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KSU’s Focus on What Matters Most for Demonstrating IE Compliance

In Fall 2006, KSU was judged by its Off-Site Review Committee to be in compliance with the
two key institutional effectiveness requirements of CR 2.5 and CS 3.3.1 as well as the related IE
requirements in CS 3.4.1 and CS 3.5.1 under the 2004 edition of the Principles. Changes in
these IE accreditation requirements that took effect in 2007 had been accommodated in KSU’s
Compliance Certification for CR 2.5 and CS 3.3.1 in 2006. KSU'’s success in demonstrating
compliance with the Commission’s institutional effectiveness requirements was attributable to a
number of key factors that were rooted in the documentation of planming, evaluation, and
improvement of what matters most to the institution as a whole (CR 2.5) and to its educational
programs and support services units (CS 3.3.1).

The M & M’s that led to KSU’s sweet success in IE compliance focused on Multiple Methods of
planning and evaluation that led to what Matters Most: Meaningful, Major, Macro-Level, Multi-
Year, Mission-Driven Improvements of the institution as a whole as well as its educational
programs and support services.

What matters most in the effectiveness of KSU as a whole is how planning and evaluation
processes have produced major and noteworthy university advances and improvements in
alignment with KSU’s mission over the past decade. As a public institution in a tightly
coordinated state university system, what matters most for KSU'’s institutional effectiveness is
how well the institution aligns with the University System’s planning, evaluation, and
improvement processes. What matters most at the educational support and administrative
services levels are the contributions those units make to KSU’s strategic priorities as reflected by
major contributions and improvements in the unit’s operation over time. What matters most in
educational program review is of how degree programs improve to achieve key indicators of
quality, productivity, and viability. What matters most in the assessment of student learning
outcomes at KSU is the knowledge, skills, and attitudes graduating students have attained. The
full story of what matters most can be read in KSU’s Compliance Certification Report on the
institution’s SACS Web site at https:///sacs.kennesaw.edu. Several of the key factors that
contributed to KSU’s successful review will be spotlighted next.

A Focus on a Multi-Year, Decade-Long History of Institutional Planning, Evaluation, and
Improvement

The centerpiece of KSU’s Compliance Certification Report for CR 2.5 was a detailed and
extensively documented ten-year review of intensive, mission-driven planning and evaluation
initiatives and achievements Few decades in the history of the University System of Georgia
have involved as much strategic planning and transformational change as the period from 1995
to 2005. Planning and evaluation processes have been operating in high gear on a continuing
basis, involving numerous internal as well as external, research-based assessments and
systematic reviews of programs and services. All divisions of KSU’s and the University
System’s operations have been impacted. Most importantly, the results of those extensive and
comprehensive planning and evaluation processes have been used to achieve a highly successful
track record of continuous improvement and quality enhancement at KSU over the past ten
years.



A Focus on a Major Membership in a Public University System that is Actively Engaged in
Steering Planning, Evaluation and Improvement

KSU’s Compliance Certification Report for CR 2.5 emphasized the institution’s membership in
the University System of Georgia and the impact of statewide governance and coordination on
institutional planning, evaluation, and improvement. KSU is a separately accredited institution,
but is also a member of a state system of public colleges and universities that is governed by a
single constitutionally-established Board of Regents and supported by the Chancellor and his
administrative team in the Central Office of the University System of Georgia. In that context,
KSU must take its lead in mission development and strategic planning from the Chancellor and
the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia. Comprehensive statewide planning
and institutional reforms, impacting all members of the University System of Georgia, have
significantly shaped KSU’s mission as well as its planning, evaluation, and improvement
processes throughout the past decade.

A Focus on the Multiple Methods of Effective Institutional Planning, Evaluation, and
Improvement

Core Requirement 2.5 wisely refers to planning and evaluation processes in plural terms. The
University System and its member institutions use more than one planning and evaluation
process to achieve System and institutional goals. Those planning processes vary across
functional areas. For example, campus master planning and capital construction involve very
different planning and evaluation processes from those used for annual budget planning and
financial auditing, which are different from the processes used for statewide needs assessment
and mission review, which are different from assessments conducted for student learning
outcomes or comprehensive program review, which are different from planning and evaluation
for improvements in technology, etc.

A Focus on Major Macro-Level Institutional Planning, Evaluation, and Improvement

Throughout the past decade, achieving mission-driven strategic goals for major transformational
changes were more important than building and managing uniform, bureaucratic planning
processes that maintain or modestly improve institutional and System operations. Strategic
priorities in the University System and at KSU focused on a number of extremely complex and
challenging change-oriented initiatives that often took many years to plan, fully implement, and
fine tune. Examples of the improvements achieved throughout the University System and KSU
include the reclassification and renaming of institutions; the redefinition and coordination of
institutional missions, roles, and scope; conversion from the quarter calendar to the semester
system; substantially raising and differentiating college preparatory admission requirements for
freshmen; redirecting freshmen with developmental studies requirements from the four-year to
the two-year institutions; implementing comprehensive program review; restructuring teaching
preparation programs and P-16 collaboration; creating a statewide virtual library system;
mstituting post-tenure review and expanding faculty and staff development; raising the
competitiveness of faculty salaries in the SREB; restructuring and differentiating tuition and fee
rates; converting from custom-built legacy information systems to Banner and PeopleSoft



relational database systems; updating campus master planning; creating new privatization and
public-private partnership ventures; and most recently, establishing RPG (retention, progression,
and graduation rate) improvement plans and special funding imitiatives. Successfully achieving
results that mattered in all of these major initiatives required a wide variety of sophisticated and
effective planning and evaluation processes, each appropriate for the tasks at hand. These
assessment-driven initiatives resulted in notable improvements and quality enhancements of the
institution and the University System of Georgia as a whole.

A Focus on Mission-Driven Continuous Improvement and Accomplishments

Because so many of the University System’s and KSU’s strategic priorities and action plans were
tightly coordinated and closely aligned with published vision and mission statements, substantial
progress has been made over the past decade in accomplishing KSU"s mission. The Annual
Report of Institutional Progress for KSU 2004-2005 and the set of earlier annual reports
documented in detail the many ways that the university has improved and grown in the
accomplishment of its mission. Key elements of KSU’s official mission statement and the
notable improvements that had been achieved over the past ten years in support of that mission
were systematically analyzed and reviewed.

A Focus on the Expected Outcomes of Educational Programs and Support Services That
Matter Most

KSU’s Compliance Certification Report for CS 3.3.1 organized its documented planning,
evaluation, and improvement processes for educational programs and support services under six
major expected outcomes that mattered most to the University System of Georgia and its
member units. How KSU’s educational programs and its support services assessed themselves
within those expected outcomes and used the results of those assessments for improvement was
systematically analyzed and documented. Those six key expected outcomes were:

Expectations for First-Rate Educational Programs

Expectations for Leadership in Information Technology
Expectations for Facilitating & Improving Student Success
Expectations for Efficient Expansion of Facilities and Resources
Expectations for Faculty & Staff Development

Expectations for Enrollment Growth
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The planning, evaluation, and improvement processes outlined under CR 2.5 for the institution as
a whole could not have been achieved without the substantive engagement and contributions of
planning, evaluation, and improvement processes at the unit level of the university’s educational
programs and its support services. The strategic expectations used to describe expected
outcomes for these programs and services have evolved over the past ten years as a result of
changing circumstances, new governors and chancellors at the state level, and updated strategic
plans and policy directives. However, the fundamental focus of key expected outcomes have
remained constant and served to guide the improvement of KSU’s programs and services.



A Focus on Measuring Student Learning Outcomes Separately from Program Outcomes —
KSU’s Dual Assessment Tracks

Although it has been argued by CHEA (2003) and others that the assessment of student learning
outcomes can be considered a subset of the larger array of expected outcomes for an educational
program, KSU elected to develop and maintain parallel or dual systems to address its
assessments of program outcomes and student learning outcomes. This dual focus helped
distinguish and highlight the differences between program and student learmning outcomes and
allowed the latter to be a focal point of in-depth analysis and improvement rather than be
minimized under a larger umbrella of comprehensive program review. That dual focus is
presented in the following graphic:
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