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Section One 

Introduction to Albright College and Its Mission 

 

Founded in 1856, Albright College is a selective, national liberal arts college enrolling 1,700 full-time 

undergraduates and more than 600 non-traditional learners and graduate students. The College’s 

flexible interdisciplinary curriculum, strengthened by a close-knit residential learning environment, 

close faculty mentorship, a growing range of experiential learning options, and a diverse, supportive 

community of scholars and learners help students exceed their own expectations. Our mission is to 

inspire and educate the scholar and leader in each student, building on a strong foundation in the 

liberal arts and sciences and a commitment to the best of human values, fostering a commitment to 

a lifetime of service and learning.  

The College traces its founding to Union Seminary in 1856, making it the oldest institution of higher 

learning in Berks County, Pennsylvania. The present Albright College was formed by a series of 

mergers with other institutions of higher learning founded in the 19th century by the Evangelical 

Association and the United Evangelical Church. Currently, Albright College is affiliated with the 

United Methodist Church. In 2005 Albright formally reaffirmed its affiliation with the UMC, noting 

the College’s historic roots in the Evangelical and Methodist traditions. Today, the College is a 

multi-faith community, with a full-time chaplain who is also the Director of the College’s Multi-

Faith Center. We welcome individuals of all faiths, or no faith, and attempt to provide services and 

resources to support the spiritual needs and spiritual growth of all community members. 

Albright offers 35 undergraduate majors, all of them firmly grounded in the liberal arts. The 

College’s flexible interdisciplinary curriculum encourages students to combine majors and disciplines 

to create an individualized academic program that meets their needs and reflects their interests. 

More than 60 percent of graduates complete co-majors, resulting in more than 150 unique 

combinations of academic programs. For more than a decade, the College has been named one of 

the best schools in the Northeast by the Princeton Review, which cites Albright’s commitment to 

interdisciplinary education, small classes, discussion-based learning, and high level of student 

involvement. In 2011, Newsweek listed Albright among the top 25 schools in the country for artistic 

students, and the College’s theatre department has won numerous accolades from the Kennedy 
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Center for its innovative productions. In 2014 Billboard ranked the College’s music business program 

among the top 35 in North America. 

Albright is a regional pioneer in accelerated learning for working adults. The College’s Accelerated 

Degree Programs are offered at 10 locations in Eastern Pennsylvania, including the Reading campus. 

Majors include accounting, business administration, crime and justice, digital communications, 

computer and information systems, organizational behavior/applied psychology, and computer 

information systems and management. The College also offers master of arts and master of science 

degrees in education. 

Albright is a residential college, with about 70% of traditional-age students living on campus. 

(Another 20% live in local rental properties within walking distance of the campus.) The College 

offers traditional, apartment, and house-style accommodations. Dozens of student organizations 

engage student interest in areas such as the arts, the environment, gaming, religion, culture, media, 

fashion, sports, the outdoors, community service, Greek life and more. Albright fields 23 

intercollegiate athletics teams, including our recently added lacrosse program; this total is among the 

most in NCAA Division III.  

With over a third of its students identifying as a member of a racial or ethnic minority, Albright 

enjoys uncommon diversity among small, residential liberal arts colleges. The current academic 

year’s students come from 24 states and 19 countries, and over a third are first-generation college or 

university enrollees. Almost half the students in recent incoming classes are Pell-eligible. For the past 

five years, the College’s first-year retention rate was above 74 percent.  

Albright faculty members are gifted teachers and active scholars. They are deeply dedicated to their 

students, who frequently cite the relationships they develop with their instructors as among the most 

memorable of their experiences at the College. The College employs 115 full-time faculty members 

and 94 part-time faculty and enjoys a student/faculty ratio of 13:1. Distinctive at Albright is the 

College’s Project for Faculty Work-Life Balance, made possible through a generous grant from the 

Alfred P. Sloan Foundation for Faculty Career Flexibility, which offers numerous resources to help 

facilitate a more balanced lifestyle for faculty, such as job-shares, family leave, and pre-tenure leave, 

among other options. The College also received a grant from the American Council on Education 

and the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation for innovative work in faculty retirement, which includes a 
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phased retirement program, transition support and planning, and a house dedicated to retired faculty 

office space. 

Albright has an endowment of approximately $67 million and was named Small Nonprofit of the 

Year by Foundation & Endowment Money Management magazine in June 2013 for its success at 

managing its portfolio. Under the current president, Dr. Lex O. McMillan III, Albright has made 

important strides in improving its physical plant and deferred maintenance. Albright has renovated 

and built new facilities for the natural sciences and the new John K. Roessner III ’61 Hall houses the 

academic departments of accounting, business, economics, and political science, the Center for 

Excellence in Local Government, and our Accelerated Degree Programs. Roessner Hall won a merit 

award for educational architecture from the American Institute of Architects of Eastern 

Pennsylvania. 

Albright College is committed to all facets of a liberal arts education. Recently the College revised its 

general education curriculum, including adding a First-Year Seminar and a general education 

capstone for all students. The College has also added interdisciplinary majors in digital 

communications, digital studio arts, digital video arts, and game and simulation development, and 

minors in medieval and Renaissance studies and classical studies; other interdisciplinary majors are 

pending final approval. We are also committed to experiential learning, in particular undergraduate 

research. Building on the Albright Creative Research Experience (ACRE) program, which finances 

collaborative research projects between students and professors, Albright won grants from the 

Andrew W. Mellon and Hearst foundations to expand these research opportunities both for 

students in the humanities and for low-income, historically underrepresented students in the 

sciences. Also linked to high-impact learning, the College recently launched a campus-wide 

globalization effort. Balancing the traditional liberal arts with emerging fields and technologies, 

building on strengths and expanding opportunities, Albright College is preparing students for 

success into the twenty-first century.      
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Section Two 

Nature and Scope of Self-Study 

 

Albright College has decided to engage in a comprehensive Self-Study. In addition to demonstrating 

compliance with the MSCHE Standards for accreditation, the College plans to use the Self-Study 

process in order to investigate and discuss all aspects of the College to determine how well the 

institution is fulfilling its mission to provide a quality education in a liberal arts context.   

 

Our current strategic plan addresses the institutional goals from 2012 to 2016. In order to use the 

Self-Study as the basis for creating a new strategic plan, the faculty and the Board both voted to 

extend the current strategic plan through the 2017-2018 academic year. The data, assessment, and 

recommendations that the Self-Study process will generate will be the ideal basis for building the 

College’s next strategic plan.   

 

The College is also in the process of hiring a new Provost. The Self-Study process will provide an 

excellent opportunity for the new Provost to learn all aspects of the College and to participate in the 

charting of its future directions.    

 

For all of those reasons, the comprehensive Self-Study model was chosen as the appropriate vehicle 

for the institution at this time. 
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Section Three 

Goals and Objectives of Self-Study 

 

1. To produce a constructive document that will meet the needs of the MSCHE by 

demonstrating compliance with the Standards of accreditation.  

2. To involve the campus community as a whole in the assessment of the College and in 

conversations about the College’s mission, goals, and future direction. 

3. To produce a valuable tool for constructing the College’s next strategic plan. 

4. To improve communication and collegiality among all campus constituents.  

5. To aid in deciding what major structural changes may be necessary to better align the 

College’s expenses and revenues. 

6. To evaluate the assessment of student learning across all programs, including the new 

General Education curriculum and the Accelerated Degree Programs, and its impact on 

improving student learning outcomes.  

7. To document evidence of educational quality and commitment to continuous improvement 

that inspires confidence among all College stakeholders. 
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Section Four 

Forming the Steering Committee and Working Groups 

 

In January 2015, Dr. Joseph M. Thomas, then Dean of Undergraduate Studies, and Dr. Jennifer 

Koosed, Professor of Religious Studies, were chosen to chair the Middle States Self-Study process. 

In February and March, Drs. Thomas and Koosed, in consultation with then-Provost Dr. Andrea 

Chapdelaine, President Dr. Lex O. McMillan III, and the chair of the Assessment Committee, Dr. 

Brian Buerke, agreed to propose a comprehensive Self-Study model and arranged the fourteen 

Standards into six groups and designated a Steering Committee comprised of faculty and 

administrative leadership, including key assessment staff.   

  

Invitations to the Steering Committee were issued March 13, and on April 8 the committee was 

announced to the entire College community. The Steering Committee met for the first time April 29; 

meanwhile, Albright’s IT Services department set up a SharePoint site to facilitate a collaborative 

work process for the Self-Study. In advance of the meeting, the Steering Committee members were 

sent especially relevant introductory documents, including the MSCHE publication Self-Study: 

Creating a Useful Process and Report, and an invitation to the SharePoint site, which contained other 

publications from MSCHE (such as Characteristics of Excellence) and important College documents 

such as our most recent Self-Study report and Periodic Review Report. Also prior to the meeting, 

Drs. Thomas and Koosed, with input from the president and provost, provisionally assigned each 

Steering Committee member to co-chair one of the seven Working Groups, six responding to the 

Standards and one responding to federal compliance issues. At the April 29 meeting, Drs. McMillan 

and Chapdelaine gave opening remarks charging the Steering Committee and underscoring the 

importance of the Self-Study enterprise as a vehicle for campus-wide conversation and 

improvement. Drs. Thomas and Koosed presented an overview of the Self-Study process, discussed 

the types of Self-Study models, and confirmed with this group the choice of a comprehensive 

model. The grouping of the Standards was discussed, with particular emphasis on the need to 

develop research questions that address the Standards or other issues of strategic College interest. 

The Steering Committee was further charged with assembling its Working Groups, in consultation 

with the Self-Study co-chairs.  
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The Board of Trustees had received, the previous January, an overview of the process and its 

importance in a presentation by the provost, and on May 1 the Board received an update, and its 

members were encouraged to submit focus questions for the Steering Committee to consider. On 

May 6 Drs. Thomas and Koosed presented an overview of the process, again with emphasis on 

research questions, to the College Leadership Team (administrators from all divisions at the director 

level or above). At this meeting the president and co-chairs facilitated a working session in which the 

CLT brainstormed possible focus questions to submit to the Working Groups. On May 13 Drs. 

Thomas and Koosed spoke to the faculty at the last faculty meeting of the year and discussed the 

process as a whole, its importance, and the need for research questions, which they were invited to 

develop and submit. The faculty approved the idea of a series of Dean’s Seminars during the 2015-

2016 academic year for the purposes of communication and feedback on the Self-Study process 

from the full faculty.   

 

The chairs of the Working Groups next provided a list of possible members for their respective 

Groups, and Drs. Thomas and Koosed made suggestions and coordinated the lists. The Steering 

Committee met again on May 19 to finalize the Working Group rosters. Invitations were then sent 

out by the Self-Study co-chairs and folders set up on the SharePoint site for the Working Groups. 

Each Working Group then arranged its own meetings for drafting the focus questions for the 

Standards it was charged with addressing. Drafts of the focus questions were submitted to Drs. 

Thomas and Koosed, who compiled and edited them and sent them back to the Working Groups 

and Steering Committee for further input, due June 19. Further suggestions and edits resulted in the 

research questions found in the current Design Document.   
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Section Five 

Composition of the Steering Committee and Working Groups 

 

Albright College’s Middle States Self-Study has two co-chairs, one from the administration and one 

from the faculty. The Steering Committee includes faculty from every academic division and staff 

from every administrative division. The Standards were divided into six related clusters, one for each 

Working Group, and Working Group seven will address issues of federal compliance. Each Working 

Group has two co-chairs, at least one of whom is also on the Steering Committee, ensuring good 

communication and integration of the entire enterprise. The Working Groups are comprised of 

faculty, administrators, students, and trustees; student and trustee representation is still in process. 

 

CO-CHAIRS 

Dr. Jennifer Koosed, Professor of Religious Studies 
Dr. Joseph M. Thomas, Interim Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 
 

STEERING COMMITTEE 

Faculty: 

Dr. Brian Buerke, Associate Professor of Physics 
Dr. Julia Matthews, Associate Professor of Theatre 
Dr. Stephen Mech, Professor of Biology 
Dr. Ian Rhile, Associate Professor of Chemistry 
Dr. Guillaume de Syon, Professor of History 
Dr. Lisa Wilder, Associate Professor of Economics 
                 

Administration: 

Dr. Gina Crance, Vice President for Student Affairs and Dean of Students 
Tom Durso, Associate Vice President of College Relations and Marketing (editor) 
Gregory Eichhorn, Vice President for Enrollment and Dean of Admission 
Gregory Fulmer, Vice-President for Finance and Administration 
James LaFayette, Director of Institutional Research 
Rashmi Radhakrishnan, Chief Information Officer 
 

WORKING GROUPS 

Working Group 1 (Standards 1, 2, 3) 

Co-Chairs: 

Lisa Wilder, Associate Professor of Economics and Business 
Gregory Fulmer, Vice President of Finance and Administration  
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Members: 

Deborah McCreery, Vice President for Advancement  
Rick Melcher, Associate Vice President and Controller  
Timothy Rissel, Director of Facilities  
Christopher Hanlon, Director of Financial Aid  
Rashmi Radhakrishnan, Chief Information Officer  
Richard Androne, Professor of English  
David Osgood, Professor of Biology 
Patrick Schmid, Instructor of Business (Accelerated Degree Programs) 
Kennon Rice, Associate Professor of Sociology  
Joseph Yarworth, Associate Professor of Education 
Kathleen Hittner (1969), Trustee 
2 students, TBA 
 
 
Working Group Two (Standards 4, 5, 6) 

Co-Chairs: 

Ian Rhile, Associate Professor of Chemistry  
Joseph M. Thomas, Interim Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs / Provost TBA 
 
Members: 

Kimberly Hubric, Director of Human Resources  
Brad Smith, Director of Student Involvement and Leadership  
Jennifer Stoudt, Director of Publications and Editor of the Albright Reporter  
Devon Mason, Associate Professor of Physics  
Soma Ghosh, Associate Professor of Economics and Business 
Maria Melendez, Associate Professor of Spanish  
Frieda Texter, Professor of Chemistry  
Gwendolyn Seidman, Associate Professor of Psychology 
Ted Erickson (1960), Trustee 
2 students, TBA 
 
 
Working Group Three (Standards 7 and 14) 

Co-Chairs: 

Brian Burke, Associate Professor of Physics 
Samantha Wesner, Assistant Dean of Students and Director of the Gable Health Center  
 
Members: 

Maria Querry, Assessment Coordinator   
James LaFayette, Director of Institutional Research  
Rachel Liberatore, Writing Center Coordinator  
Sheila Simyak, Visiting Instructor of Education  
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Lora Kasselman, Assistant Professor of Psychology (Accelerated Degree Programs)  
Julia Heberle, Associate Professor of Psychology 
Ronald Scheese (1983), Trustee 
2 students, TBA 
 

Working Group Four (Standards 8 and 9) 

Co-Chairs: 

Julia Matthews, Associate Professor of Theatre  
Gregory Eichhorn, Vice President for Enrollment and Dean of Admission 
 
Members: 

Rebecca Lemmel, Director of the Academic Learning Center  
Carolyn Woodward, Assistant Director of Financial Aid  
Amanda Hanincik, Assistant Dean of Students  
Janice Luck, Co-Director of Athletics  
Tracy Gray Hayes, Enrollment Manager of the Accelerated Degree Programs   
David Ballaban, Registrar  
Adam John, Associate Professor of French  
Doreen Burdalski, Assistant Professor of Fashion  
Janice Rodriguez, Instructor of Spanish   
Lindsay Philips, Assistant Professor of Psychology (Accelerated Degree Programs) 
Kenneth Lakin, Trustee 
2 students, TBA 
 

Working Group Five (Standard 10) 

Co-Chairs: 

Guillaume de Syon, Professor of History  
Kristen Woodward, Professor of Art 
 
Members: 

Marian Wolbers, Academic Coordinator of Degree Start Program and Adjunct Instructor of English 
David Tanner, Director for the Center for the Arts  
Hilary Aquino, Assistant Professor of History  
Wayne Vettleson, Associate Professor of Theatre 
Christopher Graves, Associate Professor of Chemistry  
Lawrence Morris, Associate Professor of English  
Susan Hughes, Associate Professor of Psychology 
Jacque Fetrow (1982), Trustee 
2 students, TBA 
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Working Group Six (Standards 11, 12, and 13) 

Co-Chairs: 

Charles Brown, Associate Professor of Sociology 
Stephen Mech, Professor of Biology 
 
Members: 

Karen Evans, Assistant Dean of Experiential Learning and Director of Career Development  
Kevin Ezzell, Director of Accelerated and Graduate Programs  
Jason Hoerr, Director of Core Technologies and Client Services  
Timothy Moran, Director of Residential Life  
Debra Baver, Assistant Registrar  
Denise Greenwood, Senior Instructor of English   
Brittany Shelton, Assistant Professor of Mathematics 
Patricia Turning, Assistant Professor of History  
Paula Trimpey, Associate Professor of Fashion and Theatre  
Brian Jennings, Associate Professor of Sociology 
Jorge Scheirer (1985), Trustee 
2 students, TBA 
 

Working Group Seven (Federal Compliance) 

Chair: 

Gina Crance, Vice President for Student Affairs and Dean of Students 

Members: 

David Ballaban, Registrar  
Christopher Hanlon, Director of Financial Aid  
Kevin Ezzell, Director of Accelerated and Graduate Programs  
Suzanne Palmer, Assistant Professor of Economics and Business 
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Section Six 

Charges, Guidelines, and Research Questions 

 

CHARGES 

 

Charge to the Co-Chairs: 

The co-chairs are charged with overseeing the entire Self-Study process. In particular, they were 

responsible for creating the Steering Committee and Working Groups (in consultation with the 

president and provost), developing and writing the Design Document, and arranging the MSCHE 

liaison visit. Once the Self-Study Design is finalized, based on feedback from the MSCHE liaison, 

the co-chairs will confirm the timeline for the Self-Study process, oversee the gathering and 

management of necessary data and documents, support and assist in the research conducted by the 

Working Groups, review and edit reports written by the Working Groups, disseminate drafts of the 

Design Document and Self-Study to the College community for review and response, and arrange 

the MSCHE evaluation team campus visit. They will engage in regular communication with the 

Steering Committee, president, Campus Leadership Team, full faculty, others in the administration 

and staff, students, and the Board of Trustees. Such communication will be accomplished through 

meetings, Dean’s Seminars, reports on Albright College’s Middle States website and SharePoint site, 

and emails to the College community.  

 

Charge to the Steering Committee: 

The structure of the Steering Committee is designed to provide effective leadership for the Self-

Study process while fostering campus-wide discussion and reflection. It will oversee the work of and 

promote communication among the Working Groups as they develop research questions and will 

address overlapping questions and paths of inquiry. Each Working Group is chaired by one or two 

members of the Steering Committee. The Steering Committee was charged with deciding the 

membership of the Working Groups, guaranteeing breadth of representation. The Steering 

Committee will meet regularly to discuss and monitor the progress of the Working Groups and 

ensure that the Standards are addressed and the process timeline is adhered to. They are further 

charged with working collaboratively with the Self-Study co-chairs to ensure a fair and inclusive 

process, communicate with the wider campus community, and aid with documentation and other 

areas of support.  
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Charge to the Working Groups: 

The Working Groups are charged with developing and then researching the questions that will guide 

the Self-Study process. They will demonstrate compliance with MSCHE accreditation Standards and 

their fundamental elements, address questions of strategic concern to the College, assess the 

College’s overall effectiveness, and identify areas in need of improvement. The Working Groups will 

provide the appropriate evidence (documents and artifacts) to demonstrate and support their 

research and conclusions. They will draft their report for inclusion in the Self-Study document that 

will be provided to MSCHE before its visit to the College. The work of the Groups will be primarily 

analytical rather than descriptive, taking an honest look at where the College is in the present, and 

will be instrumental in charting opportunities for growth and improvement that will underlie the 

next strategic plan that will lead the College into the future. 

 

Specific Charges to the Working Groups:  

The members of Working Group One are tasked with researching Standards 1, 2, and 3. They will 

investigate the College’s mission statement and goals to determine how well they align with the 

College’s values, operations, and outcomes. They will assess the College’s planning process, 

especially how it connects to its resource allocation. They will report on the financial health of the 

College and suggest ways in which the institution  might improve the integration of mission, goals, 

and resources. They will examine all of the resources of the institution in order to provide a 

comprehensive picture of their use, focusing on their efficiency, effectiveness, and connection to our 

goals and mission. 

 

The members of Working Group Two are tasked with researching Standards 4, 5, and 6. They will 

investigate the governance structure of the College and determine how well the structures guide our 

practices and promote the College’s mission and goals. They will determine if all constituencies are 

given appropriate voice and powers and if they are engaged in a fair and transparent process. They 

will examine the College’s administrative structure, its organization, and its effectiveness. Finally, 

they will assess how well the College adheres to ethical Standards and its own policies. 

 

The members of Working Group Three are tasked with researching Standards 7 and 14. As an 

institution of higher learning, the College’s primary goal is to educate adults and prepare them for 
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further study and/or work. This Working Group will focus on the overall assessment of the 

institution as well as the more focused assessment of its educational core. Its members will examine 

the assessment processes at the institutional level as well as at the academic departmental level. They 

will determine if these processes are clearly articulated and consistently applied at the institutional 

and program levels, if they are useful and employed to improve teaching and learning, and if they are 

part of an ongoing culture of assessment. The College has made significant changes in its assessment 

processes since the last Self-Study, and this Working Group will determine the effectiveness of new 

processes and make recommendations for further improvement.    

 

The members of Working Group Four are tasked with researching Standards 8 and 9. They will 

investigate the College’s admission policies and procedures to determine if the College is attracting, 

admitting, and retaining students who are suitable to the mission, goals, and resources of the 

College. They will assess how well the College supports these students to ensure their success and 

completion of their degree. The support of students in a residential learning community includes 

academic advising and support but also services such as athletics and other co-curricular 

opportunities, housing facilities and career counseling. The group will determine how well the 

College creates a comprehensive learning environment in which students can achieve their 

educational goals in accordance with the College’s mission.      

 

The members of Working Group Five are tasked with researching Standard 10. They will investigate 

the role of the faculty at the institution. They will determine whether all faculty members are 

qualified, properly supported, and appropriately involved with the development and delivery of the 

curriculum. Building on the College’s Sloan Foundation grant for work-life balance, this group will 

research important faculty issues such as work-load equity and consistency across departments; 

clarity and fairness surrounding issues of evaluation, tenure, and promotion; and the proper balance 

of commitments for teaching, service, and research. They will assess how well the College adheres to 

the principles of academic freedom.  

 

The members of Working Group Six are tasked with researching Standards 11, 12, and 13. They will 

determine if students acquire appropriate knowledge and skills over the course of their education 

and how consistent the College’s academic offerings are with its liberal arts mission and goals. They 

will investigate all types of learning opportunities provided to the students—experiential learning 
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and internships, independent research, study abroad, online learning, traditional courses, and other 

opportunities to meet the College’s learning objectives. They will investigate all programs offered by 

the College—traditional day program, graduate degrees, the Accelerated Degree Programs, general 

education, majors and minors. They will assess the rigor and coherence of the offerings across the 

curriculum.    

 

Working Group Seven is tasked with demonstrating federally mandated compliance in the areas of 

credit hours, the identity verification of students in distance and correspondence education, transfer 

of credit and articulation agreements with other institutions of higher learning, and Title IV issues, 

records of student complaints, required information for students and the public, standing with state 

and other accrediting agencies, contractual relationships, and assignment of credit hours.  

 

GUIDELINES 

 

Each working group will write one report for each standard assigned to it.  While Standards vary, 

group should aim for 10 pages maximum per Standard (spaced with 1.5 lines – see section ten below 

for format specifics; the entire Self-Study can be no longer than 150 pages). The reports must be 

uniform in terms of organization and style. Following is the format to be followed in these reports: 

 

Working Group # and Chairs: 

Standard(s) Addressed: 

An overview of the group’s charge: 

Draft Date: 

For each Standard addressed: 

1. A summary of the Standard and the questions addressed 

2. An analytical discussion of the inquiry undertaken, its methods, and the outcomes of that 

inquiry, including strengths and challenges 

3. A clear explanation of how the group’s findings and conclusions relate to compliance with 

the Commission’s standards  

4. Discussion of the connection of the group’s topic with those of other groups, and of any 

collaboration between groups that took place 

5. Recommendations for improvement 
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Reports should follow the style guidelines described in section ten below. As a matter of work flow, 

all in-process revisions shared outside a working group should make use of the Word “track 

changes” feature, and all interim drafts must include a revision date.  

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 

Working Group I 

Standard 1:  Mission and Goals 

1. How is the mission statement evaluated so that responsible interested parties can have 
opportunity to suggest changes? What processes ensure that the development of mission and 
goals include those parties who are responsible for institutional progress and present 
opportunities for feedback and suggestion? 

2. In what way is our mission relevant to students, both current and prospective, to faculty, and 
to internal and external stakeholders? 

3. How do the institutional goals provide a foundation for student learning, faculty work, other 
desired outcomes, and institutional improvement? 

4. How well does the current mission serve the College, and how does the College's 
presentation of itself to internal and external audiences align with and promote the 
institutional mission?  

 
5. What opportunities, current and potential, for collaborative relationships with the local 

community support our mission and goals? 

Standard 2: Planning, Resource Allocation, and Institutional Renewal  
 

1. What are the processes for resource allocation, and how are planning and budgeting 
effectively integrated at all levels at Albright College? How do the planning and budgeting 
processes adequately reflect assessment results and support the College’s mission, goals, and 
strategic objectives? What changes to institutional planning processes at Albright have 
occurred changed since the last Self-Study and Periodic Review Report?  

2. How effective are the mechanisms in place to ensure transparency and collaborative 
participation of College stakeholders in the development and implementation of goals?  
How is the College community made aware of planning efforts and outcomes? 

3. What evidence shows that planning at Albright is continuous, systematic, and structured for 
accountability?  In what way does it foster ongoing institutional renewal and long-term 
planning? 
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4. What processes are in place to properly assess our needs (e.g., financial, human resources) 
when making decisions about current and new initiatives, both academic and non-academic? 
How do we determine the College’s return on its investment, both financial and non-
financial, for each academic and nonacademic program? 

5. How is the surrounding demographic and economic environment accounted for in the 
College’s institutional planning?  

Standard 3: Institutional Resources 
 

1. What processes and mechanisms are in place to assess institutional resources and ensure they 
are allocated strategically and used effectively to meet the short- and long-term needs of the 
College?   
 

2. How do our current reporting and assessment protocols ensure that the College has an 
appropriate level of human resources among faculty, administration, and staff to carry out its 
mission and goals?  What human resource plans are in place to project long and short-term 
needs? 
 

3. How do we assess the adequacy of facilities, technology, and information resources to 
support student learning through academic, administrative, and assessment functions across 
the College?  What plans are in place to project and manage our response to long and short-
term needs in these areas?  

4. How does the budget planning process accommodate enrollment increases and decreases? 
Given the current higher education environment (competition, cost, demand, declining 
enrollment trends, etc.), what is the College's long-term financial plan to ensure 
sustainability? What other critical assumptions impact the budget?  

5. How do we continue to identify sources of revenue and invest strategically to develop these 
sources? What process is in place for setting and evaluating tuition and financial aid strategy? 
What have been the budgetary implications of the new financial aid policy implemented in 
2013? 

6. What policies and procedures ensure adequate institutional controls and independent 
external review of financial and auxiliary operations? 

 
Working Group II 
Standard 4: Leadership and Governance 

1. How is the governance structure defined, documented, and made available to all members of 
the campus? What evidence is there that the College adheres to that structure in its 
operations? What evidence shows that shared governance is collegial, widely understood, and 
involves appropriate constituencies? How effective is communication among the faculty, 
administration, and board on pending issues and decisions? 
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2. How and when are board, administrative, and faculty governance structures reviewed for 
effectiveness in meeting their objectives, and what changes have been made to improve 
identified weaknesses? 

3. How do the board of trustees’s size, expertise, diversity, and relationship to the president 
impact its ability to effectively provide leadership for the institution and carry out its mission, 
including its fiduciary responsibilities?  

4. How is the board of trustees involved in certifying accreditation standards and policies to 
accrediting and regulatory agencies?  

5. How is the board of trustees charged with sustaining and improving the institution through 
generation of financial resources? 

6. To what extent are students provided effective opportunities to give input and feedback on 
decisions that affect them? 

7. How are new trustees oriented toward their responsibilities, including the institution’s 
mission, organization, and academic programs and objectives? How clear and effective are 
the board of trustees’ conflict of interest policy, and when was this the policy last reviewed? 
What periodic process of review occurs for the board to ensure it is meeting its overall goals 
and responsibilities?  

 
Standard 5: Administration 

1. How is the effectiveness of the administration assessed, and how do campus constituents 
provide feedback as a part of that assessment? How effective is the working relationship 
between the CEO and the other governing bodies of the institution – board, administrative 
cabinet, and faculty leadership?   

2. What are the relevant skills and background of the members of the administration and how 
effective are they in implementing their assigned leadership roles and functions? 

3. How appropriate is the institution’s staffing to its goals and needs and to the College’s 
mission? How are staffing needs determined, and what professional development 
opportunities exist to improve employees’ effectiveness? 

4. What data and technological resources are in place, still needed, or should be more fully used 
in order to meet the standards of accreditation and to effectively and efficiently carry out 
administrative processes in each of the College’s divisions?   

 

Standard 6: Integrity 

1. What evidence is there that the institution adheres to principles of academic freedom and 
ensures integrity in all areas of operation – academic and curricular, governance, public 
relations, marketing?  
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2. What evidence shows that students in all programs (traditional day, ADP, and graduate) have 
access to all college policies and procedures affecting them? How are catalogs updated and 
made accessible to students, including archived states or earlier requirements and policies?  

3. What evidence shows that the College offers sufficient coursework opportunities for 
students to complete their academic program within published program lengths? 

4. How are assessment results and institutional data, including information about program 
outcomes and accreditation status, shared across the campus and to external constituents, 
especially prospective students? 

5. What evidence shows that the College reports appropriately to Middle States as its 
accrediting body and other regulating organizations, both regarding its fulfillment of relevant 
standards and any changes affecting its mission and operations, and makes such information 
available to the public and its internal community? 

6. What evidence shows that policies are applied fairly and consistently across constituencies, 
for example regarding academic policies and requirements; student discipline and grievances; 
faculty evaluation, tenure and promotion, and compensation; administrative review and 
curriculum revision; and institutional governance? How are policies and procedures related 
to integrity assessed and revised? 

7. How does the College ensure fair and impartial practices in the hiring, dismissal, 
evaluation/promotion, and discipline of employees? How are these policies and procedures 
made easily accessible to all employees, and what evidence shows that they consistently 
followed? What evidence exists that employees are satisfied with current practices and 
policies in this regard? 

8. What evidence is there that the College promotes a climate of respect among students, 
faculty, staff, and administration for the range of diverse backgrounds, ideas, and 
perspectives?  

9. What policies and practices exist to avoid conflict of interest in all College activities and 
among all its constituents? 

10. How does the institution demonstrate commitment to principles of protecting intellectual 
property rights? 

 

Working Group III 

Standard 7: Institutional Assessment 

1. What is the evidence that the Albright community (administrators, faculty, staff, and 
students) and all relevant stakeholders understand and are engaged in sustained assessment 
of institutional effectiveness?  In what ways has the Albright community established a 
culture of assessment and how is information used to further promote the culture?  

2. What is the evidence that the missions and goals across the College are aligned at all levels of 
programming, from the overall mission and strategic plan down to course syllabi?  
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3. What evidence demonstrates that assessment practices are effective in driving goal 

achievement and continuous improvement at the institutional, departmental, and program 
levels?  How are assessment results used to inform institutional planning and resource 
allocation?  

4. What is the evidence that sufficient resources are provided to support assessment efforts? If 
support is not sufficient, what additional support and training are needed for campus 
members to engage in more varied and effective means of assessment?  

5. What is the evidence that assessment results are documented, shared, discussed, and used by 
the campus community and linked to institutional renewal?  

Standard 14: Assessment of Student Learning 
 

1. What is the evidence that assessment of student learning is a meaningful and useful process 
for faculty and staff? What plans are in place to ensure sustainable assessment practices 
occur across all academic departments?  

2. How well are clear, measurable learning goals articulated at the program and course levels, 
including co-curricular programs? To what extent do student learning assessments yield 
direct and convincing evidence that the learning goals are being achieved?  

3. What is the evidence that nonacademic goals across all areas connect with student learning 
outcomes and contribute to student development?  

4. How do student learning assessment results tie to program and curricular planning, resource 
allocation, and overall institutional effectiveness?   

5. What is the evidence that the student learning assessment process has been reviewed and 
improved over time? In particular, to what extent do sufficient assessment plans exist in all 
academic programs?  

6. What is the evidence that academic and support programs effectively document and 
demonstrate achievement of key learning outcomes?  

7. How effectively does Albright College provide students with clear information on how they 
are expected to achieve each learning outcome? What is the evidence that the assessment 
process contributes to student learning and continuous improvement efforts, and how well 
have these efforts been communicated across the College?  

 
 
Working Group IV  
Standard 8: Student Admissions and Retention 
 

1. How well do the College’s admission, financial aid and retention policies help meet the new 
student targets, overall enrollment goals, and net revenue plans? How well do these strategies 
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and plans, including marketing, target students of the quality we wish to attract and correlate 
with Albright’s mission? How do they respond to demographic trends? 

2. What is the College’s ideal enrollment in terms of campus capacity and budgeting for 
traditional undergraduates, accelerated degree programs (ADP), and graduate students? How 
well do the College’s infrastructure, classroom space and academic programs meet these 
levels of enrollment?  Do they correlate with Albright’s mission?   

3. How accessible and how clear are the College’s policies and procedures for admission and 
financial aid? 

4. What changes has the College made in financial aid strategies, and have they been effective 
in the recruitment and retention of students?  

5. How well suited are the current residential spaces in quantity and quality to the College’s 
enrollment? How well do residence halls and programming attract prospective students and 
meet the needs of the current students?     

6. What is the College’s retention plan and how effectively do current policies and committees 
manage retention efforts? How do the College’s retention and graduation rates compare with 
peer institutions, aspirant institutions, and both national and regional rates? Why do students 
leave the College? Is this information accurately tracked and then used to change retention 
efforts? 

7. What is the role of traditional transfer students in the College’s enrollment plan and what 
challenges and opportunities come with this population? How well do partnerships and 
articulation agreements with community colleges attract transfer students, and how clear and 
consistent are the policies and procedures for accepting transfer credit?  

8. What specific challenges are there to Albright’s recruitment of international students? How 
well does the College address these challenges, and are the policies and procedures clear to 
international prospective students? 

9. What are the challenges and opportunities associated with recruiting and retaining students 
for the College’s location in Reading?  

10. How accessible and clear is information about academic programs, including placement and 
learning outcomes? 

11. How well does the College address the needs of students in the entering class who are 
marginally prepared for higher education? Are such programs effective in preparing them to 
succeed in college, and do these programs aid the retention of these students? 

 
Standard 9: Student Support Services 
 

1. How well do the student support services meet the needs of all students, including the 
specific needs of international students, students with disabilities, nontraditional students, 
veterans, commuters as well as traditional students? How do the resources for student 
support services, including technology, compare to those of Albright’s peers?  
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2. How are student services assessed, and what changes have been made in the last five years in 
response to assessment? How effective have these changes been? To what extent are 
learning outcomes articulated throughout student services?   

3. How effective, well understood, and consistently implemented are the College’s procedures 
and policies concerning the privacy of student information? 

4. How well do the athletic and co-curricular programs serve the mission of the College and 
meet the needs of the current and prospective students, including nontraditional 
students? How do they compare with those of the College’s peer institutions? 

5. How does the College address student complaints and grievances, and how are College 
processes and procedures made available? 

6. How effectively do the College’s orientation and other new student programming help 
students transition to college and aid retention efforts? 

7. How does Albright offer academic advising to students?  What training and resources are 

available for advisors?  How does the College assess the effectiveness of its advising 

programs? 

 

Working Group V  

Standard 10: Faculty 

1. How strong is the collegiality and civility of the faculty, and what factors contribute to a 
positive community and what factors detract from that?  

 
2.  What does the College do to promote diversity through faculty hiring?  What can the 

College do to recruit, support, and retain a diverse faculty, and how can the College improve 
its efforts? Are all faculty regardless of gender, race, sexual orientation and/or ethnicity 
equitably compensated?   

 
3. What percentage of faculty time should be spent on service, teaching and research? What 

percentage is actually spent on these items? How is this articulated in the tenure and 
promotion process?  How well does the College support faculty development in these three 
areas?  

 
4. How are faculty involved in academic program development, assessment, and improvement? 

Are faculty afforded sufficient autonomy, discretion, support, and guarantees of academic 
freedom in the classroom?  

 
5. What areas of our curriculum are delivered by adjunct and other part-time or non-tenure 

track faculty? Has the College’s reliance on adjunct and other part-time or non-tenure track 
faculty increased in the last five years? Is their teaching adequately assessed, including in 
ADP? How does this affect student learning? Are these faculty adequately supported? In 
what ways have the part-time faculty been included in deliberations about the life of the 
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college and the academic welfare of students, especially in departments where their 
contribution is greatest? 

 
6. How effective is the College in hiring and retaining faculty who are well qualified for the 

positions they hold, demonstrating teaching excellence, engagement in research, and 
professional growth?  Does the College hire a sufficient number of faculty for its needs? 
 

7. How accessible and clearly defined are the roles and responsibilities of faculty, as well as the 
policies and procedures concerning review, tenure and promotion, grievances, and 
disciplinary action?   
 

8. How effective is the College’s process for distributing advisees and are they equitably divided 

among faculty? 

 

Working Group VI  

Standard 11: Educational Offerings 

1. What evidence demonstrates that the College’s educational offerings have academic content 
and rigor appropriate to the degree level(s)? How do the program development and 
assessment processes foster periodic consideration of academic content and rigor and 
achievement of student learning goals?  

2. How do departments endeavor to make multi-section courses consistent in terms of student 
learning outcomes? Is there consistency across departments in how such courses are 
administered and evaluated? Is there evidence that mandating a single course syllabus and a 
required text for multi-section courses enhances or diminishes the achievement of student 
learning outcomes? In departments that are decentralized, would the students benefit from 
greater centralization?  

3. What processes and procedures are in place for identifying and implementing future 
educational offerings? Is the College adaptable and flexible enough to meet the higher 
education needs of students today? How does the College make decisions about the addition 
and elimination of educational offerings? Are these processes effective? How can they be 
improved? How should the curriculum evolve and change to ensure adherence to the 
College’s mission and foundation in the liberal arts?  

4. How has the relationship between the Accelerated Degree Programs and the corresponding 
academic departments changed over time? Are the ADP and day programs sufficiently 
integrated? In what ways are the day and ADP degrees (including general education) assessed 
to ensure comparable student learning outcomes? Are the current accelerated programs 
meeting the needs of students and are they consistent with the College’s mission?  

5. How well communicated and how easily accessible are statements of expected student 
learning outcomes at the institutional, program, and course levels?  
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6. How pervasive and effective are opportunities for students to synthesize and reflect on their 
learning? 

7. How well does the library staff and faculty collaborate in fostering information literacy and 
technological competency?  Are the library’s services, resources, and staff sufficient to 
support the educational mission of the College? 

 
 
Standard 12: General Education  

1. What evidence exists that the College’s graduates meet expected, acceptable levels of 
competency in oral and written communication, scientific and quantitative reasoning, 
technological capability, information literacy, critical analysis and reasoning, cross-cultural 
competency, values and ethics, and cross-disciplinary competency? Are these levels of 
competency appropriate given institutional mission and the needs and aspirations of 
students?  

2. In what ways and for what reasons has the general education program been changed over 
the past five years? What process ensures that general education courses are aligned with 
general education goals, and is it effective? How has the impact of changes to the general 
education curriculum been assessed? What modifications or further assessments have been 
implemented as a result? What further modifications should be considered?  

3. How effectively are general education requirements and academic program requirements 
linked and interrelated? How uniform is the interrelationship across academic 
departments? How is general education coordinated with the overall curriculum?  

4. How well communicated and easily accessible are the general education requirements, 
student learning outcomes, and goals? 

 

Standard 13: Related Educational Activities 

1. How significant is the College’s commitment to providing programs and services for under-
prepared students? Does the assessment of these programs and services demonstrate that 
the level of institutional investment and commitment is warranted? Do these programs and 
services achieve their stated student learning and development goals?  

2. Given the College’s emphasis on experiential learning in the strategic plan, has the institution 
achieved its goals? How can the College continue to provide experiential learning 
opportunities and to ensure the rigor of such opportunities? Is there administrative support 
for investment in needed resources to achieve these goals? How does Albright’s experiential 
learning programs compare to those at peer institutions? What improvements to faculty 
engagement should be made? How could it be better integrated into the curriculum and 
campus life? How effectively does the College assure that credit granted for experiential 
learning is warranted, defensible, and consistently applied (in particular in the ADP and Day 
Programs)? 
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3. How do the ways in which Albright implements undergraduate research compare to those of 
similar colleges, and what are the implications of the differences? Does the College 
encourage and support research across the disciplines equitably?  

4. What is the value of fostering a “residential learning community”? What does and should 
that phrase mean at Albright College? Are there ways to increase the residential identity of 
the College through the efforts of both faculty and staff? How does the College 
create/provide equivalent experience for our adult education programs and remote 
locations?  

5. How does Albright compare to similar colleges in terms of student study abroad rates? If 
need be, how can we increase student participation in study abroad programs? How can 
those experiences be more directly tied to general studies requirements or situated within the 
requirements of academic majors? Where does globalization stand as a campus priority and 
how is it integrated into the curriculum? How has the College’s ESL program changed over 
the last five years? What will be the effect of partnering with international institutions? 

6. What evidence exists that students in online (including hybrid) courses achieve learning goals 
comparable to the goals achieved by students in face-to-face courses? Should Albright 
increase its online offerings for traditional students, especially during the summer 
sessions? Should Albright offer full accelerated degree programs online, giving it national 
reach?     
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Section Seven 

Communications Plan and Community Involvement 

 

Albright College has created a website that explains the Middle States Self-Study process, timeline, 

and goals, names the co-chairs, Steering Committee, and Working Groups, provides links to select 

College and Middle States documents (including the final Design Document), and provides a unique 

email link to the Self-Study co-chairs. Any member of the Working Groups or Steering Committee 

can be contacted by any member of the faculty, administration, or staff. The website will be public.   

 

The College intranet SPIRA site (Strategic Planning, Institutional Research, and Assessment), which 

is password-protected but available to the entire campus community, will be used to post in-process 

documents for campus feedback. All-community email will be used to alert constituents to the status 

of the self-study process, make invitations to meetings and forums, and solicit feedback on 

documents and on the process overall. 

 

Drs. Thomas and Koosed will have a regular spot on the agenda of the College Leadership Team in 

order to communicate with the administration about the Self-Study process.  Likewise, the co-chairs 

will also give regular reports at meetings of the full faculty. Faculty will also have the opportunity to 

participate in the process through the Faculty Retreat (August 2015) and a series of Dean’s Seminars 

throughout the year.   

 

Monday afternoons have been set aside in the College’s meeting calendar to accommodate the 

scheduling of meetings of the Steering Committee, Working Groups, faculty Dean’s Seminars, and 

open forums for the campus community that will be scheduled at key points for sharing progress 

and receiving feedback. 

 

The Board of Trustees will receive regular updates from the provost and president. Students will be 

kept apprised of progress and asked for feedback both through inclusion in public forums, all-

student emails, and the Student Government Association. 
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Section Eight 

Inventory of Support Documents 

 

Please see Appendix A for a working list of supporting documents and information resources.  
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Section Nine 

Timeline for the Self-Study Process 

 

Provost and Assessment Committee chair attend Self-Study Institute November 2014 

Presentation to Board of Trustees on re-accreditation process January 2015 

Self-Study co-chairs and re-accreditation process announced to campus 

community by president 
January 2015 

Steering Committee selected, charged, and announced to campus community. 

Committee to meet monthly (with exceptions). 
April 2015 

Self-Study model confirmed with Steering Committee April 2015 

Working Group chairs selected and charged April 2015 

Working Group membership selected and charged May 2015 

Presentations on re-accreditation process to College Leadership Team and 

faculty 
May 2015 

Communication plan drafted May 2015 

Working groups draft research questions and information sources, with input 

from Steering Committee  
June 2015 

Steering Committee finalizes research questions and co-chairs share with 

community for input 
July 2015 

Self-Study Design document drafted and shared with campus community for 

input 
July 2015 

Meeting of College Leadership Team and of faculty to discuss Design 

Document 
August 2015 

Final draft of Design Document to president and editor for review August 2015 

Submit final draft of design document to MSCHE liaison and post for 

campus community 
August 20, 2015 

Develop itinerary with campus liaison for initial visit August 2015 

President’s letter inviting campus involvement with liaison visit August 2015 

Faculty Retreat with focus on review process and upcoming liaison visit August 2015 

Host MSCHE liaison visit  September 3, 2015 

Submit final Design Document to MSCHE liaison and post to website October 16, 2015 

Working Groups pursue research questions, refine document collection and 

storage, and prepare draft section reports. Working Groups hold open 

forums, typically on Monday afternoons, to facilitate discussion and feedback 

on their areas of research. 

October 2015 – 

March 2016 

 

Questions for any Working Group that is conducting a survey November 12, 2015 

Working Groups submit draft reports to Steering Committee April 11, 2016 

Steering Committee meeting to review Working Group draft reports April 25, 2016 

College Leadership Team meeting to review Working Group draft reports May 10, 2016 
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Working Group draft reports completed, approved by Steering Committee, 

and made available to community for input 
May 16, 2016 

Working Group reports final revision approved by Steering Committee  June 27, 2016 

Evaluation team chosen by MSCHE Summer 2016 

Co-Chairs and other relevant parties prepare Self-Study draft Summer 2016 

Self-Study draft to the Steering Committee August 15,2016 

Self-Study draft reviewed and revised by faculty during faculty retreat August 2016 

Steering Committee  reviews and approves Self-Study draft August 29, 2016 

Self-Study draft submitted to Board of Trustees, and campus community for 

comment 
September 15, 2016 

Self-Study draft submitted to MSCHE team chair October 15, 2016 

MSCHE evaluation team chair visit  November-

December 2016 

Self-Study revised and documents finalized January 2016 

Approval of final Self-Study by Steering Committee and president January 2017 

Submit final report to MSCHE  February 2017 

MSCHE evaluation team visit  Spring 2017 

Campus receives evaluation team report and submits institutional response Spring 2017 

MSCHE announces action Summer or Fall 2017 
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Section Ten 

Organization and Style of the Self-Study Report 

 

The Working Group reports will adhere to the following organizational and style guidelines: 

 

All Working Groups should use Microsoft Word, using 12-point Garamond font and numbering all 

pages, centered at the bottom of the page. Margins should be set at one inch all around the 

document, with no headers or footers. Reports should be spaced with 1.5 lines. Paragraphs should 

not be indented; there should be additional space between paragraphs. All acronyms should be 

introduced parenthetically the first time used, following the full phrase or title. All submissions 

should include the date of latest revision in the title and in the subject line of emails. Submissions 

should be uploaded to SharePoint. The final document may be no longer than 150 pages in this 

format, so Working Group reports should be under ten pages per standard on average. 

 

Clear and consistent organization is very important. Internal headings should be bold and in all caps 

(BOLD IN CAPS); subheadings should be bold with upper and lower cases (Bold Upper and 

Lower). Headings should be descriptive of the content of the section and not generic. Working 

Groups should endeavor not to be repetitious internally, nor repeat information already included in 

other places in the Self-Study (e.g., do not restate the Standard or list the members of the working 

groups). 

 

Each report should be factual and objective and provide analysis, using description only to better 

establish context for the analysis offered. It should focus on the present, only providing historical 

narrative where necessary for context. The report must be evidence-driven—all assessments must 

clearly emerge from the data. References to supporting documents may be made in parenthetical 

comments; data tables should be included; appendices of data may be provided (appendices do not 

count toward total page count).   

 

Where relevant, each report should include recommendations for either building on strengths or 

addressing weaknesses as revealed by the report. Recommendations should be numbered and 

presented in the order in which the issue they address appears in the body of the report. They 
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should be stated in concise declarative sentences, avoid passive voice, and be as clear and specific as 

possible.  

 

The Self-Study will adhere to the following structure: 

 Executive Summary - a brief description of the major findings and recommendations. 

 Compliance Statement, MSCHE Institutional Profile  

 Chapter One: Introduction to Albright College and Its Self-Study Process 

 Chapter Two:  Mission and Goals, Planning and Institutional Renewal, and Institutional 

Resources (Standards 1, 2, and 3) 

 Chapter Three: Leadership and Governance, Administration, and Integrity (Standards 4, 5, 

and 6) 

 Chapter Four: Institutional and Educational Effectiveness (Standards 7 and 14) 

 Chapter Five: Student Admissions, Retention, and Support Services (Standards 8 and 9) 

 Chapter Six: Faculty (Standard 10)  

 Chapter Seven: Educational Offerings, General Education, and Related Educational 

Activities (Standards 11, 12, and 13) 

 Chapter Eight: Conclusion – summary of key findings and recommendations 

 Appendices – comprehensive document/resource list  
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Section Eleven 

Profile of the Visiting Evaluation Team 

 

We hope our visiting team will be chaired by, and staffed with, higher education professionals 

familiar with the mission, context, and challenges of schools like Albright College. Albright is a 

private, mostly residential baccalaureate arts and sciences institution grounded in the liberal arts but 

aware of the need to underwrite the ultimate professional success of its students. We are selective 

and tuition-dependent in an increasingly competitive regional and national landscape, enrolling 

approximately 1,700 full-time undergraduates and 600 non-traditional students in our accelerated 

programs. Our curricular and co-curricular hallmarks include high interdisciplinarity, particular 

strengths in the sciences and arts, a thriving undergraduate research program, a strong commitment 

to the traditional liberal arts that extends to how it frames more career-oriented programming, and a 

vibrant, quality program for working adults. Teaching is primary here, but the faculty is very strong 

and professionally driven. Our student community is diverse in background and attainment, and we 

pride ourselves on helping them exceed their own expectations. Our 35 undergraduate majors are 

led in enrollment by Business, Biology, Psychology, Sociology, and Fashion, but we seek to maintain 

a strong humanities presence and at this time still teach Latin and Greek. We enter our decennial 

review after a highly successful Periodic Review Report and are choosing a comprehensive model 

for our Self-Study. We also enter this review at a time of transition, as our provost recently accepted 

a college presidency, and two other vice presidents have been with us for just over a year.  

 

This profile prompts us to suggest as a team chair an experienced president or president emeritus 

from a school comparable in size and liberal arts mission, someone with a clear sense of shared 

governance, of the challenge of balancing limited resources with progress, and of stewarding a 

student-focused community. We would also welcome an experienced chief financial officer or 

controller, and an experienced enrollment marketing and management officer. We would find useful 

administrative or faculty members who are well versed in assessment, familiar with strategic attempts 

to increase community engagement and internationalization, and experienced with non-traditional 

programs for working adults. Some examples of Middle States-affiliated institutions we would 

consider comparable are:  Goucher College, Hartwick College, Juniata College, McDaniel College, 

St. John Fisher College. More aspirant schools not directly in our area might be Allegheny College, 

Hobart and William Smith College, St. Lawrence University, Skidmore College, Washington College. 
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Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

MSCHE 
Accreditation 
Documents  

              

Middle States 
Periodic Review 
Report 2012 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Middle States 
Report, 2006 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Substantive Change 
Proposals and 
Approvals 

 x           x  

MSCHE Annual 
Institutional Profile 

x  x     x   x    

Budget and Planning 
Documents 

x x x            

Charting a Course for 
the 2020 Graduate 
and Beyond (2012) 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Strategic Plan - 
Enumerated Goals 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

Strategic Plan Annual 
Priorities 

x x x    x        

Strategic Plan - 
Implementation 
Document 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 
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Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Annual Department 
Goals and 
Assessment Plans 

x x x    x       x 

Annual End-of-Year 
Assessment Reports 

x x x    x       x 

Albright College Key 
Strategic Indicators 

x      x        

Campus Master Plan 
Report (2009) 

x x x            

Strategic Planning, 
IR, and Assessment 
Website (SPIRA) 

x x x    x       x 

Audited Financial 
Statements 

 x x            

Current and 
Historical Operating 
Budget 

 x x            

Current and 
Historical Capital 
Budget  

 x x            

Department Budgets  x x            

Budget Planning 
Guidelines--
Operational & Capital 

 x x            

Enrollment 
Management Plan 

x x x     x       

Retention Plan x       x x      

Other Specialized 
Division and 
Department Plans 

x x x            

Handbooks, Policies 
and  Publications 

              

Undergraduate/ 
Graduate Handbook 

     x     x x x  

Accelerated Degree 
Program Handbook 

     x     x x x  
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Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Accelerated Degree 
Program Facilitator 
Guides 

         x x x x  

Faculty Handbook      x     x     

Employee Handbook     x     x     

College Website and 
Intranet 

x x  x x x  x x x x x x  

That Their Light May 
Shine Campaign 

x x x            

The Albright 
Reporter 

     x         

Conflict of Interest     x x x         

Student Identity 
Verification Policy 

     x       x  

FERPA and student 
privacy related 
policies 

     x  x x      

Transfer of Credit 
Policy 

     x  x     x  

Transfer Guides/ 
Articulation 
Agreements 

     x x x   x  x  

Leadership, 
Governance & 
Administration 

              

Organizational 
Chart(s) 

  x x x          

Faculty Governance 
Guide, committee 
structure and 
members 

   x x     x     

Meeting agendas and 
minutes from PC 

   x      x     

Meeting Minutes 
from EPC 

   x      x     

Cabinet membership, 
agendas and minutes 

   x x          
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Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

College Leadership 
Team (CLT) 
members, agendas, 
minutes 

   x x          

Meeting Minutes 
from Faculty 

   x      x     

Academic Chairs 
meeting agendas and 
minutes   

   x      x x    

Academic  
department meeting 
agendas and minutes 

   x      x x    

Vitaes and resumes 
of senior leadership 
and faculty 

   x x     x     

Administrative 
committees structure 
and  membership  

   x x          

Board of Trustees by-
laws 

   x           

Board of Trustees 
membership and bios 

   x           

Board of Trustee 
committee structure 
and minutes 

   x           

Board of Trustees 
meeting minutes 

   x           

Board orientation 
and evaluation 
materials 

   x   x        

Board Dashboard    x   x        

Student Government 
Association by-laws, 
members, minutes 

   x     x      

External consulting 
reports 

 x x    x        

Admin Goals, 
Assessment Plans, 
End of Year Reports 

 x   x  x    x  x x 

Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
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Institutional 
Assessment Surveys 
and Reports* 

              

 Academic Program 
Review (APR)  
Guidelines 

 x x    x    x x x x 

Completed APR 
reports 

 x x    x x x  x x x x 

Administrative Area 
Program Review 
(AAPR) Guidelines 

 x x  x  x x x    x  

Completed  AAPR 
documents  

 x x  x  x x x    x  

Admitted Student 
Survey (ASQ) 

      x x x     x 

 Cooperative Inst. 
Research Program 
(CIRP) Freshmen 
Survey 

      x x x  x x x x 

(AICUP) First Year 
Student Survey 

      x  x     x 

Higher Education 
Data Sharing (HEDS) 
Senior Survey 

      x x x     x 

National Student 
Survey on 
Engagement (NSSE) 

      x x x x x x x x 

Annual Graduate 
Survey Reports 

      x    x x  x 

AICUP Alumni Survey       x        

 Noel-Levitz Surveys       x      x x 

Comparative peer list 
and reports  

      x        

Integrated Post-
Secondary Education 
Surveys (IPEDS): 

      x        

 Institutional 
Characteristics and 
Costs 

  x    x x       

Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Enrollment       x x   x    
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Retention and 
Graduation Rates 

      x x x      

Student Financial Aid   x    x x x      

Student Completions 
and Degrees 
Conferred 

      x x   x    

Institutional Finance    x    x        

Human Resources 
(Staff & Salaries) 

  x    x   x     

Registrar Dashboard       x x       

Academic Affairs 
Dashboard 

      x   x     

Fact Book       x        

Admissions 
Enrollment Analysis  

      x        

CIC Faculty Salary 
Data 

      x   x     

Common Data Set       x        

CIC KIT and FIT 
reports 

      x x x      

AICUP FASFA       x x x      

AICUP FAAT       x x x      

Clery Reports for 
Albright and 
Reading/Berks 
Schools 

     x  x x      

Comparative data on 
public safety 

      x  x      

Housing Surveys         x      

Graduation Rate 
Prediction Model  

      x x x  x x  x 

Wellness Committee 
Survey  

      x        

Test Optional Survey        x x x     x 

Foreign Language 
Requirement Study 

      x    x x  x 
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Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

 Great Colleges to 
Work For Survey 

  x x x  x        

Sloan Report       x   x     

Student Learning 
Assessment 

              

Academic Program 
Review (APR)  
Guidelines 

      x       x 

Completed Academic 
Program Reviews 

      x    x x x x 

Assessment 
Committee roster, 
meeting agendas and  
minutes 

      x       x 

Assessment 
Committee Goals & 
Accomplishments 

 x     x       x 

Assessment Award 
Winners & Criteria 

      x    x x x x 

 Albright Assessment 
Processes and Plans 
(Assessment Plan) 

 x     x    x x x x 

Planning, Budgeting 
and Assessment 
Calendars 

 x     x       x 

Student Learning 
Assessment 
Inventory 

      x    x x  x 

Evidence of faculty 
training in 
assessment 

      x   x    x 

 Academic 
Assessment Plans 
and End of Year 
Reports 

 x x    x    x x x x 

Learning Goal 
Statements 
(department 
websites, catalog)  

      x     x  x 

Standards of 
Excellence 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
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Course Syllabi       x     x  x 

Program Curriculum 
Maps 

      x    x x  x 

Statement of General 
Education Learning 
Goals  

      x    x x  x 

General Education 
Assessment Plan 

      x    x x  x 

Student Writing 
Assessment 

      x    x x  x 

Artifacts and 
evidence of student 
learning across 
departments 

      x    x x  x 

Portfolios and juried 
student work  

      x    x x  x 

Rubrics, program 
specific and 
commercial 
assessments 

      x    x x  x 

Capstones, 
Internships, 
evaluations and 
results 

      x    x x  x 

ACRE Project 
evaluation and 
results 

          x x x x 

Experiential events           x x x x 
 

Other Institutional Reports available upon request* 

 


