
Minutes, HLC meeting, 11/03/09 

 

Full Steering Committee: 

Joan Francioni, Sally Johnstone, Nancy Peterson, Nancy Jannik, Jeff Spores, Ann MacDonald, 

Russ Dennison, Peter Henderson, Connie Gores, Vicki Decker, Rita Rahoi-Gilchrest, Andy 

Ferstl 

 

1) Feedback from Robert Appleson and our responses 

a. Rita and Peter/Nancy P and Ann will draft a letter to the academic units and the 

academic service providers (respectively).  The letter will serve as an update to 

the university community about the progress on the Self Study as well as a 

timeline [it is appended below] and expectations from everyone.   

b. Key Items from Dr. Appleson and Faculty during the workshop: 

i. See the note from Peter (appended below). This will be edited for 

distribution to the University community (item 1a above) 

ii. Add a “links” section on each portal. 

iii. Change the chapter format to include Strengths, areas for improvement, 

and challenges to the end of each chapter (not each core component).  See 

Appendix  

iv. Consistency with the curriculum maps (yes/no vs a/k, etc..) 

v. Start incorporating the Graduate programs on portal. 

vi. Rochester needs to be represented on a steering committee => Craig 

Johnson has agreed to serve.   

 

2) Andy and Nancy J will work with Communications to build a logo for our work.  This 

should be ready by the time our letters go out to the chairs and directors.  It should 

include the HLC idea since this is something readily visible on campus.  We will 

remember that this is a process that should continue beyond HLC.   

 

3) Rita and Andy will talk to Ken G about the new additions to the portal 

 

4) Other data we can use on the Self Study exists (i.e. the CAPS data, NSSE data, data on 

capstones).  It needs to be analyzed.  There is a plan to get others involved in the analysis 

of this data (students, faculty, staff, etc..) over the summer with monetary compensation.   
 

5) Tentatively Plan for next meetings 

a. Dec 1, Tuesday, 3:00 pm – 4:30 pm 

b. Sometime the first week of January.  TBD 

 

Submitted 11/4/09, adf   

 

===================================================================== 

Appendix A:  Summary of Liaison Feedback 
The meeting of October 20 produced some very concrete results, and we thank you for your attendance 
and more importantly, your active participation. Dr. Appleson provided us with some very concrete 
suggestions that will help shape our self-study and the supporting documentation. At Tuesday’s 
meeting, we would like to accomplish three things. First, to add any additional insights you gleaned from 



Dr. Appleson’s visit to the list below. Second, we need to discuss what additional information we need 
from chairs and directors, and prepare a memo in which we give them some direction. Finally, we need 
to agree upon a timeline by which the work of the self-study can be completed. This memo outlines our 
impressions of Dr. Appleson’s seven most important suggestions. 
 
First, he encouraged us to broaden the representation of the Steering Committee by adding individuals 
to the Criteria sub-groups because of the data they can provide as a result of their functions. This data 
will directly lead to an enrichment of detail for each criterion. 
 
Second, he wants us as our next step to prepare a bulleted outline, much as we have done on the 
sharepoint site, that identifies the type of evidence that WSU has to illustrate each of the Criterion and 
sub-criteria, along with the name of the person who could best provide that data. He offered to review 
this outline for us.  The Steering Committee will be preparing this outline for him by January 31. 
 
Third, Dr. Appleson was concerned that we had omitted one critical step between data collection and 
changes made.  That step was analysis.  Thus, he has strongly suggested that each program’s portal page 
have a column inserted called “Analysis.” Chairs and directors would need to fill in this column.   
 
Fourth, he was concerned about an issue that arose during our last accreditation visit; namely, that the 
evidence was not readily accessible to the team members.  The key here is to provide hot links to 
specific pages of documentation that the visitors can then search if interested. Thus, our electronic 
resource room has to be more purposely organized than it was previously. 
 
Fifth, he provided some guidance regarding our chapter formatting and asked for specific changes. In 
the introduction, we need to be more purposeful about listing the people who participated on the 
committees and in the production of the self-study, and their roles at the university.  He also asked that 
strengths and weaknesses be confined to the end of each chapter and not inserted after each sub-
criterion. 
 
Sixth, he told us that the vision for assessment is less prescriptive than it once was, and said that in 
addition to direct evidence, there are also occasions when indirect evidence (surveys) and passive 
evidence (IR data) is perfectly acceptable. Jeff Spors and Ed Callaghan can help us here.  
Finally, he identified a number of Criterion and Sub-Criteria to which we should pay more attention. 
These include Student Success, especially 3(c), cost effectiveness 2(b), and student post-graduate 
experiences 4(c) and 4(b).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

===================================================================== 

Appendix B:  Timeline 
 
January 15, 2010 – HLC Criterion Sub-Committee completes draft outline of Chapters for Liaison  
January 31, 2010 – Final outline sent to HLC Liaison 
August 30, 2010 – All portal pages up-to-date 
September 30, 2010 – Criterion Sub-Committee completes draft Chapters 
November 30, 2010 – Steering Committee completes draft 
December 31, 2010 – Editor completes final draft 
January 15, 2011 – Final draft to constituency groups  
March 30, 2011 – Final draft approved by constituency groups 
April 1, 2011—Report sent to Printer 
June 30, 2011 – Report sent to reviewers and posted on web 
Fall 2011 – Self-Study visit 
 
 
 

Appendix C:  New Chapter Format 

 
 
Criterion 1 – Listed 
Intro paragraph 
 Simple statement of fact addressing the criterion in relationship to WSU 
Sub criterion 1-a - Listed 
 Untitled Intro Statement summarizing our status in terms of compliance 

Facts and evidence broken into titled sub-sections depending on what is addressed 
Sub-criterion 1- b through 1-e 
 Same format as above 
Conclusion 
 Summary – Statement of facts re overall strengths  
 Opportunities for Improvement – Places that need work 

Plans for Addressing Opportunities – What we have done or will do 
 Challenges – Difficulties we may face 

 


