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An institution must be judged by the Commission to have met each of the Criteria for 
Accreditation, the Core Components and the Federal Compliance Requirements to merit the 
grant of initial accreditation or the reaffirmation of accreditation. In preparation for accreditation 
and reaffirmation of accreditation, an institution shall provide evidence through a self-study or 
self-evaluation process that it meets each of the Criteria and the Core Components. The 
distinctiveness of an institution’s mission may condition the strategies it adopts and the evidence 
it provides that it meets each Core Component. The institution shall also provide evidence with 
regard to those sub-components of the Criteria that apply to the institution. An institution in its 
evidence or a team in its review may identify topics or issues related to a Core Component other 
than those specified in the sub-components to be included in evaluating the institution’s meeting 
of the Core Component. 
 
The judgment that the organization meets the Criteria for Accreditation and Core Components is 
based on detailed information about all parts of the institution. Such information may be 
acquired through evidence provided to the Commission by the institution or acquired by the 
Commission from other sources prior to, during, or subsequent to an evaluation process. This 
information will be confirmed in the written report of the visiting team; in the pattern of 
portfolios, reports, panel views and appraisals required of institutions participating in the 
AQIP processes; or in other review documents identified by the Commission as core elements of 
a process for reaffirmation of accreditation. 
 
An institution must be judged by the Commission to have met each of the Criteria for  
Accreditation, the Core Components and the Federal Compliance Requirements to merit  
the grant of initial accreditation or the reaffirmation of accreditation. In preparation for  
accreditation and reaffirmation of accreditation, an institution shall provide evidence through  
a self-study or self-evaluation process that it meets each of the Criteria and the Core  
Components. The distinctiveness of an institution’s mission may condition the strategies  
it adopts and the evidence it provides that it meets each Core Component. The institution  
shall also provide evidence with regard to those sub-components of the Criteria that  
apply to the institution. An institution in its evidence or a team in its review may identify  
topics or issues related to a Core Component other than those specified in the  
sub-components to be included in evaluating the institution’s meeting of the Core  
Component. For institutions applying for initial accreditation the submission of evidence  
from the self-study or self-evaluation process constitutes the official application for  
accreditation. An institution applying for initial accreditation shall also demonstrate  
conformity with the Assumed Practices. 
 
The judgment that the organization meets the Criteria for Accreditation and Core Components is 
based on detailed information about all parts of the institution. Such information may be 
acquired through evidence provided to the Commission by the institution or acquired by the 
Commission from other sources prior to, during, or subsequent to an evaluation process. This 



information will be confirmed in the written report of the visiting team; in the pattern of 
portfolios, reports, panel views and appraisals required of institutions participating in the review 
processes; or in other review documents identified by the Commission as core elements of a 
process for reaffirmation of accreditation.  

In the evaluation process, the Commission will review the institution against the Criteria and 
Core Components according to the following evaluative framework. 

Core Components. The institution meets the Core Component if: 

a. the Core Component is met without concerns, that is the institution meets or exceeds the 
expectations embodied in the Component; or 

b. the Core Component is met with concerns, that is the institution demonstrates the 
characteristics expected by the Component, but performance in relation to some aspect of 
the Component must be improved. 

The institution does not meet the Core Component if the institution fails to meet the Component 
in its entirety or is so deficient in one or more aspects of the Component that the Component is 
judged not to be met. 

Criteria for Accreditation. The institution meets the Criterion if: 

a. the Criterion is met without concerns, that is the institution meets or exceeds the expectations 
embodied in the Criterion; or 

b. the Criterion is met with concerns, that is the institution demonstrates the characteristics 
expected by the Criterion, but performance in relation to some Core Components of the 
Criterion must be improved. 

The Criterion is not met if the institution fails to meet the Criterion in its entirety or is so 
deficient in one or more Core Components of the Criterion that the Criterion is judged not to be 
met. 

The institution meets the Criterion only if all Core Components are met. The institution must be 
judged to meet all five Criteria for Accreditation to merit accreditation. 

The Commission will grant or reaffirm accreditation (with or without conditions or sanctions), 
deny accreditation, or withdraw accreditation based on the outcome of this evaluation. 
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Marian University Reaffirmation Process 
Audit and Evidence 

 
 
Sub-Committee Work:  Criteria and Components: 
 
1. Review Criteria and Core Components 

 
2. Interpret its meaning based upon higher education practice 

a. If you have questions, take to co-chairs and they will consult with chair of 
Reaffirmation who may take the inquiry to the Executive Team. 
 

3. Identify every activity, functional unit/area/program, degree program, department, 
office, etc.  from which evidence will be requested 

a. Inquire about activity around the criteria since 2005-2006 
b. Identify evidence or data that demonstrates that the criteria are being met/not met 
c. Audit for consistency, continuous review, learning from the review, changes 

made because of evidence. 
d. Does the evidence indicate meeting expectation? 

i. Is an interpretation needed? 
 

4. Core Component Audit 
 
Met or not Met designation 
a. If met without concerns, then write a brief evidentiary statement of what makes it 

met. Identify the evidence and its location. Submit to co-chairs. 
b. If met with concerns, write a brief evidentiary statement of what makes it appear to 

be met with concerns. Identify the evidence and its location. Submit to co-chairs. 
 
c. If not met: 

i. When a criteria component is not being met, inform co-chairs of your criteria 
committee and they will inform the Reaffirmation Chair.  When possible, 
write a brief evidentiary statement of what makes it appear to be not met. 
Identify the evidence and its location. The responsibility for taking action 
toward work to meet the criteria in that area before 2015 will be determined 
by the Reaffirmation Executive Team. 

d. Met, but is a practice not standard operating procedure: 
i. When it is found that practice connected to a component is happening, but 

there is no written policy, guidelines, process that supports that practice, 
report this to the co-chairs.  Co-chairs will report to the Reaffirmation Chair 



who will it take to the Reaffirmation Executive Team and responsibility for 
taking action toward work to meet the criteria component will be determined. 
 

Responsibility for Criteria and Components: 
1. The accreditation criteria and components clearly identifies some university entities as 

having clear responsibility for developing and administering or guiding policy.  In some 
instances there is an entity that would be responsible for the development and establishment 
of policy and then that policy/process would be administered by another entity of the 
institution.  Ex.  Academic degrees.   

a. This is a responsibility that would be established through the faculty jointly with 
specific academic support units.  (Assumed Practice, supersedes Criteria components) 

i. Ex. Academic dismissal.  The policy established by the faculty senate and 
jointly administered through academic affairs. 

 
Documentation and History 
Institutional memory comes from retaining materials and history of action.  Protocol and process 
for continuous improvement comes through good documentation.  In some instances over time 
and through turnover, we have lost purpose, accountability and authority indications, entire 
policy or process have been ignored, etc.   
 

1. Where is the documentation held? 
2. Review the documentation since 2005-2006 visit 
3. Who has responsibility for the documentation? 
4. Policy? Procedure? Process? –  

a. when last reviewed? Approved? 
b. Whom is responsible? 

5. Archived information 
 
  


