Minutes-May 23 HLC Self Study
Critereon 2 Group
draft
The meeting was held in the Mott Foundation Room of the William S. White Building and began at 10:00 am.  Present were: Chris Waters, chair, Fred Svoboda, David Barthelmes, Betty Velthouse, and Robert Stach.  Members Cindy Pfalzer and Loretta Dauwe are on Sabbatical leave until fall.

Chris Waters summarized the Chairs meeting held the day previous to this meeting.  It is important, over the summer, to identify any questions we might have and to identify what data we will need.

We discussed how we would approach things in the planning stages. Like general education and what period of time our part of the report should look at.  How far in the past (10 years?) and how far into the further (Dave suggested 10 years would be too far.  We thought we should probably be looking at trends beyond known end dates for projections in documents like the Strategic Plan.
Susan posed a question about the actual writing of the report.  We discussed collection of information and data, “White” papers, and final editing of the entire report for consistency and “one voice”.  How do we deal with issues of overlapping information and data?  Dave suggested we approach the writing of this as though we were preparing for an audit.  We should be able to “prove”, with evidence, anything we say in the report.

Our conversation also turned to the discussion the larger group had in the May meeting concerning the Mission, Vision, and Values.  Our conclusion was that we needed to identify our values and all criterion use the same set and also define whatever terms might show up in those values, like “diversity” “region” or “civic engagement”.  The importance of the University of Michigan name seemed important enough to highlight in the report.  It will help up grow if correctly employed.  Then we also discussed, in practical terms, the length of the entire document and our portion of it.
Two other criterion groups had already met before the Chairs meeting of May 22.  They reported they had divided their groups into smaller working groups, each tackling one of the core components of their overarching criterion.  We decided we would, instead, engage in an activity in which we would all look at the Critereon, and under each of the four Core Components make two lists, each adding to the list as we thought fit.  One list would be needed resources and data sets and the other list would be questions and observations.  We decided to do an exercise as follows:  It is our hope we can continue this exercise using Sharepoint.  Chris will contact Debi Rowden to see if we can set up a team workspace to use in this way.
The beginning of this work in progress will look this way:
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Criterion Two Preparing for the Future
Criterion Statement: The organization’s allocation of resources and its processes for evaluation and planning demonstrate its capacity to fulfill

its mission, improve the quality of its education, and respond to future challenges and opportunities.

Core Component - 2a The organization realistically prepares for a future shaped by multiple societal and economic trends.

Questions  and Comments
a. How has the role of development changed over the years?  What are the trends in development?
b. Capitol Campaign-How were the priorities set and how do they relate to our mission and values?

c. What exactly does Environmental Scanning mean?

d. How do Internationalization efforts relate to how we look at societal and economic trends?

e. How do we determine how available funding is applied to new programming efforts?  How can we become proactive and not restrictive with new programming?

f. What are the trends in new pedagogy of course presentation and delivery?  Online, face-to-face, mixed mode, use of course companions, etc?

Data and Information Needed

a. Budgets over a number of years

b. Genesee County and State of Michigan employment and demographic shifts/charts

c. State Appropriations to UM-Flint

d. Tuition

e. Development Revenue

f. Capitol Campaign goals and revenue.

g. How do we look relative to other institutions in terms of new programming, tuition and enrollment?
h. What has our faculty looked like over time?  Numbers, ranks, FTE faculty, etc.

i. What does our student body look like over time?  Grads, undergrads, FT, PT, from where, etc?

j. Reports on the Economic Status of the Faculty.

k. Campus Master Plan

l. Deferred Maintenance Plans
Core Component - 2b The organization’s resource base supports its educational programs and its plans for maintaining and strengthening their

quality in the future.

Questions  and Comments
Data and Information Needed
Core Component - 2c The organization’s ongoing evaluation and assessment processes provide reliable evidence of institutional effectiveness

that clearly informs strategies for continuous improvement.

Questions  and Comments
Data and Information Needed
Core Component - 2d All levels of planning align with the organization’s mission, thereby enhancing its capacity to fulfill that mission.
Questions  and Comments
Data and Information Needed
Respectfully Submitted:

Secretary pro tem

Chris Waters

