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Meeting agenda:  
Data Discussion with Fawn
Action items: 

No actions are required.
Key Discussions and Decisions:
Data is not always quantitative – it’s not always numbers. 

C5 is the least data driven out of all the criteria. 

The committee discussed the Work Group Data Source List which can be found on SharePoint and was handed out at a Chairs meeting. 

Mary Jo sent Fawn a lot of information from the student concerns committee which she will be placing on SharePoint. Fawn suggested looking for common themes where student advisory boards where concerned. 

Fawn has all of the student surveys and will share them with the committees. 

Connie suggested getting information from the Student Satisfaction Survey. 
Laura Friesen-Lynn suggested that too many surveys can be a problem for students and they may stop taking them. Fawn said there is a policy which states that students can only receive two university wide surveys per year. The hope is that more questions can be added to the state and federal surveys to capture what is needed in the self-study. 
The annual reports were collected but many faculty and staff say their activities as far as organizations they are involved with are not included in the reports. The committee feels a survey is needed to get more accurate information. 

For groups such as Hear My Voice where there are volumes of information, all of the information is not needed in the report. The big issues can be pulled out, the process can be discussed, and the fact that the students understand the process. As with all aspects of the report, areas where issues are addressed can be highlighted. 
Tony asked how his group should track the money. Fawn said that C2’s whole focus is the money so C5 shouldn’t focus too much on that unless there is a major issue. A simple statement about funding would be appropriate with reference to C2. 
DRDA, Purchasing, and the deans are sources for contract information. 

Mel Serow would most likely have archives of press releases and articles that could be highlighted. Show the negative as well as the positive to show that we are aware and we do respond. 
Renee has most of the non academic information. 

Testimonials are a good way to show how our constituents value the university. This is an idea that can be added to the list of items discussed in the full committee meeting yesterday of things that are a “quick fix” and can get done before the report is written and before the HLC visit. 

The second draft of the whitepaper is due on Jan. 18. 

Laura will take all of the comments on the first draft, make the draft readable, and return it to all of the groups on Nov. 16. 

Meeting adjourned.

