MSEF

11/13/05

MSU-BILLINGS
NW ACCREDITATION STEERING COMMITTEE

MINUTES

11/7/2005

Present:

Mike Campbell, Mary Susan Fishbaugh, Tasneem Khaleel, Curt Kochner, Kirk Lacy, Sheila McGinnis, Barb Pedula, Matt Redinger, Rachel Schaffer, George White
Not Present:

Bob Carr, Sharon Hobbs (ex officio), Jane Howell

The Committee agreed to monitor its members in terms of staying on topic and watching our time.

CQI

The pilot programs for fall (completion of formal paperwork) and spring (process of review) are Communications, Honors, and Diesel Technology.  The committee is directing these three programs to complete an internal review using the following:

1. The CQI (MSU-Billings Academic Master Plan Continuous Quality Improvement) template—Answer the questions as they pertain to the individual program.  If there are more than one program level (undergrad, grad), complete the template for all levels.  Indicate (list) documenting evidence for template responses.

2. NW Standard #2 Curriculum—Review the program in terms of the indicators for this standard.

3. BOR Program 7-Year Review Policy—Does the program comply with BOR requirements?
The pilots should complete the paperwork and bring confusion, questions, confirmations, commendations, etc to the committee.

Spring semester, we will conduct a review by outside and internal reviewers of the three pilots based upon their response to these three sets of standards.

NW Standards Sub-committees

1. Mission—MSEF

2. Curriculum—Tasneem Khaleel

a. General Requirements and Academic Foundations—Tasneem Khaleel and Barb Pedula

b. Undergraduate—Rachel Schaffer

c. Graduate—George White and Sheila McGinnis

d. Continuing Education—Kirk Lacy

3. Students—Curt Kochner

4. Faculty—Matt Redinger

5. Library—Jane Howell and Brent Roberts

6. Governance—(with Mission) MSEF

7. Finance—Mike Campbell

8. Physical Resources—Barb Pedula and Michael Barber

9. Integrity—(with Mission and Governance) MSEF

The committee was charged with reading the standards before the next meeting and coming with suggestions for sub-committee members.  It will be important to include junior faculty to promote continuity over time, staff, and student representation.

The committee discussed ways through which to encourage faculty participation and commitment to this review process.  In some colleges/programs, the process itself with data collection and report writing may be a part of an individual faculty member’s research agenda, although not the entirety of the agenda.  In programs where applied research is not accepted as Scholarly Development and where a review/report on the educational program does not constitute Scholarly Contribution to the field, substantial service as a member of an accreditation review committee may be an enticement, particularly if the individual is relieved of other lesser service duties.  The aspect of faculty encouragement/enticement will require further discussion so that all members of the committee are in agreement as to its worth/value in the tenure/rank advancement process.
The next meeting is scheduled for Monday November 21st 2005.
