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Introduction

In 2005, IPFW formed the Enrollment Management Council.  This group focused its attention on three areas:  Prior to Matriculation, the First Year, and Beyond the First Year.  Task forces were formed around these themes.  The goal of these groups was to determine how IPFW could create a culture of success that would lead to improved retention and persistence rates.  After lengthy discussion, the First Year team felt that before starting any new initiatives, IPFW should engage in a comprehensive self-study of existing structures and programs for first-year students.  The Foundations of Excellence (FOE) was selected as the vehicle.

Foundations of Excellence is a “comprehensive, externally guided self-study and improvement process for the first year that enhances an institution's ability to realize its goals for student learning, success, and persistence.”  The FOE self-study is based on “a model for first-year excellence comprised of a set of principles that are termed Foundational Dimensions.®”  These Dimensions were developed by the Policy Center on the First Year of College, vetted by over 300 four and two-year institutions, and used to guide measurement of institutional efforts. The Dimensions provide an aspirational model for the entire first year from recruitment through admissions, orientation, and all first-year curricular and co-curricular experiences (http://www.fyfoundations.org).  
IPFW was among the FOE National Select Cohort along with the following schools:

2006-2007 Four-Year National Select Cohort

UNIVERSITY





LOCATION

Ball State University




Muncie, IN 

Berea College





Berea, KY 

California State University Bakersfield


Bakersfield, CA 

Central Michigan University



Mt. Pleasant, MI 

Florida Southern College




Lakeland, FL 

Gallaudet University




Washington D.C. 

Georgian Court University




Lakewood, NJ 

Indiana University - Purdue University Fort Wayne

Fort Wayne, IN 

Old Dominion University




Norfolk, VA 

Reinhardt College





Waleska, GA 

Slippery Rock University




Slippery Rock, PA 

Southern Oregon University




Ashland, OR 

State University of New York – Fredonia


Fredonia, NY 

Texas A&M International University


Laredo, TX 

University of South Carolina Upstate


Spartanburg, SC 

University of South Dakota




Vermillion,SD 

University of Toledo




Toledo, OH 

West Virginia University




Morgantown, WV 

Western Illinois University




Macomb, IL

FOE at IPFW
IPFW completed the FOE self-study utilizing a Steering Committee and nine Dimension Teams as follows:  Philosophy, Organization, Transitions, Faculty, Learning, All Students, Diversity, Roles and Purposes, and Improvements.  Each Dimension Team had co-chairs, one from academic affairs and one from student affairs (for most teams).   These co-chairs also served as members of the Steering Committee.  The team members consisted of faculty, staff, and students, nearly 90 people in all.  An FOE campus website with detailed information about the project and participants may be found at www.ipfw.edu/casa/fye/FOE.html.
Each Dimension team examined specific Performance Indicators (PIs) developed by the Policy Center on the First Year of College.  The teams utilized an electronic database called FoEtec which holds a Current Practices Inventory [a summary of first-year programs/resources on campus like the First Year Experience (FYE) and Academic Student Achievement Program (ASAP)], results from the FOE faculty/staff and student surveys, and an Evidence Library (uploaded support documents, links to relevant website, and other data collected by individual teams to address specific PIs) as well as discussion notes and analysis of each team’s PIs.  The Policy Center provided IPFW with a consultant, Betsy Barefoot, who reviewed the Current Practices Inventory and Dimension Reports.   She also communicated frequently with campus liaisons.
Faculty/Staff Survey Results

As part of the self-study process, IPFW had access to two surveys, one for faculty and staff and one for students.  The surveys addressed issues pertaining to the first-year which aligned with the Foundational Dimensions.  For the purpose of the self-study, first-year students were defined as those students who have completed 30 credits or less.  Both surveys contained primarily multiple-choice options but were supplemented by open-ended questions (five of which were developed by subcommittees of the Steering Committee).  All faculty and staff at IPFW received an email from Chancellor Wartell asking them to participate in the survey which was available online.  Subsequent reminder emails came from each of the Vice Chancellors.  The surveys contained a branching function that directed respondents to different parts of the survey depending on their job (faculty or staff), their amount of contact with first-year students, and their years of service (new hires were branched out of the survey).  Approximately 1,400 received the email request to complete the survey; 790 (over 50%) responded.  The composition of those 790 is as follows: 50.1% faculty, 12.5% administrators, 12.3% professional staff, 21.5% staff, and 3.5% teaching assistants.  Other details regarding respondents include:  70.6% report a working relationship with first-year students, 52.4% have taught a class enrolling predominately first-year students, 23.1% are currently academic advisors of first-year students.
The academic rank of respondents is as follows:

	Rank
	N
	Percentage (%)

	No academic rank
	141
	29.4%

	Teaching Assistant
	13
	2.7%

	Instructor
	139
	29%

	Assistant/Associate Professor
	126
	26.3%

	Full Professor
	46
	9.6%

	Other
	15
	3.1%


The rest of this section details the Faculty/Staff survey results by Foundational Dimension.  Survey results are based on the impressions of the respondents and do not necessarily report facts or actual behaviors.
Philosophy

Questions for this Dimension focus on whether respondents felt that a philosophy for the first year had been communicated to them by the institution and their department, whether they considered a philosophy for first-year students important, and how committed they felt IPFW is to the success of first-year students.  FOE survey results demonstrate a belief in a philosophy for the first year as 40.5% of respondents reported that the institution does operate from a commonly held philosophy which was communicated to them.  A similar percentage indicated that their department also communicated its philosophy on first year students.  However, as no current philosophy exists at IPFW, the Philosophy team felt that the perceived philosophy/rationale is implicit in nature, is not campus wide, and has been reactive in nature.  Various programs have been developed in response to student need and recognized gaps in services which may account for why 69.8% of respondents believe the institution is committed to first-year student success. 

Within the IPFW community, there is consensus that a guiding philosophy is needed (74.8% of FOE survey respondents indicated that a formalized institutional philosophy is valuable).  
Organization
Questions 17 through 29 of the Faculty/Staff survey relate to organizational structure.  These include questions about the utility of university structures (can we direct students to the right places for certain kinds of assistance), questions about our ability to support communication and collaboration, questions about resources, and questions about shared authority.  Responses were examined for several segments of the population.

Overall, responses were generally positive.  If these questions do reflect IPFW’s organization, then the majority of faculty and staff believe that our organizational structures provide us the ability to create a good first year program for our students.  It is interesting that the Organization team as a whole did not feel this way.  

Uniformly, across every segment of the university, individuals claim to understand how to direct students for assistance with administrative, academic, personal, and co-curricular questions, and where to send students for help with coursework.  This can be interpreted as saying we do a pretty good job of making sure faculty and staff know about CASA, Career Services, Office of Diversity and Multicultural Affairs, and so on.  These numbers are particularly strong among new employees and those with no academic rank.  This might reflect some success with new employee training and orientation.  

Approximately three-fourths of respondents across almost all segments of the university believe that the university is effectively organized to develop a first year that supports communication and collaboration and partnerships between student affairs and faculty.  For administrators and professional staff the figure is approximately three-fifths.  While not horrible, the lower scores may reflect real difficulties in communication and collaboration that these groups experience on a more regular basis than faculty.  

All segments of the campus feel that resources for first year students are adequate.  This includes resources for courses (three-fourths moderate to high agreement), and academic support and co-curricular activities (more than five-sixths moderate to high agreement).  This may reflect acceptance of the fiscal reality that graduate students and limited term lecturers deliver most first year instruction, and the belief that our part-time instructors do a good job in the classroom.  This perception does not reflect an understanding of the enormous real growth in demand for academic support services over the past few years.  

Most individuals do not feel that they have a voice in decisions about first-year issues, and many do not feel that their unit does.  This is particularly true among staff and teaching assistants, and probably reflects reality.  But even half of the administrators say they have little or no voice in decisions.  Since the First Year Experience Contact, Curricular, and Co-curricular teams did in fact have genuine power to shape the FYE as the program developed, these results are difficult to interpret.

Transitions

Questions 73 through 83 of the Faculty/Staff survey relate to the transition that students encounter beginning with recruitment extending through to the completion of 30 credit hours. The questions focus on: pre-enrollment communication of standards of behavior, connections to academic support, and academic advising. 

Examinations of mean scores indicate perceptions from student affairs administrators, faculty and academic affairs administrators were moderately satisfied with the overall experience of the first year.  However, when asked about pre-enrollment communication, the majority of faculty and staff (55.4%) do not believe that we adequately communicate the standards of behavior in an academic community.  Over half (56.7%) believe we do communicate the importance of academic honesty, and 50.5% believe we effectively communicate the importance of ethical conduct.  The majority (53%) also believe IPFW assures that all students experience academic support outside the classroom.

Regarding advising, most faculty/staff (88.3%) indicated that they believe academic advising in its current format is “moderately” to “very highly” successful at the university. Similar findings were found with the Student survey. Contrary to the FOE survey results, the team did not feel the same way about academic advising due to previous surveys done by the university solely about academic advising.  In the previous survey, students’ perceptions of academic advising did seem more negative.

Faculty

Questions pertaining to the Faculty Dimension include:  faculty perceptions of the importance of work with first years to institutional leaders, department leaders, and colleagues; rewards for excellence in teaching first-year students recognized by the groups listed previously; and discussion of teaching first-year students in the hiring process.  Responses to Question 54 of the Faculty survey indicate that the perception of faculty, administrators, and staff is that senior academic leaders consider faculty involvement with first-year students to be important.  According to the response to Question 55 on the Faculty survey, all categories of respondents perceive that department/unit leaders consider faculty involvement with first year students to be important. The Faculty team found, through subsequent interviews, that departmental faculty development efforts are aimed at fostering excellent teaching of all levels of students. However, encouragement to focus specifically on pedagogies and learning goals and to follow trends for use in first year courses was not revealed in our interviews with department chairs. 

When asked about the hiring process, 54.9% of faculty reported that teaching first-year students was only slightly mentioned or not mentioned at all in job postings; 50.8% reported similarly about the discussion of teaching first-years during interviews.
Seventy-one percent of faculty surveyed regarding excellence in teaching first-year students felt that this was only acknowledged slightly or not at all by their faculty colleagues.  A slightly higher percentage felt it is acknowledged by department leaders while 86.7% felt that excellence in teaching first-years is not at all or only slightly acknowledged by institution leaders.

Remarks in the open-ended questions in the Faculty/Staff survey indicate that adjuncts and teachers of freshmen did not feel that they were highly regarded by their peers and others who do not have this teaching responsibility, nor did they feel adequately rewarded for what they regard as important work. In fact, one department head stated that "teaching large freshman-heavy courses is a minor contributor to workload and merit [pay]."

Learning

The questions for this Dimension address educational opportunities and goals for students.  When addressing such, half of the respondents felt the institution does well in assuring that all first-year students experience individualized attention from faculty/staff, while only 41% felt the institution assured that first-year students experienced out-of-class learning opportunities.  In addition, 27% of faculty and staff reported they did not understand at all or only slightly the institution’s intended educational goals for first-year students.
According to the Faculty/Staff survey, a majority of faculty (60% or higher) felt they were doing an excellent job for courses that enroll first-year students in: communicating their academic expectations to students, encouraging students to ask questions in class, effectively managing student behavior in class, initiating communication (early in the term) with students who are performing poorly, encouraging students to participate in course-related out-of-class events, making themselves available to students outside of class, developing specific learning goals, and documenting the achievement of student learning goals.  This was shown by their responding “High” or “Very High” to questions 61 through 68.

All Students

The Faculty/Staff survey includes six questions pertaining to student sub-populations and how well the institution addresses the unique needs of the following student groups: Honors students, students with academic deficiencies, students with learning disabilities, students with physical disabilities, student athletes, and racial/ethnic minority students. 

The respondents felt the sub-populations with the highest ratings regarding satisfaction with addressing their unique needs were student athletes (86.3%), students with physical disabilities (72.7%), and students with learning disabilities (69.7%).  Faulty and staff perceive the unique needs of students with academic deficiencies and racial/ethnic minorities are not at all met.
Diversity

In the survey, faculty and staff examined questions on diverse curriculum and co-curriculum and related to IPFW providing opportunities to interact with students and faculty and staff from different backgrounds and cultures.  These were respectively rated high or very high at a rate of 45-50%. Likewise, 52% of faculty and staff rated IPFW’s communication about the importance of respect for others with different opinions as high or very high. 

When comparing faculty/staff and student responses, across the majority of questions, there were differences that ranged from 15-25%, with faculty and staff perceptions more positive than students’. There is no indication of understandings faculty, staff, and students have of words like “interact,” “differing,” or “respecting others.” Further, the survey did not offer any concrete measures, definitions or examples of these terms. While perception does indicate what students, faculty, and staff think about diversity efforts for first-year students at IPFW, the Diversity team believes that assessment of actual practices, including their existence and effects on persistence, could contribute a great deal to better understanding and improving the experiences of first year students and how they relate to retention. 

Roles and Purposes

All of the questions on the Faculty/Staff survey relating to this dimension ask respondents to what degree the institution helps first-year students explore their reasons for getting a college education. The highest number of faculty (55.7%) believe that the institution most clearly explores the reason as preparation for future employment while the lowest number of faculty is split almost evenly between the reasons as active engagement in the community and contributing to the betterment of society (approximately 38%). Other reasons were knowledge for personal growth and achievement of the students’ life goals.
Improvements

The survey questions for the Improvements Dimension examine the use of assessment results in first-year programs and participation in development opportunities focused on first-year students by faculty and staff. The FOE Faculty/Staff survey indicates that only 39% of the faculty rated the dissemination of assessment results as "Good" to "Excellent."  The majority (approximately 60%) of respondents indicate that the following measures have never influenced their teaching or interactions with first-year students:  demographic information, pre-enrollment academic skills, academic skills measured after one semester or more, student time spent studying, and current practices at other institutions.  

The Faculty/Staff survey found that 46% of respondents reported a "Not at all" or "Slight" degree of having attended a first year professional development activity on campus. Currently, there are few first year, external experts that have come to our campus.  A higher percentage of faculty/staff, 65%, indicated that they have never attended a regional or national conference focused on the first-year.  Currently, only the FYE staff regularly attend national conferences related to first-year students.  Very few faculty or staff (18%) indicate that they have presented or contributed to publications on first-year students.  Thirty-seven percent indicate that they read professional materials related to first-year students.
Student Survey Results

The Student survey was administered in a similar manner to that of the Faculty/Staff survey.  The original invitation came from the Chancellor; students were invited to complete the survey online.  Reminder emails for students came from student government leaders. The survey went out to nearly 5000 students; 667 responded for an approximate 14% response rate (the response rates for FOE institutions range from 10-20%). 
Student respondents defined themselves as follows:  110 (16.8%) developmental, 27 (4.1%) honors, 337 (51.5%) neither developmental nor honors, 181 (27.6%) don’t know.  The majority of respondents (58.2%) were 18-19 years old; 0.5% were under 18, 16.2% were 20-21, and 25.2% were older than 21.  In regard to gender, 66.3% were female which is similar to the demographics of respondents on other survey instruments used at IPFW such as the National Survey of Student Satisfaction and Engagement (NSSE).

When asked about their grades in high school, nearly 75% of respondents claimed to have received mostly As and Bs.  Only 1.2% admitted to receiving grades below Cs.  Nearly 16% of respondents were transfer students, and 83.5% were full-time, many (47.3%) were in their first-semester at IPFW.

Of ethnicity, students reported the following: 1.4% non-resident alien; 3.8% black, non-Hispanic; 0.6% American Indiana/Alaskan native; 1.5% Asian/Pacific Islander; 2.7% Hispanic; 88.4% white; 0.8% multiracial; and .8% unknown. 
Students claimed the following about their weekly hours spent in course preparation:

	Hours
	N
	Percentage (%)

	None
	5
	0.8%

	1-5
	168
	25.5%

	6-10
	200
	30.3%

	11-15
	151
	22.9%

	16-20
	74
	11.2%

	21-25
	34
	5.2%

	More than 25
	28
	4.2%


The rest of this section contains responses to the Student survey by Dimension.
Philosophy

The Student survey contains no questions related to philosophy.

Organization

In this survey, students were asked several questions related to the organization of the institution.  The results show that 57.4% rated their understanding of where to go to ask administrative questions very high.  When asked to what degree they understood where to go to ask about academic rules, the percentage was lower at 46.9%.  A higher percentage of students, 69.6% felt confident that they knew where to go to receive academic support.  Only 28.7% felt they knew how to get help with non-academic matters.  Thirty-two percent rated their understanding of how to get involved with campus events or organizations as very high.  Nearly 66% of students surveyed rated very high the degree to which faculty and staff referred them to the right office when they had questions.

Transitions
Survey questions addressed three main areas:  pre-enrollment information, connections upon arrival to campus, and advising.  Contrary to the Faculty/Staff survey, students felt very strongly that they were adequately prepared on such subjects as behaviors in an academic community, the importance of academic integrity, and ethical conduct (the majority ranking this high or very high).  
Other pre-enrollment information was rated moderately well. Most students felt that pre-enrollment communication was more than adequate in conveying the messages of academic majors, tuition, and living and financial aid opportunities. There was a slight disconnect between the student response and those of the Dimension team members. 
Regarding connections, approximately two-thirds of students felt that out-of-class activities were provided and communicated to students.  The most glaring issue that the Student survey reported was that students felt the university did not do a good job in helping them foster out-of-class relationships with upperclassmen or faculty (over 50% indicated “Not at all” or “Slight” on both). Students may have the opportunity to connect with other students and/or faculty, but they are missing the connection that the university is already providing. 

Related to advising, 53.4% of students rated “High” or “Very High” the degree to which their academic advisor had explained the requirements for a specific major.  A similar percentage rated “High or Very High” the degree to which advisors had helped with course selection.  The percentage dropped when students were asked about whether advisors talked with them about how to be successful academically or about future enrollment plans (48.6% and 38.5% respectively at a rating of “High or Very High”).  In contrast, academic advisors had rated themselves 80-90% “High or Very High” for the degree to which they cover these items. 
The final part of the student survey included two open-ended questions. The first was:  What are the top three ways the institution helped you in your transition to college? Generally, students responded with the usual suspects: Academic Advising, First Year Experience (FYE), Center for Academic Support and Advancement (CASA), tutoring, Student Activities Board (SAB), OASIS, campus activities, professors, and Freshmen Fest to name a few items. Conversely, students were asked what the institution could do to improve their transition. Students spoke about the high cost of tuition and books, housing, academic advising, too much assigned work, parking, and the need for better signage. 

Faculty

The Student survey asked only one question relating to the faculty dimension: Quality of Courses and Instruction – “For the course you have identified, to what degree does the instructor make him/herself available outside of class?”:  68.3% of respondents answered “Often or Always” while less than 32% of respondents felt that the instructor they identified was available on a limited basis (“Sometimes, Seldom, Not at all”).

Learning

For the Student survey, questions 47 through 51 addressed the students’ perception of the quality of a particular course they had chosen and its instructor.  Overall, students felt the course was appropriate to their level of academic preparation in the following skills: writing, reading, library research, and computing.  However, the majority rated this feeling as moderately well-prepared.  Only around 30% felt courses (across all areas listed) were easy or too easy compared to their level of preparation. The highest number of students (25.7%) felt they were challenged the most in their mathematical skills (50.5% felt only moderately up to the challenge of their Math course).  The majority (61.6%) reported that course material is always valuable to them.
In addition to reviewing their skills, students were pleased with the following: instructors’ help in learning course material, providing individual attention, providing prompt feedback, encouraging students to ask questions in class, effectively organizing course material, communicating concepts clearly, using effective teaching methods, and communicating academic expectations. The one area students felt their instructor could improve the most in was encouraging students to participate in course-related, out-of-class events.

All Students

Overall, according to FOE Student survey results, when asked to what degree they felt their academic needs were met, 64.2% of students responded “High or Very High.”  Even among students who identified their chosen course as a remedial course, 69.7% responded that their academic needs were highly or very highly met.  Among students who earned high school grades below a C, 62.5% responded that their academic needs were highly or very highly met.  However, according to the FOE Student survey, for the course they identified, students whose high school grades were lower than a C did not feel that the course was appropriate for their level of academic preparation in writing, math, and computer skills.  
Overall, students state they do not feel the university is meeting their social/personal needs.  This was one of the most common comments made in the open ended questions on the Student survey: 26.7% of the students surveyed indicated that the university did not meet their social needs at all or only slightly, while 26% stated the university did a moderate job of meeting their social needs. Fifty percent rated their feeling of belonging as “High or Very High”.  Despite a significant amount of Honors programming, 44% of the honor students who participated in the FOE student survey, indicated that their social needs were “Not at All or Slightly” met.  Survey results show a good share of non-traditional students do not feel adequately informed as to where to go if they need help with money management, family matters, etc.  In addition, many non-traditional students do not feel connected to other students.  
According to the FOE Student survey, 83.8% of students surveyed rated their feeling of safety on campus as “High or Very High.”  Students do feel safe on campus.
Diversity

Survey questions for this Dimension ask about how well the institution exposes students to differing world cultures, religions, political perspectives, and issues related to social/economic status and the degree to which the institution provides opportunities to interact with other students, faculty/staff, and people outside the university who may be from cultures other than their own or hold diverse views.  The survey also asks one question about standards of behavior, in particular, about respecting others with diverse opinions.
Across questions related to the university’s focus on diversity and interactions, 20-40% of students rated IPFW’s efforts in the above areas as “High or Very High.” Students rating these efforts slight or not at all ranged from 25% to 49%. In regard to communicating the importance of “respecting others with different opinions,” 57% of students rated IPFW’s efforts “High or Very High,” while only 16% rated them “Slight or Not at All.”
When comparing students who identified as white, non-Hispanic; Black, non-Hispanic; and Hispanic, the results, while relying on a relatively small number of respondents, at the least indicate the need for further study of the ways in which perceptions differ by racial/ethnic group. (White participants: 581 responses; Hispanic participants: 18 responses; Black participants: 25 responses.) For example, the table below indicates the percentage of “High and Very High” ratings for the following questions:

Percentage of High and Very High Ratings by Ethnic Group
	
	White
	Black
	Hispanic

	To what degree is this institution exposing you to different... 
	
	
	

	
	World cultures
	30
	39
	24

	
	World religions
	22
	41
	12

	To what degree does this institution provide opportunities for interactions with individuals from differing backgrounds and cultures with. . .
	
	
	

	
	Other students at this institution
	41
	57
	35

	
	Faculty and staff at this institution
	34
	48
	29


The low number of Hispanic and Black respondents makes it impossible to draw final conclusions. At the same time, survey results among students indicate that compared across racial groups, students may have fairly wide-ranging perceptions of their experiences at IPFW related to diversity. Likewise, how these perceptions effect persistence is unknown. Results were also compared related to differences by gender, age, and highest education level obtained by either parent. Results by gender showed few differences.  Related to age and education level achieved by parents, differences range from 3% to 10% for fewer than half of the questions related to diversity.

In summary, survey results offer important starting points for consideration, providing a preliminary sense of the perceptions of students, faculty, and staff. The Diversity team agrees that related to the first year experience, students’ perception of their experiences is important. At the same time, the team feels that further study of practices related to diverse interactions and behaviors, the effect of practices on various aspects of students’ experiences (including curricular, co-curricular, and general persistence), and the relevance of racial/ethnic differences to a range of issues (including, at a minimum, what constitutes diverse interactions and experiences) might be useful. Related to study on these questions, attention would also need to be paid to how faculty and staff can best implement desired practices.

Roles and Purposes

Questions for this Dimension ask about life goals and reasons for enrollment, which include future goals, personal reasons, personal growth, preparation for involvement with the community, and contribution to the betterment of society.  Respondents were asked to what degree faculty/staff advisors discussed how college can help them achieve their life goals. Approximately 30% of students felt that this exploration did not occur at all or only slightly while 43.5% rated their exploration of life goals with advisers “High or Very High.”
More than 56% of respondents felt the institution did an excellent job at helping students understand how attending college increases knowledge for future employment and personal growth.  The lowest rating came from how well the institution prepares students to be an involved member in their community with 47.3% feeling the university does a good job while 23.5% responded that this does not happen at all or only slightly.  Fifty-one percent of the respondents said that the institution has not helped them understand how their education can contribute to the betterment of society.
Improvements

The student survey contains no questions related to improvements.

Summary of Dimension Reports

Philosophy

The FOE Philosophy team discussions and examination of evidence confirmed that no institutional philosophy for the first year exists at IPFW.  While distinct and unique activities and programs for first year students have been developed over the years by various departments, they lack the coherence of university-wide support and practice that a philosophical foundation could provide.  The absence of a philosophical underpinning is reflected in a lack of common experience, direction, and learning outcomes for first year students at IPFW.

The lack of a philosophy statement influences IPFW’s practices and policies negatively, resulting in some gaps and duplications in services. The gaps necessitate an inordinate amount of time and energy spent discussing the same issues over and over with little progress made.

Development of a statement of philosophy offers opportunity for growth in a thoughtful and measured way. The mission statement and values statements outlined in the IPFW strategic plan and the Framework for the IPFW Baccalaureate can guide the development.  The campus community under the guidance of the FOE process can develop a philosophy that reflects the aspirations of IPFW for its unique population of students.  The development of a philosophy would offer the opportunity to:

· Collaborate efficiently using the philosophy as a guide.

· Rejuvenate stakeholders and create a sense of unity and purpose across campus.

· Enhance communication using shared language/common vision of the philosophy.

Programs such as  FYE, Student Athletics, SOAR, and Neff Rocks are modeling successful practice on campus and will be well-served by the adoption of a cohesive philosophy which can coordinate vision and efforts.

A campus-wide philosophy will encourage faculty and staff to promote student engagement as a result of a shared vision and coordinated information about services and activities available.

Organization

The Organization team found significant gaps in the current organization of the first year.  No comprehensive structure exists, numerous departments and individuals are responsible for aspects of the first year, communication across units is lacking, and consistent assessment does not exist.  IPFW has many discrete first-year programs that have little overall coordination, including the First Year Experience (FYE), ASAP, academic advising through ACCS, and SOAR.  The First Year Council, formed in September 2006 by the Enrollment Management Council as an initial effort, is attempting to address the issue of coordination but has met infrequently as it is not an official body.  Certain other advisory and coordinating responsibilities rest with the Enrollment Management Steering Group and the Academic Advising Council.  Freshman orientation is handled separately through the SOAR committee and the Student Life Office.  

IPFW does not have an integrated approach to the first year, but some attempts at cross-organizational programming have occurred.  Lack of integration causes poor communication across all units on campus, especially among faculty.  This varies by college/school although many faculty are unaware of their Student Affairs counterparts.  Other Academic Affairs and Student Affairs personnel tend to view each other as “the other side of the house.”  Too many programs are viewed as private territory (a silo mentality) rather than responsibility of the entire university.
Systematic evaluation of first year programs does not take place.  Discrete evaluations of first year programs are done, but there is no indication that these evaluations drive programming.  Evaluation data are seldom shared in a meaningful way, and sometimes are not shared at all. Qualitative data and quantitative data are not examined together. 
The Organization Dimension team recommends that IPFW create a strategic plan for first-year students and programs that represents a shared campus-wide vision and measurable goals. The first year plan should follow from the new IPFW strategic plan and be consistent with the goals and objectives of the baccalaureate.  The team further recommends that IPFW evaluate the appropriateness of the “university college” model.  The study should include all dimensions of a university college--organizational reporting lines, physical location, services to be provided, and integration with academic units and student services offices.  
Transitions

Team members felt that IPFW’s success with communications with students is impaired on several levels.  Although our viewbook is very attractive, other communications with students are not attractive or efficient, in particular, IPFW’s website.  The team hopes that the current communications audit will bring improvements.

Some opportunities exist, including improving our communications to students through the university’s website by making it more “user-friendly” and creating a page devoted solely to first-year student issues.  The page should give students some idea as to what it’s like being a first-year student. The page could include a description of what constitutes a first-year experience – special events, forms of support, academic expectations, etc.  It could also include photos and video clips of student life on campus – something that will excite new students about coming to our campus.

The Transitions team found little evidence of communication to families, school personnel, and other support groups.  Currently, most information to families is conveyed during open house events and summer SOAR sessions.  Hence, the effectiveness is limited, and some families receive virtually no information if they choose not to participate.  IPFW is in the initial stages of creating a family association, a most appropriate step to respond to today’s involved parent.  School personnel and other support groups are largely ignored.  
The team also felt that we have limited success in communicating expectations and opportunities for students.  There is an attempt to describe curriculum, costs, and the difference between high school and college during summer SOAR, but the program is altogether brief.  IPFW recognizes the need for an improved orientation experience and different groups are working to address the issues.  

Little reinforcement occurs after SOAR unless the individual seeks help from an advisor or financial aid counselor.  As with other publications, what is communicated is targeted to traditional age students or their families.  However, a thoroughly informed new freshman would need to have attended SOAR, Freshman Fest, the Student Organization Fair, enrolled in a learning community, and met with an advisor to ensure that expectations were fully communicated – most unlikely.

The relationship between community organizations and success of first-year students is undetermined as once again no evidence exists to confirm such relationships.  Currently, a service learning strategy is not widely incorporated across campus and has limited applicability for freshmen.  Opportunities to communicate with others would also exist with more service learning activities; however, liability is always an issue and many people may hesitate to engage in activities outside the classroom.  As Betsy Barefoot mentioned in her review of the Transitions team’s report, though there may be liability concerns and difficulty in getting students engaged outside the classroom, by weaving service learning into course expectations, it could accomplish two goals – reaching out to the community and engaging students in deeper learning in various courses across the curriculum. One suggestion is to approach other universities to gauge how service-learning is used during the first year at other institutions and develop a model that would work for IPFW.

In measuring the extent to which there is an intentional process to build rapport between new freshmen and groups which can aid their success or help establish identity, IPFW’s greatest success currently consists of the freshman learning communities and linking students to academic support services.  There should be an increased number of learning communities (LCS) available so each entering student has the opportunity to enroll in an LC if they desire.  There are modest efforts to connect students with faculty at SOAR and Freshman Fest, but in the main, initiative must lie with the student.  Finally, returning adult freshmen are not included in this process.

The Transition group also felt that since many of our students are non-traditional, there should be more activities/programming for this group, including students with families.  By offering more programs for non-traditional students, there is a better opportunity for them and their family members to learn about the university and its activities.  

Another important area examined was student connections to faculty and upperclassmen.  The message of establishing connections with faculty is one thing that could be stressed during extended orientation sessions after the semester begins. When faculty are invited to events such as Freshmen Fest, they are more concerned with preparing for the semester and do not feel they have time to make these connections until after the semester begins.  One suggestion to enhance faculty connections with students included emphasizing the importance and worth of these connections in faculty orientations (elaborate on successes of learning communities and connections made).  This movement should be started with the Vice Chancellor of Academic Affairs and passed down to Deans, Directors and Chairs.  In addition, it should be integrated into the requirements for promotion and tenure by making it a part of teaching excellence, not only service.

Enhanced marketing of opportunities should be made available to upper-level students who could interact with first-year students.  Some of the opportunities include: utilizing Student Success Centers (academic advising centers within colleges/schools/major departments) or creating a center for those Schools/Colleges who do not have one; creating more positions for peer advisers/mentors within academic departments, schools and colleges; utilizing peer mentors in classes beyond the learning communities program; creating a credit-bearing course for upper-level students that focuses on leadership skills and is required before holding a mentor/adviser position; creating a website that discusses all first-year student opportunities; and providing a master calendar with ALL campus events.  In addition, the university should look at different opportunities to use technology to communicate with students (i.e., text messaging, pod-casting, etc.)

The Transition team also explored Performance Indicators related to advising and found several opportunities to improve academic advising at IPFW.  One major problem with advising at IPFW is that the university does not do a good job at “selling” the importance of advising, such as why it is so important and how it can help students in the future.  The most comprehensive effort to advise new freshmen is at SOAR.  Nearly all new admits, save those admitted after SOARs end, see an advisor at least briefly.  However, little more than course choice (which may be very restricted) is accomplished due to time constraints.  Further, student/advisor ratios dictate that many students are advised in a group format for the majority of their advising time.

Some other challenges faced are for students who enter during the spring semester or transfer mid-year. They are not exposed to the same information and/or message as traditional students who attend the SOAR program.
At this point, other than attending SOAR and registering for first-semester courses, it is not mandatory for students to meet with an adviser.  Some majors/departments place holds on their students for various reasons, but there is no campus-wide standard.  The team felt that placing holds on students’ accounts to prevent them from registering should be explored further.  While there would be some challenges, such as students changing majors and needing their former department to remove the hold, it is worth looking into the feasibility of this type of system.  

Faculty

Responses to the Faculty survey indicate that the perception of faculty, administrators, and staff is that senior academic leaders consider faculty involvement with first-year students to be important. However, the experience and perceptions of some of the Faculty dimension team members differed sharply from the survey results. Team members hypothesized that this belief in leadership at the highest campus level might spring from what is actually occurring at the department level. 
Various team members were able to volunteer examples of how institution leaders communicated the importance of understanding and teaching first year students. Prior to the establishment of the FYE program in fall 2004, the job description of the Associate Vice Chancellor of Faculty Affairs (AVCFA) was rewritten to include oversight of first year programming. Jeanette Clausen, the AVCFA until 2006, was very involved in the learning community initiative. She spent a great deal of time promoting FYE, recruiting faculty, and helping the FYE Director develop and present training sessions for FYE faculty. The current AVCFA, Kathleen O'Connell, serves on the FOE team as part of her responsibilities to the first year program. She also attended the national FOE/FYE conference in February 2007 to learn more about first-year efforts. Susan Hannah, Vice-Chancellor for Academic Affairs, has also done much to promote Learning Communities to deans. She is aware of the faculty development efforts made by FYE.

Another way that institution leaders have communicated the importance of understanding and teaching first year students is by sponsoring professional development events with themes that specifically address first year students or target faculty who teach first years.  The combined efforts of FYE, the Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, and CELT brought Richard Light to campus in January 2006. CELT invited Connie Staley, University of Colorado, Colorado Springs, who is nationally known for her innovative work in creating and running first year programs, to the annual teaching conference for adjunct faculty in February 2005.

Unit level administrators do not specifically encourage the use of pedagogies of engagement in first year courses. Orientations, courses in pedagogy, mentors, and peer observations are used in some units to help new and/or inexperienced faculty with their teaching, but these activities do not specifically address pedagogies for first year students.   The Director of the First Year Experience program presents information about the first year initiatives at orientations for new faculty, adjunct faculty, and graduate teaching assistants at the fall teacher orientation sessions.  In some departments, like Chemistry, Biology, Psychology, and Sociology, teaching freshmen is understood as part of the job of the faculty member and is mentioned in the employment interview. The Math department said that the expectation of teaching freshmen is not mentioned in the employment interview. In other departments, such as Communication and English, teaching freshmen is implicit in the teaching assignment of adjunct faculty.

Teaching first year classes is not specifically rewarded in any department studied. The team also notes that few faculty advise first-years.  In general, it appears there is no reward system for faculty for their work with first-year students
Since there is some perception that institutional leaders do support faculty engagement with first-year students and the issues unique to their learning experience, the team recommends that the administration encourage faculty more explicitly and meaningfully.  Proactively determining a comprehensive policy, allocating appropriate resources, and focusing on the professional development of faculty who teach first year students (such as sending faculty and staff to FYE and Learning Community conferences) would indicate that the senior academic leaders are serious about their support of these faculty members and their departments.

The Faculty team suggests units that do offer orientations and pedagogical support for new faculty should refine these offerings to include a focus on teaching first-year students.  These positive efforts can be shared with unit heads who have not instigated this kind of support.  Training for unit-level administrators should address issues related to first years, e.g., understanding and applying available assessment data, encouraging faculty to develop FYE learning communities, offering training and professional development opportunities, and establishing rewards.

The team also suggests that expectations for involvement with first-year students be communicated more fully to full time continuing faculty. Again, offering and encouraging professional development of this segment of the faculty would be beneficial.

Based on the unanimous perception among members of the faculty team that IPFW does not consistently reward the teaching of first year students, the team suggests that this situation be remedied through funding of professional development activities, stipends for attending training sessions, recognition of this work in annual merit pay consideration and acknowledgement of teaching first year students in promotion and tenure decisions.

Learning

Currently, there are no campus-wide learning goals for first year students, but there are department and course learning goals.  Linguistic and Numerical Foundations (Area I) of the General Education requirements pertain specifically to first-year students.  Expectations are that students will take at least one approved course in each of the following within their first 30 credit hours (Senate Document SD 99-25): English Composition, Math or Statistics, and Fundamentals of Speech.  Courses in these three areas provide the foundational skills needed in most other courses.  Each department and each course has its own learning goals.  In addition, the First Year Experience has goals for first-year students participating in learning communities (connecting information, connecting technology, connecting writing, connecting disciplines, and connecting IPFW).


Several factors contribute to the difficulty in establishing common learning goals during the first year.  First, a large number of students place into at least one remedial course (e.g., MA 109, MA 113).  This delays these individuals from immediately taking some of the foundations courses.  Second, IPFW remains primarily a commuter campus in which students take variable course loads.  Students make take several calendar years to complete the requirements for one academic year (30 credits). Approximately 1,500 of the freshmen are First Time in any College (FTIAC) while the total number of freshmen is approximately 5,000.


Through the Foundations of Excellence process, the Learning Dimension Committee has identified “pockets of excellence” on campus which strive to provide an outstanding first year experience to IPFW students.  As an institution, we leave the responsibility to individual academic departments to develop and teach courses for first-year students, to establish guidelines for placing these students in appropriate courses, and to assess the performance of these students as well as the instructional methods being used. The benefit of this approach is that the constituents with the expertise in the discipline are those actually doing the curricular work.  Similarly, constituents such as CASA and ASAP provide services for the academic support of first-year students while issues related to student life are undertaken by yet other institutional constituents.

What is lacking in this approach is a broad level of accountability for the first-year program at an institutional level.  This creates the following concerns:
· Without an institutional level of accountability, if an individual department does not establish learning objectives or assess teaching methods, the tasks do not get done.

· Efforts are being duplicated across campus, leading to a waste of resources of time, effort, and money.  

· Without strong lines of communication between various groups, faculty and staff are not learning from the experiences of colleagues.

· Independent actions by individuals or departments may lead to problems or inefficiencies; for example, if the athletics department and student advising have independently purchased their own software for monitoring student performance, the systems may be incompatible, placing additional burdens on the faculty who actually submit the monitoring reports.

· Individual constituents bear the responsibility for finding resources for projects and initiatives aimed at the first year experience.

While IPFW has many individual programs that exemplify excellence, the institution lacks any unified, intentional programs to reach all first-year students.  We have a newly created Framework for the IPFW Baccalaureate Degree, but it outlines the objectives a student should achieve by the time of graduation.  We also have learning objectives for each of the six general education areas that students are anticipated to achieve after completing the required number of credits for that area. Area I, Linguistic and Numerical Foundations, should be taken and completed within the first year.  Students needing preparatory work in math or writing may not complete this area until their second year.  The Learning team created a framework for first-year learning that they offer to this effort.

FYE, which focuses specifically on the needs of first-year students, is relatively new.  This program focuses heavily on learning communities, has grown tremendously over the last few years, and has expanded to include some second year learning communities.  Within the communities, faculty require participation in campus events, both academic and social.  The assessment of the success of the program includes quantitative as well as qualitative information.  However, the program still accommodates fewer than 45% of our first-year students.  
IPFW has many fine programs that include learning, diversity, and fine arts components; however, our students self-select involvement in the programs and activities.  We have an award winning academic support program featuring a tutoring center, writing center, math test center, supplemental instruction program, and technology program, STEPS.  However, these facilities have shown consistent and significant growth and at times are too crowded to accommodate the needs of the students.  They are partially funded by student activities dollars from Student Government and thus funding is not guaranteed or consistent.  The budgets of these programs often do not meet the needs of the students, and additional dollars must be requested to keep the programs running toward the end of the fiscal year.  

Another area of concern is orientation for new freshmen; Student Orientation Advising and Registration (SOAR) has had difficulty establishing itself as anything more than a time for mass registration.  SOAR has consistently been a three hour rush that neither orients nor prepares students for the rigors of college life.  Many of our first generation students do not understand the orientation process and expect to spend less time preparing for the transition to college than is reasonably required for success.  The 2007 orientation will be longer but still has many gaps in properly orienting students to academic rules, behaviors, services, involvement and a host of other issues important to success for freshmen.  In theory, all freshmen must attend SOAR before they enroll; however, students who miss SOAR are still allowed to register for classes through the first week of the semester.  Many students are not required to see an advisor for subsequent semesters.  
Numerous student life and student government activities, clubs, and organizations exist on campus, but many students are unaware of what is available or how to get involved.  Furthermore, since most students are commuters, the opportunities available do not meet their needs.  Staff members have created some new programs, like Neff Rocks, focusing on majors housed in Neff Hall.  However, there is no consistent effort to guarantee similar experiences for all students.  IPFW currently has one hour set aside a week (Monday at noon) for student activities like Neff Rocks and club meetings.  Many activities are scheduled at the same free time, so students must choose a single activity rather than enjoy more opportunities.  Units end up competing against each other for attendees which is not in the best interest of students.
The Learning team sees many opportunities and challenges.  We have many good programs, but no overarching goals or objectives.  Some programs assess their effectiveness for their individual goals but not all.  The university could benefit from clear, measurable benchmarks for first-year students that all programs and initiatives could use as a basis for planning and assessment.  This will require more cooperation and interaction between Academic Affairs and Student Affairs as well as various departments.  All these considerations must be taken into account to create a culture of success.  
All Students

Overall, the All Students team ranked IPFW average in identifying first-year student sub-populations who have unique needs.  The team has identified the following student populations that predictably have unique needs: student athletes, students living in on-campus housing, non-traditional students, students with children, students with disabilities, minority/under-represented students, international students, honor students, and under-prepared students. 

A number of groups appear to have their unique needs identified.  Student athletes, for example, have unique academic needs due to NCAA requirements including mandatory credit hours and grade point average.  These needs are being identified and addressed by the athletic department.
Currently, there are 586 students living on campus.  There will be another 280 students living on campus in fall 2007.  American Campus Community (ACC) conducts varied programs and facilitates a learning environment with specific policies intended to benefit students who live in campus housing and address their needs.
The Center for Women and Returning Adults identifies non-traditional students and provides them with academic, financial and personal assistance.  However, there is no central office responsible for identifying students who have children. 
IPFW has active programming in place to identify and assist students with disabilities as defined under the Americans with Disabilities Act. This programming provides a host of academic supports in order to ensure equal access to the IPFW campus. The Office of Services for Students with Disabilities (SSD) is involved with identifying first-year students with disabilities and addressing their specific academic needs.  Although these academic programs are open to all students and not just first-year students, special attention is paid to first year students’ academic needs in their initial meeting with the Director of Services for Students with Disabilities. 

The Exploring majors program identifies students who do not meet minimum admission requirements.  The Summer Bridge program identifies students who would not qualify for admission but are given an opportunity to academically prepare for college admission over the summer.  Placement tests identify students who need to take remedial courses to prepare for college level courses. There is no determination of basic skills needs that is unique to minority, under-represented, and international students with the exception of testing to determine the English proficiency of international students.  International English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) students are identified either by their Visa status or through admissions.  They must take an English entrance exam (TOEFL or Michigan Test) and take a special placement test for ESL students.  
IPFW has recently begun to identify first generation college students.  These students may have unique issues due to their first generation status; thus, additional research into their needs is necessary.
Overall, the team is unaware of any organized attempt to identify the unique social needs of the sub-populations identified with the exception of students with disabilities.   Overall, in regard to identifying first-year disabled students with specific social/personal needs, our current situation seems average.   The team is not aware of any department that identifies the social/personal needs of non-traditional students, although social programming (Students with Families Dinners) is offered for students with families through the Center for Women and Returning Adults. Social/personal needs unique to minority/under-represented, international, and underprepared students do not appear to have been specifically identified. Although the social/personal needs of student athletes are the same as other students, they have challenging schedules due to games and travel which may allow for few other activities. 

Police and Safety identifies safety needs of all students, staff, and faculty collectively (IPFW is concerned about the safety and welfare of all campus members and guests and is committed to promoting a safe and secure environment). The campus has identified the unique safety needs of first-year students in housing and initiated new training programs to address these needs.  

Safety can also be a special issue for student athletes because of early morning and late night practices.  However, regardless of the university’s level of assessment of safety needs, according to the FOE Student survey, all student groups say they feel safe here. 

Psychological safety needs of students are determined by IPFW Health and Wellness and IPFW Personal Counseling.  It does not appear that unique safety needs or unique psychological safety needs have been identified for minority/under-represented students.  International Student Services attempts to identify students who may feel threatened due to backlash from world events.  These students are referred for personal counseling if necessary.  However, there is no systematic mechanism in place to identify students who may not feel safe on our campus.ADVANCE \d4
The All Students Dimension Team recommends that IPFW conduct focus groups with the subpopulations identified through the FOE process to determine more precisely how their needs, whether academic, social, or safety, are being met and addressed.

Diversity

The following is an analysis of Foundations of Excellence (FOE) survey results related to diversity, as well as a discussion of diverse ideas, interactions, and behaviors. Although the Diversity team believes there are many examples of diversity efforts faculty, staff, and students pursue in a range of settings at IPFW, most of these efforts are initiated on an individual basis, or at most, part of a wider though non-institutionalized effort. For diversity practices to be broadly effective in terms of persistence, the team believes these efforts need to be systematically and consistently supported at institutional levels. At the same time, the team believes such support is attainable. 

The team found it necessary to define such terms as “diverse” and “experience” to clarify our discussion and findings.  “Diverse” assumes the following: a) a variety of perspectives, b) different perspectives from one’s own and c) perspectives offered by those who are of different cultural backgrounds than one’s own. “Experience” refers to active engagement with the people who hold these perspectives and with the perspectives themselves, which is frequent, in-depth, and sustained over time. Likewise, through their experiences of diverse ideas and worldviews, students should develop skills to make choices among perspectives, to make commitments to various positions, and to both take a stand and be open to critique.

Students perceive little or no exposure to diverse ideas and world views. No institutional effort exists that assures systematic exposure of all students to diverse ideas and world views. Curriculum initiatives are encouraged through grant opportunities from Diversity Council, CELT, and other units, but the burden is on individual faculty or programs to transform.  Despite a lack of systematic organizational requirements or encouragement, many faculty already infuse diversity into their coursework. The annual Diversity Showcase highlights diversity initiatives across campus and makes these efforts more visible.

At a broad institutional level, diversity is encouraged in that advancement of diversity is built into the evaluation process for deans.  However, the Pedagogical Framework for the Baccalaureate Degree passed by the Faculty Senate in spring 2006 does not specifically mention diversity.  Co-curricular activities seem to provide more opportunities for students to encounter diversity.  For example, FYE requires co-curricular activities in the learning communities and faculty are asked to ensure that at least one activity relates to diversity.  FYE created a student calendar which shows co-curricular events.  More encouragement of faculty, staff, and student participation in diversity events is needed.  The integration/collaboration between academic and student affairs could greatly enhance the ability to promote diversity initiatives – specifically, it could help to remove the "burden" on faculty.
The Diversity team has articulated a set of broad recommendations that offer a context of support and success for the specific recommendations in each of these three areas-- ideas, interactions, and behaviors. These broad recommendations are stated below:

· Articulate institutional objectives related to diversity in concrete terms with measurable outcomes.

· Establish dialogue groups across departments, programs, and units whose members provide working definitions, statements, and examples of diversity terms, including multicultural, diversity, experience, inclusion, and interaction. This recommendation should aid in deepened understandings of what diversity-related practices mean in specific settings.

· Institutionalize diversity efforts at all levels of the university.

· Increase awareness and visibility of the diversity of cultural backgrounds that members of the IPFW community represent, through images, information, and use of on-campus public space.

· Integrate diversity measures into faculty review documents, including promotion and tenure, rubrics, student evaluations, and portfolio assessments.

· Establish a task force that will be responsible for addressing the university commitment to Strategic Plan Goal 2, “Create an exceptional campus environment for a diverse community of learners,” and integrating this commitment into all aspects of the curriculum.

· Coordinate academic and student affairs so that attention to student development, student services, and student learning is holistic, integrated, and collaborative.

· Assess institutional practices related to diversity to better understand their effects on persistence, in ways that go beyond assessing perceptions.

Roles and Purposes

The following covers the Roles and Purposes Dimension Team members' interpretation and analysis of the current situation with regard to the promotion of “student understanding of the various roles and purposes of higher education, both for the individual and society” at IPFW. Much will address the team’s interpretation of IPFW's effectiveness with regard to whether or not it is perceived as an institution which provides students with a unified and clear message about and the tools needed to examine their motivations and goals in terms of higher education and their chosen degree programs and the effectiveness of this institution in acquainting students with the “value of a general education as well as the value of more focused, in-depth field or fields of knowledge.”

Overall, the team found that while IPFW provides exceptional offerings that address or instruct students about the goals, values, roles, and purposes of higher education, multiple units often offer programs focused on the same topics or information.  As these programs are not connected to one another, no common language or message has been established.  Furthermore, work, family, and life responsibilities as well as commutes may inhibit individual students’ ability to utilize campus services and participate fully in campus events and programs through which instruction and guidance regarding the values and purposes of higher education are demonstrated and examined.   To help students understand the importance of campus services and how they contribute to personal growth, career goals, and good citizenship, ACCS, ASAP, and CASA are working in collaboration to develop a student success manual and programming that will establish a common look and language to provide students with a wide range of information on topics including but not limited to career choices, study skills, campus procedures, and college expectations.

When considering to what degree the institution intentionally provides opportunities for first‑year students to examine their personal motivation for pursuing higher education, the team found that some classes for first-year students are successful in investigating how motivation is tied to academic success, usually through reflection. These course options include IDIS 110 (Freshman Success), English R150 (Reading and Learning Techniques), Critical Inquiry (pilot program to be implemented in full by fall 2008 as a replacement for English R150), and Critical Behaviors (pilot program).  However, discussions and instruction about personal motivations and higher education are not institutionally mandated or practiced. 
The primary motivator for personal reflection (“Why am I in college?”) seems to come only when a grade or requirement is attached.  Mid‑semester grades for first-year students (similar to ASAP reports) would be a point for faculty and students to reflect on progress and the relationship between “doing the work” and academic progress.  The practices and procedures already in place in departments such as CASA and ACCS could be used to implement a campus-wide freshman seminar as well as to develop a campus-wide tracking system for at-risk students.
Finally, the team was asked to what degree the campus effectively communicates its rationale for the following: required courses (e.g., core curriculum, distribution, and general education); required competencies (e.g., library skills, computing, writing); and requirements for entry into majors.  Team members agreed that SOAR is crowded with information concerning required courses, competencies, etc.   However, the amount of information is overwhelming to entering freshmen and their families for the time allotted at SOAR.  In those majors for which competition to gain entry into the program is a factor (e.g., health sciences, nursing), students seem to be very aware of required courses, expected competencies, and the consequences of poor performance.  Although all students have access to such information, the message does not seem to be getting across as many traditional students retain much of the high school ethic:  "I'll pass anyway; no one ever fails.”  

Having students focus on how personal responsibilities and practices are directly linked would be meaningful. Mandatory SOAR attendance gives students (and parents) information about higher education expectations; these messages should be reinforced throughout the year.  A mandatory freshman seminar and other post-SOAR activities are the likely places for this to occur. 
Improvements
In order to develop any systems to improve first-year programming, it is essential that faculty and staff involved with the first year share philosophy and goals.   As stated by the Philosophy Committee, having a shared philosophy would "Enhance communication using the shared language/ common vision of the philosophy."  The Improvements Dimension Team approached its task with the understanding and limitation that a common philosophy and goals do not currently exist.   

The majority of campus groups and programs that work with first year students including academic programs such as Area I General Education Courses and Student Support Programs (ASAP, Admissions, Advising, Financial Aid, FYE, and student support services such as the CASA) gather student data, but it is more often from indirect measures.  These assessment activities typically generate measures of student satisfaction, but there is little direct evidence that illuminates how these factors contribute to academic success campus-wide for first year students. With the great amount of data generated by various assessment activities, there still seems to be a lack of understanding of the ways in which these assessment activities inform our overall understanding of student success and retention.

The First Year Experience (FYE) learning community program has the most extensive assessment including direct measures of success. Their assessment includes comparing the results of their learning community students to matched cohorts of students who are not in learning communities.  The comparisons include performance in the learning community course, retention and performance in subsequent classes.  This approach has some weaknesses because of the natural differences between students who would select a learning community and those who would not.  However, it is one of the better options in the difficult area of direct assessment.  

Our current situation has more than one campus entity gathering useful data, but not necessarily communicating to other potentially interested parties.  This is not to say that various departments aren't willing to share, but that they may not be able to immediately see how the data they gather could be useful to other campus groups.  In addition, at present, there is no campus-wide mechanism for easily sharing first-year assessment data.  Getting assessment information to those who can implement that information is crucial to the success of first year programs.  This is also a fundamental strategy in reinforcing a campus-wide understanding of the elements of student success.  The FOE Faculty/Staff survey indicated that only 39% of the faculty rated the dissemination of assessment results as "Good to Excellent."  This process shouldn't stop at just sharing data, but also developing tools and methods to arrange the data in a consumable package for others to use.  An example of this could be preparing annotated reports on D,F, W rates for first year courses.  

Although a great deal of localized assessment does occur, the Improvements Team concurs with the Organization Dimension report which notes that “consistent assessment does not exist.” Improvement Team members spoke anecdotally about how even reviewing class attendance by students was difficult due to the variety of instructor/departmental practices.  Most of the entities involved with first-year students and programming have extant data that could prove beneficial if it were in a format that would lend itself to being reported easily.  Historical data could easily be lost when it is not known to exist.  While developing consistent assessment efforts it is always important to keep long range goals in mind. Currently, most assessment data is used on a term-to-term basis.  Use of tools such as the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory do provide a start at a long term, campus-wide assessment effort.

Going hand-in-hand with having a large population of first year students, is having a large proportion of adjunct faculty and graduate students teaching first year courses.  Fifty-two percent of all instructors teaching first-year students are part-time or graduate assistants.  Any first-year student taking more than three courses will have at least one part-time instructor; however, very few students have all part-time instructors in their first year.  

The majority of IPFW General Education Area I courses (COM 114, MA 153, and ENG W131) are taught by part time instructors.  They are the faces of IPFW for first year students.  Unfortunately, this group of instructors typically has the least amount of resources available for professional development.  However, they are not alone, few IPFW faculty participate in higher education meetings focused on the first year.  The FOE Faculty/Staff survey found that 46% of respondents reported a "Not at all" or "Slight" degree of having attended a first year professional development activity on campus.  Currently, there are few first year, external experts that have come to our campus.   

The Improvement Team recommends that first year programs work at gathering more direct indicators of student success, learning, and retention.  Team members realize that this commitment will require significant additional staff time and envision some type of oversight group to facilitate the process.  It is entirely possible that this group could be a permanent sub-committee of the First Year Council working directly with the Office of Assessment.  Creating a dedicated entity specifically focused on first-year student data would help provide coherence to all the active groups involved with first-year programming.  Having a core group look over assessment activities could help to reduce duplication and increase efficiency in gathering and disseminating relative data.  The organization dimension committee has proposed the formation of a first year oversight committee; oversight of assessment could be included in their charge.   The complexity, size, and difficulty of this problem means that provision of dedicated staff resources to carry out the development, coordination and dissemination of this data would be essential.  We expect this would be more work than the current assessment office could handle without additional personnel. 
As a campus, we have an opportunity to disseminate assessment data more widely and in a more targeted and user-friendly format that can improve campus understanding of these factors.  The team also sees the importance of streamlining the process of sharing information related to first year issues with the entire campus.  This includes creating more professional development opportunities related to first year experiences.   It is especially important to provide more incentives for adjunct faculty and graduate students who teach many of the first year courses, including sessions devoted to the first year experience at various meetings for associate faculty held on campus.  

Improvement Team members support the recommendations made by the Faculty Dimension Team to “strengthen faculty professional development” and to “provide faculty development funding.”   Their professional development recommendations include a comprehensive and standard training program, development of a teaching manual and assisting departmental adoption of these efforts.   They recommend supporting the above programs including faculty stipends for participation as well as support for other professional development.  They also recommend recognition of special merit in teaching first year students.   These programs could be one place for some of the targeted dissemination of assessment mentioned earlier.  It is noteworthy that many of the FOE Dimension teams have pointed out the value of the Richard Light workshop in 2006, which had very strong attendance.  Professional development opportunities of this nature need to be investigated further. The Improvement Team sees the importance of more external first year experts on campus as well as having additional follow up meetings to help reinforce what was expressed at previous presentations.  Taking advantage of these opportunities would offer support in the following ways: 

· Allows programs to articulate and refine the big picture and improve first year programming. 

· Create and use standard assessment instruments to gather more qualitative and quantitative first year data.

· Deliver more opportunities and resources to increase first year discussions among campus units.
Recommended Action Items 

These recommendations, which were garnered from all nine Dimension Teams, are organized around the following categories:  Structure/Organization, Philosophies/Policies, Advising, Communication/Marketing, Orientation, Professional Development, Curriculum, Leadership/Engagement, Evaluation/Assessment, and Resources.

Structure / Organization

Evaluate the university college model for all freshmen. (High priority—this recommendation appears in three dimensions)
Include the development of long term, campus-wide first-year initiatives based on a first-year philosophy in the assessment process. (High priority)

Examine a university-wide administrative withdrawal policy.  (High priority) 

Pursue strategies for strengthening/ integrating ties between academic and student affairs. (High priority—mentioned by almost all the Dimension Teams)


Increase diversity among faculty, staff, administration, and student enrollment. (High priority)
Create a Math Resource Center to address low success rates.  (High priority)

Establish the First Year Council as one of the Chancellor’s committees, with formal liaison between it and the Advising Council. (Medium priority as the FY Council has already been meeting 2006-2007)

Relocate the Honor's Office to Kettler Hall to increase visibility. (Medium priority)

Philosophy / Policies

Develop a campus-wide philosophy for the first-year. (High priority)


· A campus-wide philosophy should be followed by school/departmental 


philosophies that are consistent while still following IU/Purdue policies.

Reference teaching first-years in P & T.  (High priority)


· Reference to teaching first year students, participating in FYE learning 


communities, and engaging in other activities related to first year students 


should be written into promotion and tenure criteria at the campus, school, 


and departmental levels.  

Revise OAA Doc. 03-2. (High priority)


· Reference to teaching first year students, participating in FYE learning 


communities, and engaging in other activities related to first year students 


should be written into the Office of Academic Affairs memoranda 03-2 


"Examples For Documenting and Evaluating Teaching" and 04-2 “Examples for Documenting and Evaluating Faculty Service."
Examine faculty merit/staff reward system. (High priority)
Revise annual report structure. (High priority)
· The work done with first year students should be made part of annual 


reports at the campus, school, department, and faculty level.
Create a framework for the first year, consistent with the Framework for the Baccalaureate.  (In process by Learning Dimension Team).  (High priority)

Create a first year strategic plan that follows the new IPFW strategic plan and is consistent with the goals and objectives of the baccalaureate. (High priority)
Align programs with the first year strategic plan. (High priority)
Change academic policies to better meet the unique needs of the identified subpopulations at IPFW.  (High priority)


· Athletes should not be penalized for absences that occur while representing 
 
IPFW at university sanctioned athletic events.

· University staff should use placement test scores to plan in advance for the 
number of seats needed in developmental classes.
· If the university is going to admit new students and allow them to enroll 
in classes after August 1 or December 1, then enough sections of developmental 
courses and other appropriate freshmen level courses to meet the academic needs 
of these students should be provided.
· All students should be required to complete developmental courses prior to taking 
      college level courses if possible. The number of college level courses 
a student can take while completing developmental courses should be limited. 
Develop a diversity statement representing a standardized policy for IPFW. (High priority)
· Make this available to faculty for use in syllabi.

Develop a sample statement on civility and appropriate discussion techniques. (High priority)
· Make available for faculty to use in syllabi.

Establish an enrollment cut-off date, so that all freshmen have the opportunity to attend a SOAR or other orientation session.  (High priority)  

Reconsider the open enrollment policy in light of data (assessment of the retention and success rates of late enrollees).  (High priority)
Create stronger connections to high school curriculum to improve transition into gateway courses like math.  (High priority)

Investigate piloting a study of reducing class size for certain high-risk first year courses in Table E.2. Expect faculty to use and document active learning strategies.  (Medium priority)

Permit first year students to drop courses later (up until the last week of classes) after first year advising begins.  (Medium priority)
Advising

Improve advisee/advisor ratio. (High priority)



· Several FOE teams have recommended that students see their 
advisors each semester at least during their first year. Current resources and advisor/advisee ratio cannot sustain this.

Make advising consistent across campus. (High priority)
· Consistency in quality and type of messages students receive, and consistency in distribution of students among faculty and professional advisors is essential.

· All first year students should have access to mandatory, face-to-face advising during which personal motivations are discussed.  
· Every freshman should be provided with personal advising that is available through a common and consistent advising model utilized across the entire campus.

Improve marketing of advising. (High priority)
· Market advising to students so that they understand the differences between high school and college advising and so they understand the impact of regularly seeing advisors on their academic progress. MyIPFW's revision will allow for an "Advising" channel that can be used for this purpose.

Create Early Warning System. (High  priority—this recommendation appears in two dimensions)
· For students whose GPAs fall between 1.5 and 2.0, there is no formal system of notifying them of their academic status.  In addition, there needs to be more clarification about what type of probation students are on (i.e. financial aid, academic, admission). New terms should be created to better clarify what they stand for.

Assign Honors advisors. (High priority)
· One person in each department needs to be designated as the "Honor's Advisor," especially for SOAR. 
Create an advising office in Cole Commons where faculty would meet students. Academic advising and tutoring could be provided through this office. (High Priority)

Communications / Marketing

Disseminate widely the newly created philosophy. (High priority)

Develop a common message regarding the roles and purposes of higher education and disseminate it to all students. The ACCS, ASAP, FYE, and CASA collaborative effort regarding publications and support services to first-year students is one example of such an effort. (High priority)
Revise admission letters (acceptance and school/dept. letters). (High priority)
· The Admissions Office should have several versions of admission letters 
to meet the diverse groups of students being admitted to the university such as beginner, transfer, returning adults, etc. 

Develop more in-depth family connections. (High priority)
· IPFW needs to start communicating with parents/families before they attend orientation and continuously reinforce message, i.e., Parent Education Program, Parent Association.
Create first-year student opportunities website. (High priority)
· There needs to be a website specifically targeting issues of first-year students including resources on campus, online, etc.  This should not only address events but also academic resources. My IPFW's new design may make this easy--could create a tab for first-year student resources.

Create Master Calendar with ALL campus events. (High priority)
· There are currently many different people/departments that one has to contact in order to ensure that events are put on the various calendars around campus. By creating a master calendar, all events would be publicized without having to make several contacts to make sure that happens.

Implement feasible recommendations from Communications Audit. (High priority)
Establish network with other institutions (regarding local image). (High priority)
· Team members sense that many area schools discourage students from attending IPFW. We should contact other universities (i.e., IUPUI) to see how they overcome negative images. Create a listserv among these institutions.

Identify non-traditional students and better address their unique needs. (High priority)
· Registrar and Financial Aid need to identify non-traditional students according to breakdowns in income, family size, and graduation rates to assist departments in developing workshops and other activities specific for this group as well as to assist with writing grants to provide additional support services for non-traditional students.

Establish campus displays. (High priority)
· Both permanent and temporary displays that expose students to, and educate them about, various cultures in our university service area as well as those of international students enrolled at IPFW. This could be a joint community/university project that would bring more diverse community people onto campus and encourage their interactions with students.

Provide more bulletin boards around campus. (High priority)
· Bulletin boards should be established that are similar to the PACS (Peace and Conflict Studies) commentary board where students are encouraged to exchange ideas about controversial issues in a running dialogue. This could also be done electronically through blogs and e-boards.

Make better use of technology, like podcasts, to let students know about campus activities. (High priority)
Present information regularly at area high schools (those schools that provide a significant number of IPFW students) about navigating the high school to college transition and the roles and purposes of a college education.  Utilize both faculty and staff for these presentations.  (High priority)
· The process of emphasizing the cultural shift from high school to college and the purpose of higher education should begin with the application process.

· More work should be done in conjunction with local high school personnel and students to explain what students should expect in college, what college programs are like, and what they can do to prepare for the transition.
Develop new placement exam explanations. (Low priority)

· New placement procedures for English writing classes and English R150 are currently underway.  New explanations need to be developed simultaneously to provide students with detailed information on what placement scores mean.
Orientation

Continue to develop SOAR program.  (High priority level)

· SOAR attendance should be mandatory, the program longer, and the messages reinforced throughout the academic year using a common theme and language.

· An on-line or DVD-based orientation program for students should be developed and viewing required.
Develop additional orientation experiences. (High priority)
· Additional orientation experiences, such as a first-year student convocation, should be held during the first 2-3 weeks of classes.
· Freshman orientation could play a vital role in introducing varied and more complex ideas regarding higher education and how it is connected to personal goals, if the program was continuously reinforced throughout the academic year and a common language was used across campus.
· Orientation opportunities must be provided throughout the year, not just in summer.
Promote a year-long orientation process which may include the creation of a mandatory first-year seminar.  (High priority—this appears in two dimensions)
Develop an "orientation" for spring enrollees. (Medium priority)
· STARS runs fall and spring sessions, but there is no other "orientation" for spring admits. There is also nothing specific for transfer students although they are welcome at STARS.

Professional Development
Strengthen faculty professional development through: (High priority)
· Working in collaboration with other relevant administrative units and academic departments, the Center for the Enhancement of Learning and Teaching (CELT) and the Center for Academic Support and Advancement 
(CASA) should:
· Develop and implement an ongoing, comprehensive, and standard program for orienting and training faculty in the strategies shown to be most successful in achieving learning outcomes and retention with first year students. 
· Develop a teaching manual that can be customized to departmental needs.
· Assist department chairs in adapting the training program and manual to departmental needs.
Establish faculty development opportunities related to diversity. (High priority)
Acknowledge excellence in teaching, especially for those teaching first-year students, more extensively.  (High priority)
Bring more external first-year experts on campus (Medium priority)
· Campus-wide and unit specific opportunities for development of faculty and staff need to be strengthened in terms of first-year initiatives.  More presentations and workshop, such as the Richard Light presentation, will help to generate new campus enthusiasm and support for first-year efforts.

Curriculum

Revive discussion in the Faculty Senate of an institution-wide diversity requirement for all students. (High priority)
Consider making Critical Behaviors or a similar course mandatory for all first-year students. (High priority—Diversity Team)  Establish a freshman seminar for all first year students.  (High priority—Organization Team and Learning Team)
· It is essential to develop a required freshman seminar course that would include a diversity component and appropriate ways to discuss and disagree with sensitive issues. Critical Behaviors incorporates these elements in the curriculum; thus, it may serve this purpose.

· Programs and curricula should be developed to help students better understand the purposes and expectations of higher education (for example, learning experiences required in many FYE courses).

· A freshman seminar can be either a single campus-wide class or multiple classes that work from a common set of principles, focusing on specific majors. The course must be for a grade and carry 2-3 credits which apply to graduation.

Develop more discussion opportunities like the FYE Conversation Series for students and faculty. (High priority)

Develop a coordinated, intentional process to introduce students to diversity. (High priority)
Require Chancellor's Scholarship recipients to take one Honors or H-Option course during the first year. (Medium priority)
Leadership / Engagement

Increase number of peer advisor positions. (High priority)
· This will give more first-year students the opportunity to interact with upper level students within their own major or division.

Create credit class/seminar for student reps (leadership class). (High priority)
· Many universities offer a credit hour class for students working as representatives (i.e., Ambassadons, FYE Peer Mentors, ACCS Peer Advisers, Orientation Assistants, STARS, etc.) This time could be used as 
training for these positions, covering messaging and other important IPFW information and procedures, as well as time management, leadership skills, etc. This could be part of the Leadership Certificate Program that already exists but is currently not in use.

Increase opportunities for campus employment. (High priority)

Strengthen relationship between classroom and student culture. (High priority)

· Articulate ways to strengthen the relationship between classroom and student culture so that attention to diversity engages students' experiences and knowledge.

· As part of the application process, students should write a reflective composition in which they address personal goals, motivations, and reasons for attending college. 

If an essay were required at the time of application and academic advisors were made aware of the essay, it would inform advising in a personal and supportive way.

Audit service learning opportunities.  (Medium priority)
Expand upon efforts to encourage campus involvement. (Medium priority)
· Develop the understanding that interaction of faculty and staff with students is vital to student success and life-long learning and set the expectation that such interaction will occur. Involve faculty members with the student housing residents; for example, assign faculty members to housing floors to connect with the students. 
Evaluation / Assessment

Determine appropriate oversight of First Year assessment.  (High priority)

· Working with the First Year Council and the IPFW Office of  Assessment, create a dedicated group to have overall responsibility for the assessment of First Year programs and activities.

Identify and assess more direct indicators of student success, learning, and retention.  (High priority)
· Most current assessments measure satisfaction as opposed to student success, learning, and retention.  The assessment efforts of the FYE program could serve as an initial model for gathering direct measures. 

Focus on long term campus-wide first year assessment. (High priority—mentioned by two dimensions)

· Most current assessment is done within individual programs and is term-by-term. A first year assessment plan needs to be developed that looks at campus wide issues and trends over the long term.

Identify the needs of subpopulations of first-year students and determine how well needs are met.  (High priority)

Convene focus groups to identify why students feel their social needs are not met and examine other issues.  (High priority)
Implement secret shoppers on campus admission tours.  (Medium priority)

Resources

Provide faculty development funding. (High priority)
· Ongoing funding should be provided for: 

· Development and implementation of the training program and manuals.

· Stipends to faculty to encourage participation in the program.

· Support of professional development activities of the faculty member's choice.

Recognition of special merit in teaching first year students.
Increase academic support outside the classroom and provide adequate funding for increased services. (High priority)

Encourage student use of support services and increase funding for these services.  (High priority)

· Currently the majority of funding for tutoring is provided through an allocation from Student Government. All funding for tutoring and other support services should be a recurring line item in the university budget.
Offer additional support services in Student Housing.  (High priority)
Create more evening and weekend opportunities and programming for the on-campus housing residents. (High priority)

Extend faculty office hours to encourage greater availability of faculty on campus outside of class times. (High priority)
Set aside resources for assessment. (High priority)

· Establish assessment measures at the point of funding for diversity initiatives.
Establish a position and appropriate resources for recruiting.  (High priority)

Expand the Child Care Center to include infants and toddlers and provide full-time childcare. (Medium priority)
Expand and improve the food offerings on campus both for residential and non-residential students. (Medium priority)
Adopt a multi-departmental approach in dealing with disabled students. (Medium priority)
· It is recommended that IPFW adopt a multi-departmental approach to connecting with disabled students. By linking the Services for Students with Disabilities office with other department activities, such as Student life, Center for Women and Returning Adults, and Multicultural and Diversity, disabled students will have more encouragement to actively participate in campus events. 

Evaluate other first year funding models.  (Low priority)

FOE Dimensions Report Card
This report card represents the final step in the Foundations of Excellence process. It is the culmination of a nine- to twelve-month effort of analysis and planning focused on the experience of new students. This report card is based on an aspirational model of the first year produced in 2003 by the Policy Center on the First Year of College and its research partners, and 219 four-year colleges and universities.  That model, consisting of nine Foundational Dimensions,® identifies characteristics of excellence in the new student experience. Because the Dimensions focus on institutional structures, policies, and processes (the decisions institutions make about organizing and delivering the new student experience), the model is useful in confirming effective practice and/or providing direction for improvement efforts.  Grades were assigned by the members of each IPFW Dimension Team based on their overall assessment of their dimension.
	Foundational Dimensions
	Grade

	Foundations Institutions approach the first year in ways that are intentional and based on a philosophy/rationale of the first year that informs relevant institutional policies and practices. The philosophy/rationale is explicit, clear and easily understood, consistent with the institutional mission, widely disseminated, and, as appropriate, reflects a consensus of campus constituencies. The philosophy/rationale is also the basis for first-year organizational policies, practices, structures, leadership, department/unit philosophies, and resource allocation. (Philosophy)
	F 

	Foundations Institutions create organizational structures and policies that provide a comprehensive, integrated, and coordinated approach to the first year. These structures and policies provide oversight and alignment of all first-year efforts. A coherent first-year experience is realized and maintained through effective partnerships among academic affairs, student affairs, and other administrative units and is enhanced by ongoing faculty and staff development activities and appropriate budgetary arrangements. (Organization)
	C-

	Foundations Institutions deliver intentional curricular and co-curricular learning experiences that engage students in order to develop knowledge, skills, attitudes, and behaviors consistent with the desired outcomes of higher education and the institution’s philosophy and mission. Whether in or out of the classroom, learning also promotes increased competence in critical thinking, ethical development, and the lifelong pursuit of knowledge. (Learning)
	C-

	Foundations Institutions make the first college year a high priority for the faculty. These institutions are characterized by a culture of faculty responsibility for the first year that is realized through high-quality instruction in first-year classes and substantial interaction between faculty and first-year students both inside and outside the classroom. This culture of responsibility is nurtured by chief academic officers, deans, and department chairs and supported by the institutions’ reward systems. (Faculty)
	C-

	Foundations Institutions facilitate appropriate student transitions through policies and practices that are intentional and aligned with institutional mission. Beginning with recruitment and admissions and continuing through the first year, institutions communicate clear curricular and co-curricular expectations and provide appropriate support for educational success. They are forthright about their responsibilities to students as well as students' responsibilities to themselves and the institution. They create and maintain curricular alignments with secondary schools and linkages with secondary school personnel, families, and other sources of support, as appropriate. (Transitions)
	C 
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