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Abstract
This article describes the multi-year initiative of Utah Valley University (UVU) to improve its institutional policy system. It describes the benchmarking of UVU’s policy set and policy resources against other universities. Recommendations are made for institutions of higher education interested in improving their own institutional policy system.

Improving Institutional Policy Systems:
The Case of Utah Valley University
Institutional Context
	Utah Valley University (UVU) traces its origins to the Central Utah Vocational School, established in 1941. In its early days, the institution trained skilled workers in support of the war effort. Over the past sixty-seven years, the institution has had five name changes as it adapted to the changing needs of its surrounding communities. In 1993, the institution became Utah Valley State College (UVSC) and began offering three bachelor degrees along with its associate degrees. Over the next fourteen years, enrollment grew from just over 10,000 students to more than 23,000 students. Its most recent transition occurred on July 1, 2008 when Utah Valley State College became Utah Valley University and began offering select masters degrees in addition to its 57 bachelor degrees.
	In 2003, a new institutional president was hired and charged with preparing UVSC to become a regional state university. This task required external and internal focuses. The primary objective of the external focus was to foster the support needed among state higher education officials, state legislators, and the governor to change the institution’s name, mission, and program offerings.
	The primary objectives of the internal focus were to improve institutional systems and processes as part of the transition to university status and to improve the collaboration, transparency, and efficiency of those systems and processes. The internal focus also demonstrated to external audiences the institution’s commitment to a culture of ongoing assessment and improvement.
The new president launched two major internal initiatives. The first was the development of an integrated process for planning, budgeting, and accountability, referred to as the “PBA Process” (Makin & Martin, 2005; Sederburg & Makin, 2005; Bezzant, Loveridge, Jorgensen, Makin, & Martin, 2006). The second was to improve the institution’s policy system. Because of the institution’s rapid growth, its recent transformation from a community college to a four-year college, and its forthcoming university status, a concerted effort was necessary to update the institution’s policy system to that of a regional state university. The initiative was also intended to improve the collaboration, transparency, and efficiency of the institution’s policy system. This article chronicles UVU’s policy improvement initiative in hopes that it can be an aid for institutions interested in improving their policy system. Specifically, it addresses the need for further research examining higher education institutional policy systems, describes the first three phases of UVU’s effort to improve its policy system, and makes recommendations for institutions of higher education interested in improving their own policy system.
Absence of Research on Institutional Policy Systems
	Interestingly, institutional policy systems have received little attention in higher education research. In one of the few articles dealing with institutional policy systems, Blobaum, Ford, Hippchen, Petersen, and Spellacy (2005) point out that institutions of higher education are operating in an environment increasingly focused on legal and regulatory compliance, but largely void of research examining institutional policy development. Research addressing higher education policies has often focused on (a) specific policy issues such as post-tenure review (e.g., Licata & Morreale, 1999) or Title IX compliance (e.g., Anderson, Cheslock, & Ehrenberg, 2006), or on (b) policy development for technology and information security (e.g., Bruhn & Petersen, 2003). It has not, however, addressed how institutions can improve their institutional policy system. A search of the Education Resources Information Center (ERIC) Clearinghouse by Blobaum et al. (2005) found little information regarding institutional policy development in peer-reviewed journals or ERIC documents. Similarly, searches performed by the authors of this study using library databases for education and the social sciences found little information regarding institutional policy systems. A subsequent examination of the table of contents for higher education journals and public policy journals similarly yielded little relevant information. The present article addresses this gap in the literature by examining UVU’s multi-year initiative to improve its policy system.
	Because of the absence of research on institutional policy systems, the authors of this article could not find basic terms to help define the nature the policy work at UVU or the different elements of that work. For purposes of clarity and precision in this article, we propose the following classification. An institutional policy system is a system comprised of (a) a policy set or policy manual (i.e., institutional policies such as computer usage, purchasing, hiring, and tenure), (b) policy resources that facilitate working within the policy system (e.g., policy approval process flowchart, policy office or personnel, policy template, policy writing guide), and (c) policy users (i.e., individuals or entities using, writing, reviewing, or approving policies). The focus of this article is primarily on policy sets and policy resources within the context of an institutional policy system.
Phase I: Internal Assessment of UVU’s Policy System and Subsequent Changes
	As UVU’s President reviewed the institution’s processes and systems, he found that there were concerns about the collaboration, transparency, and efficiency of the policy approval process. His response to this finding was to transfer the responsibility for policy administration from Human Resources (under the division of the Vice President for Administration) to the Executive Division where he could be personally involved in overseeing the policy process (August, 2003). The President also made the Assistant to the President UVU’s Policy Administrator and gave him the responsibility to improve the institution’s policy system. 
The new policy administrator began the process by establishing the Policy System Design Taskforce. Consistent with the goal of becoming more collaborative and transparent, the taskforce had broad representation including administrators, faculty, staff, and students. The charge of the taskforce was to develop a new policy approval process and make recommendations to improve the institution’s policy system (October, 2003).
	The first assignment of the taskforce was to develop a flowchart outlining the basic structure of a new policy approval process. The taskforce employed first-hand knowledge and campus-wide feedback to identify the shortcomings of the existing approval process. Among the shortcomings were that: (a) campus entities involved in policy work (faculty senate, staff association, student government, dean’s council, etc., [hereafter campus entities]) developed proposed policies in isolation, (b) campus entities occasionally reviewed different versions of a proposed policy during the approval process, (c) campus entities were unaware of changes made to proposed policies based on their feedback, and (d) some proposed policies, for various reasons, never made it to final approval by the university’s Board of Trustees.
The new approval process had five distinct stages for the development, review, and approval of institutional policies. In order to address the above shortcomings, the followings elements were included in the new approval process: (a) policy drafting committees would be composed of individuals representing groups who would be affected by a proposed policy, (b) campus entities would review the same version of a proposed policy during the same time period, (c) after feedback from campus entities, a revised version of the proposed policy would be placed on the institution’s policy website for the entire campus community to review what changes had been made, and (d) the President’s Council (comprised of the President, the four Vice Presidents, and the respective Presidents of the faculty senate, the staff association, and student government) would oversee the progress of proposed policies from initial concept to the final approval and posting. The new policy approval process was illustrated in the form of a flowchart. It was presented to the different campus entities for their review and feedback. After several rounds of revisions, the flowchart was agreed upon as the conceptual outline for a new institutional policy approval process (February 10, 2004). UVU’s policy approval flowchart is in Figure 1.
	The second assignment of the taskforce was to draft a governing policy outlining the institution’s new policy approval process. During spring semester 2005, the taskforce drafted the “Policy Governing Policies and Procedures” (hereafter policy on policies). The proposed policy on policies incorporated the core elements of the policy approval process flowchart. A draft of the policy on policies was taken to the campus entities for review and feedback before it was approved. The involvement of all of the campus entities reinforced the institution’s commitment to establish a collaborative and transparent policy system. The new policy on policies was approved by the UVU Board of Trustees (April 14, 2005).
	Based on the newly approved policy on policies and feedback from the taskforce, the Policy Administrator and Web Services began developing new policy management software to support the newly established policy standards. Their objective was to develop software that: (a) aided in tracking proposed policies during the approval process, (b) facilitated the review of proposed policies, and (c) provided a means for effective electronic searches of the policy set. The existing policy website had none of these capabilities.
	These initial changes to UVU’s policy system were enacted to address specific shortcomings of the existing policy system based on internal feedback and firsthand knowledge. This first phase of UVU’s policy improvement initiative took place during the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 academic years.
Summary of the Transfer of Policy Administration to the Executive Division
	Prior to the transfer of policy administration from Human Resources to the Executive Division, the campus community expressed concerns about the collaboration, transparency, and efficiency of the policy system. The transfer of policy administration to the Executive Division largely eliminated these concerns and was well received by the campus community. The President was personally involved in the policy work of the institution and the Policy Administrator (Assistant to the President) maintained the institution’s focus on improving the policy system for the last five years. Having policy administration located at the executive level provided a centralized location for the policy work of the institution. The involvement of the President and the Policy Administrator also allowed policy concerns to be at the forefront of institutional business and for policy issues to be resolved in a timely manner.
Summary of the New Policy Approval Process
	Prior to the new policy approval process, campus entities involved in policy work (faculty senate, deans’ council, etc.) drafted policies without consulting other campus entities. With the implementation of the new policy approval process, individuals and campus entities are required to form policy drafting committees comprised of representatives from the stakeholder groups affected by a proposed policy. This requirement has produced policy drafting committees that have more diverse representation from across campus and that have greater collaboration and transparency than was previously the case.
	Prior to the new policy approval process, there were concerns about the efficiency of the policy system. In the two years before the new policy approval process there were only eight policies approved at the institution. In the two years after the development of the new policy approval process, there were twenty-four policies approved at the institution and an additional sixteen approved in the third year. The new policy approval process has increased the efficiency of policy development by allowing greater consensus building during policy development and by handling large numbers of proposed policies more effectively.
	Though unknown to the taskforce at the time of development, the new policy approval process flowchart and policy on policies share some common elements with a model developed by members of the Association of College and University Policy Administrators or ACUPA. The ACUPA policy model, “Policy Development Process with Best Practices,” (ACUPA, 2001) has been presented at a number of conferences as a model for institutional policy development and approval (Ford, Rezmierski, & Spellacy, 2001; Ford, Peterson, & Spellacy, 2001; Capell, Ford, & Spellacy, 2004; Ford & Spellacy, 2005; Spellacy, 2005). The new UVU approval process and the ACUPA model both have stages for initiating, writing, reviewing, and approving policies. The biggest differences are that (a) the ACUPA model represents best practices at a theoretical level whereas the UVU approval process was specifically tailored to its institutional context, and (b) the ACUPA model is more detailed than the UVU approval process in which the detail was implied but not made explicit.
Summary of the Development of Policy Management Software
	The policy management software was developed to support the new policy approval process and to address the shortcomings of the previous policy website. The Policy Administrator (Assistant to the President) met regularly with the web services director and his staff to storyboard and develop the web-based system. Their goal was to develop software that (a) aided the tracking of proposed policies during the approval process, (b) facilitated the review of proposed policies, and (c) provided effective electronic searches of the policy set. The development of the policy management software required a significant amount of time and energy, but its use has increased the efficiency, transparency, and collaboration of the policy work at UVU.
Phase II: Benchmarking Policy Sets among USHE Universities
	The Policy System Design Taskforce performed a valuable service to the institution by developing a new policy approval process flowchart and policy on policies, but the President felt that it was important to create a smaller taskforce that could dedicate more time to UVU’s policy improvement initiative. Thus, the Policy Research Taskforce was formed to conduct intensive policy research for the institution over the summer and fall of 2005. This taskforce was comprised of the Policy Administrator (Assistant to the President), the Faculty Senate President, the Faculty Senate President-elect (who was a former Chair of the Faculty Senate Policy Committee), a faculty member with expertise in public law, and the institution’s Web Services Director. The taskforce’s charge was to improve the policy system as part of the institution’s transition to university status.
	The President’s suggestion was that the taskforce engage in benchmarking against other universities (Alstete, 1995; Bender & Schuh, 2002). Initially, the idea was to identify a specific university with an exemplary policy set which UVU could use as a model for its policy set. According to Achtemeier & Simpson’s (2005) classification of types of benchmarking, this would be process benchmarking in which an institution identifies an exemplar that excels in one of its problem areas and then adapts those practices that allow the exemplar to excel to the home institution. With this approach in mind, the taskforce began researching university policy sets via the internet. What it found was a remarkable degree of variability among the institutions reviewed. Some institutional policy sets consisted of just a few policies, while others consisted of well over 1000 policies; some institutional policy sets had no business policies, while others had a large number of business policies; some institutional policy sets had no student policies, while others had numerous student policies; some institutions were governed by system-wide policies, while others developed their own policies, etc.
	Because the policy sets were so different, the taskforce was unable to identify any one of them as being an exemplar. Without a known exemplar, but still wanting to employ benchmarking to further the policy improvement initiative, the taskforce re-evaluated its strategy. Instead of searching for a single policy set to emulate, the taskforce decided to compare the UVU policy set against the policy sets of other institutions. According to Achtemeier & Simpson’s (2005) classification of types of benchmarking, this would be metric benchmarking in which an institution compares itself to several institutions in order to evaluate its relative performance. The taskforce also decided to limit the scope of its benchmarking by focusing on the policy sets of the USHE universities (Southern Utah University [SUU], the University of Utah [U of U], Utah State University [USU], and Weber State University [WSU]). These institutions were selected because they were established universities within the same legal and regulatory context as UVU (i.e., all of the universities are state institutions and subject to state Board of Regents’ policies). The taskforce also hoped that there would be less variability among these institutions than was observed during the review of university policy sets from across the country.
	During the summer and fall of 2005, the taskforce benchmarked UVU’s policies against those of the other USHE universities. An initial review of the policies at UVU and other USHE universities revealed that policy titles were not always an accurate indicator of policy content. Occasionally a policy was inappropriately named, but more often a policy contained more topics than the title suggested. The initial review also revealed that there was not a one-to-one correspondence between the policies at the different institutions. For example, while UVU had two policies that related directly to tenure, another of the USHE universities had sixteen policies directly related to tenure. Thus, the taskforce examined policy content rather than policy titles when benchmarking the policy sets.
Analysis One: Policy Topics Found at UVU
	The focus of the first analysis was to find policy content at the USHE universities that were similar to UVU policy content. In other words, how many of the UVU policy topics had counterparts at the USHE universities? Figure 2 shows the results of this analysis. Seventeen percent of the UVU policy topics had no counterparts at the USHE universities (e.g., reporting organizational changes, staff educational reimbursement fund); 21% of the UVU policy topics were found at any one of the four USHE universities (e.g., pets and service animals on campus [also found at U of U], editing and review of official publications [also found at WSU]); 21% of the UVU policy topics were found at any two of the four USHE universities (e.g., policy on policies [also found at SUU and USU], termination clearance for salaried employees [also found at WSU and USU]); etc.
	For the purposes of the UVU policy improvement initiative and the institution’s preparation for university status, the taskforce grouped the findings into two categories: those UVU policy topics that had a counterpart at one or none of the USHE universities (38%) and those UVU policy topics that had counterparts at two to four of the USHE universities (63%). The taskforce recommended that those UVU policy topics that had a counterpart at one or none of the USHE universities be reviewed to determine how essential those policy topics were to the mission and operation of the institution. Policy topics that did not appear to play an important role in the mission and operation of UVU were to be considered for deletion from the policy and procedure manual. Those UVU policy topics that had a counterpart at two to four of the USHE universities were to be consulted for best practices as UVU policies are revised.
Analysis Two: Policy Topics Not Found at UVU
	Just as UVU had policy content that was not found at the USHE universities, the USHE universities had policy content that was not present at UVU. Thus, the taskforce performed a second analysis to establish whether this policy content was idiosyncratic to the institutions or whether there were larger themes that were not present in the UVU policy set. Figure 3 shows the results of this analysis. Seventy percent of the USHE university policy topics not found at UVU also had no counterpart at other USHE universities (e.g., Utah Shakespearean Board of Governors [found at SUU], medical practice plan [found at U of U]); 19% of the USHE university policy topics not found at UVU were found at two of the four USHE universities (e.g., deans [found at WSU and U of U], voting leave [found at SUU and USU]); 8% of the USHE university policy topics not found at UVU were found at three of the four USHE universities (e.g., personnel files [found at SUU, USU, and U of U], campus walkway safety [found at WSU, USU, and U of U]); etc.
	For the purposes of the UVU policy improvement initiative and the institution’s preparation for university status, the taskforce grouped the findings into two categories: those USHE university policy topics not found at UVU that occurred at only one university (70%) and those USHE university policy topics not found at UVU that occurred at two to four of the universities (30%). The taskforce considered the policy topics that occurred at only one institution to be a low priority for review and possible enactment at UVU as many of the policy topics were unique to the institutional context of the universities. The taskforce considered the policy topics that occurred at two to four of the universities to be a higher priority and recommended that UVU assess whether enacting policies related to these topics would be beneficial for the mission and operation of UVU. Special note was made of the fact that 90% of these policy topics that occurred at two or more USHE universities but were not found at UVU were in two areas, human resources/benefits and institutional governance/organization.
Summary of Policy Set Benchmarking
	The benchmarking of UVU’s policy content against those of the four USHE universities provided UVU with three types of valuable information. First, it gave UVU confidence that the topics covered in its policy set were comparable to those of the USHE universities. Sixty-three percent of UVU’s policy topics also occur at two or more of the USHE universities. Second, it allowed UVU to identify policy topics for possible deletion if it was determined that they did not contribute to its mission and operation. Since the recommendations were made, seven policies identified by the policy taskforce have been deleted. Third, it identified USHE university policy topics that should be considered for enactment at UVU if it was deemed they would be beneficial to the mission and operation of the institution. Since the recommendations were made, six policies identified by the policy taskforce have been enacted and three more are currently being developed. Two of the policies are in the area of human resources/benefits and one of the policies is in the area of institutional governance/organization.
	One limitation of the benchmarking analysis was that it identified policy content at the institutions as being similar or dissimilar, but it did not analyze policy content for best practices. For example, no best practices were identified in academic rank, campus walkway safety, or student grievance policies. While there may be best practices for specific policies (e.g., academic rank), institutional policies should be adapted to reflect institutional context. An analysis examining best practices and how policy resources have been adapted to fit institutional context was beyond the scope of the taskforce.
Phase III: Benchmarking Policy Resources among Out-of-State Universities
	The work of the taskforce during the summer and fall of 2005 provided valuable information pertaining to how UVU’s policy set compared with the policy sets of the USHE universities and how the UVU policy set could be improved. One limitation of this research, however, was that it focused on universities within the USHE system. With regional state university status on the horizon, the President continued the policy improvement initiative and expanded its scope to out-of-state universities. The Policy Research Taskforce was reconvened for additional policy research during the summer and fall of 2006. Two members of the taskforce did not continue with the policy research because of other work duties and health problems.
	In order to have a focused set of out-of-state universities for the policy research, the Office of the President provided the taskforce with a list of peer institutions from the National Center for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS). The list included 12 universities: California State University, Chico; California State University, Fullerton; Central Washington University; CUNY College of Staten Island; Eastern Washington University; Indiana University—Purdue University, Fort Wayne; James Madison University; McNeese State University; Minnesota State University, Mankato; Southeast Missouri State University; Southeastern Louisiana University; and the University of Alaska, Anchorage. These universities are hereafter referred to as the NCHEMS 12. By examining these universities, the taskforce hoped to not only further the goals of the policy initiative but to also demonstrate to state higher education officials, state legislators and the governor that the institution was systematically and thoroughly improving systems and processes as part of the transition to university status.
	As it had done with the in-state USHE universities, the taskforce sought to benchmark UVU’s policy set with the policy sets of its NCHEMS 12 out-of-state peer universities (metric benchmarking according to Achtemeier & Simpson’s [2005] classification). The initial findings, however, were quite different from those obtained from the analysis of the USHE universities. Unlike the USHE universities which exist within the same legal and regulatory context and have similar policy content, the NCHEMS 12 universities come from a variety of legal and regulatory contexts and have a variety of different policy systems, with few overall similarities. Some universities rely on executive memorandums, while others have a strong faculty senate presence in policy governance; some rely on institutional policies, while others rely on the policies of a central campus or higher education system, etc. This apples and oranges scenario made policy set benchmarking impractical.
	Even though it was impractical to benchmark policy sets with the NCHEMS 12, the initial analysis of these universities suggested that as a group they had relatively few policy resources (e.g., policy approval process flowchart, policy office or personnel, policy template, policy writing guide). Because of earlier efforts associated with the policy improvement initiative, UVU had implemented or was in the process of implementing eight policy resources to facilitate the policy work of the institution. (See Table 1 for a list and brief description of the UVU policy resources.) Both the Policy System Design Taskforce and the Policy Research Taskforce believed that well-designed policy resources would help policy users at UVU. Because of the previous work on policy resources at UVU, the taskforce decided to examine how UVU’s policy resources compared to the policy resources of out-of-state universities. The focus of the taskforce, therefore, shifted from benchmarking policy sets to benchmarking policy resources (i.e., metric benchmarking).
	Because the NCHEMS 12 universities appeared to have relatively few policy resources as a group, the taskforce expanded the scope of its research to include out-of-state universities that were rich in policy resources. To locate these universities, internet searches for policy resources were performed. The criteria for inclusion were (a) that the policy resources come from a college or university located in the United States (excluding specialty institutions such as medical and dental schools) and (b) that the policy resources were available on-line. Internet searches of policy resource key terms (e.g., policy template, policy format, policy writing guide, policy style guide, policy development, policy cover sheet) were performed. Forty institutions with at least one policy resource were identified. An initial review of these 40 universities determined the 12 institutions with the most complete set of policy resources: California State University, Channel Islands; Catholic University of America; Columbia University; Cornell University; Michigan Technological University; Southern Oregon University; University of California, Berkeley; University of California, Santa Cruz; University of Idaho; University of Minnesota; University of Vermont; and the University of Virginia. These universities are hereafter referred to as the Policy Resources 12.
Analysis of Policy Resources
	Using the policy resource descriptions listed in Table 1 as the criteria, the taskforce benchmarked UVU’s policy resources against the NCHEMS 12 and Policy Resources 12. The purpose of this analysis was to determine the number of policy resources at each institution. Figure 4 shows the results of this analysis. Among the NCHEMS 12, one university had all eight of the policy resources, but nine of the universities had none or only one policy resource. This confirmed the taskforce’s initial impression that as a group the NCHEMS 12 had relatively few policy resources. In contrast, all of the Policy Resources 12 had five, six, or seven of the policy resources, confirming that these institutions had substantially more resources than the NCHEMS 12.
	The taskforce also wanted to assess the frequency of occurrence for each policy resource across the universities (i.e., independent of the institution at which it occurred). Figure 5 shows the results of this analysis. Among the NCHEMS 12, the most frequently occurring policy resource was a policy on policies which occurred at five of the 12 universities. The rest of the policy resources occurred at only one, two, or three of the universities. Among the Policy Resources 12, six of the eight policy resources occurred at eight or more of the universities. The only policy resources that did not occur at a majority of the universities were a policy cover sheet and a policy tracking system. Two factors may explain why a policy cover sheet and policy tracking system have been implemented at UVU but occur infrequently at other institutions. First, because of UVU’s policy improvement initiative, there are a large number of policies moving through the policy approval process at any given time. Second, UVU has adopted an approval process with five distinct stages from policy development to final approval and posting. Institutions which have fewer policies moving through the approval process or which have an approval process with fewer stages may not find these resources necessary.
Summary of Policy Resource Benchmarking
	The benchmarking of UVU’s policy resources against those of the NCHEMS 12 and the Policy Resources 12 demonstrated that UVU had as many policy resources as any of the 24 universities. One limitation of this benchmarking was that it identified policy resources at the institutions as being present or absent, but it did not analyze the policy resources for best practices. For example, no “best” policy approval process, policy on policies, or policy template was identified. While there may be best practices for individual policy resources (e.g., policy template), policy resources should be adapted to reflect institutional context. An analysis examining best practices and how policy resources have been adapted to fit institutional context was beyond the scope of the taskforce. Another limitation of this benchmarking was that the analysis did not determine the extent to which policy resources were utilized at the different universities and to what effect. Such an analysis was also beyond the scope of the taskforce.
Discussion
	The primary objectives of UVU’s policy improvement initiative were to improve UVU’s policy system as part of the transition to university status and to bring greater collaboration, transparency, and efficiency to the policy work of the institution. The changes made during the first phase of the policy improvement initiative (moving policy administration to the executive division, developing a new policy approval process, and developing policy management software) produced a positive response from the campus community and an increase in the number of policies approved. The benchmarking of UVU’s policy set against the policy sets of the USHE universities provided valuable information that has been incorporated into the ongoing revision of UVU’s policy set, including the addition and deletion of a number of policies. The benchmarking of UVU’s policy resources against the policy resources of out-of-state universities confirmed that UVU is well positioned with regard to the number of policy resources it has available to policy users.
	The impetus for UVU’s policy improvement initiative was a new institutional president and the upcoming transition from a four-year college to a regional state university. But the policy improvement initiative and this article have a much broader relevance. Many institutions are interested in improving their internal systems and processes and in making them more collaborative, transparent, and efficient. Institutions should be especially interested in improving policy systems because of the increasing focus on legal and regulatory compliance in higher education. This article is offered as an aid for institutions interested in improving their policy systems.
	Specific recommendations from UVU’s policy improvement initiative for other institutions are as follows: First, interested institutions should begin with an internal assessment of the perceived strengths and weaknesses of their policy system by engaging in dialogue with the policy users from across the institution. Second, although policy needs, structures, and cultures may differ from institution to institution, institutions should consider creating a policy office and personnel who have adequate time and funding to maintain and improve the institutional policy system. Third, institutions should ensure that there is support among top level administrators for a policy improvement initiative because of the time that may be required of them or their employees. Fourth, institutions desiring to benchmark policy sets should select comparison institutions with similar policy needs and with a similar legal and regulatory context. Fifth, institutions should adopt policy resources that are consistent with the needs of the institution.
	This article is an important first step in filling the gap in the scholarly literature addressing institutional policy systems in higher education. While this article provides valuable guidance for institutions wishing to improve their policy systems, there is a great need for additional research in this area. For example, institutions planning to make changes to their policy systems should be studied in a prospective research design so that the effects of the changes can be systematically documented. In addition, policy resources (e.g., policy approval process flowchart, policy office or personnel, policy template, policy writing guide) should be studied to identify best practices and to assess outcomes in policy systems based on the quality, nature, and presence of such policy resources. Additional research could profitably address how institutional policy systems are adapted to and reflect the culture and needs of institutions.
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Table 1
Policy Resources and Descriptions/Criteria for Inclusion in Benchmarking	
Policy Resource	Description/Criteria	
Policy Approval Process	Explanation or description of how institutional policies 	are approved.
Policy Approval Process Flowchart	Illustration or diagram of how institutional policies are 	approved.
Policy Cover Sheet	Form that accompanies a proposed policy in the 	approval process that includes key information about the 	proposed policy (e.g., new, revision, or deletion; stage in 	the approval process, author).
Policy Office or Personnel	Office or personnel responsible for facilitating the policy 	development, approval, and posting processes for the 	institutional policy system.
Policy on Policies	Policy or official language that defines an institutional 	policy and establishes rules for policy governance.
Policy Template	A formal template or a required format for the sections of 	a policy.
Policy Tracking System	Centralized tracking that indicates what policies are in the 	policy approval process and what stage of the process 	they are in.
Policy Writing Guide	Written instruction on how to write a policy beyond a 	mere description of how to work with a template.		

Figure Captions
Figure 1. UVU Policy Approval Process Flowchart
Figure 2. UVU Policy Topics and Similar Policy Topics at USHE Universities
Figure 3. USHE University Policy Topics Not Found at UVU 
Figure 4. Policy Resources Found per Institution at Out-of-state Universities
Figure 5. Policy Resources Found across Institutions at Out-of-state Universities
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