2011–12  2012–13 2013–14 

Average GPA Grades 2.67 2.59 2.80 

Tutoring hours utilized Tutor Schedules / 
Attendance 

5,786 5,674 3,740 

Bridge Scholars Program     

Number of individual meetings with freshmen 
and sophomores 

Attendance 
6 6 10 

30-hour completion rate (new state aid 
requirement) 

University Data 
NA NA 86% 

Percentage meeting program requirements 
and retaining aid  

University Data 
84% 94.5% 92% 

 

● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained  
 Table 1.28 shows a slight decrease in the SOS workshop attendance; however, that may  
be a result of a reduction in the number of workshops required through the New Student 
Experience course. Consistently, students have found that the workshops focusing on academic 
topics met their expectations. In 2013, students were asked, on the qualitative survey, if they 
gained new and useful information; 88% responded favorably. The SOS workshops have been 
successful for several years. The program has adapted the schedule to accommodate a variety 
of student needs. Table 1.28 also shows that most students who are placed on Academic Plans 
are successful. Some of these students are not being retained, but this number has decreased. 
There has been a major decrease in the number of students placed on Satisfactory Academic 
Progress (SAP)/academic plans, which can be attributed to the extensive outreach during the 
“warning” term and education about the Satisfactory SAP process. The SAP program is fulfilling 
its purpose and helping in the success and completion rates of at-risk students.  
 Table 1.28 shows that student participation in the Making Achievement Possible (MAP-
Works) program has consistently increased over the past few years, although the number of 
those who have viewed their personalized report is not impressive. Students with learning-
related disabilities who are enrolled in the Baccalaureate for University of Indianapolis Learning 
Disabled (BUILD) program are experiencing success. Individualized tutoring seems to be an 

important component in that success. Additionally, Table 1.28 shows that most 21st Century 
Scholars enrolled in the Bridge Scholars program are meeting requirements and retaining  
their financial aid. With new state aid requirements effective 2013, most of the scholars are 
completing the 30-hour completion rate for the first year.  (4C2) 
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1I5 Based on 1R5, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next few years? 
 

Based on the results described above, a number of interventions have begun or are in the 
planning stages.  
 
 The Greyhound Plan was endorsed as part of the strategic plan in 2013. This program will 

result in every student preparing an individual long-term academic plan to be reviewed 
regularly with an advisor.  

 The Center for Advising and Student Achievement (CASA) was created in summer 2013 as 
a strategy to centralize and improve the undergraduate advisement experience. During its 
first year (2013–14), CASA followed up each student appointment with a request to 
complete a satisfaction survey. With a response rate of 11% (N = 564), the majority of 
respondents rated their experiences as “met or exceeded” expectations. There were only 
three respondents who rated their experience as “disappointed.”  

 The Department of Mathematics and Computer Science, along with the Office of the 
Registrar and the Office of Admissions, is in the process of revising the Math Placement 
exam. The department identified a new formula for determining who will be required to  
take the placement exam to improve the overall performance of students in gateway 
mathematics courses with a stronger foundation, if they are correctly placed in initial 
courses. 

 A grant from the state of Indiana was secured to provide peer support to 21st Century 
Scholars. UIndy was one of only two independent colleges in the state to receive this 
support, as a result of the large numbers of state recipients. 

 The campus has implemented a protocol to track and intervene for those undergraduate  
and graduate students who are not meeting the new SAP criteria of the US Department of 
Education. Data concerning this population of students was presented in the results section.  

 The Graduate Administrative Council has undertaken initiatives to provide writing support to 
graduate students by supplementing the funds of the Writing Lab and to design a consistent 
orientation to campus for those students participating in online learning opportunities. 
Additional interventions in support of graduate students will be developed in response  
to the issues raised in the new graduate satisfaction survey, as described above.  

 Retention rates have not increased enough to justify the continuation of the MAP-Works 
program, so the University decided to switch to the CampusLabs suite. This product 
provides a retention tool, a co-curricular tracking system to show students’ involvement 
outside of the classroom, and an assessment tool for departmental initiatives.  

 The BUILD program has undergone a revision in procedures and processes to streamline 
individualized tutoring and expand hours to meet the needs of students. 

 The Bridge Scholars program has begun surveying students to ensure that the services are 
meeting their needs. In addition, UIndy has secured a ScholarCorps member (intern), 
through the Indiana Commission for Higher Education, who works directly with 21st Century 
Scholars to ensure that students understand federal and state guidelines to maintain their 
financial aid and scholarships. 

 
IP6 Academic Integrity focuses on ethical practices while pursuing knowledge. Describe 
your processes for supporting ethical scholarly practices by students and faculty. This 
includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of key processes for: 
 
●  Ensuring freedom of expression and the integrity of research and scholarly practice.  
 Language in the University’s Faculty Handbook, Faculty Guide, and Student Handbook all 
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speak to issues of integrity and honesty including integrity of scholarly works. All are available 
on the internal University website, and faculty contracts specifically indicate that faculty activities 
are guided by the Faculty Handbook. The Faculty Handbook addresses issues of resolving 
academic and general complaints, issues of grievance procedures, faculty-student relationships, 
and FERPA compliance. The Institutional Review Board Office provides policies and oversight 
to student and faculty research practices.  (2D, 2E1, 2E3) 

 
●  Ensuring ethical learning and research practices of students  
 Students are directed to the internal campus website that contains the Student Handbook. 
That handbook details the expectations of the University concerning academic dishonesty, 
plagiarism, confidentiality, grade appeal processes, and course rules. Faculty also are 
encouraged to make reference to those same student policies in their syllabi and to detail their 
expectations clearly at the beginning of each course. Students engaged in either undergraduate 
or graduate research involving human subjects are expected to secure the approval of the 
Institutional Review Board, as described in the section below on faculty research. (2E2, 2E3) 
 
●  Ensuring ethical teaching and research practices of faculty  
 Language concerning faculty ethical processes in research practices is detailed in the 
Faculty Handbook in the section “Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection of Human 
Subjects of Research,” and in accordance with the Department of Health and Human Services 
and the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects (also known as the “Common 
Rule”). To fulfill this responsibility effectively, the University maintains a registered Institutional 
Review Board (IRB). UIndy requires that all principal investigators and members of the research 
team complete human protections training. (2E2, 2E3) 
 
●  Tools/methods/instruments used to evaluate the effectiveness and 

comprehensiveness of supporting learning and integrity 
 Within the past two years, a more deliberate system to track instances of student academic 
misconduct has been developed in order to better report patterns in this behavior. In addition, 
the Office of the Provost maintains all records on faculty personnel issues, which would also 
contain patterns of student complaints or difficulties with institutional policies. With the use of the 
IRB Manager data tracking system, the Office of Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR) is 
able to track the numbers of research proposals that have been designated as expedited, 
exempt, or full review, using the appropriate protocols.  
 
1R6 What are your results for determining the quality of your learning support systems? 
Include in your description of results the following: 
 
●  Outcomes/measures tracked within evaluations 
 The types and frequency of incidents of academic misconduct are tracked and centralized 
within the Office of the Provost. The IRB coordinator tracks and reports the frequency of events 
undertaken by the IRB, the types of reviews, and monthly and annual activity.  
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●  Summary results of measures (including tables and figures where appropriate) 

 
Table 1.29 Academic Student Complaint Results for Semester I and II, 2012–14 

Academic 

Integrity and 

Related 

Issues 

Semester I, 2012-13 Semester II, 2012-13 Semester I, 2013-14 Semester II, 2013-14 

Headcount 5432 Headcount 5174 Headcount 5391 Headcount 5035 

Total Course 

Enrollments 
24066 

Total Course 

Enrollments 
21203 

Total Course 

Enrollments 
24207 

Total Course 

Enrollments 
21606 

 Upheld Reverse Total Upheld Reverse Total Upheld Reverse Total Upheld Reverse Total 

Cheating 0 0 0 2 1 3 2 0 2 2 0 2 

Clinical Log 

Falsified 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 

Grade 

Appeal 
1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Instructor 

Issues 
N/A N/A 2 N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Plagiarism 11 0 11 14 0 14 13 1 14 *33 0 33 

Program 

Dismissal 
0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Unauthorized 

Paper 

Submission 

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Total 14 21 17 37 

*Semester II, 2014, includes a single class of students with unauthorized collaboration on a final assignment 

 
Table 1.30  Institutional Review Board Activity 2010–14 

 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Total Events  
derived from  

IRB Activity Report 
223 208 165 129 

New and Exempt 
Reviews 

50 80 62 53 

Revised to Approve 54 40 28 28 

Adverse Events 
Reported 

2 2 0 1 

 
●  Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 
 The internal target for academic-based complaints is less than 1% occurrence per student 
population per semester, or fewer than 54 incidents per semester. Results for academic student 
complaints have met the internal benchmark of less than 1% the past three years. External 
benchmarks have not been identified for comparison of student misconduct and IRB activity. 
 
●  Interpretation of results and insights gained  
 Table 1.29 displays the types and frequency of incidents of academic misconduct over a 
five-semester* period. (*No cases were reported in Spring Term or summer 2013). Educational 
policies continue to address issues of academic integrity in programs at UIndy at all levels. The 
small number of cases in comparison to overall total course enrollments by term demonstrates 
that there are no widespread or frequent incidents occurring at UIndy. 
 The results indicate a decline in IRB reported activities, but rather than this being an 
indication of a drop in research activity, it is instead the result of several factors. The number  
of IRB submissions has decreased as a result of a policy allowing classroom research to be 
reviewed at the program level; a decrease in the number of revisions is the result of a revised 
protocol tool and the introduction of program-level research committees for first reviews.  

 The numbers of new and exempt protocols at 50 in 2010 are similar to that of new and 
exempt protocols at 53 in 2014. This suggests a similar level of research activity. 
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 The number of protocols requiring revisions, and therefore requiring multiple IRB 
reviews, decreased during the same time period from 54 in 2010 to 28 in 2014. 

 The number of reported adverse events related to the research protocols has remained 
consistently low. 

 UIndy will continue to monitor the activity of IRB submissions to ensure continued support 
for research activities involving the protection of human participants. 
 
1I6. Based on 1R6, what improvements have you implemented or will you implement in 
the next one to three years? 
 
 The implementation of a new electronic plagiarism tutorial and greater emphasis by faculty 
on academic integrity through statements in syllabi has resulted in process improvements. In 
addition, the campus has instituted a systematized process to monitor reporting and resolution 
of academic complaints.  
 In reference to the protocol status for research involving human subjects, recent feedback 
on the lack of a research protocol for securing exempt status prompted a clarification of that 
particular protocol and increased training for faculty and staff preparing proposals.  
  



 
 

University of Indianapolis Systems Portfolio, November 2014      43 
 

AQIP Category Two Introduction:  Meeting Student and Other Key Stakeholder Needs 
 
Meeting Student and Other Key Stakeholder Needs focuses on determining, 
understanding and meeting needs of current and prospective students and other key 
stakeholders such as alumni and community partners. Retention, persistence, and 
completion are included in meeting the needs of students.  

Category Two Overview: 
 
 UIndy, as a private University, understands the need to attract and retain students with 
strong academic and non-academic programs. Identifying specific needs of the various student 
groups allows UIndy to develop student services to provide non-academic support services that 
tie into the institution-wide learning goals to maximize the students’ educational experience. 
Four key student groups represent the majority of the student body: Undergraduate/traditional 
full-time, Graduate, Prospective, and School for Adult Learning–Nontraditional/Accelerated. 
Subgroups such as student athletes and international students are incorporated in the key 
groups.  
 Conversely, the University has built a strong reputation for effective government, business, 
and community partnerships, and collaborations with key non-student stakeholders that 
uniquely positions UIndy as an anchor for Indianapolis. In particular, the collaboration with  
the community college, healthcare institutions, community agencies, and the immediate 
neighborhood align with some of UIndy’s key initiatives. In addition, a number of partnerships 
have brought in grant funds to supplement internal resources.  
 Meeting Student and Other Key Stakeholder Needs has been a category of strength noted 
through previous AQIP portfolio feedback reports. Processes related to Category Two overall 
are well defined and aligned with respect to students as the key stakeholder groups. Subgroups 
of students are identified, their needs are assessed, and programs and services are designed to 
meet those needs.  Processes for determining the needs of alumni and other external 
stakeholders are becoming systematic, with the use of consistent measures for determining and 
meeting those needs. 
 Results for Category Two reflect a systematic maturity level with retention and student 
satisfaction measures. Select measures include items from the benchmarked NSSE and 
CampusLabs data, student services surveys, and internal data compiled from Banner. Internal 
targets and benchmarks are identified when available.  
 Results for non-student stakeholders are moving toward the systematic maturity level, with 
the recent initiation of a new Alumni Survey and other measures such as community focus 
group input and individual donor interviews, reflecting key stakeholder satisfaction. Internal 
targets are not consistently set for non-student stakeholders, and external benchmarks have not 
regularly been identified. Reorganization and the hiring of a new vice president are expected to 
advance data collection and improvements to achieve strategic objectives, including greater 
involvement with alumni and developing strategic partnerships that relate to UIndy’s mission.   
 Action Projects related to Category Two have included two student-led projects pertaining 
to campus recycling, and the non-smoking policy that was identified by students as an area 
needing improvement. UIndy’s ongoing strategic objective of increasing student retention and 
graduation rates has led to the creation of new task forces, infrastructure, and dedicated 
financial resources to better identify and meet student needs, especially for the at-risk student 
associated with high unmet financial need.  
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2P1. Current and Prospective Student Needs focuses on determining, understanding, 
and meeting needs of current and prospective students. This includes (but is not limited 
to) describing processes for the following: 

 Identifying key student groups  
There are four key student groups on campus: Undergraduate/traditional full-time, Graduate, 

Prospective, and School for Adult Learning–Nontraditional/Accelerated. Within those groups are 
subgroups; traditional, full-time undergraduate students include first-generation college 
students, Pell Grant-supported students, athletes, and international students.   
 

 Determining new student groups to target for educational offerings and services 
 When new student groups are identified and new programs or revisions to an existing 
program are identified, a business plan is completed by schools or departments and shared with 
the President’s Cabinet. If the program or revision is deemed a good fit for the University and 
falls within the mission and strategic plan, the Cabinet will give final approval. Additionally, 
information provided through advisory groups and key stakeholders inform the University of 
areas of unmet program needs that direct the University’s efforts in targeting new groups of 
students. For example, the University plans to offer two new programs in Nutrition and Public 
Health that are expected to attract new students. These two programs build on UIndy’s strength 
as a health-science-focused institution and align with the strategic objective of addressing the 
needs of an underserved population in our state, as programs prepare practitioners to work with 
this population. 
 

 Meeting changing student needs 
In order for the University to understand the needs of students and to design actions to meet 

those needs, it is essential to build strong relationships. Relationships with prospective students 
are fostered through the various programs offered on- and off-campus, including sports camps, 
student tutoring, an annual regional science fair, and campus visits. Relationships with current 
students are built through a semester-long orientation course, New Student Experience, for 
freshmen.  

 Program-level information on changing student needs is generated by academic and 
student support programs; it includes composition and demographic background of the student 
body, needs expressed by students gathered through various tools, and observations of student 
needs by administrators, staff, and faculty. Data are systematically collected, analyzed, and 
reported for use in decision-making to inform strategic objectives for these programs. Student 
organizations, such as the Indianapolis Student Government, provide another format for 
students to express their needs. Each student organization has the support of a faculty 
representative. A number of student representatives participate in University and program-level 
committees or serve on student advisory groups that are strong sources of input, particularly for 
the graduate programs. 

The academic program review process, course evaluations, and exit program surveys are 
some common measures (discussed in Helping Students Learn) to determine the changing 
academic needs of students. Offices such as Admissions, Financial Aid, and Residential Life 
have departmental measures to collect, analyze, and disseminate data, providing information  
to help meet the changing needs of UIndy students. In particular, student retention, progression, 
and graduation rates are used across campus for both program and institutional-level  
decision-making. 

Institutional-level data is managed and disseminated by the Office of Institutional Planning 
and Research (OIPR) and provided to key groups across campus for decision-making, such as 

http://www.uindyportfolio2.project.mnscu.edu/index.asp?Type=B_BASIC&SEC=%7B85AAA7B8-066E-4399-A7FC-530B79FC22F3%7D&DE=%7B78EEE6E9-D906-4DBF-B09D-D70918DEACA2%7D
http://www.uindyportfolio2.project.mnscu.edu/index.asp?Type=B_BASIC&SEC=%7B85AAA7B8-066E-4399-A7FC-530B79FC22F3%7D&DE=%7B78EEE6E9-D906-4DBF-B09D-D70918DEACA2%7D
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the President’s Cabinet, Academic Affairs Leadership Team, academic units, Enrollment 
Management Committee, and student support offices. Decisions are then implemented and 
communicated for changes in the short term or translated into strategic goals subsumed within 
the strategic plan for long-term changes. For example, as the resident student population has 
increased, students have expressed a need for more weekend activities and access to venues. 
In response to this need, more campus activities have been planned for the short term. The 
strategic plan contains an objective to build a vibrant community on and surrounding the 
campus that will offer options for entertainment, shopping, and other activities within walking 
distance.  

The following list includes a variety of ways that relationships are established with 
prospective, traditional full-time undergraduate students, graduate students, and adult learners 
to help determine changing needs and subsequently to meet the needs of a diverse student 
population. 

 
Prospective Students 

1. Communication links and plans implemented for each student 
2. Ongoing relationships with Indiana high schools 
3. Transfer articulation agreements with Indiana community colleges, plus regular visits 
4. International partnerships that encourage and support transfer students from multiple 

locations 
Undergraduate Full-Time Students 

1. Surveys from New Student Experience and the First Year Seminar courses 
2. Financial aid counseling 
3. Comprehensive student support services 
4. More than 50 student organizations, lectures, programs, intramurals, and volunteer 

opportunities 
5. Residence Life programming 
6. Newsletters, posters, flyers, emails, phone calls, social media, intranet 

Graduate Students 
1. Information and orientation sessions 
2. Mentorships for practicum and research 
3. Focus and advisory groups 

School for Adult Learning Students 
1. Information and orientation sessions 
2. Return to Learning Seminar 
3. Focus and advisory groups 

 

 Identifying and supporting student subgroups with distinctive needs (e.g., seniors, 
commuters, distance learners, military veterans)  

 Student subgroups are identified for characteristics that increase the likeliness of an at-risk 
status, as identified through student retention data. Residential students are retained at higher 
rates than commuters, and this understanding is used to increase retention of contingent-admit 
students by requiring that they live in campus housing for their freshman year. Veterans are 
identified through the School for Adult Learning (SAL), and their needs are addressed within the 
context of their enrollment as adult learners. Students with identified learning disabilities are 
able to participate in a program designed to accommodate their needs through planning, 
interventions, and tutoring. Students from inner-city area high schools in Indianapolis are 
invited, as incoming 21st Century Scholars, to participate in a “bridge” program that increases 
mentoring, tutoring, and social supports for the largely first-generation group of college students. 
(3D1) 
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 Deploying non-academic support services to help students be successful.  
A wide array of non-academic support systems is in place to meet the needs of all groups of 

students. The University is over 60% residential, with housing options in either residence halls 
or apartments on or very near the campus. Food service is readily available, on an expanded 
basis, to meet the needs of not only the residential students but also for students taking evening 
classes, students participating in early morning athletic practices, or for students who are 
enrolled in an off-site practicum. The bookstore collaborates closely with faculty to make its 
services accessible online and on-campus, with expanded hours, to accommodate evening 
students. An inventory of items, such as uniforms and medical equipment required for students 
enrolled in courses related to health professions, is also in stock in the bookstore. In addition, 
student textbooks can be purchased, rented, or downloaded through e-books. (3D2) 

 

 Ensuring staff members who provide non-academic student support services are 
qualified, trained, and supported.  
Staff members in non-academic support services are carefully screened upon hire to ensure 

that they have the education, skills, and knowledge needed to be effective in the area of student 
services. Staff members are encouraged to obtain credentialing or advanced education while 
employed at UIndy. A generous tuition support program, numerous campus training 
opportunities, and support for attendance at off-campus conferences help to maintain the high 
quality of student services. (3C6) 

 

 Communicating the availability of non-academic support services.  
During freshman orientation, students are introduced to student support services through 

presentations and tours. For example, students are introduced to the Counseling Center during 
orientation and provided with written material about services and upcoming programs on topics 
such as campus violence, alcohol and drug use, and date rape. The My UIndy website contains 
a detailed listing of all student services, and faculty frequently recommend a particular service to 
their students. (3D2) 
 

 Selecting tools/methods/instruments to assess student needs 
Instruments are selected at both the program and institutional level to assess specific or 

more global needs of students. Instruments such as the Admitted Student Survey (ASQ), 
Campus Visit Survey, National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), and Graduate Survey 
are administered annually to target broad needs of undergraduate and graduate students. Such 
instruments as departmental satisfaction surveys and student focus groups are used to improve 
services at the departmental level, and internal targets are set for institutional data, and when 
available, benchmarked tools are used. 
 

 Assessing the degree to which student needs are met 
In addition to benchmarked tools, such as NSSE, the institution uses tools like the Graduate 

Survey, the School for Adult Learning Survey, and course surveys to determine the extent to 
which students’ needs are being met. Units and departments collect data on student satisfaction 
through formal course evaluations, program satisfaction, and campus surveys for academic and 
student services. Also, many units collect informal qualitative information. The Program Review 
process for academic units (Category 1), also used by some student service areas, provides 
another common data set to assess the degree to which student needs are met and also to 
provide for informed decision-making. 
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2R1. What are your results for determining if your current and prospective students’ 
needs are being met? 

● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

Table 2.1 lists a variety of tools to measure student needs and satisfaction by key student 
groups. A description of specific measurable outcomes is listed for each tool. Also, a cycle  
for administering the tools is listed, along with the dissemination for decision-making. 
 

Table 2.1 Identifying the Changing Needs of Students 

Student Group Specific Measurable Outcomes Measure/Tool Cycle 
Decision- 

Making Group 

Prospective 

Student 

Admitted students (enrolled and non-enrolled)  

rate UIndy’s information sources  

(internal target against peer institutions) 

Admitted 

Student Survey  

(ASQ) 

Annually 

Office of 

Admissions & 

Enrollment 

Management 

Committee 

(EMC) 

 Evaluation of campus visit program overall 
Campus Visit 

Survey 
Ongoing 

Office of 

Admissions & 

EMC 

 

Tracking percentage of admitted students filing FAFSA 

Tracking average SAT of admitted students  

requiring need-based aid 

Noel Levitz 

and admitted 

student data 

Annually 

Office of 

Admissions  

& EMC 

Traditional 

Undergraduate 

Day Division 

Students 

Evaluation of overall experience at UIndy NSSE Survey Annually Cabinet 

 

Student satisfaction with institution,  

commitment to institution, level of homesickness, and  

peer connections for past 4 years (benchmarked) 

MAP-

Works/Campus 

Labs (Beacon) 

Every 

semester 

Office of 

Admissions & 

EMC 

Nontraditional 

/Accelerated 

Students 

Satisfaction with SAL services and programs;  

e.g., classroom setting and registration 

Tracking percentages of students who attend information 

nights and are admitted along with course evaluations 

Survey, 

research, 

discussion with 

stakeholders, 

and qualitative 

input 

Annually 

and 

ongoing 

School for 

Adult Learning 

(SAL) and 

Academic 

Affairs 

Leadership 

Team (AALT) 

Graduate 

Students 

Graduate student satisfaction with library services,  

Student Center, and financial aid processes. 

Graduate 

Student Survey 
Annually 

Graduate 

Council & 

AALT 

 

● Summary results of measures   
 A variety of direct and indirect measures are used to collect data from the various student 
groups. One key item from the NSSE survey indicates satisfaction with the overall University 
experience. In the overall experience, the trends have improved and have met expectations in 
the last three years.  
 Surveys from both SAL and the Graduate Program indicate that overall needs are being 
met. SAL reported that survey results and anecdotal student comments identified several areas 
where adult learners required a different approach to course content, delivery, and expectations.  
Faculty workshops assisted in restructuring syllabi for consistency, for understanding adult 
learning theory aimed at classroom interaction, for interest level in the development of new 
majors, for online options in the registration process, and for course offerings. 
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● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

 
Table 2.2 Comparison Results for Changing Needs of Prospective Students 

Specific Measurable 

Outcomes 
Tool Internal Target UIndy Results Benchmark 

Admitted students rate 

UIndy’s information 

sources  

Admitted 

Student 

Survey 

(ASQ) 

>60% of admitted 

students rating 

our information 

sources as very 

good to excellent 

  

2011 

 

2012 

 

2013 

>50% of admitted 

students rating 

our information 

sources as very 

good to excellent 
 66% 68% 69% 

Evaluation of campus visit 

program overall 

Campus 

Visit 

Survey 

>4.8 average 

overall evaluation 

 

Scale: 1–5 

 

2011 

 

2012 

 

2013 4.8 average 

overall evaluation Overall Campus 

Visit Evaluations 
4.68 4.81 4.85 

Tracking average SAT  

of admitted students 

Noel 

Levitz 

and 

Admitted 

Student  

data 

>Indiana and 

National SAT 

average 

 

SAT Averages 

 

2011 

 

2012 

 

2013 
Indiana and 

National SAT 

average 

National 1011 1010 1010 

Indiana 994 994 993 

UIndy 1022 1013 1014 

Tracking percentage  

of admitted students  

filing FAFSA 

Noel 

Levitz 

data 

94% of admitted 

students file 

FAFSA 

 

Admitted Students Filing 

FAFSA 

 

2012 

 

2013 
94% of admitted 

students file 

FAFSA 
 94% 91% 

 

Table 2.3 Comparison Results for Changing Needs of Traditional Undergraduate Day Division Students 

Specific Measurable 

Outcomes 
Tool 

Internal 

Target 
UIndy Results 

Benchmark Carnegie 

Master’s 2014 

Evaluation of overall 

experience at UIndy 

NSSE 

Survey 
90% 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

 

2013 

 

2014 80% 

89% 91% 90% 90% 85% 

Student satisfaction  

with institution, 

commitment to  

institution, and 

satisfaction  

with social life  

MAP-

Works 

Satisfaction 

with 

Institution 

  

 
 

2009 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

 

2009 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

5.50 5.53 5.57 5.47 5.62 5.63 5.67 5.62 5.67 

Commitment 

to Institution 

 

 
 

 
 

2009 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

 

2009 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

6.00 6.31 6.20 6.16 6.42 6.34 6.31 6.32 6.40 

Satisfaction 

with Social 

Life 

 

 
 

 
 

2009 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

 

2009 

 

2010 

 

2011 

 

2012 

5.00 5.33 5.20 5.25 5.11 5.39 5.36 5.37 5.29 
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Table 2.4 Comparison Results for Changing Needs of Nontraditional / Accelerated Students and Graduate Students 

Specific 

Measurable 

Outcomes 

Tool Internal Target Results Benchmark 

Quality of student 

experience,  

value of 

coursework for 

employability  

& access to 

needed services 

SAL Survey, 

course 

evaluations & 

anecdotal 

comments 

80% 

satisfaction 

SAL Survey 

and positive 

course 

evaluations 

and anecdotes 

Satisfaction ratings average 80% on surveys the past 

five years; course evaluations are positive overall and 

anecdotal comments are positive overall 

NA 

   
Mean Very 

Good 

(1) 

Good 

 

(2) 

Fair 

 

(3) 

Poor 

 

(4) 

Very 

Poor 

(5) 

 

Financial aid  

process 

Graduate 

Survey 

80% 

satisfaction 

(very good  

or good)  

2.31 22.1% 43.4% 21.3% 8.4% 4.9% Unavailable 

Library  

services 

Graduate 

Survey 

80% 

satisfaction 

(very good  

or good)  

2.32 21.4% 39.9% 27.7% 7.2% 3.8% Unavailable 

Student Center 
Graduate 

Survey 

80% 

satisfaction 

(very good  

or good) 

2.18 18.8% 52.5% 22.6% 4.2% 1.9% Unavailable 

 
● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 

 Overall, in Table 2.2, benchmarks were met in outcome #1 for prospective students. In 
campus visits, the benchmark slightly surpassed the target, but this is recognized as an 
opportunity for continued improvement. Even though UIndy exceeded benchmarks, compared 
to Indiana and national SAT averages, the institution continues to make further adjustments to 
ensure that SAT scores exceed national averages. While the 6-year average on the SAT is 
1014 (the same as fall 13), there are fluctuations in the averages, based on student 
demographics and the number of students in various admission categories, as well as the 
number of merit scholars. UIndy is limiting the number of Advised Admitted students and 
targeting merit scholars with specific messages of value as well as adjusting merit aid.  
 In the fall of 2013, 91% of our full-time undergraduate enrolled students filed the FAFSA.  
This was slightly lower than fall 2012, which showed 94% of freshmen filing. Consequently, 
UIndy continues to look for ways to increase the percentage of FAFSA filers from the 
admissions pool. This past year, UIndy connected data systems in Financial Aid with 
prospective students in the admissions data system, which targeted all FAFSA filers and linked 
them to students completing an application for undergraduate admission. Students not filing a 
FAFSA were tracked and received a series of communications encouraging them to file and list 
UIndy as their school of choice.   
 In Table 2.3, UIndy met or exceeded benchmarks for the overall experience as reported  
by senior undergraduates. While UIndy’s 2014 score on the NSSE item related to “overall 
educational experience” dropped from 2013 (from 90% to 85%) so too did the benchmark drop 
from 2013 to 2014 (from 90% to 80%). It is not yet clear what this drop means since UIndy 
remains at or above the peer benchmarks for both years. It remains important for UIndy to 
gather student satisfaction data from numerous sources such as MAPWorks or other first-year 
surveys, student services surveys, and the alumni survey. 
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 Another insight was that SAL distributed surveys to assess program needs on an as-needed 
basis and relied mainly on anecdotal comments to learn about student needs, as shown in 
Table 2.4. It is recognized that SAL will benefit from regular surveys of student needs.  
Graduate student data have traditionally been collected and stored in each individual unit that 
has a graduate program. In spring 2014, the first campus-wide Graduate Survey on student 
needs was implemented. Table 2.4 shows the internal target of 80% was not achieved in 
selected items. This data will be compared to individual departmental graduate student 
satisfaction surveys for validity and comparison. Weaknesses of the first Graduate Survey 
include lack of specificity on some items such as the reference to the Student Center. It is likely 
that food service utilization in the Student Center drove the response on this item. Benchmarks 
on satisfaction data for both SAL and the Graduate Program need to be established. 
 
2I1. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have you implemented or will you implement in the next few years?  
 
 In the past several years, the University has focused its efforts on improving student 
commitment to satisfaction with the institution, with reducing the level of homesickness, with 
fostering peer connections, and with improving overall satisfaction with social life. An increase 
of weekend campus activities and weekly emails from the dean of students have increased 
student involvement. Based on expressed student needs, new initiatives were explored and 
implemented such as later hours for food service, additional fitness equipment, remodeled and 
upgraded classrooms and residence halls, and new endowed scholarships. In the future, the 
University will initiate a comprehensive commuter program. 
 In the fall of 2013, UIndy launched the Professional Edge Center to help students and 
graduates develop the business connections, skills, and confidence to ensure a seamless 
transition from education to career. The Center supports entrepreneurship and builds career 
pipelines in seven business sectors that provide academic strengths for the University as  
well as vital elements to the Indiana economy: the arts, financial services, health care, 
manufacturing and logistics, communications, public service, and nonprofit management. 
 To meet the alumni engagement needs of the University to support programs such as  
the Professional Edge Center and to raise the necessary resources through philanthropy to 
accomplish the components of the strategic plan, the Office of University Advancement 
completed both a development audit and a feasibility study in 2013 and 2014. One of the first 
outcomes of this work was the enhancement of the data management capacities of the Office  
of University Advancement through a conversion from Banner to the Raisers Edge database 
hosted solution. The conversion was completed in August 2014 and is expected to increase 
efficiencies in the work of University Advancement. 
 The School for Adult Learning (SAL) changed classroom set-ups, including the addition  
of comfortable chairs, to enable better discussions. SAL also identified a new Public Health 
program that will be implemented in 2015. Data collected from surveys have resulted in the 
following: faculty workshops for development of consistent and adult-centered curriculum, 
piloted and implemented online registration, General Education classes offered in an online 
format, and the creation of a new master’s program.  
 Recognizing that no common data set for graduate students existed, the Graduate Program 
developed a campus-wide student satisfaction survey of items that could, in the future, be 
integrated into each unit’s graduate program survey to allow regular data collection within and 
across the campus. This will be considered an initiative for a future Action Project. The first 
collection of graduate student needs occurred in spring 2014. 
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2P2. Retention, Persistence, and Completion focuses on approaches to collecting and 

analyzing data on retention, persistence, and completion and distributing this data to 

stakeholders for use in decision-making. This includes (but is not limited to) describing 

processes for the following: 

 Collecting student retention, persistence, and completion data  
To collect consistent data for traditional undergraduate day students, the offices of 

Admissions and Enrollment Research use Institutional Student Information Systems (EMAS Pro 
II Banner), to identify each cohort of incoming, first-time students. This cohort is flagged in both 
systems to provide personnel and departments the ability to track retention, persistence, and 
completion using a variety of attributes. Although UIndy tracks many different groups within the 
information systems, four key undergraduate student groups were identified and tracked over 
the past three years: Unmet Financial Need, State Aid, Advised, and Athletes. (4C2, 4C4) 

SAL monitors its students on a term-by-term basis using Banner and Cognos reports.  
A degree analysis is updated at the 80-credit-hour benchmark each time students meet with 
their advisor. Academic monitoring is done at the end of each semester to identify at-risk and 
ineligible students. At-risk students are put on a mentored schedule until their GPA improves. 
(4C2, 4C4) 

In the graduate programs, students are monitored within their unit through Banner and 
Cognos reports. Both SAL and graduate student reports are compiled, along with the 
undergraduate data, and brought to the Enrollment Management Committee for discussion  
and recommendations, and then forwarded to Cabinet for decision-making. (4C2, 4C4) 
 

 Determining targets for student retention, persistence, and completion 
Targets for student retention, persistence, and completion are determined by the through 

the strategic planning process. Through this process, the institutional “stretch” goal for freshman 
student retention was set at 78%, sophomore retention 68%, and 6-year completion rate of 
59%, by 2018–19. SAL student completion rates are benchmarked at 53%. Graduate student 
completion rates are tracked with an internal target of 65% completion in 6 years; no external 
benchmarks are available. Each department creates initiatives to show progress toward the 
target. These targets and initiatives are accessible and reviewed continuously across campus 
by way of departmental reports. The institution also designs opportunities for campus-wide input 
on specific initiatives, based on the target goal. For example, over the past several years, the 
campus participated in First Year Seminar discussions whereby students, faculty, and staff were 
invited to open meetings to review, discuss, and create initiatives to meet target goals.  
 

 Analyzing information on student retention, persistence, and completion 
All academic and some non-academic departments analyze data on retention, persistence, 

and completion. The institution’s aim is inclusivity when it comes to analyzing, sharing, and 
receiving feedback on goals and retention, persistence, and completion initiatives. In addition to 
posting results on the campus intranet, the following groups or tracking devises actively analyze 
and share data: Enrollment Management Committee, MAPWorks/Beacon early alert system, 
Cabinet, the AALT, Admissions, Financial Aid, Student Affairs, and academic departments. 
 

 Meeting targets for retention, persistence, and completion  
The institution has focused on the 78% freshman retention target as a way to increase 

completion. Every program, initiative, and activity is student-centered on retention, persistence, 
and completion. Curricular and co-curricular initiatives include Residential Life programming, 
MAPWorks/Beacon survey results and interventions, financial aid counseling requirements, 
raising scholarship monies to support students in need, Academic Success Center support, 
athlete guidelines, etc. In order to attempt to reach the 78% retention target, the president has 
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recently appointed a Retention Committee and, in a recent faculty/staff institute in August  
2014, challenged all faculty and staff to develop initiatives. We realize with the number of  
first-generation and Pell grant recipients in our enrolled undergraduate population, the 78%  
is a stretch target (based on our external benchmark), but UIndy is serious about improvement. 
(4C1) 

 

 Selecting tools/methods/instruments to assess retention, persistence, and 
completion  
The use of technology allows the University to comprehensively assess retention. The 

student information systems (EMAS Pro II/Banner) capture information from admissions  
through graduation while maintaining complete student records (e.g., grades, curriculum 
tracking, graduation audits, etc.). The Residential Management System (RMS) software 
manages residential assignments and judicial processes, and merges with the student 
information systems (Banner). Committee representatives from student affairs and academic 
affairs reviewed products and made recommendations to administration for the early alert 
system (MAPWorks/Beacon).  

The graduate and SAL programs track retention, persistence, and completion rates through 
the specific courses or programs using Banner and Cognos reports. In addition, SAL uses the 
Commission on Accelerated Programs (CAP) as a benchmark to track student retention from 
admission to graduation. (4C4) 

 
2R2. What are your results for student retention, persistence, and completion? 

 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

 

Table 2.5 Measures Tracked for Retention, Persistence, and Completion 

Student Retention, Persistence, 

and Completion 
Outcomes / Measures Tools Utilized 

Traditional Undergraduate  

Day Division Students: 

Unmet Financial Need students 

State Aid students 

Advised students 

Athletes 

–Freshman to sophomore  
retention rate 

–Persistence rate 
–Graduation rate 

–Banner Student Information 
System, tracking EMAS Pro,  

Enrollment researcher 

Nontraditional / Accelerated Students –Retention rate 
–Graduation rate 

–Banner & Cognos reports,  
CAP reports 

Graduate Students –Retention rate 
–Graduation rate 

–Course and program evaluation, 
Banner& Cognos reports 
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● Summary results of measures and comparison of results with internal targets and 

external benchmarks 

 
Table 2.6 Comparison of Retention Rates for Last Three Years of All Student Groups 

Student Retention- First Year, Freshmen Internal Target 
External 

Benchmark 
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Overall Undergraduate 78% 68.6% 73.6% 72.2% 73.7% 

          Unmet Financial Need students 52%  40.3% 43.9% 45.8% 

          State Aid students 68%  71.7% 66.9% 66.2% 

          Advised students 58%  61.6% 55.4% 57.7% 

          Aided Athletes 80%  86.4% 83.3% 85.5% 

Nontraditional / Accelerated Students 78%  81% 66% 69% 

Student Persistence - Third year, 

Sophomore to Junior Year 
Internal Target 

External 

Benchmark 
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Overall Undergraduate 68.6%  66.0% 63.0% 62.0% 

          Unmet Financial Need students 42%  27.8% 22.8% 36.9% 

          State Aid students 59%  61.5% 58.4% 56.8% 

          Advised students 48%  54.9% 47.4% 42.6% 

          Aided Athletes 81%  78.3% 80.7% 83.3% 

Student Graduation- 6 Year Internal Target 
External 

Benchmark 
2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 

Overall Undergraduate  59% 51.4% 52.8% 54.7% 56.3% 

          Unmet Financial Need students 30%  NA 19.2% 21.7% 

          State Aid students 47%  50.1% 50.4% 40.1% 

          Advised students 30%  32.5% 33.8% 23.5% 

          Aided Athletes 69%  74.7% 66.7% 66.3% 

Nontraditional / Accelerated Students  53% 53% 32% 60% 43% 

Graduate Students  65%  69% 74% 69% 

Note: NA = No comparative benchmark data available for specific subgroups of traditional undergraduate day division students or 

graduate students. External benchmarks drawn from ACT Institutional Data for traditional, private, master’s degree institutions 

 

● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained  

In analyzing the data (Table 2.6), the unmet financial need student group has a traditionally 
low retention rate. Data of state aid students has been trending down the last two out of three 
years and a task force was identified in late 2013 to work on improvements. The institution 
intentionally set stretch goals for the population it serves. Although the data may reflect some 
improvement, the internal targets have not been sufficiently met. A cabinet-level retention 
committee has been established to look at ways to improve the internal targets.  

Data show (Table 2.6) that the institution has not been meeting the targets for advised 
students; this is an area that needs improvement and an Advised Admit task force has been 
identified to address improvements for fall 2014–15. Aided athletes have met internal targets in 
retention and persistence. Based on this data, UIndy has noted that an increase in aid may 
result in higher retention and persistence rates with specific subgroups. It was noted that there 
is a decrease in graduation rates; however, the persistence rate has improved and there is an 
expectation of better graduation rates, in the future, for aided athletes. (4C3) 
 SAL data are based on Commission for Accelerated Programs (CAP) guidelines that project 
six-year matriculations. Based on these guidelines, SAL recognized that its student retention for 
the past two years was lower than expected. SAL graduation rates were also lower the past two 
out of three years. SAL revised several of its processes, including admission standards, 
registration, and a variety of delivery formats and courses that could make it more competitive. 
(4C3) 
 Graduate student completion rates have been above the internal target for the past three 
years. While the internal target is set at 65%, some graduate-level professional schools 
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benchmark with professional expectations that may be different (e.g., nursing is set at 
completion rates of 70%). External benchmarks for full-time graduate programs will be explored 
for future reference. (4C3) 
 

2I2. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have you implemented or will you implement in the next few years? 
 
 Adjustments in financial aid packages were made for the 2013 freshman class to lower the 
amount of unmet need to approximately $18,000. State aid students identified as at-risk of 
losing their state aid because of new, stricter guidelines relating to satisfactory academic 
progress required interventions. UIndy responded with a State Aid task force (membership 
included faculty plus staff from Financial Aid, Registrar, Advising, Student Affairs, and Academic 
Success) that was created to address the needs of this subgroup of students. New federal 
guidelines prompted the University to increase tracking and to provide intentional and 
individualized intervention. UIndy invested in a new full-time position to help identify and support 
students to maintain their eligibility for federal and state aid and to maintain academic progress. 
UIndy also applied and received a grant from the Indiana Commission for Higher Education to 
work with Indiana’s 21st Century Scholars in tracking student progress and to provide support  
for their academic progress.   
 The University has limited the number of advised-admit students to ensure there are 
adequate resources to support this subgroup and their academic needs. An Advised Admit task 
force has been created, including staff from the Academic Success Center, the Center for 
Advising and Student Achievement, retention, and residential life, to address the needs and 
create initiatives to support the academic needs of advised students in the fall of 2014–15.  
Additionally, UIndy improved the athletic facilities to accommodate the growing needs of 
athletes and expects to add two new sports next fall. 
 SAL made a number of recent improvements. In fall 2013, it began to offer a full array of 
online General Education courses for greater student flexibility. Online registration with a new 
required introductory course and a Satisfactory Academic Progress Plan has been added for  
at-risk adult learners. In 2014–15, all SAL instructors will receive training on how to implement  
a more high-touch approach for online instructional time.  
 The Graduate Council initiated the graduate student survey in spring 2014. Results from  
that survey indicated a need to improve the new graduate student orientation, which is being 
reviewed to make it consistent across campus departments. 
 
2P3. Key Stakeholder Needs focuses on determining, understanding, and meeting needs 
of key external stakeholder groups. This includes (but is not limited to) describing 
processes for the following: 

 Determining key external stakeholder groups (e.g., alumni, employers, community) 
Cabinet determines the key stakeholder groups for the University. The key external groups 

include alumni, donors, employers, and local community. 
 

 Determining new stakeholders to target for services or partnership 
Suggestions for new stakeholder groups are brought to Cabinet for discussion based on 

compatibility with the University’s mission. The services or relationship must add value to both 
the stakeholder group and the University. The donor group is an example of stakeholders who 
clearly support the University’s mission and values and who provide philanthropic giving to 
support various campus needs. 
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 Meeting the changing needs of key stakeholders 
For the past five years, the Office of Planning and Institutional Research (OIPR) has sent an 

annual survey to recent graduates to gather information about their level of career preparedness 
and success within the job market. From the survey, an annual white paper is prepared for 
administrative review. The results of the survey are shared with the University community and 
are benchmarked with other universities that participate in the Higher Education Data Sharing 
Consortium (HEDS). 

The Office of Career Services began a new survey process last year that asked UIndy 
students to identify the companies they wanted to bring to campus for a recruitment opportunity.  
This office also has conducted surveys of companies that have provided internship opportunities 
to UIndy students. If issues are identified, the office staff provides consultation to the student. 

In early 2013, the Office of Development conducted an audit of the business processes 
within the fundraising program. This audit looked at the overall structure of the program, budget 
resources, and results on fundraising initiatives. UIndy's results were then benchmarked against 
several peer institutions. The Office of Development conducts a wealth screening of UIndy 
alumni and friends every five years that was last completed in 2013. Also, a feasibility study for 
the strategic plan was done. Through this process, 40 to 50 potential funders were interviewed 
about the priorities listed within the plan. The input gathered will drive future fundraising 
initiatives. The Office of Development additionally files the annual Voluntary Support of 
Education (VSE) survey that details philanthropic giving to UIndy during the fiscal year. All 
universities that participate in the VSE survey receive a comprehensive report that can be  
used to benchmark results. 

 

 Selecting tools/methods/instruments to assess key stakeholder needs 
Cabinet selects tools such as the Alumni Survey to be used at the institutional level.  

Other data collection tools are determined by the specific departments. For example, the  
Office of University Advancement conducted a feasibility study involving individual interviews 
with University donors. 
 

 Assessing the degree to which key stakeholder needs are met 
The donor relations and stewardship coordinator interacts regularly with donors, and tracks, 

through a “contract report,” their degree of satisfaction. Philanthropy and satisfaction with 
institutional stewardship is also tracked. 

Alumni Relations recently entered into a long-range planning process with the Alumni 
Association Board of Directors to match the work of the board to the strategic plan. This process 
should be completed in December 2014. To inform these strategies, focus groups are being 
hosted to determine how alumni needs can be better identified and met. 
 
2R3. What are your results for determining if your key stakeholder needs are being met? 

 Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

Satisfaction with stewardship of philanthropy is tracked as a measure of donor satisfaction 
using an internal target of 90%. Also, the Alumni Survey demonstrates satisfaction of alumni 
that is reflected by the following measures: employment or graduate school and career 
preparation with a set internal target of 80%. Additionally, the starting early career salaries of 
recent graduates were determined through research using state workforce information. 

 

 Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible) 
The results for alumni stakeholders: 97% of UIndy graduates are employed or in graduate 

school; 96% of UIndy alumni feel they were prepared for their first job after graduation; $44K is 
the average wage of UIndy graduates one year after graduation; $55K is the average wage of 
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UIndy graduates five years after graduation. Results for donor stakeholders: 50 donors were 
asked about the stewardship of their philanthropy. The response, other than two specific 
instances, was that all donors (96% of those participating in the study) said their gifts were well 
stewarded by UIndy. 
 

 Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 
No external benchmarks have been identified for comparison of the Alumni Survey or  

donor stewardship satisfaction. Results of both the Alumni Survey and donor satisfaction met 
the internal targets that were set. Annual giving to UIndy is benchmarked and results are shown 
in Table 2.7 as one measure of donor satisfaction. 
 

Table 2.7 Comparison of Annual Giving 

5-year average (2008–12)  

GLVC/GLIAC Comparison Group (20) 
UIndy Median of 

Comparison 

Institutions 

UIndy  

Ranking 

GRAND TOTALS    

         Gifts to Current Operations (restricted & unrestricted) $2,987,584  $2,600,643  9  

         Gifts to Capital Purposes (end. & facilities) $1,925,331  $2,813,044  15  

GOVERNING BOARDS  

(16 Reporting) 
   

Total Direct Gifts from Governing Board Members $460,278  $500,895  10  

ALUMNI (16 reporting)    
Total Alumni Giving $1,044,740  $987,875  7  

Alumni Participation Percentage 9.90% 7.47% 8  

ATHLETIC GIVING (12 Reporting)    
Total Athletic Giving $423,717  $147,201  1  

PARENTS (12 Reporting)    
Total Parent Giving $121,154  $64,827  5  

OTHER INDIVIDUALS    
Total Other Individual Giving $525,288  $2,015,708  18 

CORPORATIONS    
Total Corporate Giving $266,330  $1,013,245  18 

FOUNDATIONS/ORGANIZATIONS    
Total Foundation Giving $2,647,989  $1,383,349  5 

 

 Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 Donor giving is below the median for the comparison group. Table 2.7 shows that there  
is more potential for giving in selected areas such as members of the Board of Trustees and 
corporate friends. The Office of Development conducted an audit of the business processes  
and the results informed the selection of the new associate vice president for alumni 
engagement as well as the selection of a new technology being implemented.   
 
2I3. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have you implemented or will you implement in the next few years? 
 

Based on recommendations from the development audit, the feasibility study, and to  
meet the alumni engagement needs of the new Professional Edge Center, the University has 
elevated the traditional director of alumni relations position to a new associate vice president  
for alumni engagement. This person will oversee a program realignment that better integrates 
alumni outreach by all University stakeholders and strategically aligns alumni time, talent, and 
treasure to benefit the initiatives within the strategic plan.   
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2P4. Complaint Processes focus on collecting, analyzing, and responding to complaints 
from students or key stakeholder groups. This includes (but is not limited to) describing 
processes for the following: 

 Collecting complaint information from students 
UIndy students, faculty, and administration commit themselves to the highest level of ethical 

conduct in academic affairs. UIndy expects that both faculty and students will protect the validity 
of intellectual work. To assist both faculty and students, policies and procedures are defined in 
both the Student Handbook and Faculty Handbook to address alleged instances of academic 
misconduct. Many individual programs at both the undergraduate and graduate levels have 
additional policies in place as befit the nature of the discipline. These are outlined in program 
handbooks and statements in syllabi. In addition, plagiarism training and use of anti-plagiarism 
detection software are routinely used. Complaint information is collected and tracked at the 
department level, and if not resolved, forwarded to the associate provost for academic systems 
for resolution. 

Non-academic complaints are guided by the Misconduct Process and the Grievance 
Process that are published in the University Student Handbook given to every student and also 
available on the University website. General complaints are tracked and received at the vice 
presidential level or higher, or forwarded through the chain of command.  
 

 Collecting complaint information from other key stakeholders 
Community stakeholder complaints involving student misconduct are tracked through an 

online management system called Residential Management System (RMS) to track issues of 
misconduct and Clery reporting statistics.  

UIndy recently created a donor relations and stewardship coordinator position that responds 
to donor questions and addresses minor concerns. Larger complaints are handled on a case-
by-case basis. Most are resolved through individual contact by a member of the development 
staff or the vice president for alumni engagement. This contact report is recorded in the 
database and flagged with a "conflict resolution" code.   
 

 Learning from complaint information and determining actions 
Each year the misconduct and Clery statistics are reviewed and compared with previous 

year numbers to identify violations and to determine if additional education is needed for 
students or staff. Additionally, policies and procedures are reviewed and updated each year 
and the need for training of both students and staff is assessed. Orientation leaders and 
resident assistants receive policies and procedures training so they can assist with the 
education of students. In the spring, the Student Handbook is reviewed by academic and 
student affairs representatives for revisions and updates.   

The process for tracking academic misconduct has been improved recently and made more 
systematic through a centralized office. Academic misconduct reports are reviewed each 
semester to determine if there are areas in need of improvement. Recently, many programs 
have begun requiring students to complete a plagiarism tutorial.   
 The Office of University Advancement reviews, monthly, all contact reports, including those 
coded as a “problem resolution.” A monthly meeting is also held with the vice president for 
alumni engagement and all development officers to review past contacts and future strategies.  
If a consistency is seen in the types of problems being discussed, new or changed polices are 
considered and all staff are informed of the changes. 
 

 Communicating actions to students and other key stakeholders 
The student complaint process, including communication and resolution, are clearly 
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documented for student access. Students are contacted directly through email or by phone 
regarding complaints. Resolution actions for complaints are provided in written format and 
documented in the student file. Alumni and donors are contacted directly by the vice president 
or development officer either by phone or through a face-to-face visit. UIndy has a donor “bill of 
rights” available on request. 
 

 Selecting tools/methods/instruments to evaluate complaint resolution 
 Tools used to track student non-academic and academic complaints include use of the 
RMS, Clery Report document, and a spreadsheet. These tools have been effective in tracking, 
trending, reporting, and documenting resolution of complaints. The Banner database, which  
will soon be replaced with the Raisers Edge database, provides all the tracking needs for the 
resolution of problems with alumni and donors. The Office of University Advancement is looking 
into more effective trending reports as part of the database conversion. 
 
2R4. What are your results for student and other key stakeholder complaint processes? 

● Outcomes/measures tracked within assessment tools 
The following tables reflect the measures tracked for academic and non-academic student 

and key stakeholder complaints.  
 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible) 
 Tables 2.8 and 2.9 display general judicial statistics of violations and general complaints that 
were received and resolved at the vice presidential or presidential level (the policies are found in 
the Student Handbook). 
 

Table 2.8 General Judicial Statistics for Last Three Semesters 

 

Semester I, 2012–13 Semester II, 2012–13 Semester I, 2013–14 

Select Incident Type  Total   Total   Total  

Alcohol-Related  30   21   20  

Disorderly Conduct  3   2   1  

Drug-Related  2   4   5  

Fire Drill  4   0   6  

Improper Check-Out  5   1   2  

Lost Key  14   18   13  

Lock Out  10   7   3  

Miscellaneous  9   8   4  

Quiet/Courtesy Hours  9   6   1  

Vandalism  3   0   1  

Visitation  14   7   4  

 

Table 2.9 Common Complaints Filed at Vice President/President Level (all were resolved) 

 

Semester I, 2012–13 Semester II, 2012–13 Semester I, 2013–14 

Incident Type  Total   Total   Total  

Loss of Financial Aid  2   0   0  

General Financial Issues  3   1   0  

Judicial Sanction 
Appeal/Complaint 

 1   1   1  

Tuition Expense Concerns  1   0   0  

Bookstore Complaint  0   1   0  

Food Service Complaint  0   1   3  

Academic Department 
Complaint 

 1   1   0  

Parent Concern about 
Student 

 2   1   2  

General Student 
Concern/Complaint 

 0   2   1  
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Complaint regarding 
Faculty/Staff 

 1   1   1  

Neighborhood Complaint  3   1   2  

 

 Table 2.10 displays University Advancement general complaints from key stakeholders that 
were received and resolved. 
 

Table 2.10 Office of University Advancement—Problem Resolution Types by Year 

 

2011 2012 2013 

 

Written Phone Visit Written Phone Visit Written Phone Visit 

Giving Programs          

    Annual Fund 7 2 0 1 13 0 1 7 0 

    Endowment 0 2 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 

    Planned Gifts 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

    Sponsored Scholars 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

Info Changes 3 4 1 2 7 0 5 0 1 

Specific Departments          

    Athletics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 

    Business 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

    Center for Aging 
    & Community 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

    Communications 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    Mayoral Archives 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 

    Music 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 

    Nursing 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

 Non-academic complaints have an internal target of less than 2% per student population or 
fewer than 108 incidents per semester. There are no external benchmarks that have been 
identified at this time. The internal target for key stakeholder complaints received is fewer than 
ten complaints per year.  
 
● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 The non-academic issues (Tables 2.8 and 2.9) have met the less-than-2% target in two of 
the past three years. The office location and increased visibility of the campus police has made 
a positive impact in reducing student non-academic issues. Key stakeholder complaints met 
expectations in years 2011 and 2013, but not in the annual fund category in 2012. 
 
2I4. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have you implemented or will you implement in the next few years? 
 
 The Office of Campus Police was moved to a stand-alone facility in a prominent location on 
campus. Additional personnel and support have been added to campus police in the past two 
years to improve security, and additional funds have been budgeted to expand keyless entry 
(with video cameras) for exterior entrances to the residence halls and other major buildings. 
 Improvements in the Residential Management Systems (RMS) have been made over the 
past two years to allow for residence hall staff to directly input judicial situations into the system 
for tracking and review. Improvements in the system allow for a paperless process for inputting 
information. In the future, the systems should be available on handheld devices so that 
residence hall staff can track violations as they are making nightly rounds throughout the 
buildings as well as to track check-in and check-out procedures. 
 For University Advancement, the philanthropy side of the operation has a process for 
recording and resolving donor complaints. The associate vice president for alumni engagement 
does not currently have a process. However, through the realignment of existing programs, a 
process will be refined to track and resolve alumni complaints more effectively. 
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2P5. Building Collaborations and Partnerships focuses on aligning, building, and 
determining the effectiveness of collaborations and partnerships to further the mission 
of the institution. This includes (but is not limited to) describing processes for the 
following:  

 Selecting partners for collaboration (e.g., other educational institutions, civic 
organizations, businesses) 
Before committing the University to a partnership or collaboration, a business and 

educational plan must be created and evaluated by the Academic Affairs Leadership Team 
(AALT) and/or the President’s Cabinet for alignment with the mission. Potential collaboration is 
based on (1) advancement of the master plan; (2) agreement with the mission of UIndy both 
educationally and financially; (3) sustainable partnerships; and (4) an evaluation plan.  

One example is UIndy’s partnership with the University Heights Neighborhood Association 
(UHNA), to create a neighborhood park supported by a grant from Keep Indianapolis Beautiful, 
for purchase of plants, while UIndy installed a water line and agreed to maintain the landscape 
and build a park shelter. It is a successful collaboration among faculty and staff, neighbors, and 
a nonprofit organization. The University secured a $100,000 Community Development Block 
Grant to assist in the park improvements.  

Another example is the construction of the UIndy Health Pavilion, a center for health and 
wellness, to be completed in 2015, to address healthcare disparities. Collaboration with a 
healthcare company to provide clinical opportunities for UIndy’s students and affordable 
services to residents living within the catchment area is being planned. This project is an 
example of how collaborations must fit the educational mission, build on UIndy’s academic 
strengths, be fiscally sound, and advance the strategic plan. UIndy received a $1-million 
Community Development Block Grant to fund the fixtures, furnishings, and equipment in  
the facility.  

 

 Building and maintaining relationships with partners 
 Once a potential partner is identified, business models are developed to determine feasibility 

and sustainability of projects, and letters of understanding are drafted to outline the duties of 
each party. Letters of agreement also detail the standards by which success will be measured.  
The associate vice president for community relations cultivates community connections as do 
deans, faculty, and staff. Specifically, many of our academic health programs partner with 
community organizations. Such partnerships in the immediate area help fulfill the goal of being  
a sustainable community anchor, where UIndy provides specific services to various agencies.  
In return, the University gains additional teaching and clinical resources so it can continue its 
academic mission.  

Maintenance of relationships occurs through the numerous advisory boards, community 
associations, and governmental meetings that are attended by representatives of the  
University or the vice president for community relations. In addition, one-on-one interactions  
by administrators, faculty, and staff with community partners provide ongoing relationships  
and evaluation of effectiveness. 
 

 Selecting tools/methods/instruments to assess partnership effectiveness 
UIndy selects measures that evaluate the effectiveness of partnerships. This includes 

community surveys, formal evaluations completed by clinical sites regarding performance of 
health profession students, and program satisfaction of academic partnership cohorts. For 
example, when the Indianapolis Department of Public Safety entered into a Six Sigma project  
to enhance efficiencies of various services, it invited UIndy to attend the planning sessions.  
Another example is the University’s support to the surrounding neighborhood association by 
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assisting with meeting processes and providing a place for meetings. Measures of the 
University neighborhood partnership are part of the plan that will begin with a survey of all 
residents in late 2014 that will create benchmarks for partnership success.  

 

 Evaluating the degree to which collaborations and partnerships are effective 
 Academic units routinely evaluate program and clinical site evaluations to determine 
effectiveness. The Academic Affairs Leadership Team (AALT) also evaluates the data of 
academic partnerships for effectiveness. The President’s Cabinet reviews data from community 
and governmental organizations for the effectiveness of ongoing involvement. 

2R5. What are your results for determining the effectiveness of collaborations and 

partnerships? 

 Outcomes/measures tracked within assessment tools 
The University monitors the number of projects and oversees its partnerships to ensure that 

they are fiscally sound.   
 

 Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible)—see 
Table 2.11. 

 

 Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 
 

Table 2.11 Examples of Strategic Partnerships and Collaborations 

Partner/Collaborator Measure/Tool Effectiveness Internal Target 

Business    

Health Pavilion and new 
businesses: InterNexus, 
History IT and University 
Heights Preparatory 
Academy 

New Businesses: amount of 
business investment in the area, 
number of employees gained 

On target to increase 
economic development in 
the immediate area. 

262 new jobs created  

Homestead Program 
Homestead Program: number 
of new faculty and staff opting  
to live near the University 

Neighborhood stability 
and improvement.  

Two participants per year. 
Investment of $10,000 by UIndy 
each year. 

Academic   
  

School of Nursing 
Healthcare Facility Cohorts 

Health care partnerships: 
graduation rates, partner 
feedback 

Promotion of degree 
completion for practicing 
nurses. 

35 RN-BSN students/ year and  
30 MSN students/ year enrolled  
with a graduation rate of over 
80%. 

Government   
  

Madison Avenue Economic 
Development Area and 
Indy Rezone 

Government collaborations: 
total investment in public/private 
partnerships, quality-of-life 
measures 

Large scale 
collaborations undertaken 
with the University  

Madison Avenue EDA was 
approved by City County 
Council March 2014 

Community Action Team 
Community Action Team: 
actual runs/reports from various 
city agencies 

Reduction in frequency of 
redundant calls for service in the 
target area. 

Community 
   

United Way 
Total Goal/Raised 
Participation Rates 

Demonstrates corporate 
citizenship. 

2011: $55,000/ $68,092 
(63.89% participation).  2012: 
$60,000/ $66,495 (50.17% 
participation).  2013: $65,000/ 
$65,877 (66.74% participation) 

Service-Learning 
Students participating in  
service projects 

Service-learning is key  
to the UIndy mission 

50 AmeriCorps positions to help  
with community-based projects  

  
 UIndy has been very effective in numerous collaborations in a variety of sectors, as noted  
in Table 2.11. 
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 Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
While usually both qualitative and quantitative measures are in place using internal targets, 

external benchmarks have not been identified. For example, in the healthcare partnership, 
qualitative measures of program satisfaction by external stakeholders are collected and 
graduation rates are monitored.   

One example of an insight gained from large scale collaboration was the 2011–12 
beautification of Hanna Avenue that marked one of the largest public/private partnerships in the 
city. The University invested more than $1 million in the project, and the City provided the rest 
through a USDOT Transportation Enhancement Grant. When the project began, however, the 
University’s plans were not widely communicated with the immediate community, and serious 
concerns were raised. Thus began two years of monthly meetings with neighbors and city 
officials to find a solution for pedestrian safety, efficient traffic flow, and an attractive 
streetscape. When the ribbon was cut in December 2011, it marked a successful collaboration 
of all the constituents in the area. 

 
2I5. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have you implemented or will you implement in the next few years?   
 
 UIndy has strengthened the partnership with InterNexus (a company specializing in  
English as a second language), it has entered a unique relationship with History IT in which the 
company is co-located on property owned by the University, and it has new opportunities in the 
neighborhood on property bordering the campus. These business collaborations serve a need in 
the community and align with the University’s mission and strategic plan. International students 
in need of language skill training are able to attend classes provided by InterNexus. History IT 
employs students and works with UIndy’s Institute for Civic Leadership and Mayoral Archives  
to digitize holdings of the University. The charter school provides access to high-quality 
educational choices and a practicum site for education students. 
 Another area of improvement is the planned building of the UIndy Health Pavilion to 
address healthcare disparities in the community. The University applied and received a 
Community Development Block Grant to fund the fixtures, furnishings, and equipment in the 
facility. Potential collaborators are being identified to move the project into completion by the  
fall of 2015. 
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AQIP Category Three: Valuing Employees 
 
Valuing Employees explores the institution’s commitment to the hiring, development, 
and evaluation of faculty, staff, and administrators. 
 
Category Three Overview:   
 
 The University strives to attract and retain high-quality employees. The hiring process is 
aligned with the institutional priority of providing a high-quality teaching environment with well-
qualified faculty in sufficient numbers and maintaining small class sizes. Qualified staff and 
administrators are hired strategically to advance the services provided to students or the 
strategic operations and vision of the University.   
 Processes for evaluating faculty, staff, and administrators are aligned with the strategic plan 
goals and departmental goals as well as personal developmental goals for a clear focus on how 
each employee contributes to the institution and is productive. The Action Project on the faculty 
evaluation tool was instrumental in this alignment for faculty. Additionally, the Action Project 
brought clarity and alignment to the Promotion and Tenure process. Expectations for the faculty, 
staff, and administrator roles are delineated in the respective handbooks and explicitly 
addressed within the evaluation form. 
 UIndy has a strategic initiative to address faculty compensation. This strategic initiative  
is aligned with the faculty surveys and focus group responses to the current compensation  
and progress is benchmarked against peer institutions. While the benefit package has been 
adequate, it has not been inclusive. A recent improvement to include same-sex partners was  
an effort to recognize and address diversity that is in alignment with the Strategic Plan.  
 Recognition of achievements in a variety of areas including campus service, teaching 
excellence, innovation, and community service are robust and enhance the satisfaction of 
employees. Likewise professional development adds to the satisfaction levels of employees.  
The recent reorganization of the Faculty Development Office to a Faculty Development Learning 
Studio (FDLS) with a more decentralized model and co-leaders provides wider expertise. With 
the reorganization, a focus on measurable result is a goal for the coming academic year.  
 Faculty has individual funds to pursue development to enhance teaching or expertise in their 
field. Staff has funds available through their department for professional development related to 
their position. Processes for determining needs of employees for professional development 
have been systematic. 
 Results for the hiring processes, evaluation, and development are systematic with 
incremental movement toward being aligned. Data are regularly collected and analyzed. The 
institution is evolving, however, in the use of data to inform decision-making and the alignment 
of resources to support strategic actions. In some cases internal targets are under development 
and external benchmarks are being sought. UIndy recognizes that more work is needed to 
move to the aligned maturity level for results. 
 
3P1. Hiring focuses on the acquisition of appropriately qualified and credentialed faculty, 
staff, and administrators to ensure that effective, high-quality programs and student 
support services are provided. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of key 
processes for: 
  

 Recruiting, hiring, and orienting employees   
 The University Recruitment and Selection Procedures Guide and the Bias-Free Hiring 
Process Guide are comprehensive publications that provide a step-by-step guide to the 
University’s search and screen process, including issues such as advertising, interviews, 
references, and background checks. Human Resources (HR) oversees all job postings and 
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hiring procedures to ensure that HR standards and internal policies are followed. The Faculty 
and Staff Handbook outline the procedures for advertising and selecting new employees. UIndy 
conducts national searches for faculty, administrators, and professional staff. Regional and local 
searches are conducted for support staff.  
 UIndy has standardized practices for all applications, including applicant materials. Search 
committees work with the electronic site to manage applications. Finally, the type of position 
advertised (faculty or staff) determines the appropriate personnel process. 
 Specific steps in the process of hiring faculty include: 

 A decision to fill a vacancy after consultation and approval from the appropriate dean 
and vice president/provost. 

 The unit dean, director, or department chair consults with the unit faculty to update the 
position description as soon as a unit determines there will be a vacancy.   

 A Search and Screen Committee is established and conducts the initial screening/ 
evaluation of applicants, including coordinating interviews for viable applicants and 
completing reference checks.  

 The search committee chair recommends one of the finalists to the dean/provost, who 
then extends an offer of employment.  

 The Office of the President processes and mails a contract to the successful faculty 
candidate.  

 The history, mission, and values of UIndy are conveyed through the University’s website, 
New Faculty and New Staff Orientations, and by means of unit orientations. At the time  
of hiring, values of the University are emphasized to facilitate institutional fit. Expectations,  
as well as the institution's mission, values, and institutional objectives, are discussed during  
the orientation and can be found in published materials. The University Catalog contains a brief 
historical overview and describes the University’s connection to the United Methodist Church. 
 The Faculty Learning Design Studio facilitators orient new full-time teaching faculty to the 
University’s processes. The orientation program consists of two full days prior to the beginning 
of classes in August, and monthly meetings throughout the academic year are scheduled to 
provide further guidance to the new faculty. Faculty members are assigned mentors for their first 
year of employment. Additionally, new faculty members are surveyed at the end of the year-long 
orientation sessions. 

 

 Designing hiring processes that result in staff and administrators who possess the 
required qualification, skills, and values 
UIndy assesses the need for staff, faculty, and administrators annually to align with the 

budget process and identified institutional objectives, and to ensure the continuance of high-
quality teaching and the preservation of small class sizes. Qualifications, skills, and values are 
described in the respective handbooks. Unit deans request needed positions and submit 
rationales to the executive vice president and provost. In the case of administrators, members 
of the President’s Cabinet request needed positions, with rationales, to the president. The 
University Planning Commission (UPC) reviews these requests in line with institutional data 
such as enrollment trends, program reviews, and budget projections. Recommendations are 
forwarded to the Budget Committee, a subcommittee of the President’s Cabinet, for final 
budgetary decision-making. Following the hiring process, training is provided to ensure ongoing 
competency for staff members, and opportunities for professional development and certification 
are supported when available. (3C6) 

 

 Developing and meeting academic credentialing standards for faculty, including 
those in dual credit, contractual, and consortia programs 
Academic credentials and requirements are explicit in the Faculty Handbook, reflected in  
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job postings, and discussed during interviews. The Faculty Senate, through its committees, 
establishes basic credentials for all faculty ranks within academic departments, adding 
requirements as needed. The Graduate Council oversees credentials for faculty teaching at the 
graduate level. Adjunct faculty are hired through departments using the same HR processes 
and meeting the same basic credentials listed in the Faculty Handbook to ensure sufficient 
faculty for the continuance of high-quality teaching and the preservation of small class sizes. 

UIndy does not have dual credit or contractual programs. The University joined a consortium 
with the Online Independent Colleges and Universities (OCICU) in summer 2013; however, at 
this time, UIndy has not created courses or provided faculty. Courses within the consortium are 
carefully screened for Quality Matters™ before they are approved. Qualified faculty meeting the 
consortium guidelines are selected by the hosting institution for specific course offerings and are 
monitored by the consortium leadership for teaching effectiveness. (3C2) 

 

 Ensuring the institution has sufficient numbers of faculty to carry out both classroom 
and non-classroom programs and activities 
Hiring of both faculty and staff has kept pace with the growth of the University. The 

associate provost for academic systems tracks faculty numbers for classroom student/faculty 
ratios. The Office of Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR) maintains data on class size 
and shares that data with University leaders to ensure that staffing aligns with established goals. 
All categories of new personnel hires are tracked, as are diversity hires, through HR. (3C1) 

The University struggles to recruit and retain faculty of color. As of January 2014, nearly 
92% of all hires were Caucasian. The University recognizes this ongoing challenge and has 
created a Diversity and Inclusion Council to begin addressing the faculty and staff numbers in 
terms of diversity. 

Faculty and staff positions may be reallocated because of identified needs and opportunities 
for efficiency. Professional staff realignment occurs to ensure support for academic units and 
student support services. Each unit identifies perceived personnel needs for the annual budget 
process.   

 

 Ensuring the acquisition of sufficient numbers of staff to provide student support 
services  
UIndy ensures that student support services meet student needs. Through data from  

the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), informal feedback from students, and 
discussions with personnel regarding needs, staff has been added to meet increased needs.  
One goal that has been realized is that more departments have administrative support. In the 
last three academic years (2012–14), the University has hired a total of 25 new support and 
administrative staff employees. Eight new staff positions were grant-funded positions in the 
Center of Excellence in Leadership of Learning (CELL). Exempt employees, including 
administrative faculty and administrative assistants, have increased in total numbers from 215  
to 234; however, turnover rates, 8 to 12 percent in recent years, have remained a challenge.  
Office staff numbers, with a slightly lower rate of 8 to 10 percent turnover, have remained 
steady. Hourly paid workers, like custodians and maintenance workers, have a much higher 
turnover rate, between 11 and 16 percent, with the total number of hourly employees, between 
54 and 56, remaining consistent.   

 
3R1. What are the results for determining if recruitment, hiring, and orienting practices 
assure effective provision for programs and services?  
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

The Office of Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR) tracks faculty rank and tenure, 
faculty load, class size, full-time and adjunct faculty numbers, and student-to-faculty ratios. 
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● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible) 
 Over the past four years, the University has increased its number of faculty from 211 (2011-
12) to 248 (2014-15). The number of full-time faculty has consistently remained at 42% to 44%, 
with adjunct faculty making up the difference of 56% to 58% over the past four years. Table 3.1 
shows the number of faculty members by employment category, terminal degree, and gender. 
 

                                        Table 3.1 Faculty Numbers and Gender  

Number of Faculty 2011–12 2012–13 2013–14 2014-15 

Total Full-Time 218 (44%) 221 (42%) 241 (41%) 248 (41%) 

Total Part-Time 275 (56%) 312 (59%) 344 (59%) 352 (59%) 

Total Faculty 493 533 585 600 

Number FT With Terminal 

Degree 
166 (76%) 168 (76%) 170 (71%) 196 (79%) 

 
 Gender is balanced in the faculty with women (full and part-time) at 55% and men (full and 
part-time) at 45% for 2014–15; similarly, for 2013–14, women were 56% and men were 44% of 
the total faculty. Women hold the following key senior leadership positions: executive vice 
president and provost, vice president for intercollegiate athletics, and general counsel. Four of 
the six college/school deans are women. 
 Termination rates for all employees are consistent, with 5 to 6 percent annually with the 
largest turnover occurring at the exempt staff level.  
 In terms of diversity hiring across all categories, the University’s most recent statistics on 
employees reveal the following averages for the years 2009–14: 2% Asian; 8% African 
American; 1% Hispanic; and, 89% White. 
 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

The percentage of tenure track and non-tenure track faculty has remained fairly consistent 
although below the benchmark of peer institutions established by UIndy for tenured faculty.  

 
Table 3.2 Comparison of Faculty Tenure to Benchmark 

UIndy 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Benchmark 
2011 Tenured 39% 39% 39% 42% 40% 52% 

Tenure Track 31% 30% 31% 29% 29% 20% 
Non-Tenure Track 30% 31% 30% 29% 31% 28% 

Benchmark established in 2012 

 
 The student-to-faculty ratio continues to be consistent. From fall 2008 until fall 2013, the 
average student-to-faculty ratio has been 13:1. The number of students per course section 
continues to hold at an average of 17 to 18 per course section. 
 

 Table 3.3 Student-Faculty Ratio and Class Size 

UIndy 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 Benchmark 

Student-Faculty 

Ratio 

15:1 13:1 13:1 13:1 12:1 13:1 

Average Class 

Size 

17.60 17.84 18.06 17.26 17.13 19.4 

 
● Interpretation of results and insights gained 

 Table 3.2 shows that UIndy lags behind selected peer institutions in the number of tenure 
lines, given years of recent hiring and program expansion. As such, UIndy also exceeds 
selected peers in the percentage of tenure-track faculty who have not yet completed the tenure 
cycle. Also, the higher percentage of non-tenure track faculty reflects the use of one-year 
contracts to fill faculty vacancies in the initial year of replacement prior to a tenure-track  
search, and the use of multiyear contracts in areas of fluctuating demand.  
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The University has kept pace in hiring faculty with its growth in student numbers, as 
evidenced in Table 3.3, by the relatively stable numbers in the student-faculty ratio and average 
class size over five years. There is, however, a small decrease in average class size for 2013 
and 2014; this decrease is a result of the introduction, in 2013, of First Year Seminars (FYS)  
for entering freshmen, which are capped at fifteen students per section. FYS courses are the 
largest offering when compared to the number of sections for other courses. The increase in the 
number of sections needed for FYS was recognized and planned for by faculty in the design of 
the new General Education Core. 

 
3I1. Based on 3R1, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next one to three years? 
 

One measure of efficiency is the University’s ability to meet new needs with a redeployment 
of staff or the reorganization of existing resources. As reported data in 1R5, the need for 
improved undergraduate advising resulted in the establishment of a new centralized advising 
system, the Center for Advising and Student Achievement (CASA). This change was 
accomplished, in large part, through the redeployment of existing staff members and the 
addition of two new positions.  

The University has hired permanent legal counsel to ensure that it is attending to complex 
legal and compliance issues associated with the personnel processes. 

UIndy continues to address issues of diversity with recruitment and retention. A Diversity 
and Inclusion Task Force (the forerunner of a formalized committee) was created to address  
the issue of making the campus a more inclusive one. UIndy faces a variety of challenges  
in recruiting and retaining diverse faculty. There are five recommendations now under 
consideration in relation to available resources: 

 Hire a formal Officer for Diversity & Inclusion. 

 Create a formal office structure, with budget and resources, for a Diversity & Inclusion 
Center. 

 Create a University statement on diversity & inclusion.  

 Develop clear, consistent, and required diversity training of faculty, staff, and students.  

 Create a completely accessible and more welcoming campus to individuals with 
disabilities. 

As part of the strategic plan, a task force was established to examine faculty workload and 
compensation and to generate recommendations to the Faculty Senate; an initial report was 
submitted in 2014. There are new pedagogical and scholarly endeavors envisioned by faculty 
that align with the strategic plan, but in order to have the time and resources for new directions, 
there is a need for reexamination of how faculty time, effort, and compensation is currently 
assigned and how it could be reassigned. The task force has begun the brainstorming process.   
 
3P2. Evaluation and Recognition focuses on processes that assess and recognize 
faculty, staff, and administrators’ contributions to the institution. This includes, but is  
not limited to, descriptions of key processes for: 
 

 Designing performance evaluation systems for all employees 
All employees receive annual performance evaluations during their employment with the 

University. Exempt and non-exempt staff performance evaluations were revised in 2013–14  
to more accurately measure the key competencies, essential duties for the position, and key 
objectives such as high-level student service. Staff evaluations are conducted by the immediate 
supervisor, who discusses past performance and notes strengths and areas for improvement, 
future performance expectations, and goals for the next evaluation period. An initial 
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performance evaluation is conducted following a new employee’s four- or six-month introductory 
period. Following that review, performance evaluations are conducted annually or on an  
as-needed basis. The frequency of performance evaluations may vary, depending on job 
performance, changes in job duties, or recurring performance problems. A self-evaluation is 
completed prior to meeting with supervisors. 
 Administrator annual evaluations are tied closely to the institutional and unit-level objectives, 
as well as to the strategic initiatives. The new annual faculty evaluation tool addresses teaching, 
service, and scholarship, and is in alignment with the campus-wide student learning goals, 
institutional strategic initiatives, and unit goals, and reflects criteria-based progress toward 
promotion and tenure. All faculty complete a self-evaluation, indicating future goals in the areas 
of teaching, service, and scholarship. Identified training or developmental resources are 
included that support future goals. 

 

 Soliciting input from and communicating expectations to faculty, staff, and 
administrators 
Schools and departments meet at least once a month to conduct routine program and 

departmental business. At that time, deans and chairs have the opportunity to communicate 
expectations and solicit feedback. Every employee was given the opportunity to provide input 
on the direction of the University, through the recent strategic planning process. Expectations 
for faculty, staff, and administrators are incorporated within the plan. 

A second example of soliciting input and communicating expectations involves the creation 
of a collaborative task force by Faculty Senate to revise the annual faculty evaluation form  
and related protocol. This process was captured in an AQIP Action Project focused on the 
development of a new form for the annual evaluation of faculty that is more closely aligned  
with institutional goals and to the promotion and tenure process. Input was sought from the 
Promotion and Tenure (P&T) Committee to align the annual faculty evaluation with promotion 
and tenure criteria. Campus-wide faculty input was sought to create the first draft of the 
evaluation form that was piloted by a sampling of academic units. Meetings with the pilot group 
resulted in revisions before it was rolled out, campus-wide, in January 2014. A follow-up faculty 
survey on the new evaluation form was conducted in spring 2014 to inform further revisions. A 
new Action Project has been submitted in October 2014 for the further refinement of the Annual 
Faculty Evaluation Form and related protocol based on the analysis of survey results in 
summer 2014. (Highlights of the survey results appear in Table 3.5 in section 3R2.) 

Another instance of improved communication of expectations occurred with the Promotion 
and Tenure Committee’s development of a campus-wide mid-tenure review process. Input was 
sought at various intervals to create the new process and was vetted in all academic units, the 
Faculty Senate, and at the University Faculty meeting. In addition, the Promotion and Tenure 
Committee holds annual meetings to communicate expectations and to provide guidance for 
faculty seeking promotion and tenure.  

 

 Aligning the evaluation system with institutional objectives for both instructional and 
non-instructional programs and services 
As noted previously, all University personnel evaluations reflect appropriate institutional 

objectives. For example, the new faculty evaluation form contains an expectation for scholarship 
that is linked to one institutional objective to increase scholarly productivity among faculty.  
High-quality teaching is expected and is reflected in institutional objectives and in new program 
initiatives. Expectations for non-instructional program staff are tied to various objectives, 
reflecting high-level student services and creating a campus image of an anchor for the 
Southside community and a hub for student activities. 

Additionally, service expectations are a common thread in all employee evaluations, 
reflecting the University’s motto, "Education for Service." Engaging the surrounding community 
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through service activities is accomplished through numerous service opportunities and is 
directly linked to the institutional objective of community engagement. 

 

 Utilizing established institutional policies and procedures to regularly evaluate  
all faculty, staff, and administrators 
Processes and procedures for annual employee evaluations (staff, faculty, and 

administrators) are published in the faculty and staff handbooks. A Faculty Handbook 
Committee, comprising faculty and administrators, leads annual reviews of the Faculty 
Handbook for updates to policies and procedures. The Office of Human Resources manages 
and coordinates the staff performance evaluation process and updates for the Staff Handbook. 

In addition to the annual faculty evaluation policies described in the Faculty Handbook, there 
is the evaluation of courses, peer review of teaching, and agency review of faculty overseeing 
practicums and fieldwork. Also, as discussed in Category 1, the benchmarked IDEA faculty 
evaluation tool is used regularly to evaluate teaching effectiveness related to selected student 
learning objectives. (3C3) 
 

 Establishing employee recognition, compensation, and benefit systems to promote 
retention and high performance 
UIndy has an annual awards program. The goal of the employee awards program is to 

acknowledge and recognize full-time employees who have attained certain years of service 
milestones during the calendar year. Employees are recognized in five-year increments, 
beginning with the fifth year of full-time employment. The presentation of service awards for staff 
employees is in June at the Staff Picnic for 5, 10, 15, and 20 years of service. At an annual May 
celebration dinner, retiring employees and faculty and staff who have been employed full-time 
for 25 years or more of continuous service are honored by the president. 

At the annual Faculty-Staff Luncheon in August, those faculty and staff from each 
department and academic unit who were nominated for outstanding achievement/extraordinary 
performance in various categories for the past academic year are recognized. Other awards 
distributed include a Teacher of the Year Award, presented to one faculty member, with five 
additional nominated faculty members recognized for outstanding teaching, and several named 
awards such as the Peters Good Neighbor Award. The outstanding achievement awards have a 
monetary gift attached.   

Faculty, staff, and administrator compensation rates are reviewed annually in conjunction 
with the budget process. Salary levels are benchmarked with peer institutions. In 2013, faculty 
moving from associate professor to full professor received a $7,500 increase in salary to create 
greater alignment with peer institutions for this faculty rank. The Promotion and Tenure 
Committee recommends faculty to the executive vice president and provost for promotion 
and/or tenure, and it is customary that all successful faculty members receive a salary 
adjustment.   

While salary increases are not automatic, the University has awarded an annual salary 
increase to its employees 11 out of the past 12 years. Merit increases are based on employee  
job performance and are effective annually on September 1. Staff employees whose duties 
have changed significantly or who have received a promotion to a position with increased 
duties/responsibilities are eligible for a salary increase. 

Comprehensive medical, dental, life insurance, and retirement benefits are available, with 
the University offering competitive employer contribution amounts. A Faculty-Staff Benefits 
Committee annually reviews the benefit package and recommends changes to the Board of 
Trustees, including the recent recommendation to cover same-sex partners. A survey by the 
committee was conducted in 2013, with resulting improvements reported in Table 3.4. One 
additional benefit afforded to full-time faculty and staff is tuition reimbursement and the tuition 
exchange program for eligible employees and their immediate family members, which have 
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become a significant employee recruitment and retention tool. 
 

 Promoting employee satisfaction and engagement 
The University regularly participates in the Great Colleges to Work For survey to assess 

employee satisfaction. The most recent Great Colleges to Work For survey results (2013–14) 
reveal that employees are satisfied, to varying degrees, with the work environment. These 
results were consistent with the results of a poll taken at the August 2013 Faculty-Staff Institute 
and reported below in Table 3.4. 
 
3R2. What are the results for determining if evaluation processes assess employees’ 
contributions to the institution? 
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

UIndy tracks the number and level of faculty promotions, participates in the Great Colleges 
to Work For survey, and takes informal surveys and polls throughout the year. In addition, UIndy 
tracks faculty compensation and has created two peer groups for benchmark comparisons. 

 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible)  
 Table 3.4 shows the results of the poll taken of faculty and staff in August 2013. 

 
Table 3.4 Faculty-Staff Institute Poll 2013-14 

Compensation Salary increase/Increased compensation was the number 1 response regarding needed 

improvement 

Benefits 67% of the responses indicated satisfaction with employee benefits 

Teaching Environment Nearly 39% responded that classrooms needed the most attention.  

Faculty Load Nearly 40% believe they are overworked and underpaid but that the UIndy work environment, in 

general, is quite fair. 

Faculty Evaluation Most (48%) felt that the annual review process was most in need of addressing. 

Decision-Making  

& Communication 

72% indicated a need for greater transparency regarding decision-making and regular,  

focused communication about campus planning efforts. 

45% indicated that they have been involved in collaborative projects within/across departments. 

Community & Commitment 41% indicated that UIndy has a great sense of community. 

92% indicated that they are pleased to be part of the UIndy team. 

 
Table 3.5 depicts the results of the survey administered to faculty following use of the new 

faculty annual evaluation form. 
 

Table 3.5 Satisfaction with the New Faculty Annual Evaluation Form (May 2014) 

Item Level of Agreement 

Comprehensive and reflects competence and accomplishments 2.88 

Process is fair and equitable 2.51 

Faculty understand how to complete the new form 2.53 

  Based on a scale of strongly agree = 1 and strongly disagree = 5 

 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

 

Table 3.6 Compensation Comparisons (2013–14) 

Institution Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor Instructor 

UIndy $82,000 $70,500 $58,700 $45,100 

Peer group #1 $79,200 $64,200 $55,300 $47,600 

Peer group  #2 $82,100 $65,600 $55,600 $43,400 

  Peer group #1 represents Midwest Master’s religious-affiliated institutions 
  Peer group #2 represents Independent Colleges in Indiana (minus Notre Dame) 
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Table 3.7 Great Colleges to Work For Survey on Work Environment  
Categories UIndy 2013  UIndy 2014 2014 Carnegie Master’s 

Job Satisfaction 79% 70% 73% 

Teaching Environment 71% 66% 69% 

Professional Development 75% 69% 72% 

Facilities 63% 60% 73% 

Policies, Resources & Efficiency 63% 59% 62% 

Shared Governance 78% 71% 63% 

Pride 82% 79% 77% 

 Results reported as percentage of positive responses to items related to each category. 
 

● Interpretation of results and insights gained  
 Table 3.6 shows that the institution is close or ahead of its peers in faculty compensation 
except for the instructor level when compared to regional or master’s religiously affiliated 
institutions. However, UIndy does not fare as well on faculty salaries when using national 
comparisons that arguably do not reflect the lower cost of living of the Midwest.  
 Table 3.7 indicates that percentage scores for satisfaction with the work environment were 
close to the benchmarks in all categories except for facilities where it was below and for shared 
governance where it was higher. The score on “facilities” further supports the need for the 
development of the new UIndy Health Pavilion, which will add state-of-the-art teaching and  
lab space and alleviate shortages of office space on campus. 
 Satisfaction with the new faculty annual evaluation form was fair or somewhat positive,  
as indicated by the rating on the three items. Common themes from the open response item 
included greater across-campus consistency and concerns for less creativity; self-weighting  
of the categories allowing manipulation; listing only goals known to be achievable; length and 
disjointed sections; and a perceived focus on quantity and not quality.  
 
3I2. Based on 3R2, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented  
in the next one to three years. 
 In addition to addressing salary, UIndy has worked to improve benefits following a 2012 
Benefits Committee survey that identified opportunities for improvement. The following 
improvements resulted: 

 Improved alignment between health/dental plan and deductible. 

 Increased working relationship with Human Resources and the Wellness Working 
Group regarding new program offerings. 

 Extended medical-related employee benefits to Same-Sex Domestic Partners.   

 Introduced an upgraded dental insurance option, which provides two times the annual 
benefit coverage of the basic plan.    

 Extended faculty/staff tuition discount benefits to Same-Sex Domestic Partners’ 
dependent children. 

 Reduced medical premiums for employees in the lower tier of the salary structure by 
basing premiums on the employee’s annual salary.   

 The Action Project on the faculty annual evaluation system was formed in 2012, around the 
implementation of the new evaluation form and protocol, and will be replaced by a new Action 
Project initiated in fall 2014. The new Action Project will engage a joint team of faculty and 
administrators in analyzing the feedback to the first year of implementation, making adjustments 
based on insights, and re-administering the satisfaction feedback survey. 
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3P3. Development focuses on processes for continually training, educating, and 
supporting employees to remain current in their methods and to contribute fully and 
effectively throughout their careers within the institution. This includes, but is not limited 
to, descriptions of key processes for: 
 

 Providing and supporting regular professional development for all employees 
 The Faculty Learning Design Studio (FLDS) has responsibility for faculty development and 
professional training, and this work is accomplished through a team of three or four individuals, 
consisting of one or two faculty, with released time, and two instructional design specialists that 
function as coaches for teaching online. The four co-leaders have designed all the University-
wide professional development opportunities since the 2012 establishment of this structure.  
The content of the development opportunities emanate from survey data eliciting faculty 
development needs such as workshops on the use of technology like Quality Matters and 
Adobe Connect. In addition, each full-time faculty has individual development funds of $600 
annually to maintain currency in their fields and teaching rolls and access to $700 in support 
from the office of the executive vice president and provost to support travel to conferences. 
(5A4) 
  

 Ensuring that instructors are current in instructional content in their disciplines and 
pedagogical processes 
All schools have a curriculum committee that is responsible for reviewing and designing 

existing and/or new courses. Schools also provide specific kinds of training for faculty, as 
needed and determined by deans and department chairs. The FLDS runs new faculty 
orientation for all new full-time faculty members with one strand being effective teaching and 
learning approaches. Continuing education occurs through dean leadership within schools.  
The School for Adult Learning provides multiple trainings for adjunct instructors on adult 
learning theories and practices. (3C4) 

 

 Supporting student support staff members to increase their skills and knowledge  
in their areas of expertise (e.g., advising, financial aid, etc.) 
Human Resources, as well as individual departments, offers the following training, as  

needed and/or requested: 

 Access training to Banner and Cognos computer applications. 

 Professional development seminars held on campus and externally. 

 Cross training within departments. 

 Training on various support services topics. As examples, complete online training of 
new staff administered by United Student Aid Funds and annual training offered by 
Indiana Student Financial Aid Association. (3C6) 

 

 Aligning employee professional development activities with institutional objectives 
Following the strategic planning process in 2012–13 through which institutional objectives 

were determined, there has been an ongoing alignment of development activities to these 
objectives. For example, a new position for an Assistant Dean for Interdisciplinary Programs 
and Service Learning has been created and filled, and she is holding roundtables on creating 
interdisciplinary programs in light of the strategic initiative in this area. The new annual faculty 
evaluation form was implemented calling for an alignment of faculty with institutional goals and 
strategic objectives. Faculty and staff received Google Applications training based on the 
respective strategic objective of improving campus communication technology. 
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3R3. What are the results for determining if employees are assisted and supported in 
their professional development?  
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

The Faculty Learning Design Studio (FLDS) tracks participation in all events through 
EventBrite registration and tracks participants’ feedback after every session. Grant funding is 
tracked across campus as a component of professional development.   

 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible) 

For the 2013–14 academic year, there were 64 events offered by the FLDS, drawing almost 
600 registrations. Feedback on the various programs was overwhelmingly positive. The learning 
technology faculty developers provided workshops on ACE (UIndy’s learning management 
system); pedagogical practices when deploying specific Web 2.0 tools for learning; Educational 
Origami; and innovative uses of technology like Quality Matters and Adobe Connect.  
 The 2013 survey data showed faculty interested primarily in the following technology topics: 

 Engaging online learners 

 Alternative assessment 

 Using online discussions 

 Course design 

 Use of Web 2.0 tools 

 More effective use of ACE, the learning management system 
This survey also showed faculty most interested in learning more about best practices in 

college-level teaching and incorporating active learning strategies. The survey found that 
adjuncts were in need of an orientation on use of the learning management platform (ACE),  
an introduction to student services, and opportunities to improve technology skills. Training 
sessions for adjuncts were addressed subsequently by the School for Adult Learning. 

Results for internal grant activity are provided below. These internal grants serve to seed 
faculty research and to support interdisciplinary teaching, curriculum innovation, faculty 
collaboration, and international travel. 
 

Table 3.8 Sources of Grant Funding 

Grants to Support Graduate Research and Travel InQuery Collaborative Grants 

FY 2013:  5 awards totaling $19,570 FY 2013:  11 awards totaling $41,310 

FY 2012:  1 award of R2,030 FY 2012:  9 awards totaling $43,893* 

FY 2011:  Not applicable FY 2011:  14 awards totaling $87,360 

 
Table 3.9 Other Types of Faculty Grants Available 

Sabbatical   Supports research and/or travel after six 
years of continuous service at the 
University.  

  Graduate  
  Research 

  Supports graduate student research and 
scholarly collaboration with faculty. 

Summer    
Research 

  Supports study of a field of knowledge. InQuery   Supports scholarly faculty collaboration  

Team Teaching   Supports interdisciplinary instruction of a 
course. 

Innovator   Supports purchase of technology to be 
incorporated into the classroom 

  Triennial Release   Supports faculty with released teaching 
time  

  Zerfas 
 

  Supports faculty cross-cultural educational 
travel. 

 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

At this time, there is no comparative data or internal targets. This will be an area for 
improvement in the next year. For example, interviews with directors of peer institutions similar 
in mission and size could provide information that would be useful in establishing benchmarks 
for development and training. 
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● Interpretation of results and insights gained 
Based on the 2012 survey, workshops were developed on each of these four topics for that 

academic year: 

 New research on classroom practices 

 Using student work as data to understand teaching effectiveness 

 Classroom assessment practices 

 Internal and external grant writing for programs and/or scholarship 
 
Through the FLDS, full-time faculty have access to personnel and training for technology 

use, best practices in teaching, and other support services. Professional development for staff 
has been more limited. One insight is that a comprehensive survey would provide the Office  
of Human Resources with an understanding of training needs for staff and indicate which are 
met within the department structure on an individual basis and which need to be planned and 
resourced University-wide. An effective model for University-wide training was presented by the 
migration to Google, which also was managed and reported as an Action Project. 
 
3I3. Based on 3R3, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next one to three years? 
 

Over the past two years the following initiatives have been started to support faculty and 
staff needs. 

 Weekly email blasts with upcoming events. 

 Use of EventBrite for registration and tracking participation in events. 

 Working with deans to determine needs for chair and director training. 

 Membership with Quality Matters and ensuing training. 

 More flexibility in new faculty orientation sessions, allowing more input from participants 
so that needs are met. 

 Atomic Learning online training, with nearly 50,000 programs for support staff.  

 Quarterly computer training for administrative assistants (Word, Access, Excel, etc.). 

 Sexual harassment and general harassment training. 

 Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) training. 

 Crimson Connection bi-annual workshops and training sessions. 
 
The creation of FLDS has been a first step in moving the University toward a unified 

center that addresses development needs of faculty and staff. To improve further, the FLDS 
staff will need to create a strategic plan that more systematically aligns with goals identified 
in the strategic plan.  
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AQIP Category Four:  Planning and Leading 
 
Planning and Leading focuses on how the institution achieves its mission and lives its 
vision through direction setting, goal development, strategic actions, threat mitigation, 
and capitalizing on opportunities.   
 
Category Four Overview: 
 
 UIndy has strong processes for Category 4 Planning and Leading. The maturity level of 
processes is at the aligned level with data collection at the systematic level. Numerous 
improvements have taken place in this Category in the past two years, such as an inclusive, 
systematic process for planning; the addition of a vice president and general counsel; 
designating a Special Assistant to the President for Mission; new programming with the creation 
of the Student Conduct and Campus Life Task Force; and, the addition of a campus climate 
survey with benchmarks.   
 Vision 2030, as described throughout the Portfolio, provided opportunities for input from all 
stakeholder groups in the comprehensive strategic planning process that culminated in a list of 
prioritized objectives and set a five-year strategic plan. The mission, vision, and values of UIndy 
are at the forefront of all planning sessions. Strategic initiatives and resources are directed at 
and aligned with prioritized objectives. Identification or creation of appropriate measurement 
tools and setting targets and external benchmarks for each of the objectives is in the early stage 
of development. The five-year strategic plan is underway in addressing the first few prioritized 
objectives. 
 The mission, vision, and values of UIndy are clearly and widely articulated both internally 
and externally. Beyond the mission, vision, and values, “Education for Service” is the 
University’s motto and is executed in curricular and co-curricular activities. Service learning as 
volunteerism or course-embedded activities is widely available. Real-world application through 
internships, clinicals and field experiences exist in many of the academic programs to exemplify 
the mission of student preparation for a diverse and rapidly changing society.   
 The Board of Trustees provides appropriate governance with the delegation of management 
responsibilities and implements its other functions using a committee structure. Policies such as 
the conflict of interest guide the integrity of board operations. It is notable that board members 
volunteered to work with the AQIP Portfolio Committee to review and comment on each 
Category with ideas for further improvements. 
 Numerous opportunities exist across campus for building leadership skills and dovetail into 
UIndy’s succession planning and shared governance. Shared governance is evidenced through 
numerous committees that interact and collaborate as described in Category 4. In particular, the 
collaborative task forces created in the past five years between members of the Faculty Senate 
and administration serve to reaffirm the commitment to shared governance. The Action Project 
pertaining to the faculty annual evaluation form and a task force on faculty workload are 
examples of shared governance.  

4P1. Mission and Vision focuses on how the institution develops, communicates, and 
reviews its mission and vision. Describe the processes for developing, communicating, 
and reviewing the institution’s mission, vision, and values and who is involved in those 
processes. This includes (but is not limited to) descriptions of key processes for: 
  
● Developing, deploying, and reviewing the institution's mission, vision, and values  
 The University's vision, mission, and values are set forth in its mission statement, which was 
adopted by the Board of Trustees and reviewed as a part of each strategic planning process. 
The mission statement was last reviewed by the President’s Cabinet at the initiation of the 2013 
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strategic planning process and was reaffirmed without recommendation of changes. The budget 
process and strategic planning initiatives were realigned with the mission to provide greater 
focus on academic programs and to create a vibrant campus and support for the local 
community. Additionally, the mission was reviewed at the time of revision to the General 
Education Core to better align new General Education goals with the mission. The result was an 
added emphasis on global/local awareness as one of the General Education distribution areas 
and clear alignment with the four University-Wide Learning Goals. The mission continues to 
guide practices on campus, including the value placed on access for students and affordability 
that shape admission and financial aid policies. (1A1, 1D2, 1D3) 
 Institutional values are related to the University’s identity as a private, comprehensive, 
residential, metropolitan, and Methodist Church-affiliated institution that emphasizes 
professional programs grounded in the liberal arts. For example, its self-identification as being 
metropolitan is related to this value statement: “We value purposeful engagement with the city 
of Indianapolis and the state of Indiana” (Academic Catalog, 2013-2015, p. 4). Additionally, the 
motto "Education for Service" serves to affirm institutional values. The motto is reviewed and 
reenacted as part of institutional life through a focus on applied learning. (1A1) 
 
● Ensuring that institutional actions reflect a commitment to its values  
 The University's mission is to “prepare its graduates for effective, responsible, and articulate 
membership in the complex societies in which they live and serve, and for excellence and 
leadership in their personal and professional lives. The University equips its students to become 
more capable in thought, judgment, communication, and action; to enhance their imaginations 
and creative talents; to gain a deeper understanding of the teachings of the Christian faith  
and an appreciation and respect for other religions; to cultivate rationality and tolerance for 
ambiguity; and to use their intellect in the process of discovery and synthesis of knowledge.” 
The mission is embedded in student learning outcomes associated with the four University-Wide 
Learning Goals. 
 The mission is implemented through specific mission-driven values (Academic Catalog 

2013–15, page 3).  

 We value an emphasis on student learning in all aspects of University life. 

 We value faculty and student interaction that provides individual attention, engagement, 
and opportunities for mentoring. 

 We value international experiences for students, faculty, and staff. 

 We value engagement with religious traditions in an environment of hospitality, informed 
by the United Methodist Church and enriched by other traditions, religious and secular. 

 We value purposeful engagement with the city of Indianapolis and the state of Indiana. 

 We value ethical, responsible, and professional behavior with respect expressed among 
all members of the University community. 

 We value individual contributions of all members of the University community toward 
advancing our mission. 

 
● Communicating the mission, vision, and values  
 The mission statement is posted on the website (http://www.uindy.edu/about-uindy/history-
and-mission) and in various campus publications, including the Academic Catalog and 
employee handbooks. It is articulated during campus visit days, during new student orientation, 
in recruitment materials sent to students and their families, and in outlets such as the Mission 
Matters monthly white paper. Mission, vision, and, values themes also are embedded in 
communications to external stakeholders via the tri-annual magazine, Portico; the year-in-
review publication, 1400; the alumni portal of the website, and the NewHounds website. Finally, 
the president and other campus administrators publish op-ed pieces in local media outlets (e.g., 

http://www.uindy.edu/about-uindy/history-and-mission
http://www.uindy.edu/about-uindy/history-and-mission
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the Indianapolis Star) that link institutional mission, vision, and values to current-event topics 
such as education reform and community development. (1B1, 1B2, 1B3) 
 
● Ensuring that academic programs and services are consistent with the institution’s 

mission  
 The University’s mission is operationalized within the curriculum through the liberal arts 
requirement of religion, theory and applied arts, along with other core courses; emphasis on 
applied learning in internships, practicum and clinical settings in the programs offered; and 
writing across the curriculum. Co-curricular and extracurricular programming and opportunities 
for students also align with the institution’s mission, vision, and values. Examples include the 
annual University Series, which is thematically linked to institution-wide learning goals; the new 
Professional Edge Center, which prepares students for excellence in their professional lives; 
and study-abroad opportunities and the Diversity Series, which help prepare students for 
responsible and effective membership in the societies in which they live and serve. The 
institution ensures that its actions are consistent with its mission and values in its strategic 
planning processes, its continuous quality improvement initiatives, its processes for curriculum 
development, and its academic program review processes.  (1A2) 
 
● Allocating resources to advance the institution’s mission and vision, while upholding 

the institution’s values  
 The institution aligns resource allocation with outcomes of the strategic planning process, as 
seen by the Board of Trustees’ recent approval of a five-year financial management plan that 
supports institutional priorities. With a focus on investment in new academic programs, capital 
projects, meaningful engagement opportunities for students, and increased community 
partnerships, this plan provides the resource roadmap for advancing the University’s mission 
and values. (1A3) 
 Consistent with its motto of “Education for Service,” the institution is responsive to the needs 
of its external constituents and the community in ways that serve the public good. Examples not 
described previously in this document include the following: 

1. The use of the Athletics & Recreation Center as a venue for the 2012 Super Bowl 
visiting team; 

2. The partnership with the Woodrow Wilson Foundation to promote excellence in teacher 
preparation in the STEM fields and in K-12 transformational leadership; 

3. The Lugar Symposium for Indiana High School Students to engage them in civic 
leadership. (1D1) 

 
4R1. What are the results for developing, communicating, and reviewing the institution’s 
mission, vision, and values?  
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized (e.g., brand studies, focus groups, 

community forums/studies, and employee satisfaction surveys) 
 Table 4.1 summarizes the tools that are used to measure the ways in which institutional 
mission, vision, and values as articulated by strategic priorities, academic programs and 
services, and resource deployment are understood and evaluated by internal and external 
stakeholders. These tools are used by various decision-making bodies, including the  
President’s Cabinet, the University Planning Commission (UPC), the Academic Affairs 
Leadership Team (AALT), and the Faculty Senate. 
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Table 4.1 Measures/Tools Related to Mission and Vision 

Item Specific Measurable Outcomes Measure/Tool Cycle 

Ensuring that 
institutional  
actions reflect  
a commitment  
to its values 

Use of high-impact practices: 

1. Student engagement in service-learning 

2. Student research with faculty 
NSSE Annual 

 Faculty perception of importance of: 

   –undergraduate students developing ability to think critically 

   –preparing students for employment after college 

   –student mastery of knowledge in discipline 

   –students developing creative capacity 

   –promoting students’ ability to write effectively 

   –helping students evaluate the quality and reliability of information 

   –teaching students tolerance and respect for different beliefs 

HERI 
Every 3 

years 

 Faculty perception that institution prioritizes:  

   –promoting intellectual development of students 

   –developing leadership ability among students 

   –facilitating student involvement in community service 

  

 Alumni perceptions that UG experience contributed to knowledge, skills, 

and personal development in:  

   –critical thinking 

   –creative thinking 

   –information literacy 

   –civic engagement 

   –intercultural knowledge 

   –ethical reasoning 

   –integrative thinking 

Alumni Survey Annual 

 Employee understanding of how their job relates to institutional mission 

Employee perception that there is good balance of teaching, research 

and service at institution 

Employee perception that senior leadership regularly models 

institutional values 

Employee perception that institution contributes to the community 

Great 

Colleges to 

Work For 

Survey 

Annual 

 Employee perceptions that institution:   

   –is achieving its mission 

   –supports quality initiatives 

   –is a place where students receive good-quality education 

   –is a place where diversity is valued 

   –is a place where ethical behavior is encouraged 

Climate 

Survey 

Single-

Action 

Project 

Communicating 
the mission and 
vision, and value 

Students’ perception of institution’s academic reputation 

Students’ perception that institution provides a reputation of academic 

excellence 

Admitted 

Student 

Survey 

Annual 

Aided awareness of excellent reputation among Indianapolis 

metropolitan area residents and Indiana residents 

Familiarity with institution among Indianapolis metropolitan area 

residents and Indiana residents 

Brand 

Awareness 

Study 

Annual 

 

● Summary results of measures  
 A variety of tools and measures are used according to various schedules that enable the 
institution to track and evaluate the extent to which its actions remain faithful to mission; it 
communicates its mission and values effectively to internal and external stakeholders; and it 
aligns resources in ways that advance its mission and reflect commitment to its values. 
Students, faculty, staff, administrators, alumni, and the general public participate in surveys that 
provide insights about how the institution enacts its mission and values. In addition, review of 
mission and values occurs within strategic planning processes at the global level and within 
annual decision-making processes at the specific level (see Table 4.2).   
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● Comparison of results to internal targets and external benchmarks 
 Tables 4.2–4.6 provide samples of results related to stakeholders’ views of institutional 
adherence to its mission and values. Several of these measures are benchmarked against 
national norms that allow the institution to compare itself to other institutional categories such  
as Private Institutions. In the case of the HERI and the Great Colleges to Work For surveys,  
the goal of meeting or surpassing the mean of the external benchmarks becomes the “internal 
target” insofar as these surveys make available different peer groups to support comparisons. 
By selecting the appropriate peer group, the goal becomes placing in the top 50% of institutions 
or above the mean.  
 Internal benchmarks are used when external benchmarks are not available. Internal 
benchmarks are used to evaluate alignment of mission-driven initiatives against annual budget 
allocations and are used to track progress on key priorities. 
 In the case of the NSSE survey, both internal and external targets are available, as the 
Office of Institutional Planning and Research has been tracking institutional data annually from 
this survey for over ten years. Here trend data is able to inform the setting of internal targets.  
 

Table 4.2 Results Related to Mission and Vision: STUDENTS 

Measurable 

Outcomes 
Tool Internal Target UIndy Results Benchmarks 

Use of High-

Impact Practices 

NSSE 

 Class 2012 2013 2014 Carnegie 
Master’s 

2014 

Student 

engagement in 

service-learning   

 

>52% of first year 

students and >60% of 

seniors participated in 

service-learning 

Freshman 
 
Senior 
 
 

55% 
 

71% 
 
 

No 
longer 
asked 

by 
NSSE 

No 
longer 
asked 

by 
NSSE 

N/A 
 
 
 
 

New question in 

2013 about how 

many courses 

have included a 

community-based 

project (Scale of 

1-4; 4 as highest)     

 

 

 

 

 
 
Freshman 
 
Senior 
 

 
 

N/A 
 

N/A 

 
 

1.9 
 

3.3 

 
 

2.9 
 

3.1 

 
 

2.6 
 

3.4 

Student research 

with faculty 

 >5% of first-year 
students and >23% of 
seniors participated in 
research with faculty 

Freshman 
 
Senior 

6% 
 

35% 

4% 
 

24% 

7% 
 

25% 

5% 
 

17% 

 
 

 
 2010-11 

 
2011-12 

 
2012-13 

 
Benchmarks 

N/A 

Students’ 

perception of 

institution’s 

academic 

reputation                        

UIndy 
Internal 

Admitted 
Student 
Survey 

> 80% of responses 
"excellent" or "very 

good" 

 
 

86% 
 
 
 

 
86% 

 
 
 

 
 

86% 
 
 
 

 

Students' 

perception  

that institution 

provides a 

reputation of 

academic 

excellence 

Student 
Survey 
 

  93% 89% 93% 
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Table 4.3 Results Related to Mission and Vision: FACULTY 

Measure Outcomes Tool 2007-08 2010-11 2013-14 
2013-14 Private 

Universities’ 
Mean Rating 

Faculty perception of the 
importance of: 

HERI Survey 
    

–UG students developing 
ability to think critically 

 
3.94 3.90 3.90 3.90 

–preparing students for 
employment after college 

 
3.30 3.29 3.52 3.18 

–instilling in students a 
commitment to community 
service 

 
2.85 2.57 2.76 2.53 

–student mastery of 
knowledge in discipline 

 
3.55 3.49 2.80 2.84 

–students developing 
creative capacity 

 
2.96 2.93 N/A N/A 

–promoting students’ 
ability to write 

 
3.63 3.52 3.64 3.54 

–helping students 
evaluate the quality and 
reliability of information 

 
3.54 3.53 2.74 2.95 

–teaching students 
tolerance and respect for 
different beliefs 

 
3.31 3.27 3.31 3.23 

      

Faculty perception that 
institution prioritizes: 

 
    

–promoting intellectual 
development of students 

 
3.33 3.14 2.98 3.23 

--developing leadership 
ability among students 

 
2.61 2.70 2.73 2.83 

–encouraging student 
involvement in community 
service 

 
3.37 3.24 2.76 2.53 

 

Table 4.4 Results Related to Mission and Vision: ALUMNI 

Measurable outcomes Tool 2013 2014 
2014 HEDS 
Benchmark 

Alumni perception that UG experience 
contributed to knowledge skills, and 
personal development in:  

HEDS Alumni 
Survey  

   

–critical thinking 3.54 3.32 3.54 

–creative thinking 3.16 3.18 3.22 

–information literacy 3.28 3.27 3.34 

–civic engagement 2.65 2.66 2.66 

–intercultural knowledge 2.87 2.84 2.90 

–ethical reasoning 3.04 3.00 3.06 

–integrative thinking 3.12 3.08 3.24 
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Table 4.5 Results Related to Mission and vision: EMPLOYEES 

Measurable Outcomes Tool 2013 2014 
2014 Carnegie 

Master’s 

–Employee understanding of how their 
job relates to institutional mission 

Great Colleges to  
Work for Survey  

88% 84% 89% 

–Employee perception that there is a 
good balance of teaching, research, 
and service at institution 

62% 62% 65% 

–Employee perception that senior 
leadership regularly models 
institutional values 

80% 75% 69% 

–Employee perception that institution 
contributes to the community 

89% 91% 85% 

Measurable Outcomes Tool Scale 1-5 2011 Benchmarks  

Employee perceptions that the 
Institution:  

UIndy Internal  
Climate Survey 

>75% of 
responses 
“agree” or 
“strongly 
agree” 

 NA 

–is achieving its mission 84.30%  

–supports quality initiatives 70.07%  

–is a place where students receive a 
good-quality education 

90.14%  

–is a place where diversity is valued 80.66%  

–is a place where ethical behavior is 
encouraged 

82.54%  

 

Table 4.6 Results Related to Mission and Vision: COMMUNITY 

Measurable Outcomes Tool Internal Target Results Benchmark 

  

Brand 

Awareness 

Survey 

  2010–11 2011–12 2012–13 N/A 

Aided awareness of 

excellent reputation 

among Indianapolis 

metro area residents 

and Indiana residents  

> 50% metro 53% 49% 39%   

> 30% Indiana 28% 29% 24% 

  

Familiarity with 

institution among 

Indianapolis metro 

area residents and 

Indiana residents 

>35% Metro 31% 28% 31%   

 

> 15% Indiana 

 

13% 

 

14% 

 

18% 

  

 

 Interpretation of results and insights gained 
Tables 4.2–4.6 suggest that across stakeholder groups (employees, students, and alumni), 

the University engages in practices that are mission-consistent. Institutional ratings compare 
favorably to benchmark institutions but some reveal areas where additional opportunities exist. 
NSSE results demonstrate that the institution compares favorably to national benchmark data 
on student engagement in the high-impact practice of service-learning. Although student 
participation in the high-impact practice of research with a faculty member compare favorably 
with benchmark institutions, the University is interested in increasing student engagement with 
faculty. Therefore, additional resources have been allocated to student research opportunities, 
as called for by the strategic plan. The institution will track the impact of these initiatives via 
future NSSE results.  
 Table 4.3: Overall, faculty responses compare favorably with benchmark data. However, 
faculty ratings on the importance of “development of students’ creative capacity” suggest that 
greater emphasis on the institutional learning goal of creativity is needed. In addition, among all 
employee categories surveyed, faculty produced the lowest number of positive responses to the 
item, “There is good balance of teaching, research, and service at this institution,” suggesting 
that the strategic initiative focused on faculty load needs to consider carefully how faculty 
members’ time on task is allocated across the three areas in which faculty are evaluated.  
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 Table 4.4: Results of alumni surveys suggest that the areas of civic engagement and 
intercultural knowledge may need further attention in the undergraduate curriculum. Fewer  
than 75% of alumni report that their experience contributed to knowledge, skills, and personal 
development of these areas, suggesting that the institution become more intentional in providing 
opportunities that build these skill areas. The newly developed Greyhound Plan, work with the 
CASA (advising center) team, and the Professional Edge Center provide avenues for 
addressing this need in a more systematic way. 
 Table 4.5: Employee survey data suggest that the institution is faithful to its mission and 
values in most areas. Responses suggest a need for greater engagement across all employee 
categories in quality initiatives as an institutional priority. 
 Table 4.6: Brand awareness of UIndy among local and state residents suggests a need for 
greater visibility.   

 
4I1. Based on 4R1, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next few years? 
 

● Mission: Creation of special assistant to the president for Mission and Integrity  
o Mission Matters series is a topical monthly blog that focuses on the Framing 

Principles of the strategic plan. 
o Friday faculty conversations on Professionalism and Liberal Arts provide a venue  

for keeping institutional values related to mission in the fore. 
o The special assistant co-leads a University Series focused on University-Wide 

Learning Goals. 
● Student & Mission Focus 

o Reframing of Welcome Week and President’s Convocation increased focus and 
messaging related to institutional mission and values for incoming students. 

● Brand Awareness: Development and messaging of the Vision 2030 Community Anchor 
concept. 
o The University has intentionally increased alignment between institutional 

strengths/priorities and stakeholder needs, which brings cohesion to the various 
ways in which it supports the local community, including student engagement in 
service-learning. 

o A marketing consultant was hired in September 2014 to offer guidance on how the 
University might expand its marketing capacity to increase brand awareness. 

● Emphasis on Quality Initiatives & Awareness: 
o Institutional actions related to quality initiatives are becoming more inclusive as a 

result of the assignment of decisions about Action Projects being assigned to the 
UPC, which includes faculty, staff, and administrators from all vice presidential areas 
within the University.  

o The creation of cross-representational work groups to address specific goal areas 
identified by the strategic plan will help to ensure that employees develop greater 
awareness of and investment in quality initiatives. 

  



 
 

University of Indianapolis Systems Portfolio, November 2014      83 
 

 
4P2. Strategic Planning focuses on how the institution achieves its mission and vision. 
Describe the processes for communicating, planning, implementing, and reviewing the 
institution’s plans and who is involved in those processes. This includes, but is not 
limited to, description of key processes for: 

 
● Engaging internal and external stakeholders in strategic planning  
 UIndy has engaged in comprehensive strategic planning three times in the last 16 years, 
coinciding with the arrival of new presidential leadership, and during the implementation and 
monitoring of each plan, the institution has reviewed and updated initiatives to adjust to 
changing circumstances and new opportunities. (5C3) 
 
● Aligning operations with the institution’s mission, vision, values  
 Shared governance processes ensure that academic programs are mission-consistent.  
Proposals for new undergraduate and graduate courses and programs require articulation of  
the University-Wide Learning Goals, and unit curriculum committees approve these proposals 
before they are submitted for approval by the Faculty Senate, full faculty, and provost. In the 
case of new degree programs, the Board of Trustees is an additional level of approval. 
 During the 2012–13 strategic planning process, all participants were asked to describe the 
qualities about UIndy—the values and traditions—that should be preserved, and to suggest 
ways to strengthen mission through improvements to institutional and academic quality, the 
student experience, the University’s relationship with its broader community, and its overall 
competitive position. Also, participants reflected on how the University’s technology, facilities, 
and resources could be better aligned with mission, vision, and values. These insights were  
built into the strategic plan and subsequent campus initiatives reflect a greater alignment.  
The resulting strategic initiatives encompass key student learning objectives such as inter-
professional education and the new healthplex model. Another example is the reconfiguration  
of the library to better support scholarly activity among and between students and faculty. (5C2) 
 

 Aligning efforts across departments, divisions, and colleges for optimum 
effectiveness and efficiency  

 A number of structures are in place to ensure that efforts are aligned across various units 
and departments.  

1. An Enrollment Management Committee ensures that conversations and problem-solving 
take place between admissions, financial aid, the Office of the Registrar, marketing, 
academic units, and Faculty Senate.  

2. The Academic Affairs Leadership Team, composed of academic deans, directors of the 
centers of excellence, associate provosts, associate vice president for information 
systems, and the director of the library, takes a holistic approach to new program 
development and other academic affairs initiatives.  

3. The strategic planning process added a new layer of connectivity and a mechanism for 
active participation in priority setting and budgeting through creation of the University 
Planning Commission. The Planning Commission has provided operational transparency 
and a forum for consensus building in regard to institutional priorities, which have in turn 
become the priorities for budgeting. (5B3) 
 

● Capitalizing on opportunities and institutional strengths and countering the impact  
of institutional weaknesses and potential threats  

 The strategic initiatives identified by the strategic planning process that will define 
institutional priorities for the next 5 to 10 years were designed to capitalize on opportunities  
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and counter weaknesses and threats. One example is the declining population of high school 
students in the region and displaced workers. The addition of a new program is set to attract 
adult professionals who are redefining their careers. (5C4, 5C5) 
 
● Creating and implementing strategies and action plans that maximize current 

resources and meet future needs  
 The Board of Trustees adopted the Vision 2030 strategic plan conceptual framework  
and initiatives in May 2013 (http://uindy.edu/about-uindy/strategic-plan), and the University 
community spent the fall of 2014 prioritizing those initiatives, identifying the associated revenues 
and expenses, and developing a five-year implementation plan with a budget that was vetted 
through the UPC. The resulting five-year financial management plan was adopted by the Board 
in February 2014. (5C1) 
 The plan leverages the University’s vibrant and growing programs in the allied health 
sciences—Nursing, Occupational Therapy, Physical Therapy, Psychology, Kinesiology, Athletic 
Training, and Social Work—to meet current and future market demand, generate revenue that 
can advance other priorities, and create significant momentum for soliciting philanthropic 
dollars. An initial $50-million self-investment in facilities and development of new graduate 
programs is expected to generate revenue, inspire gifts, and expand programs and services that 
will enable the University to boost retention and career placement, contain tuition, and expand 
financial aid while becoming more diversified and competitive as a comprehensive liberal arts 
institution. This carefully integrated strategic plan already is improving collaboration across  
the University and enhancing institutional accountability and relevance, which are becoming 
increasingly important to prospective parents and students. As such, the University is well 
positioned to weather market storms and meet future needs. 
 Facing a national decline in traditional college-age students, increased competition from 
other Indiana colleges in the health sciences, parental and student concerns about rising 
college costs and debt, and public scrutiny of the value of higher education, the University 
community collectively sought to counter these threats through:  

1. Adopting initiatives to increase retention (e.g., centralize advising; develop multi-
disciplinary programs to increase engagement). 

2. Cost containment measures. 
3. Generating new sources of revenue through new academic programs and 

enhancements such as lacrosse and marching band, which will be in place by the fall 
of 2015.  

4. Efforts to develop non-tuition funding sources, such as foundation grants, and increase 
value and distinctiveness (e.g., enhance the library and student apartments; bring allied 
health programs together under one roof for new learning and research opportunities).  

5. Improved student marketability (creating a Professional Edge Center). (5C4) 
 
4R2. What are the results for communicating, planning, implementing, and reviewing the 
institution’s operational plans?  

  
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized (e.g., achievement of goals and/or 

satisfaction with process) 
 Communication of the strategic plan showcased a broad-based participatory process for 
UIndy constituents.  
 Communication Tools:  

 To support transparency and encourage engagement, a special public web page 
(https://www.uindy.edu/vision) was created with a process flow chart designed to track 
progress during the year and post notes, photos, and status reports from the 

https://www.uindy.edu/vision
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conversations. An internal Vision 2030 site also was set up on the University’s intranet 
site, My UIndy. The resulting Vision 2030 initiatives that now form UIndy’s strategic plan 
reflect a convergence of priorities that resulted from engagement of all sectors of the 
University community. (See table 4.7 for summary of ideas, structuring and 
implementation.) 

 The Board of Trustees subsequent adoption of a five-year strategic plan was announced 
to all key stakeholders via messages from the president, who followed up with town hall 
meetings with employees, pizza gatherings with students, a meeting with the 
neighborhood association, alumni gatherings at various locations, and one-on-one 
meetings with community leaders. The strategic plan was further publicized in a press 
release and articles in the University magazine and other publications, and by the 
president’s appearance on the weekly local television program “Inside Indiana 
Business.”  
 

Table 4.7 Vision 2013: Ideation, Structuring, Implementation 

From October 2012 to May 2013, the Vision 2030 Strategic Planning Process took place.  

A snapshot of results is below. 

Ideation Phase: 1,600 

sources of input 

Café conversations (faculty, staff, students, alumni, parents, community), task forces, University 

Planning Commission, student brainstorming, University surveys.   

13 Framing Principles 

Framing principles emerged: diversity & inclusion, transformational experiences, community 

engagement, relevance, impact, quality, access, innovation, service, tradition, well-being & 

community safety, evidence-based decision-making, and financial & resource stewardship. These 

framing principles informed the selection of strategic lenses and overall strategy to drive initiatives. 

3 Strategic Lenses 
Institutional competiveness; sustainable community anchor; program, process & product 

innovation are the lenses through which University Focal Points emerged. 

3 University Focal Points 
Student experience & engagement, community engagement/involvement, and faculty/staff 

excellence are focal points that guide the strategy for the Vision 2030 2trategic plan. 

    
● Summary results of measures and comparison with benchmarks 
 The 2011 Campus Climate survey did not specifically ask employees about their satisfaction 
with process but did ask if they felt their work contributes to achieving strategic initiatives.  
Nearly 84 percent responded that such was the case. The following table shows relevant data 
from the 2010–11 HERI Faculty Survey, conducted every three years, in regard to how faculty 
perceive their relationship with the administration. 

 
Table 4.8 HERI Faculty Survey—Selected Results 

Statement 

2010–11 2013–14 

Very 

Descriptive/Somewhat 

Descriptive  

Comparison Group: 

Private Universities 

Very 

Descriptive/Somewhat 

Descriptive/Agree  

Comparison Group: 

Private Universities 

Administrators 

consider faculty 

concerns when 

making policy. 

78.2% 75.6% 76.1% 71% 

The administration  

is open about its 

policies 

75.6% 68.8% 83.7% 70.6% 

Faculty is sufficiently 

involved in campus 

decision making. 

62.6% 54.8% 72.8% 59.6% 

 
● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 In most areas, UIndy compares favorably with other private universities on the 2010–11 
HERI survey. The strategic planning that began in 2012–13, now being implemented, has been 
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even more inclusive and transparent. As anticipated, the 2013–14 HERI survey results  
for these same items reflect a strengthened relationship between faculty and administration. 
 
4I2. Based on 2R2, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next few years?  
 
 The thirteen framing principles (see Vision 2030 summary—Table 4.7) will form the starting 
point for analysis of progress in the next evaluation/assessment phase of the strategic plan. A 
dashboard of metrics has been created to monitor progress on the University’s new strategic 
plan, and work groups comprising Cabinet and Planning Commission members have been 
formed to manage implementation of each key initiative. Gathering and updating data for the 
dashboards will be managed by key campus personnel, as determined by the President’s 
Cabinet. Cabinet members provide oversight for data collection and analysis in such areas  
as budget, retention, and development of new programs. 

 
4P3. Leadership focuses on governance and leadership of the institution. Describe the 
processes for ensuring sound and effective leadership of the institution and who is 
involved in those processes.   

 
● Establishing appropriate Board-institutional relationships to support leadership  

and governance  
 Governance is the responsibility of the Board of Trustees, who establishes global 
institutional policies and goals. The board assigns management and implementation 
responsibilities through various channels to administration and faculty as appropriate. 
Representation of the board consists of six representatives of the United Methodist Church 
(UMC) and 30 additional trustees (ex officio members: University president, president of the 
Alumni Association, Indiana-area resident UMC bishop), who communicate directly with either 
the president or provost. (2C4) 
 
● Establishing oversight responsibilities and policies of the Governing Board  

The board is composed of specific committees tasked to create policy, set goals, ensure 
effective management, and maintain the financial integrity of the University (see Table 4.9).  
A board Conflict of Interest Policy is in place. The Bylaws of the Board of Trustees and the 
Constitution, Bylaws, and Rules of the Faculty are published in the Faculty Handbook, which 
clearly outlines the governance structure. The University added a new position, vice president 
and general counsel, to the Office of the President in 2013, to ensure proper oversight of its 
legal responsibilities. (2C3, 5B1, 5B2) 
 
● Maintaining board oversight, while delegating management responsibilities to 

administrators, and academic matters to faculty  
The board assigns management and implementation responsibilities to administration  

and faculty as appropriate. The president is the chief executive officer of the University, with 
responsibility over all personnel and operations. (2C4) 

The faculty have primary authority over and the responsibility to formulate and implement 
policies and procedures regarding the integrity and structure of academic programs and  
the general welfare of the faculty, including curriculum, academic and honorary degrees, 
academic standards, creation of new programs, faculty governance, and academic freedom. 
The faculty have advisory authority on all matters of institutional policy and administrative 
decisions regarding budgets for academic programs, faculty discipline, facilitation of teaching 
and research, and faculty compensation and benefits.  (2C4) 
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● Ensuring open communication between and among all colleges, divisions, and 

departments 
 

Table 4.9 Governing Entities of the University 

Group Communication 

Board of Trustees ● Meets three times a year 

● Meets as committees of the board (Executive Committee, Board Affairs and Governance 

Committee, Campus Life Committee, Finance Committee, Resources Committee), which 

report to the full board 

● Recommendations of the full board announced by the president or the executive vice 

president and provost 

President’s Cabinet ● Cabinet meets monthly 

● Working groups report progress during Cabinet meetings; progress is also reported to 

UPC (see below) and members of work groups also communicate progress to their units 

University Planning 
Commission (UPC) 

 Administrators, faculty, and staff communicate to their constituents and the campus                           
    at large via meetings, email communication, or postings on the My UIndy intranet site 

Academic Affairs 

Leadership Team (AALT) 
● Deans communicate with individual academic units 
● The executive vice president and provost communicates issues affecting faculty to the 

Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate 
Faculty Senate 
 

● Open monthly meetings  
● Makes recommendations to the administration and the board concerning issues falling 

under the advisory authority of the faculty (as outlined in the Faculty Constitution) 
● Agendas and minutes for meetings of Committees of the Faculty are posted on My UIndy  

Faculty Senate:  

Executive Committee (EC) 
 

● Communicates Senate activities to the faculty via full faculty meetings, email, and 

postings on My UIndy  
● Facilitates communication between faculty and administration 
● Meets monthly with the executive vice president and provost 
● EC president meets monthly with the University president 

 
As demonstrated in Table 4.9, there are multiple instances of overlap in committee 

membership across governing bodies of the University. UPC is made up of various 
administrators, faculty, and staff, including the AALT and EC of the Faculty Senate. The 
executive vice president and provost oversees AALT, which is charged with advising on and 
implementing academic policy. Members of AALT communicate with the faculty through regular 
academic unit meetings. The EC communicates through the Senate meetings, and Senate 
members then communicate to individual academic units. The Faculty Senate oversees 
committees of the faculty and communicates to the faculty as a whole via email, intranet, 
senators’ reports at unit meetings, and tri-annual full faculty meetings.  
 
● Collaborating across all units to ensure the maintenance of high academic standards  
 Oversight of all curricula and curricular policies are the primary responsibility of the faculty, 
and is managed among four faculty committees, as detailed in the Faculty Handbook. (5B3) 

 
● Providing effective leadership to all institutional stakeholders  
 The University ensures that all stakeholders are involved in establishing and assessing 
policy. See Table 4.9 for a description of stakeholder involvement and campus leadership. The 
Board of Trustees observes the mission and strategic plan while receiving input from multiple 
stakeholders to inform its decisions. (2C1, 2C2) 

 
● Developing leaders at all levels within the institution  

There are numerous opportunities for leadership and leadership development via 
participation in various administrative, faculty, staff, student, blended committees, task forces, 
and working groups. Some of these entities are ongoing and some are created to achieve short-
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term goals. The composition and responsibilities of all standing committees of the University 
and committees of the faculty are described in the Faculty Handbook.  

 
● Ensuring the institution’s ability to act in accordance with its mission and vision  

As detailed in the Faculty Handbook, “it is the policy of the Board of Trustees that trustees, 
officers, and employees shall have the continuing, affirmative duty to report any personal 
ownership, interest, or other relationship that might affect their ability to exercise impartial, 
ethical, and business judgments in the area of their responsibilities.” As indicated in section 4R4 
of this report, the position of special assistant to the president for mission “was created in order 
to ensure that the University values embodied in UIndy’s mission are integrated into all aspects 
of institutional culture.” (2C3) 
 
4R3. What are the results for ensuring long-term effective leadership of the institution? 

 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 
 One survey instrument used to gauge employees’ views about leadership of the institution is 
the Great Colleges to Work For survey.  

 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible) 

 
Table 4.10 Results Related to Leadership and Governance:  EMPLOYEES 

Measurable Outcomes: Leadership Tool 2013 2014 2014 Carnegie Master’s 

–Employee perception that senior 

leadership provides a clear direction 

for institution’s future 

 

67% 66%  57% 

–Employee perception that senior 

leadership has the knowledge, skills, 

and experiences necessary for 

institutional success 

Great  

Colleges  

to 

78% 69%  66% 

–Employee perception that senior 

leadership shows a genuine interest in 

the well-being of faculty, 

administration and staff 

Work For 

Survey 
65% 59%  60% 

-Employee perception of belief in what 

they are told by senior leadership 

 
71% 64%  60% 

Measurable Outcomes: Governance     

-Employee perception that the role  

of faculty in shared governance is 

clearly stated 

 

77% 71% 64% 

-Employee perception that faculty are 

appropriately involved in decision-

making related to curriculum 

 

74% 78% 71% 

--Employee perception that faculty, 

administration and staff are 

meaningfully involved in institutional 

planning 

 

 

 

 

76% 65% 56% 

 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

See Table 4.10 for the benchmarks used by UIndy when measuring employee perceptions 
of leadership and governance.  

 
● Interpretation of assessment results and insights gained 
 The results show UIndy to be above the mean for its comparison group on most items and 
this gain is viewed as a positive improvement since satisfaction with leadership had been 
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identified in the 2010 Systems Appraisal as a strategic issue. While the tools to measure the 
gain are different and make direct comparison difficult, nevertheless the Great Colleges to  
Work For survey results show UIndy to be comparable with its peer institutions. From the 
Systems Appraisal 2010, the strategic issue connected with the Category for “Leading and 
Communicating” noted that UIndy has an opportunity to include greater consideration of faculty 
voice in decision-making and to better track effective leadership and communication. The 
strengthened relationship with faculty through Faculty Senate, collaborative task forces, and 
inclusion on the University Planning Commission has contributed to increased satisfaction on 
shared governance. The adoption of an “industry standard” tool to replace a local employee 
survey or an internal climate survey also allows for improved tracking of employee satisfaction.   
 Another reflection relates to the drop in points (from 6 to 9 points) in the leadership items 
between 2013 and 2014. In 2012–13, the strategic planning process was extremely 
encompassing, engaging, and open to all feedback. It was a gathering process. In the next 
phase of strategic planning, 2013–14, the direction of the institution needed to be focused and 
initiatives prioritized in order to make the best use of strategic opportunities and resources. As 
such, the inclusiveness of the early part of the process was replaced by critical reflection and 
prioritization, which necessarily involved choosing some initiatives or projects over others. 
Numerous meetings ranging from town hall to small group presentations were held to build 
support for the Five-Year Plan, and as the results indicate, UIndy leadership has been 
successful when measured against benchmarks in building support for the Five-Year Plan 
implementing Vision 2030. 
 As a continuous quality improvement institution, UIndy seeks to improve its scores on the 
Great Colleges to Work For survey and looks toward the “honor roll” scored institutions (those 
with the highest scores) as an aspirational target. For this reason, in fall 2013, the president 
spent a part of the opening day retreat prior to the new academic year in a town hall meeting  
for all employees discussing the Great Colleges to Work For survey. In this meeting, he shared 
and asked for analysis of the feedback in order to better understand the challenges for the 
institution. Results were then posted on the internal website and subsequently aligned with 
initiatives in Vision 2030.  
 
4I3. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in the next few years? 

 
 Table 4.11 summarizes recent improvements implemented by senior leadership. It also 
shows major initiatives flowing from the strategic plan, which rely upon the effective practice of 
shared governance and campus-wide collaborations. 

 
Table 4.11 Key Improvements & Initiatives 

Source for Change Initiatives 

President’s Office and 

Cabinet 

 

 

Vision 2030 

● Implementation of an inclusive strategic planning process (2012) 

● Creation of University Planning Commission (2013) 

● Enhancement of President’s Cabinet to broaden University representation (2013) 

 

● Professional Edge Center merges Alumni Relations, Career Services, and Community 

Programs (created in 2013) 

● “Greyhound Plan” integrates student experience from registration to graduation  

● $50-million 5-year investment plan announced (2014) 

● Health and Wellness Pavilion (target 2015) 

● Library Renovations (target 2016) 
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4P4 Integrity focuses on how the institution ensures legal and ethical behavior  
and fulfills its societal responsibilities. Describe the processes for developing and 
communicating legal and ethical standards, monitoring behavior to ensure standards  
are met, and who is involved in those processes.  

 
 Developing and communicating standards 

 The University of Indianapolis has developed long-standing policies that reflect the relevant 
federal, state, and local laws. The processes for reviewing and updating these policies are 
detailed within a series of handbooks that cover all segments of the University. The handbooks 
are introduced to members of the University community at the time they arrive as new students 
or employees.  
 

 The student, faculty, and staff handbooks are made available online through the public 
University site (www.uindy.edu) and the University community website (my.uindy.edu). Bylaws 
of the Board of Trustees are published in the Faculty Handbook. The handbooks are reviewed 
and updated on a regular basis, as needed. For example, the most current revision of the  
Staff Handbook was announced to the campus community via email and posted on My UIndy  
on October 1, 2013. The Staff Handbook, similar to the Faculty Handbook, is updated as 
campus policies and/or the laws change. Major revisions of the Staff Handbook are reviewed  
by the University labor and benefit attorneys prior to being released to the campus community.  
  

 Training employees for legal and ethical behavior 
 Handbooks and web pages on the intranet designed for employees provide tools for training 
insofar as they outline processes for monitoring, reporting, and handling violations in policies.  
Depending on the incident, a variety of campus personnel may be involved in handling the 
process. Training occurs at orientations for new employees; at periodic workshops that are 
departmentally based, e.g., Office of Financial Aid; or convened for a defined group of 
employees; e.g., administrative assistants. When changes to policies occur, emails are sent  
to alert employees to the change and to the update of policy. 
 

 Modeling ethical and legal behavior from the highest levels of the organization 
One example of modeling ethical behavior has been demonstrated by the Board of 

Trustees, who requested to become involved in the campus AQIP Process. Four members of 
the UIndy Board of Trustees are participating in the AQIP portfolio preparation and review 

Table 4.12 Policy References 

Resource Relevant Policies (examples—not a complete list) 

Board of Trustees      

Bylaws 

• Conflict of Interest 

• Nondiscrimination 

• Rights of Indemnification 

Faculty Handbook 

• Conflict of Interest 

• Nondiscrimination 

• Faculty-Student Relationship Policy 

• FERPA-Compliant Use of Web-Based Plagiarism Detection Service 

• Access to Educational Records (FERPA) 

Staff/ Employee 

Handbook 

 

• Outside Employment 

• EEOC Statement 

• OSHA Regulations 

• Harassment, Sexual Harassment, Intimidation and Abuse  

Student Handbook 

• Academic Misconduct 

• Harassment, Sexual Harassment, Intimidation, and Abuse 

• Registering with Services for Students with Disabilities 

http://www.uindy.edu/
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process. As such, the trustees have become aware of the AQIP categories and the criteria for 
accreditation, and the responses of the institution in its Systems Portfolio. The trustees have 
provided perspective on several key issues in each of the six AQIP categories. 

All members of the University community, including senior administration and the president, 
are accountable to campus supervisors or to the Board of Trustees, and these relationships  
are made known by the University organizational chart and the University directory. Should 
concerns about an employee remain unresolved, the established University process would be  
to share the concern with the individual’s supervisor.  

Further, the addition of the vice president and general counsel position as part of the Office 
of the President and as a member of Cabinet provides an internal level of legal review for 
University matters. The use of an external survey, Great Colleges to Work For, allows campus 
respondents to comment confidentially on the leadership of senior administration. The results 
are shared across campus. 

 

 Ensuring the ethical practice of all employees  
 Selected examples of processes that insure integrity and ethical behavior include: 

1. University Credit Card Usage Policy: The policy that outlines how to appropriately use 
the University credit card is found under Purchasing on the employee tab on the intranet. 
Further, a set of checks and balances is in place to ensure that University cards are 
used appropriately and in the disposition of business related to one’s position at UIndy. 
Reporting and reconciling of receipts is done by the employee (or designee) and then 
forwarded to that employee’s immediate supervisor for approval. After this, the receipts, 
approval, and credit card report are submitted to the Business Office for a final review 
and filing with the Office of Accounting. (2A) 

2. Transfer Credit Policies: See Academic Catalog 2013–15 (page 54). Transfer Credit 
Policies establish the basic requirements for student coursework to be accepted and 
articulated by UIndy personnel. This is done to standardize and make equitable the 
transference of credits from other accredited institutions. (2A) 

3. Grade Change Form Policy: Faculty may request that a student’s grade be changed in 
the system, only after presenting sufficient evidence of the need for a change (such as a 
miscalculation of the final grade for a student, the re-evaluation of an assignment, etc.).  
The grade change must be approved by the faculty member’s chair and dean before it 
may be processed by the Office of the Registrar. 

4. General Complaint Process: In addition to the established grievance and academic 
misconduct and appeals processes (see Handbooks) there is an informal complaint 
process that allows concerns to be shared without requiring a formal complaint.  

a. Complaints to the president and other upper administrative officials 

i. Issues come forward from the full range of University constituents.  
ii. These are routed to the appropriate area for follow-up. 

b. Student Suggestion Box: this is a channel on the student tab of My UIndy that is 
monitored by the Student Senate.   

i. Student Senate Leadership follows through with responses and/or routes 
these to appropriate University officials for response. 
 

 Operating financial academic, personnel, and auxiliary functions with integrity, 
including following fair and ethical policies and adhering to processes for the 
governing board, administration, faculty, and staff  

 The Board of Trustees and the University have a number of standing committees in place to 
monitor compliance with University policy on behalf of the institution. The composition and 
purpose of key committees are highlighted in Table 4.13. Committees of the Faculty Senate and 
the University provide regular (generally monthly) reports to the Faculty Senate and University 
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Faculty (each regular semester). Minutes and information are filed on the Senate tab and other 
areas on My UIndy. Examples of key committees are listed below. (2A) 

 
Table 4.13 Oversight Committees (not a complete list) 

Committee Purpose 

Board of Trustees 

Board Affairs and 

Governance 

Committee 

Is a sub-committee of the Executive Committee: Reviews Bylaws of the Board and recommends 
changes. Sets performance evaluation processes for Board members 

Board of Trustees 

Finance Committee 

Makes recommendations regarding the financial policies of the University. Sets financial policy and 

monitors investment of University funds including the endowment. Recommends the annual 

University budget to the Board and approval of the annual external audit. 

University President’s 

Cabinet 

Serves as the primary source of consultation to the president. Composition of the cabinet is intended 

to ensure that all aspects of campus operations are represented, thereby providing an executive-level 

decision-making forum, including ethical and legal matters. 

Financial Aid Policy 

Committee 

To establish and monitor policies regarding the distribution of student financial aid.  

Admissions  Reviews admissions decisions appeal; reviews requests for admissions exceptions. 

University Planning 

Commission (UPC) 

Primarily a long-range planning body, UPC also is engaged to consider legal and ethical matters, 

particularly as they may interact with University mission and strategic planning. 

Academic Petitions 

The Academic Petitions Committee is a Legislative Committee that operates under the authority of 

the Faculty. The committee responds to petitions made by students as they pertain to the primary 

authority of the faculty, specifically as they relate to compliance with and exceptions to academic 

requirements, readmission to the University, and other academic policies.  

Americans with 

Disabilities Act  

(ADA) Compliance 

Committee 

This committee reviews all issues involving campus accommodations and makes recommendations 

to the president on cases that require extensive University resources. The committee also reviews 

reports from the Office of Human Resources and Services for Students with Disabilities regarding 

accommodations and compliance procedures. The committee reports to the president, who appoints 

the chair and members. 

Faculty-Staff Benefits 

Committee 

This committee reviews and makes recommendations regarding the University's benefits plans. It 

reports to the vice president for business and finance and is chaired by a faculty member elected by 

the committee. Members include four faculty representatives appointed by the Faculty Senate and 

three staff members appointed by the director of human resources. 

Academic Affairs 

Dispute Resolution 

Pool 

While not a committee in itself, this pool of ranked faculty members is assembled annually to serve  

as needed on special ad hoc judicial committees that review disputes involving students or faculty, 

including but not limited to appeals of allegations of academic dishonesty, grade appeals, faculty 

complaints and grievances, and reviews of recommendations to terminate for cause. When a 

committee is formed to review these matters, faculty representatives may be drawn from the pool. 

The deans nominate faculty for inclusion in the pool, and the nominees must then be approved by the 

provost and by the Executive Committee of the Faculty Senate. Members of the pool agree to serve 

for one year and may continue to serve in subsequent years. 

 

 Making information about programs, requirements, faculty and staff, costs to 
students, control, and accreditation relationships readily and clearly available to  
all constituents  
UIndy makes information concerning programs, requirements, faculty and staff, and costs 

available to students through pages on its public website related to admissions, financial aid, the 
Office of the Registrar, and academic departments. Information about the institution includes a 
link to the Higher Learning Commission, and the Academic Catalog lists the individual specialty 
accreditors for programs. UIndy established an Office of Accreditation in 2012 to centralize 
information, respond to inquiries, and proactively manage accreditation matters. (2B) 

UIndy complies with the Commission’s policy on publishing student outcomes information 
through a centralized process at the undergraduate level that is managed by the Office of 
Institutional Planning and Research. This office makes the official figures available for 
publication on UIndy web pages. (2B) 

UIndy publishes information about student achievement, including undergraduate retention 
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and graduation rates, as well as other information, prominently on its Financial Aid page with a 
Student Consumer Information link. Other information includes percentages for: 

 Federal Pell Grant recipients. 

 Students who received a subsidized Stafford Loan but did not receive a Pell Grant. 

 Students who did not receive a Pell Grant or a Subsidized Stafford Loan. 
 UIndy publishes information on its website for specific programs such as athletics. The 
overall athletic grade point average and the overall student-athlete graduation rate are made 
available on the public website. (2B) 
 The process for publishing student outcomes data for graduate programs is managed at the 
departmental or school level and is published on program pages on the public website. As 
examples, the Doctor of Physical Therapy (DPT) publishes the graduation rate, employment 
rate, and license exam pass rate. The Master of Occupational Therapy (MOT) publishes pass 
rates for the National Board for Certification in Occupational Therapy. The Doctorate in Clinical 
Psychology (PsyD) publishes time to completion, internship placements, attrition, and licensure. 
 
4R4: What are the results for ensuring institutional integrity? 

 
 Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized 

 One way that results demonstrating institutional integrity and ensuring ethical behavior can 
be tracked is through utilization. If a policy is publicized and procedures are made available,  
the institution should be able to track use. For example, the University records the number of 
students who submitted documentation and qualified for disability services.  
 Similarly, if policies and procedures are being followed, then this should be reflected in the 
employee perceptions, as expressed in employee satisfaction surveys. 

 
 Summary results of measures (include tables and figures when possible) 

 
Table 4.14   Students with Self-Disclosed Disabilities 

2012–13 2013–14 2014–15 

Autism Spectrum 20 Autism Spectrum 14 Autism Spectrum 19 

Learning & Attention 

Disabilities 

95 Learning & Attention 

Disabilities 

84 Learning & Attention 

Disabilities 

88 

Health Disorders 16 Health Disorders 14 Health Disorders 19 

Physical Disabilities 12 Physical Disabilities 8 Physical Disabilities 11 

Psychiatric Disorders 5 Psychiatric Disorders 8 Psychiatric Disorders 6 

Sensory Disabilities 12 Sensory Disabilities 8 Sensory Disabilities 12 

Total 160 Total 136 Total 155 

 
  

Table 4.15 Great Colleges to Work For Selected Survey Results 

Index Tool 2013 2014 2014 Carnegie Master’s 

Confidence in Senior Leadership Great 
Colleges to 
Work For 
Survey 

71% 64% 60% 

Policy, Leadership, and Efficiency 63% 59% 62% 

Fair Treatment of All Employees 
70% 61% 63% 

 
 Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks 

 UIndy met the goal of surpassing the mean of the 2014 Carnegie Master’s institutions in  
the items related to the integrity and ensuring ethical practice. 
 

 Interpretation of results and insights gained 
 The results from utilization reports are used to assure that sufficient staffing and support  
is provided to various programs or areas, such as the office supporting students with self-
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disclosed disabilities. When usage surpasses capacity, it is possible to increase capacity 
through staffing or additional resources secured through the budgeting process. For example,  
in tracking the number of hours billed to external legal counsel, administration made the 
decision that hiring internal legal counsel would better meet institutional needs with greater  
cost efficiency. While the use of external counsel may still occur, the frequency is much less.  
 The scores for 2013 in Table 4.15 for UIndy’s leaders surpass the 2014 Carnegie Master’s 
institutions. A small dip from 2013 to 2014 resulted in UIndy surpassing the benchmark in only 
one of three categories. In order to interpret these results an third year of results from 2015 will 
be needed. Two years of results on the Great Colleges to Work For survey are not viewed as 
sufficient for interpreting changes in institutional scores. 
 One insight gained from the president’s review of the Great Colleges to Work For survey in 
the Faculty Staff Institute in 2013–14 is that faculty perceptions of “fairness” in the workplace 
are tied to their perceptions of being “fairly paid.” This was supported by correlations in the data 
and by comments. Addressing faculty compensation has been identified in the strategic plan 
and the raise of $7,500 for promotion to full professor was part of year one (2013–14) initiatives. 
 
4I4: Based on 4R4, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next few years? 
 
1. The Office of Human Resources now reports to the vice president and general counsel.  

This should help ensure that appropriate laws and employment policies are followed and 
enforced equitably. Given the increased emphasis on regulations for universities and the 
need for integrity and vigilance, having an in-house resource is vital. 

2. Special Assistant to the President for Mission: This position was created in order to ensure 
that the University values embodied in UIndy’s mission are integrated into all aspects of 
institutional culture. In an effort to highlight the role of institutional mission, the special 
assistant to the president for mission launched a regular communication series, which will 
run through the full 2013–14 academic year, focusing on key tenets of UIndy’s mission. 
Examples of themes covered include relevance, quality, community engagement, 
stewardship, diversity and inclusion, and data-driven decision making. 

3. In spring 2014, a Student Conduct and Campus Life Task Force was created to ensure 
campus-wide focus on compliance issues. The task force was established to review UIndy’s 
judicial process for student conduct and explore additional ways to educate the entire 
campus on a variety of areas of campus life that impact students, including alcohol safety, 
sexual abuse, diversity, and other areas important to students. The committee will work to 
improve the overall campus experience for students. Online modules for student education 
will be required of students beginning fall 2014.  

4. The University became compliant with the Higher Education Opportunity Act (HEOA) by 
publishing on its website that the University is authorized to operate in the state of Indiana 
(which was accomplished by a state law enacted in 2011 explicitly naming the University of 
Indianapolis, as required in the HEOA). In addition, language was added to our website 
indicating that, in addition to our internal complaint resolution process, students may, 
through a provided link, register complaints with the Indiana Commission for Higher 
Education, in accordance with HEOA. 
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AQIP Category Five:  Knowledge Management and Resource Stewardship  

 

Knowledge Management and Resource Stewardship addresses management of the 
fiscal, physical, technological, and information infrastructures designed to provide an 
environment in which learning can thrive.    
 

Category Five Overview:  

 

 UIndy has given particular attention to its infrastructure to better support daily operations, 
strategic initiatives, and long-term planning. Improvements to knowledge management include 
the creation of an assistant vice president for planning and institutional research; the addition of 
external measures and benchmarks in planning processes; and systematic, more centralized 
data collection, storage, and retrieval. This systematic maturity level is gradually evolving as 
processes are centralized.  
 Along with the improvements in knowledge management, new structures have been 
designed to systematically distribute data, to obtain feedback on data, and to base decisions on 
data. Cabinet membership has been expanded to include new vice presidents, associate vice 
presidents, and special assistants to the president in key areas to enhance effective decision-
making. A University Planning Committee (UPC) was created to widely disseminate information 
and data for feedback and sharing across the campus, and in particular, in relation to Vision 
2030 and its strategic objectives. Recommendations from the UPC are taken to the Cabinet  
for decision-making. 
 Improvements to the infrastructure for Information Systems are expanded band-width, 
additional smart classrooms, and the recent implementation of the Google Apps program. A 
successfully completed one-year roll-out of Google Apps was an Action Project that included 
data collection on satisfaction before and after the implementation, various modes of training for 
the campus, and specific measurable objectives, including the number of requests received by 
the HelpDesk. Learning technologies continue to be upgraded to meet the teaching/learning 
needs on campus. For example, the Sakai learning management platform, ACE, was moved  
to another vendor in summer of 2014 to provide greater reliability and additional services to 
support and maintain a user-friendly system. 
 Resource management has been enhanced by a new budgeting process led by a new Chief 
Financial Officer. The new budget process is in the early stages of implementation, with one 
large academic department serving as the pilot for the new process. As part of the fiscal plan, 
resources have been aligned to meet strategic objectives that are priorities in the next year. For 
example, the University has established a five-year, $50-million dollar funding plan that includes 
the new UIndy Health Pavilion to support interdisciplinary student learning that aligns with our 
mission, vision, and values. UIndy is in a solid financial position to carry out its mission while 
capitalizing on new opportunities for growth and quality improvement. 

 
5P1. Knowledge Management focuses on how data, information, and performance results 
are used in decision-making processes at all levels and in all parts of the institution. 
Describe the processes for knowledge management and who is involved in those 
processes. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of key processes for: 
 
● Selecting, organizing, analyzing, and sharing data and performance information  

to support planning, process improvement, and decision-making  
Most of the responsibility for knowledge management at UIndy rests with the Office of 

Institutional Planning and Research (OIPR). Data are selected in order to ensure all aspects of 
the institutional process and University operations are informed. The data and performance 
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indicators that are selected can be organized into three main categories: operational data, 
survey data, and external data. Operational data includes all data the University collects 
internally on students, faculty, and staff through the normal course of operations. This 
information is collected through a set of enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems:  
Banner for student data, human resources, accounting, and financial aid; Enrollment 
Management Action Systems (EMAS), used by our Office of Admissions; and Raiser’s Edge, 
recently implemented to replace the Banner advancement module. Data generated by the use 
of these systems is then rolled up into an operational data store (ODS) for reporting and data 
analysis. The data are then further integrated into the enterprise data warehouse (EDW) to 
support higher-order data modeling and analytics. UIndy uses Cognos for report development 
and business intelligence analytics on both the ODS and EDW. The University has an inventory 
of regular reports generated from these systems that are distributed through standing 
committees on campus, including the Enrollment Management Committee (EMC), Academic 
Affairs Leadership Team (AALT), and the President’s Cabinet.  

The Information Systems (IS) department employs several programmers from the Academic 
Computing Services (ACS) unit that are assigned to University departments to support 
knowledge management. IS also maintains a regular training program for both Cognos and 
Banner for key staff across campus. 
 Along with operational data, the University participates in national survey projects. These 
surveys provide the institution with substantial, detailed information on students, alumni, faculty, 
and staff. Results from these surveys are disseminated through a number of venues. Summary 
results from our survey initiatives are made available to faculty and staff through the internal 
University portal, My UIndy. In addition, customized detailed reports are made available to AALT 
and the President’s Cabinet. Finally, the OIPR maintains a strong commitment to transparency 
and makes data available to members of the institution, upon request, as appropriate. 

In addition to internally generated data (operational and survey), the University maintains  
an active awareness of the performance of other institutions by collecting and monitoring a  
wide array of external data from sources such as Integrated Post-Education Data System 
(IPEDS), National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), American Association of University 
Professors (AAUP), and other state and national organizations that make available institution-
level data. Such data forms the basis of our benchmarking efforts to gauge academic and 
institutional quality. The University strives to identify data that can be benchmarked against  
peer institutions that is reviewed annually to ensure relevancy. UIndy joined the Higher 
Education Data Sharing consortium (HEDS) for external benchmarks and to expand access  
to additional external data.  

UIndy also is actively involved in understanding alumni outcomes through several methods, 
including the National Student Clearinghouse’s StudentTracker service to identify educational 
pursuits of students after they leave the University (both transfer and graduates). Data from the 
Indiana Workforce Information System (IWIS) are used to understand workforce outcomes of 
graduates, including industry and starting salaries. In addition, the use of social media sources, 
such as LinkedIN, help fill in the gaps in understanding what students do after graduation.  

 
● Determining what data, information, and performance results units and departments 

need access to in order to plan and manage effectively 
Academic departments regularly request data to evaluate appropriate resources focused on 

departmental budgets, student enrollments, and staffing. Relevant data from institution-wide 
surveys are utilized (e.g., NSSE, HERI), as well as data from departments at peer and 
competitor institutions. Non-academic units regularly request relevant performance data 
pertaining to University budget and staffing. National affinity groups are used to provide 
benchmarking such as National Association for College Admissions Counseling (NACAC) 
for Admissions, CUPA for Human Resources, and Educause for Information Systems. 
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● Making data, information, and performance results readily and reliably available 

to the units and departments that depend upon this information for operational 
effectiveness, planning, and improvements 
In general, information needs of the University are met through a decentralized model where 

administrative units develop and maintain the reports relevant to their areas. These reports are 
then made available to other departments on campus, as appropriate. For example, the Office 
of Admissions produces a weekly report on admissions activity. This report is then distributed to 
deans, cabinet, and other key administrative staff. 

The University also utilizes Cognos as a repository of many standard reports that may  
be executed in a self-serve manner by any authorized user. Cognos is also utilized to send 
commonly needed reports to users automatically via email, on a scheduled basis.  

Two key offices on campus undergo a formal audit process (Accounting/Finance and 
Financial Aid). These audits are conducted by third-party entities using industry standard 
accounting principles and audit procedures. The OIPR uses the results of these audits to 
improve data collection and reporting processes. 

As part of the strategic plan, UIndy administrators identified a series of metrics to collect  
and monitor, on an ongoing basis, to show that the strategic plan, Vision 2030, is having the 
intended impact on institutional quality and effectiveness. Outcome data for the metrics are 
gathered by the OIPR from the cabinet members responsible for the following five areas of 
achievement: enrollment, brand identity and reputation, alumni outcomes, advancement,  
and finance. Data for these areas reflect progress on various aspects of the strategic plan  
and are shared with the Board of Trustees. 

 
● Ensuring the timeliness, accuracy, reliability, and security of your knowledge 

management system(s) and related processes.  
The OIPR works in strategic alliance with Information Systems to effectively align University 

data and ensure reporting needs are met through sufficient infrastructure management. Both 
the associate vice president for information systems and the associate vice president for 
institutional planning and research co-chair a “data” cabinet subcommittee to coordinate 
effective data collection, analysis, and reporting. This committee maintains active oversight of 
the University’s reporting calendar.  

Depending on the specific need, many reports are available, on demand, via the Cognos 
repository. Other non-routine reports are generated, on request, by contacting OIPR, IS, or  
a specific department, as appropriate. The time needed to generate a requested report is 
dependent on the complexity and underlying data sources needed, usually within five  
business days. 

Security and access to data are handled via a standardized request/approval process.  
User roles are granted to allow an individual access to the data necessary to perform job 
functions. Use of strong passwords, changed every six months, and monthly auditing from 
Human Resources (HR) records ensures that data access is granted only to those with 
appropriate permissions. 
 

Table 5.1 Data Security Measures 

Initiative Process 

Access to data Standardized request/approval forms 

Password complexity Minimum 8 characters, at least one letter and number/special character 

Password expiration Every 6 months 

Auditing Account access is reviewed monthly based on HR list of personnel changes 

  



 
 

University of Indianapolis Systems Portfolio, November 2014      98 
 

 
5R1. What are the results for determining how data, information, and performance results 
are used in decision-making processes at all levels and in all parts of the institution? 
 

 Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized (including software platforms and/or 
contracted services).  

 
Table 5.2 Major Surveys Used 

Dimension Measured Measurement Tool Cycle Benchmarks 

Student Engagement NSSE Annually 
UIndy establishes four custom comparison groups in 

addition to overall NSSE universe 

Faculty Development HERI Faculty Survey Every 3 Years Private institutions 

Human Resources 

Satisfaction 

Chronicle “Great 

Colleges to Work For” 

Survey 

Annually Master’s institutions 

Alumni 

Outcomes/Satisfaction 
HEDS Alumni Survey Annually 

Custom benchmark of HEDS members that 

participate in this survey (changes annually) 

Graduate Student 

Satisfaction 
Internal Survey Annually Internal benchmarks using prior year’s performance 

 
Table 5.3 Tools Used for Tracking Data Integrity 

 Outcomes/Measures Tools Utilized 

Timeliness Number of operational reports 
generated 

Cognos logs and internal reporting 

Reliability and Accuracy Data validation 
Audit reports, vetting with functional users, 
and cross-checking data stores against live 
database 

 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible). 

 
Table 5.4 Process Results in Use of Major Surveys 

Survey Tool Process Results 

“Great Colleges to Work For” 

Survey 

Results shared at 2013 Faculty-Staff Institute to increase dissemination of findings and 

establish an institutional baseline for scores. Also initiated a campus-wide conversation 

around how to make UIndy a great college for which to work. 

HEDS Alumni Survey 
Adoption of this externally developed and calibrated instrument allowed for access to 

benchmark data and the development of meaningful institutional benchmarks. 

NSSE Incentives 

Recruitments incentives were used to improve response rates to ensure usable and 

informative responses. Response rates for both freshmen and seniors jumped from 

hovering around 30% to 50% for both groups of students. 

 
Table 5.5 Results for Access and Use of Cognos Reporting Tool 

Dimension Measure 

Number of Cognos consumers (those who access reports) 142 

Number of Cognos Authors (those who create reports) 41 

Total number of Cognos reports available 1,298 

Average number of reports generated per month (2013–14 academic year) 4,740 

 

 Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks. 
The benchmarks for major surveys are identified in Table 5.2. Specific external benchmarks 

have not yet been identified for knowledge management by Information Systems; however, a 
focus on access, security, and timeliness of data reflects best practices in higher education.  

 
● Interpretation of results and insights gained. 

As a result of an increased commitment to data quality, the University is successfully 
growing a culture of decision-making informed by the use of data and resulting analytics. 
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Table 5.6 highlights two areas in which the use of data and the insights gained from analysis  
were used to inform major institutional decisions.  
 

Table 5.6 Growing Culture of Assessment 

Athens, Greece Teach-out 

OIPR was used heavily to develop 18-month financial and human resource model 

scenarios to achieve a strategy that was both financially expedient and maximized  

fairness to active students. 

5-Year Plan/Health Pavilion 
Feasibility of a new construction project was predicated on financial models developed by 

the OIPR for five new master’s programs to be housed in the new academic building. 

 
5I1. Based on 5R1, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next few years? 
 
 Steps have been taken to improve data collection, analysis, and reporting needs. For 
example, the institutional research role was elevated to the assistant vice president level as  
a direct report to the president. In addition, this position is now a member of the President’s 
Cabinet to signal the critical role data have in university decision-making. With the intent of 
placing data at the center of cabinet conversation, the assistant vice president of institutional 
planning and research supplies “a chart/graph a day” to cabinet members, presenting data 
connected to the topics at hand. The data can be internal and external to the institution or 
span the spectrum of the higher education industry. 
 Another initiative launched by the OIPR brings together data managers from offices that 
have direct connections to operational data for the purposes of assessing processes to ensure 
data quality, to inventory reporting needs of individual units, and to improve the “time to 
decision” of the University reporting process.  

In addition to the national survey efforts in which the University participates (detailed in 
Table 5.2), UIndy has expanded its support for internal assessment and evaluation projects. 
The OIPR supports faculty and departments through a recently acquired institutional license  
to Qualtrics, a program for developing, distributing, and analyzing surveys, and by offering 
technical support for survey research using this tool. 
 
5P2. Resource Management focuses on how the resource base of the institution supports 
and improves its educational programs and operations. Describe the processes for 
managing resources and who is involved in those processes. This includes, but is not 
limited to, descriptions of key processes for: 
 
● Maintaining fiscal, physical, and technological infrastructures sufficient to support 

operations  
UIndy maintains its infrastructure to support fiscal operations through a systematic budget 

process whereby budget managers submit proposals for operating budgets July 1 and capital 
expenditure requests during November. The preliminary operating and capital budget is 
reviewed by the Budget Committee, with a final proposed budget approved by the Board  
of Trustees in the spring.  (5A1) 

Maintaining, updating, and keeping up with increasing demands on campus buildings and 
physical structures are a priority. To meet the constant demands of maintenance and updating 
building structures, an ongoing list of facility needs and improvements is generated and ranked 
in order of need by cabinet and communicated through administrative meetings. Information 
about needed changes is solicited by cabinet from campus constituents prior to prioritization. 

Based on information gathered via surveys, committees, and other groups, priorities are 
established for necessary renovation of academic and student areas. The Krannert Memorial 
Library has been identified recently as in need of modernization to become a vibrant teaching 
and learning center for student and faculty collaboration. The overall vision of the renovated 
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Library is based on a collective plan for the project created by a series of campus-wide 
conversations with students, staff, faculty, and administration, and refined by the Library 
Renovation Steering Committee. Funding for this project has been secured, and initial 
renovation is expected to be complete by fall 2015. 

Increasing demands for network access and bandwidth is a continuing process. While 
maintaining the technological infrastructure is primarily the responsibility of IS, budget and 
implementation priorities are set by working in collaboration with academic units, administrative 
offices, and students. This is done via standing committees such as the Academic Affairs 
Leadership Team, the Faculty Senate Learning Resource Committee (LRC), the Indianapolis 
Student Government (ISG), and special task forces such as those from the strategic planning 
process, and often in one-on-one meetings and interviews. (5A1) 
 
● Setting goals aligned with the institutional mission, resources, opportunities, and 

emerging needs  
Vision 2030 led to the identification of 32 specific initiatives. Identification of resources to 

meet the prioritized initiatives is determined through the budget process. Proposed capital 
expenditures and operating expenses are reviewed by the Budget Committee for alignment to 
the mission so that resources are prioritized in moving the strategic initiatives forward. (5A3) 

A special task force was formed in 2012–13 to look at both short- and long-term needs for 
technology improvements across campus. Major short-term needs were identified by this task 
force in the following areas: 

 Digital infrastructure—increased wireless, iClassrooms, Voice over IP 

 Training/Support—improved Help Desk, self-service tools, more technology training 

 Academic and Administrative—additional 24-hour lab space, collaborative workstations, 
test lab, technology pilot program 

 Governance/Decentralized IT—Governance committee, distributed technology budgets 
 

● Allocating and assigning resources to achieve organizational goals, while ensuring 
that educational purposes are not adversely affected  
The mission of the University and its educational purpose drive the priorities for resource 

allocation. The Budget Committee allocates and assigns resources to achieve organizational 
goals and the Provost and Executive Vice President is a member of the Budget Committee 
providing direct representation for academic needs. (5A2) 

Information Systems systematically reviews and analyzes existing resources to evaluate 
how best to meet instructional needs and provide better customer service. Planning, 
implementing changes, and making reallocations are done in collaboration with the Academic 
Affairs Leadership Team and the Learning Resources Committee to ensure that educational 
needs are met.  

Processes and workflows ensure that faculty and staff receive regular and timely upgrades 
to needed technology resources. This includes computer hardware, software, and classroom 
technology. 

Each year as part of establishing the annual budgeting process, a fund is allocated for the 
maintenance and improvements of campus building and grounds. Additionally, emergency 
dollars are set aside for improvements that had not been prioritized or anticipated in the 
budgeting process.   
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5R2. What are the results for Resource Management?  
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized. 

Fiscal benchmarks include: (1) maintain or improve debt rating of A- / Stable Outlook, (2) 
meet or exceed the benchmark for endowment return performance, (3) meet or exceed the  
Council of Independent Colleges’ Financial Indicators (FIT) Ratio, (4) maintain a competitive 
tuition rate relative to 20 other independent colleges in Indiana, (5) maintain a tuition discount 
rate at or below 32%.   

Table 5.7 identifies a variety of tools and methods used to measure technology resource 
allocation and management. 

Table 5.7 Measures Tracked and Tools Utilized 
 Outcomes/Measures Tools Utilized Responsible Group(s) 

Maintaining Tech 
Infrastructure 

Quantity and duration of 
unplanned outages or 
disruptions 
 
Quantity of added 
equipment/services 

Logs, monitoring 
applications, tracking 
documents 

Information Systems 

Setting Goals List of priorities Technology Task Force UPC and Cabinet 

Allocating Resources Quantity and timing of 
equipment refreshes Database Technology Planning  

and Acquisitions 
Maintaining Physical 
Infrastructure 

Quantity and duration  
of unplanned and  
planned projects  
 
 

Ongoing log of deferred 
maintenance as well as 
general improvement needs 
for campus 

Physical Plant, Budget 
Committee, UPC, Cabinet 

Setting Goals List of priorities Ranking of campus priorities 
and cost 

Budget Committee & Cabinet 

Allocating Resources Prioritization of dollars Ranked master list Budget Committee &  
Physical Plant 

 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible) 
 

Table 5.8  Benchmarked Fiscal Resource Management 

Measures 2011 2012 2013 Internal Target Benchmark 

Bond Rating A- A- A- A- A- 

Endowment 0.15% 0.13% 1.86% CPI + 5% * 

Financial Ratio 2.9 2.2 3.0 2.0 or greater 1.5 

Tuition Cost $22,020 $22,790 $23,590 25% 25% 

Financial aid discount 31% 31% 30% 32% or lower 32% or lower 

* The benchmark for measuring endowment performance is the weighted average of: (1) 45% Russell 3000, (2) 15% MSCI ALL 

Country World ex-U.S., (3) 30% BC Aggregate Bond, and (4) 10% HFRI FOF Diversified Index. “The actual return achieved in 

excess of the benchmark for endowment performance is shown in the table above.” 

 

Table 5.9 Maintaining Technology Infrastructure 
Measureable Outcome 2012–13 2013–14 

Hours of Unplanned 
Outages/Interruptions  
(rounded to nearest quarter hour) 

87.5 31.5 

Wireless Coverage/Access Points 
added to existing  
access point count of 250 

Replaced existing 250 with  
new equipment and added 35  

new access points 

Added 720  
bringing total access  
point count to 1,005 

Technology-Enabled Classrooms 84 102 

Number of University-owned computers 
upgraded/replaced 

263 304 
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Table 5.10 Outcomes for Technology Initiatives 

Goal Status 
Increased Wireless Coverage Funded. Administrative and academic buildings completed.  

Residence halls completed in summer 2014. 
iClassrooms Funded and in progress. All eligible classrooms completed by summer 

2014 to 100% of internal target. 
Complete Voice Over IP for all of campus Currently not funded. 
Help Desk Improvements Ongoing. Relocation and reorganization complete. 
Self-Service Tools Online password reset tool (most common Help Desk ticket) completed.  

Better account activation process and overhauled web/FAQ site in 
progress. 

Technology Training Ongoing. 
Additional 24-hour lab space, collaborative 
workstations, test lab 

Not directly funded but may be partially accomplished via the 5-year plan, 
including the new Health Pavilion and library remodel. 

 

● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks. 
Results for fiscal measures show the University to be financially stable and competitively 

positioned in its tuition and fees when compared to benchmarks. One important internal 
benchmark for Information Systems, which has been to establish 100% of all classrooms as 
iClassrooms, has been achieved. Further the goal of creating a wireless campus has been 
achieved as of summer 2014.  

● Interpretation results and insights gained. 
It is understood at UIndy that financial stability must be re-achieved each year; it is 

recognized that as a private institution, financial outcomes are driven by enrollment and 
revenue. As the percentage of total revenue, UIndy received 72.5% from revenues and fees  
for 2013-14. As such UIndy is continually evaluating future investments in light of data about 
why students choose UIndy. Program quality is a major reason and in light of this, the University 
is investing in the UIndy Health Pavilion to remain competitive in the area of health sciences. 
Investment in the Krannert Memorial Library creates new social and collaborative spaces  
to meet the needs of active learners. Investments in new residence halls meet the student 
preference for living on campus but for doing so in units that are more apartment-like than  
are dormitories. Data on recruitment, admission, financial aid, and enrollment are continually 
monitored by the respective offices, analyzed by the Enrollment Management Committee,  
and shared with cabinet and other campus groups. 

While substantial improvement has been made in the areas of technology infrastructure,  
as described in Table 5.10, it is an ongoing process as technology continues to progress. A 
concerted effort of resources, both in dollars and personnel, will be necessary to keep up with 
the increasing demand of new and changing technologies. Also, informal interviews have 
indicated improvements in the interaction of campus with Information Systems, but work 
remains in response times and customer service. Less reliance on student workers and 
more reliance on full-time staff will be required to keep up with changing technology. 

Results for facilities and physical infrastructure are measured by progress on priorities 
identified for physical plant. The University annually allocates one million dollars or more for  
the maintenance and repair of buildings and the cultivation of grounds. As a result, needed 
improvements with high-priority scores are addressed annually to avoid deferred maintenance. 

One insight of the space study requisitioned as part of the strategic planning process was 
the need for new space. It was determined that a new classroom building is a critical need, 
given the maximum utilization of existing space. This insight informed the decision to build the 
new UIndy Health Pavilion that is set to open in fall 2015.  
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5I2. Based on 5R2, what improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in 
the next one to three years? 

With the arrival of a new president in 2012 and new chief financial officer in 2014, new 
perspectives on the budgeting process have been brought to campus. The development of  
a rolling five-year financial forecast was added to the budgeting process to support decision-
making that needed to span multiple years. A closer alignment of expenses and revenue are 
sought so that heavily subscribed programs could be adequately resourced. The past practice 
of “roll-over” budgets did not necessarily reflect changes in demand for programs. Recent 
improvements to the budget process will feature (1) income statements with revenues and 
expenses for each major academic college and department, (2) measurement of cost per credit 
hour for each major academic college and department, (3) an operating plan with key 
performance metrics for every major budget center, both academic and support. 

A summary of technology improvements for 2012–14 is provided in Table 5.11. 

Table 5.11 Technology Infrastructure Improvements 

Initiative Steps Taken 

Physical Network A complete redesign/upgrade moved the infrastructure from a “flat” network to a Layer 2/3 
network to manage traffic better. 

Wireless Access A full wireless survey was completed. Additional wireless coverage added; new access point 
technology was installed in every eligible living space in the residence halls. 

Classroom Technology Budget approval allowed purchasing of additional technology; all eligible classrooms will be 
equipped with technology by end of summer 2014. 

Improved Help Desk The Help Desk area was expanded and placed in a more visible and accessible location.  
In addition, the Help Desk was placed under new leadership with a focus on training and  
customer service. 

 
To summarize, two major building projects, the UIndy Heath Pavilion and the Krannert 

Memorial Library renovation, will be significant additions to campus facilities and are designed 
to add space in innovative ways. A major partner in the planning process for the new building is 
Information Systems, as cutting-edge technology is to be incorporated into new learning spaces. 
 
5P3. Operational Effectiveness focuses on how an institution ensures effective 
management of its operations in the present and plans for continuity of operations  
into the future. Describe the processes for operational effectiveness and who is involved 
in those processes. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of the following 
processes for: 
 
● Building budgets to accomplish institutional goals. 
 The budget process is guided by the strategic plan and rolling Five-Year Fiscal Management 
Plan, and supported by the Banner financial system. The Budget Committee consists of the 
president, chief financial officer (CFO), executive vice president and provost, and the executive 
vice president for campus affairs and enrollment services. The annual operating budget is 
managed by the Office of Accounting with oversight by the CFO, and expenditures are initially 
approved at the departmental and program levels by designated individuals with responsibility 
for administering unit budgets.  

 
● Monitoring financial position and adjusting budgets.  

The Budget Committee makes informed decisions that are based on a thorough review of 
projected revenue (enrollment and tuition discount) and proposed operating expenses relative to 
(1) prior year’s budget, (2) prior year’s actual expenditures, (3) projected operating surplus, (4) 
debt service obligations, and (5) cash on hand. (5A5) 

A recent improvement to the budget process is that it will now include semi-annual reviews 
of actual versus planned operational performance as well as actual versus budget financial 
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performance. The semi-annual reviews will be used to develop mid-year plans to achieve year-
end plans and to develop the subsequent year’s operating plan and budget. 
 
● Maintaining a technological infrastructure that is reliable, secure, and user-friendly. 

Maintaining a balance between an open and user-friendly network and one that is secure is 
an ongoing challenge. Often security measures are needed that would restrict certain uses, or 
processes must be put into place that seem to be a hindrance or an annoyance to end users.  
Requiring password changes is an example.   

 From a physical security standpoint, all on-premises data centers are secured 24 hours 
a day via special keypads/locks. Access to these areas is given only to emergency 
personnel and approved members of IS who need access to perform their jobs.   

 For digital security, industry-standard firewalls and encryption are used on all key 
systems or where sensitive data is stored. Strong passwords are required for all campus 
constituents, and password resets are required every six months. Network monitoring is 
used to watch for potential failures and/or suspicious activity. Routine intrusion scans  
are used, along with a regular schedule of patching systems, for known issues. Twice 
a year, one week is set aside to focus solely on system and network security. 

 Redundant systems are in place for most key systems and cloud-based, offsite backups 
are used for all critical University data. 

Last fall, a complete campus migration was made from a University-managed email and 
calendar system to Google Apps for Education. There was significant dissatisfaction with the  
old system, including multiple outages and disruptions. The move to Google provided a  
more reliable system and added significant tools for collaboration and sharing. This was  
an Action Project. The process used for the campus migration to Google Apps has been  
so successful that it will become a model for other major technology changes. The broad  
use of campus personnel to assist with the transition of communication and scheduling 
processes proved to be an effective strategy for acceptance of the change in electronic 
communication systems.  
 
● Maintaining a physical infrastructure that is reliable, secure, and user-friendly. 

The University works continuously to create a physical infrastructure that is reliable, secure, 
and user-friendly. In spring 2014 the president created a new position, the Director of Facility 
and Space Planning, to oversee and manage the physical infrastructure on campus. This 
position reports to the president. The position was filled in summer 2014 and the director is 
actively engaged with campus projects. 

 
● Managing risks to ensure operational stability, including emergency preparedness. 

The University makes use of several processes in the arena of emergency preparedness.  
An emergency notification system, provided by Rave Mobile Safety, can notify all constituents 
via text, multiple phones, and multiple email accounts should an emergency occur on campus.  
Use of this system is restricted to time-sensitive emergencies or school closings to ensure that 
the receivers recognize the notifications as important. 

The University also has a published Emergency Management Plan, incorporating the 
National Incident Management System (NIMS) standards and processes. Training is to be  
held in the next few months on subjects in this plan, including actions to take for events such  
as “shelter in place.” 

To assist in risk management, the University recently hired an in-house general counsel.   
This replaces a previous approach to legal issues and risk management that utilized a series  
of law firms. 
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5R3. What are the results for ensuring effective management of operations on an 
ongoing basis and for the future? 
 
● Outcomes/measures tracked and tools utilized. 

The financial measures tracked and tools used are discussed in 5P2. In addition to the 
internal fiscal processes and controls within the University, there is oversight of finances 
through an annual financial audit reported to the Board of Trustees through the Board’s Audit 
Committee. Athletics is always a part of the University’s annual financial audit. In addition, the 
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) requires a special audit every three years,  
with the most recent scheduled for UIndy in November 2014. This audit covers the University 
compliance with NCAA agreed-upon procedures. Also, there is annual reporting to the 
Department of Education that provides a review of UIndy’s compliance with Department  
of Education (DOE) requirements for participation in the Title IV financial aid program. 

One process measure for the Google Apps migration project was the number of University 
personnel engaged by the process. One outcome measure for the Google migration project  
was that communication, organizational, and collaborative tools available to the University 
community through Google Apps would be close to 100% of the time, with little to no  
interruption after migration. 

 
● Summary results of measures (including tables and figures when possible). 
 UIndy has always earned an unqualified opinion in its financial audit. Also, the University 
consistently has been found to be in compliance with NCAA agreed-upon procedures. There 
have been no findings of violations, investigations, or adverse actions taken by the NCAA. 

Similarly, in its reporting to the Department of Education, the University has been found 
to be in full compliance with no adverse actions taken in the administration of Title IV funds. 
UIndy’s three-year official 2010 default rate (latest official number available) was 4.9%.  

The results reported for Google Apps migration in the AQIP Action Project show goals 
related to the measures were met. 

 For the process measure, counting IS staff, Google guides, and AQIP Committee 
members, more than 80 people were involved with planning and carrying-out this Action 
Project. When surveyed, all respondents (n=57) indicated satisfaction with the process.  

 For the outcomes measure: Google email and calendar experienced no service 
disruptions in the period from October 15, 2013, to January 15, 2014 (as reported by the 
Google Apps Dashboard). The previous system (Zimbra) experienced a total of five 
hours and fifteen minutes of service disruptions in the period from July 15, 2013 to 
October 15, 2013. This translates to 99.762% uptime for Zimbra for the three months 
prior to migration and 100% uptime for Google for the three months immediately 
following the migration. The Google Apps for Education Service Level Agreement 
specifies that 99.9% uptime is what should be expected.  

 
● Comparison of results with internal targets and external benchmarks. 
 Benchmarks for the financial audit reflect industry standards and benchmarks for financial 
aid represent federal statutes and regulations. UIndy strives in its operations to be in full 
compliance with the many external regulating bodies. UIndy’s three-year official 2010 default 
rate is 4.9%, compared to the national default rate among all private, nonprofit four-year 
colleges of 8.0% and the overall national average of all colleges at 14.7%. UIndy falls well below 
the Department of Education’s threshold cohort default rate of 25%. If an institution is over this 
rate, the DOE may provisionally certify a school when applying for recertification to participate  
in the federal student aid programs.   
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● Interpretation of results and insights gained. 
The University recognized it has an opportunity to enhance digital security by creating a  

full-time network and systems security specialist position. Previously, technical security was 
handled by various individuals for their own particular systems as just a small part of their 
overall responsibilities. With more and more data moving to hosted services and an increase  
in exchange of data between systems, the importance of a position responsible for overall 
security of campus data became evident. A new position for a full-time network and systems 
specialist was budgeted and filled through an external search. 

Not all insights come from proactive data gathering and analysis. Of equal importance is the 
ability of the University to react to unplanned critical incidents in ways that make institutional 
learning and improvement possible. For example, one incident, related to thefts in a residence 
hall, led to a review of the policy and procedures involving master building keys. It was 
determined that, to further enhance the safety of students living in the dormitories, the 
residence halls should be placed on a different key “core” from other administrative and 
academic buildings. Since technology for security is advancing beyond the use of physical 
master keys, a pilot program testing the viability of security cameras and card swipe access 
has been implemented to inform future plans.  

 
5I3. Based on the data presented above (and other relevant information), what 
improvements have been implemented or will be implemented in the next few years? 
 

The University’s CFO has launched a task force to review the current budget process and 
budget management tools to better align department budgets with enrollment and revenue, as 
well as to align budgeting priorities with University goals. Through this process, it was identified 
that UIndy currently does not have useful departmental benchmarks regarding instructional 
costs. As a result, the CFO will work with the OIPR to participate in the National Study of 
Instructional Cost and Productivity (better known as the “Delaware Cost Study”). The benefits  
of this participation will be improved analytics using institutional data as well as benchmark  
data relevant to the institution at the academic department level. The availability and utilization 
of such data will be a first for the institution. 

UIndy has built two new residence halls within the past two years to meet student demand 
for on-campus housing, while also increasing amenities and privacy, and retaining a focus on 
security for students. In the strategic plan, UIndy has identified University-owned apartments 
that border campus as needing to be demolished and replaced by new ones, following a study 
to determine if it was feasible to renovate the current ones. New eco-friendly construction, 
new technology features, and greater structural soundness can be built into new units. The 
replacement of the apartments is included in the $50-million financial plan to support the  
high-priority initiatives of Vision 2030. 

The position of senior director of network systems and information was created and filled in 
August 2014, with an initial focus on the review and creation of policies regarding data security 
and incidence response procedures. Also, to increase physical security of students and based 
on results from a pilot test, each residence hall will be updated in 2015–16 with security 
cameras and card swipe access at the primary building entrances, replacing the general  
master key system. 
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AQIP Category Six:  Quality Overview 
 
Quality Overview focuses on the numerous CQI initiatives institutions have running 
simultaneously. This category gives the institution a chance to reflect on all its  
quality improvement initiatives, how they are integrated, and how they contribute  
to improvement of the organization. 
 
Category Six Overview: 
 
 UIndy has been growing its quality culture since acceptance as an AQIP institution in 2001.  
UIndy’s current Systems Portfolio is a significant improvement over the prior two submissions 
(2006 and 2010), with its systematic processes, its evidence of data, and its internal targets and 
external benchmarks to evaluate progress on quality improvement initiatives, thereby leading  
to more data informed decision-making. Category 6 shows an aligned maturity level that has 
been enhanced by new and systematic planning processes and mature quality improvement 
processes. This alignment places the Vision 2030 at the center of campus culture, which 
cascades down through the campus from the Strategic Plan, to AQIP Action Projects, to 
department plans, and to individual employees’ goals. 
 The clear relationship of Action Projects, arising from the past three Strategy Forums and 
feedback from the Quality Check-up and Systems Portfolio Appraisal Feedback reports, have 
shown consistency and an ongoing commitment to continuous quality improvement. The 
additional alignment of the new Strategic Plan has brought these quality processes together  
in a visible way, with dedicated resources, through the budget process. Regular communication 
occurs at various multi-level meetings and campus events to focus attention on the AQIP 
pathway and activities in which the campus is engaged.  
 Three to four Action Projects have been maintained annually, including those with a 
continuing focus on student learning, student-created and -directed projects, and projects 
directed at addressing strategic issues and process gaps. Learning from the projects and other 
strategic initiatives has been intentional, as the AQIP Committee has synthesized results and 
hosted campus-wide annual events to showcase them and to seek feedback used in decision-
making. Additionally, these annual events provided an opportunity for celebration of successes. 
 The commitment to a quality culture is evidenced by the growing involvement of the campus 
in construction of its third Systems Portfolio, with the use of Category teams involving all levels 
and including members of the Board of Trustees. The AQIP Action Projects in the past few 
years have also provided opportunities for all levels of the campus community to participate  
in subcommittees, extending far beyond the AQIP Committee, to include collaborations  
between and among Faculty Senate, University Committees, administration, and the Student 
Government Association.   
 
6P1. Quality Improvement Initiatives focuses on the CQI initiatives the institution  
is engaged in and how they work together within the institution. Describe the 
processes for determining and integrating CQI initiatives, and who you involved  
in those processes. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of the 
following key processes for:   
 

 Selecting, deploying, and evaluating quality improvement initiatives. 
 The associate vice president of accreditation (AVPA) and the AQIP campus 
coordinator co-chair the University AQIP Committee that plans and oversees AQIP 
activities. The AQIP committee consists of representatives from each academic 
school/college, the student body, administration, and both exempt and non-exempt staff. 
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 Action Projects (AP) are selected from the Systems Portfolio Review and the Quality 
Check-Up reports, as well as from previous APs and the strategic plan. Ideas for APs  
also come from individuals or groups such as the Student Government Association and 
Faculty Senate. Ideas are initially vetted through the AQIP Committee, drafted into a 
project proposal, and presented to the University Planning Commission (UPC) for 
approval. The UPC also identifies and prioritizes quality initiatives and collaborates with 
the AVPA and the AQIP Committee to implement the work designated for APs. Other 
quality initiatives are selected by departments to align with departmental and institutional 
strategic plans. The VPs oversee the departmental strategic initiatives and report to 
Cabinet. Benchmarks and measures are being established for the newly developed 
strategic goals. A comprehensive evaluation was completed in 2012 for the wrap-up of 
the last strategic plan by Cabinet, in collaboration with the Board of Trustees. 
 Resource allocation for large-scale Action Projects occurs during the budgeting 
process and with approval from Cabinet, in addition to funds annually designated for 
support of AQIP activities and APs. AP subcommittees are formed and overseen by  
the AQIP Committee. Annual Action Project updates are written by the subcommittee  
and reviewed by the AQIP Committee for evaluation of measurable objectives before 
submission. The feedback report is digested in AQIP Committee meetings to determine 
what further action should be addressed by the subcommittee, along with decisions to 
close, renew, or initiate new APs.  
 

 Aligning the Systems Portfolio, Action Projects, Quality Check-Up, and  
Strategy Forums 

 The AVPA oversees all AQIP activities. Cross representation on the AQIP Committee, 
Portfolio Category teams, and the Strategy Forum team help facilitate continuity. In 
addition to APs, the AQIP Committee monitors the Systems Portfolio and disseminates 
feedback received from the Systems Appraisal and Quality Check-Up (now 
Comprehensive Quality Review) reports across campus.   
 To integrate perspectives from across the institution, the process for portfolio 
construction has six five-person teams and designated Category Leaders to assist with 
the preparation of the portfolio document. It should be noted that this process involves 
key campus personnel from administration, faculty, and staff.  
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6R1. What are your results for continuous quality improvement initiatives? 
 
 Table 6.1 summarizes the achievements of the Action Projects since 2012. 
 

Table 6.1 Goals and Achievements from Action Projects Active 2012–14 

Project Title Project Goal Achievements 

Furthering 
Assessment of 
Student 
Learning in the 
Major through a 
CQI Process 

Enhance use of 
measured student 
learning outcomes for 
programmatic 
improvement via a 5-
step, CQI process  

 5-step quality improvement process implemented and 
disseminated to units along with multiple workshops  
for use 

 98% of all units participated  

 Data for demonstrating student learning used in all units 
across the institution for programmatic improvement 

Strengthening 
UIndy’s 
Academic 
Program 
Review Process 

Revise program review 
process to fully 
integrate instructional 
planning with student 
learning and 
institutional goals 

 Completed one-year pilot with 10 programs participating. 
Process review and refinement approved and 
standardized methods employed. 

 Faculty Senate and administration involvement and 
approval  

General 
Education 
Evaluation  

Evaluate, monitor, and 
implement change to 
the general education 
requirements 

 Successful development and implementations 
of a revised general education core that is 
mapped onto University student learning 
outcomes 

Goggle Apps for 

Education 

Implementation 

 

 

 

 

Migrate campus email 
and calendar system to 
Google Apps for 
Education 

 Following intensive multi-format training sessions  
over 9 months, Google Apps was fully implemented 
across campus. 

 User satisfaction survey found 80% of respondents 
satisfied with transition. 

 Change resulted in reduced outage times when 
compared to previous system. 

Annual Faculty 
Evaluation 
Improvement 
Project 

Update annual faculty 
evaluation to align with 
institutional processes 
for consistency across 
units for promotion and 
tenure 

 Developed via a shared governance committee 

 Process and forms aligned with promotion and tenure 
guidelines 

 Satisfaction reported by faculty and administrators using 
the revised process 

 
 The direct assessment of student learning has been highlighted through APs implemented 
across campus the last four years to evidence the quality culture at UIndy. First, an assessment 
matrix was initiated, examined, and revised through two Action Projects, which were reviewed 
and developed into a third project incorporating a Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) 
approach that was named the 5-Step Process for Program Assessment, as fully described in 
Category 1 (1P2). As the institution reviews, implements, and examines its own processes, 
changes are made that allow for modifications that offer continuous improvement. 
 A second AP is addressing the process for ongoing program review, with a goal  
of strengthening the ties between student learning and unit functioning. These unit-based 
methods of quality enhancement will serve to assist units in refining outcomes and further 
quality planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluation, and improvement. See Category 1 
(1P3) for a complete description of this AP. 
 Thirdly, a new general education curriculum has been created and implemented, and a 
General Education Curriculum Committee (GECC) has been formed to monitor and evaluate the 
program. As described in Category 1 (1P1), the revision and evaluation of the general education 
curriculum is an ongoing Action Project. 
 Two other APs also will be mentioned. One reflects a change in technology use across the 
institution, the Google Apps for Education Implementation. This project reflects a significant 
improvement in work processes that were conceptualized and delivered across the campus, 
and included significant communications and training to successfully illustrate process 
improvement. In addition, a fourth AP, which reviewed the faculty evaluation process, is also 
mentioned. Although described elsewhere in the portfolio, this project was noted to illustrate 
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cooperative efforts of faculty and administration to create change in institutional processes.  
 Partnerships with internal stakeholders, including the student body and faculty and staff, 
have also been emphasized within an AP. One recently implemented student-led initiative was 
an AP designed to promote compliance with the school’s tobacco use (i.e., non-smoking) policy. 
This project, formally led by Student Affairs, worked extensively with the Indianapolis Student 
Government to measure compliance with the policy, to develop and deliver educational 
programming based on results of the assessment, and to evaluate the impact of the 
communication campaign. Results suggested an improved understanding of and compliance 
with the policy.  
 It should be noted that some of the processes employed have generated results that have 
not immediately come to fruition. One AP was never developed and retired early and another 
AP was completed but never implemented. Through further review, it was noted that some of 
these ideas were good but failed to take hold because they were not well integrated into the 
Strategic Plan. As described above, the development of the University Planning Commission  
will ensure that Action Projects are aligned with the overall vision of the institution.  
 
6I1. Based on 6R2, what improvements in quality improvement initiatives have been 
implemented or will be implemented in the next one to three years? 
 As described above, the institution has restructured its quality infrastructure to better  
align with its strategic planning processes. Future quality initiatives will likely relate directly  
to elements of the strategic plan being implemented, which include the development of the 
UIndy Health Pavilion, to encourage interdisciplinary collaboration among the health sciences 
programs and to serve the needs of Indianapolis’s south side; the renovation of the library 
facilities to meet the needs of a 21st-century campus; and the development of an innovative, 
partnership-based approach to career services and student professional development through 
the Professional Edge Center.  
 

6P2. Culture of Quality focuses on how the institution integrates continuous 
quality improvement into its culture. Describe how a culture of quality is ensured 
within the institution. This includes, but is not limited to, descriptions of key 
processes for: 
 

 Developing an infrastructure and providing resources to support a culture of 
quality 
The University has emphasized the development of quality initiatives that align with 

the strategic goals of the institution. These processes have been streamlined to more 
fully integrate accreditation processes into planning from both strategic and operational 
perspectives and to provide the resources necessary to support a culture of quality. The 
budget process and committee structures (described in 6P1) ensure that resources are 
dedicated to quality initiatives, Action Projects, and AQIP activities.  
 

 Ensuring continuous quality improvement is making an evident and widely 
understood impact on institutional culture and operations  
A key focus of all improvements made has been on more fully engaging multiple 

campus constituencies in quality initiatives, and by doing so, more effectively evidencing 
the impact of continuous quality improvement on the institutional culture. UIndy has 
participated in multiple quality initiatives since 2001, with emphasis, since 2010, on items 
specified in the feedback received from the last Systems Appraisal. One area of focus 
during the last four years has been the implementation of plans to more effectively focus 
on direct assessment of student learning across major programs and within general 
education. A second area of focus has been to more systematically identify partnerships 
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that influence student outcomes, and a third has been to develop ways in which students, 
faculty, and staff could contribute to the identification and development of initiatives that 
were part of the institutional vision. These foci have been evidenced across the campus 
in both AQIP and other institutional activities. (5D1) 
 

 Ensuring the institution learns from its experiences with CQI initiatives  
 UIndy has events built into its processes for review and reflection in order to learn 
from its quality initiatives. The annual AQIP Poster Fair is one example of sharing 
feedback and soliciting campus input on Action Projects, Quality Check-up, and Portfolio 
reviewer feedback to foster campus learning. The annual process of updating Action 
Projects is done in concert with the AQIP Committee. (5D2) 
 

 Reviewing, reaffirming, and understanding the role and vitality of the AQIP 
Pathway within the institution. 
Although UIndy has undergone upper administrative changes since the last portfolio, 

the institution continues to embrace the AQIP process and continuous quality 
improvement. It is widely understood that as a private university UIndy must stay 
competitive with innovative, quality programs, and services. The rigors of AQIP 
processes have helped accomplish this goal. Since acceptance into AQIP in 2001,  
the University has maintained three to four active APs annually and has attended three 
Strategy Forums. 

The University committee structure with the AQIP Committee directly supporting and 
overseeing Action Project teams, the AQIP Portfolio Category teams, and the funneling of 
ideas for Action Projects to the cross-representational UPC for decision-making is 
effective in coordinating AQIP processes. The Executive Vice President and Provost 
relays initiatives to the Academic Affairs Leadership Team and the board. A faculty 
member on Senate is a designated liaison between the AQIP Committee and UPC so 
that communication among groups regarding AQIP activities is facilitated. In addition, 
UIndy served as a pilot institution by agreeing to use the newest categories for its 
Systems Portfolio and by sharing examples with other AQIP institutions. Also, one of 
UIndy’s faculty served on the HLC Systems Portfolio Design Team and presented 
sessions at the last two HLC Annual meetings on portfolio development. 
 
6R2. What are the results for continuous quality improvement to evidence a culture 
of quality?  
  
 The institutional culture of UIndy has gone through a transformation in regard to its 
focus on student learning outcomes and has fully operationalized its measures for student 
success through engagement in continuous quality improvement. The University’s history 
of Action Projects reveals a broad sweep of quality improvements that have created a 
quality culture demonstrated by assessment and improvement initiatives. This is 
evidenced in the engagement of all academic units in the new 5-Step Process for 
Program Assessment, in articulation of student learning outcomes for each component of 
the General Education Curriculum, and in the program review process. In all of these 
quality processes, data-driven decision-making in support of ongoing improvement has 
also become an institutional norm.  
 The dissemination and communication of University-wide engagement with and celebration  
of accomplishments has been realized through a number of ritualized events and activities. 
Examples of ritualized events include ongoing AQIP activities that identify areas of initiatives  
to explore, bringing together a broad range of people; projects that incorporate data collection, 
evaluation, and dissemination of results; and integration of changed actions that improve 
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processes and quality outcomes. Following these actions, there have been celebrations that 
have included annual quality workshops, luncheons, and fairs. 
 During the time when student learning assessment was an ongoing focus, there were four 
workshops held to reinforce the development of assessment plans. Following the submission  
of these plans, there was a quality improvement fair held for faculty, staff, and administration  
to recognize the work that had been accomplished and to aid in learning through seeing others’ 
achievements.  
 One goal that has been realized is a wider engagement on campus and with external 
stakeholders in quality improvement initiatives. One example is active involvement of members 
of the Board of Trustees in reviewing and providing feedback on the portfolio as well as active 
attendance at the Strategy Forums. Secondly, the cross-representational Systems Portfolio 
teams have developed new AQIP champions and leaders. Evidence of wide-spread quality 
improvement discussed in other categories is the development of the Professional Edge Center, 
the collaborative efforts between academic units and outside organizations (e.g., through the 
Center for Education and Leadership of Learning, the Center for Aging & Community, the 
Center for Community Research, the Wheeler Arts Center), and the recent burgeoning of 
student-managed initiatives (e.g., Top Dog Communication, WriteHounds, Imagination 
Emporium).  
 
612. Based on 6R2, what improvements in the quality culture have been 
implemented or will be implemented in the next few years?  
  
 One particular improvement was the development and implementation of a process for 
strategic planning that firmly established a culture of quality. This communal strategic planning 
process, with inclusion of diverse stakeholders, established UIndy’s Vision 2030 strategic plan 
and laid the groundwork to develop a series of action plans in support of this vision  
 Since 2013, the quality culture has been enriched as each department has developed 
strategic goals that reflect the strategic plan, as AQIP APs are more closely aligned with the 
strategic plan, and as employee evaluations align to both departmental plans and the strategic 
plan. This closer alignment has brought a greater focus on data for informed decision-making.  
As UIndy moves forward in refining current tools and identifying new tools to measure 
effectiveness of quality initiatives and adding external benchmarks and internal targets,  
there will be a stronger culture of quality in the next few years.  
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Glossary of Terms 
 

AALT Academic Affairs Leadership Team 

AAUP American Association of University Professors 

ACE Academic Collaboration Environment 

ACS Academic Computing Services 

ASQ Admitted Student Survey 

BUILD Baccalaureate for University of Indianapolis Learning Disabled 

CAP Commission for Accelerated Programs 

CASA Center for Advising and Student Achievement 

CELL Center of Excellence in Leadership of Learning 

CUPA College and University Professional Association 

EDW Education Data Warehouse 

EMAS Enrollment Management Action System 

EMC Enrollment Management Committee 

ERP Enterprise Resource Planning 

FAFSA Federal Application for Federal Student Aid 

FERPA Federal Educational Rights & Privacy Act 

FLDS Faculty Learning/Design Studio 

FYS First Year Seminar 

GCC Graduate Curriculum Committee 

GECAP General Education Core Academic Program 

GECC General Education Curriculum Committee 

HEDS Higher Education Data Sharing 

HEOA Higher Education Opportunity Act 

HERI Higher Education Research Institute 

HR Human Resources 

IDEA Individual Development & Educational Assessment 

IPEDS Integrated Post-Education Data System 

IRB Institutional Review Board 

IS Information Systems 

ISG Indianapolis Student Government 

LRC Learning Resource Committee 

NSE New Student Experience 

NSSE National Survey of Student Engagement 

MAP-Works Making Achievement Possible 

OCICU Online Consortia of Independent Colleges & Universities 

OIPR Office of Institutional Planning and Research 

P & T Promotion and Tenure 

RMS Risk Management Solution 

SAL School for Adult Learning 

SAP Satisfactory Academic Progress 

SLA Student Learning and Assessment 
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SOS Secrets of Success 

UAC University Assessment Committee 

UCC Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 

UHNA University Heights Neighborhood Association 

UPC University Planning Commission 

VSE Voluntary Support of Education 
 
 


