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About This Report




Link to the University’s strategic plan, as appropriate

In the early years, these reports were prepared by academic and administrative units using a
document template. In 2002, the electronic system was developed to replace this paper-based
process. Although the content of the report structure was largely unchanged at the time, this
new medium facilitated a web-based report submission process. The following early timeline
records the evolution of annual reports in service of the above needs:

1998: annual reports extended to all departments

2000: linked to strategic plan

2001: included budget requests

2002: standardized electronic reporting

2003: increased emphasis on outcomes assessment for all departments; inclusion of

facilities improvement requests.

2005: inclusion of assessment activities reporting section for academic programs*

In 2004, the role of the Annual Report System in coordinating this work became even more
important, with the inception of the University’s three-tiered Planning & Institutional
Effectiveness Model. The model relies on the Annual Report process to serve as a critical
component of the institutional effectiveness and assessment “feedback loop.” The annual
reports themselves serve as documented evidence that (1) the planning model is being
implemented at the academic and administrative departmental, and college, level; (2) units are
linking their departmental planning goals to the University’s strategic plan and tactical plans,
where appropriate; (3) this planning includes measurable outcomes, and is being linked to
assessment & evaluation processes; and (4) this planning and assessment is linked to resource
requests. The “funnel-up” approach to reporting, in which department heads’ and chairs’
reports are submitted to their supervisor or dean, and then to their vice president or provost,
builds capacity for the appropriate linkage between departmental planning and planning
happening at higher levels of the organization. Data and information reported in annual reports
is reviewed by the Planning & Institutional Effectiveness Office for the purpose of gathering
evidence of planning progress at the strategic level. The annual reporting process begins each
April in effort to maintain alignment between report content and other University processes, in
particular the annual budget development calendar.

All departments are required to submit a report each year; the departmental report essentially
serves as the unit level (operational) plan. Reports are submitted to the department head’s
supervisor, and then to their divisional vice president, for review and approval. All Vice
President’s reports are made available to the President of the University; it should be noted that
Vice Presidents prepare their own annual reports to the President outside of the system. All
reports are accessible to the Office of Planning & Institutional Effectiveness, which analyzes the
reports to monitor alignment between the three planning levels, and to inform strategic
progress reporting. Each annual report reflects on the current year’s goals and activities and
sets goals and planned evaluations and assessments for the two forthcoming fiscal years.
Dropdown menus allow report preparers to identify which theme(s) of the strategic plan and
one or more tactical plans that each goal will support. In reporting evaluative and assessment

* Note that this section was also available in administrative annual reports. However, over time, the section was made
option in administrative reports to focus the section’s use to student learning assessment, which is the direct
responsibility of academic departments.





http://www.scranton.edu/pir/planning/AnnualReportSystem/annualreportindex.shtml
https://royaldrive.scranton.edu/Groups/Planningandinformationsystems/PAIRO/Annual%20Report%20System/Orientation/Annual%20Report%20Sytem%20Overview.pdf?ticket=t_HhpcIiYM




The University should endeavor to provide consistent feedback and communications to
budget preparers so that the ultimate decisions regarding resource allocation are better
understood [Standard2: Planning, Resource Allocation, and Institutional Renewal]. (Self
Study, p. 25).

The administration should encourage departments to promulgate and review results of
the various assessment efforts. Changes and improvements based on assessment results
should be tracked in a systematic way. The budgeting process should give preference to
changes based on assessment that align to the colleges’ and University’s processes for
strategic planning. [Standard 7: Institutional Assessment]. (Self Study, p. 112).



The output of the system, which does not lend itself to utility. A number of comments
observed that the report structure is not user-friendly.



budget planning, and 38% program review activities. Many perceive that the report is
not used much beyond the department.

60% believe that the report system is generally helpful in this capacity, and 73% share
the report with others in their department.

Regarding the degree to which the report informs conversations beyond the
department, 64% of respondents discuss the report with their dean, supervisor, or vice
president after submitting. Just over half say they discuss the report with this person
prior to submitting.

Of selected elements of the system, departmental survey respondents value the annual
overview/summary, setting of goals for the next fiscal year, and reporting general activities of
the department to be among the most valuable. They value least the ability to set goals beyond
the next fiscal year, and presenting an outlook of future trends, challenges or needs. Table 1
lists departmental survey respondents’ value rating for selected aspects of the system:

Table 1: Value Ratings of Aspects of the Annual Report System

Aspect Not Very | Somewhat | Valuable Very N/A
Valuable | Valuable Valuable

Annual 12% 4% 46% 39% 0%

Overview/Summary

Setting of goals for next




Table 2 lists departmental survey satisfaction rates with selected components of the report
process. Of the elements, individuals are least satisfied with ease of navigation through and

general layout of the system.

Component Not Somewhat | Generally Very N/A

Satisfied | Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
Communication explaining 12 300 44% 8% 4%
system




Current challenges in the report have led to concern by many, expressed in our Middle
States’ PRR report, that the tool may not be the most effective tool, or have the capacity,
to support key institutional planning, assessment, and related activities, in the future. As
is noted earlier in this report, demands for integrated, sustainable, and evidence-based
planning, institutional as
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Annual Report System Subcommittee: 2013-14

Charge

The Annual Report System Subcommittee, a subcommittee of the University Planning
Committee, is charged with reviewing the current University Annual Report System, both in
terms of content and use. The Annual Report System is a key piece of the feedback loop of the
Planning & Institutional Effectiveness Model, and the subcommittee is to consider the viability
of the system given our current institutional assessment needs. The subcommittee will form
and make recommendations regarding the future improvements, or replacement, of the system.

Membership & Reporting Relationship

The subcommittee is formed from members of the University Planning Committee. The
subcommittee is chaired by the Director of Planning & Institutional Effectiveness, and will report
its findings and recommendations to the Vice President for Planning/CIO. A preliminary
report/recommendation is expected by the end of the fall 2013 semester; and a final
report/recommendation by March 1.

Members

Ms. Kate Yerkes, Chair
Dr. Bill Wallick, Faculty, PCPS
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