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AQIP Pathway History

Launched in July 1999 with a generous grant from the Pew 
Charitable Trusts, the Commission's Academic Quality 
Improvement Program infuses the principles and benefits of 
continuous improvement into the culture of colleges and 
universities by providing an alternative process through which an 
already-accredited institution can maintain its accreditation. An 
institution on the AQIP Pathway demonstrates how it meets 
accreditation standards and expectations through a sequence of 
events that align with the ongoing activities of an institution 
striving to improve its performance.





AQIP Systems Portfolio
Format Changes

• In 2012, HLC removed the old Program to 
Evaluate and Advance Quality (PEAQ) pathway 
and introduced the Standard and Open 
Pathways, but retained AQIP. 

• AQIP was redesigned. 

• AQIP Systems Portfolios submitted on or after 
June 1, 2015 must address the new six AQIP 
Categories and Systems Portfolio structure 
announced in April 2014.



Old AQIP Category

1 Helping Students Learn

2
Accomplishing Other Distinctive 
Objectives

3
Understanding Students' and Other 
Stakeholders’ Needs

4 Valuing People

5 Leading and Communicating

6 Supporting Organizational Operations

7 Measuring Effectiveness

8 Planning Continuous Improvement

9 Building Collaborative Relationships 

New AQIP Category

1 Helping Students Learn

2
Meeting Student and Other Key 
Stakeholder Needs

3 Valuing Employees

4 Planning and Leading

5
Knowledge Management and 
Resource Stewardship

6 Quality Overview



New AQIP Categories

• AQIP Category One: Helping Students Learn

• AQIP Category Two: Meeting Student and 
Other Key Stakeholder Needs

• AQIP Category Three: Valuing Employees

• AQIP Category Four: Planning and Leading

• AQIP Category Five: Knowledge Management 
and Resource Stewardship

• AQIP Category 6: Quality Overview



HLC Accreditation Criterion and Core Components
Criterion One. Mission

The institution’s mission is clear and articulated publicly; it guides the institution’s operations

Criterion Two. Integrity: Ethical and Responsible Conduct

The institution acts with integrity; its conduct is ethical and responsible.

Criterion Three. Teaching and Learning: Quality, Resources, and Support

The institution provides high quality education, wherever and however its offerings are delivered.

Criterion Four. Teaching and Learning: Evaluation and Improvement

The institution demonstrates responsibility for the quality of its educational programs, learning 
environments, and support services, and it evaluates their effectiveness for student learning through 
processes designed to promote continuous improvement.

Criterion Five. Resources, Planning, and Institutional Effectiveness

The institution’s resources, structures, and processes are sufficient to fulfill its mission, improve the 
quality of its educational offerings, and respond to future challenges and opportunities. The 
institution plans for the future.



New Ratings and Rubric 
Stages in Systems Maturity: Processes

Reacting Systematic Aligned Integrated

The institution focuses 

on activities and 

initiatives that respond 

to immediate needs or 

problems rather than 

anticipating future 

requirements, 

capacities, or changes. 

Goals are implicit and 

poorly defined. Informal 

procedures and habits 

account for all but the 

most formal aspects of 

institutional operations.

The institution is 

beginning to operate via 

generally understood, 

repeatable, and often 

documented processes 

and is prone to make 

the goal of most 

activities explicit, 

measurable, and subject 

to improvement.   

Institutional silos are 

eroding and signs of 

coordination and the 

implementation of 

effective practices 

across units are evident. 

Institutional goals are 

generally understood.

The institution operates 

according to processes 

that are explicit, 

repeatable and 

periodically evaluated 

for improvement.  

Processes address key 

goals and strategies, 

and lessons learned are 

shared among 

institutional units. 

Coordination and 

communication among 

units is emphasized so 

stakeholders relate what 

they do to institutional 

goals and strategies.

Operations are 

characterized by 

explicit, predictable 

processes that are 

repeatable and regularly 

evaluated for optimum 

effectiveness.  

Efficiencies across units 

are achieved through 

analysis, transparency, 

innovation, and sharing. 

Processes and 

measures track 

progress on key 

strategic and operational 

goals. Outsiders request 

permission to visit and 

study why the institution 

is so successful.



Reacting Systematic Aligned Integrated

Activities, initiatives, and 

operational processes 

may not generate data 

or the data is not 

collected, aggregated, 

or analyzed.  

Institutional goals lack 

measures, metrics, 

and/or benchmarks for 

evaluating progress. 

The monitoring of quality 

of operational practices 

and procedures may be 

based on assumptions 

about quality.  Data 

collected may not be 

segmented or 

distributed effectively to 

inform decision-making. 

Data and information 

are collected and 

archived for use, 

available to evaluate 

progress, and are 

analyzed at various 

levels. The results are 

shared and begin to 

erode institutional silos 

and foster improvement 

initiatives across 

institutional units. The 

tracking of performance 

on institutional goals has 

begun in a manner that 

yields trend data and 

lends itself to 

comparative measures 

in some areas. 

Measures, metrics and 

benchmarks are 

understood and used by 

all relevant 

stakeholders.  Good 

performance levels are 

reported with beneficial 

trends sustained over 

time in many areas of 

importance. Results are 

segmented and 

distributed to all 

responsible institutional 

units in a manner that 

supports effective 

decision-making, 

planning and 

collaboration on 

improvement initiatives. 

Measures and metrics 

are designed to enable 

the aggregation and 

analysis of results at an 

institutional level. 

Data and information 

are analyzed and used 

to optimize operations 

on an ongoing basis. 

Performance levels are 

monitored using 

appropriate 

benchmarks. Trend data 

has been accrued and 

analyzed for most areas 

of performance. Results 

are shared, aggregated, 

segmented and 

analyzed in a manner 

that supports 

transparency, efficiency, 

collaboration and 

progress on 

organizational goals. 

Measures and metrics 

for strategic and 

operational goals yield 

results that are used in 

decision-making and 

resource allocations. 

New Ratings and Rubric 
Stages in Systems Maturity: Results



Wright College’s Systems Portfolio Timeline 
(March 2015 – November 2015)

Timeline Task Product/Deliverable by 

February – March Map all previous writings to the new 
category format. 

Draft category reports due by 
March 27, 2015.

March – April Identify the gaps between what is in the 
draft category and the new HLC 
expectations and recommend action 
plans to address these gaps.

“Gap report and action plan” 
due April 24, 2015.

April to September Implement AQIP Steering Committee 
approved “action plans” to address the 
gaps. Coordinate with research 
committee to identify ways to assess and 
report action results. 

Provide monthly progress 
reports to the AQIP Steering 
Committee.

October to November Incorporate all implemented actions, 
interventions, and results into the draft 
reports first submitted in March, 2015.

Revised category reports due by 
November 27, 2015.


