
	  
	  
 
March 8, 2017 
 
 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
 
Msgr. Stuart Swetland, President 
Donnelly College 
608 N. 18th St. 
Kansas City, KS 66102 
 
Dear President Swetland:  
 
This letter is formal notification of action taken by the Higher Learning Commission (“HLC” or “the 
Commission”) Board of Trustees (“the Board”) concerning Donnelly College (“the College” or “the 
institution”). During its meeting on February 23, 2017, the Board placed Donnelly College on 
Probation because the College is out of compliance with the Criteria for Accreditation and the Core 
Components identified in the Board’s findings as outlined below. This action is effective as of the 
date the action was taken. In taking this action, the Board considered materials from the most recent 
comprehensive evaluation, including but not limited to: the Quality Highlight Report the College 
submitted, the report from the comprehensive evaluation team, the report of the Institutional Actions 
Council (“IAC”) Hearing Committee, and the institutional responses to these reports.  
 
The College is required to submit an Assurance Filing no later than July 1, 2018, or at least eight 
weeks prior to the comprehensive evaluation, providing evidence that the College has 
ameliorated the findings of non-compliance identified in this action that resulted in the 
imposition of Probation and the findings of Met with Concerns and providing evidence that the 
College meets the Criteria for Accreditation, the Core Components, Federal Compliance 
Requirements, and the Assumed Practices. Included in this report should be evidence of program 
review and the use of data in decision making at multiple levels of the institution, assessment of 
student learning, financial stability, evaluation of the College’s planning processes, and evidence 
of the full implementation of the College’s assessment process, with particular emphasis on the 
following areas of concern: 
 

•   Evidence that the College has completed program reviews for 50% or more of its academic 
programs, a schedule for the remaining programs, and a master calendar for the next full 
cycle of reviews (Core Component 4.A); 

•   Documentation of the program review process that includes the use of assessment data to 
inform the review and changes and improvements that have resulted from the reviews (Core 
Component 4.A.); 

•   Compilation of measures of institutional effectiveness which may consist of cost analysis, 
enrollment trends and targets, and completion data (Core Component 4.A); 

•   Documentation for the manner in which the most recent budget cycle includes and supports 
the student learning assessment efforts of the college, including co-curricular programs (Core 
Component 4.B); 
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•   Evidence of the outcomes mapping project specific to linking course and program outcomes 
(Core Component 4.B); 

•   A description of the program for assessing student learning that includes process maps, 
rubrics, and feedback loops (Core Component 4.B); 

•   Evidence for pedagogical, course, and program changes that were the direct results of the 
assessment process (Core Component 4.B); 

•   Documentation of financial stability that includes how the college has worked toward a 
balanced operating budget, improved working capital, generated reserves, and reduced 
reliance on endowment draws (Core Component 5.A); 

•   A map of how strategic planning objectives were funded to grow academic programs, 
improve student assessment, enhance opportunities for student success, and develop 
enrollment and retention strategies (Core Component 5.A); 

•   A description of the process for evaluating progress on the strategic plan that includes the 
indicators that provide quantifiable data for each strategic priority, and the reporting process 
that includes routine review by the Board of Directors (Core Component 5.A); 

•   Documentation of enrollment and financial management data by enrollment term during the 
Probation period (Core Component 5.A); 

•   An evaluation of how the college’s planning processes have improved coherence, 
transparency, communication, and integration for strategic decision-making (Core 
Component 5.C); 

•   Evidence that the use of the institutional information management system (Power Campus) 
has been fully implemented as indicated by the following: identification of key performance 
metrics; a description of a standardized process of data collection related to the identified 
performance metrics; documentation of a process for analyzing data collected along with 
identification of accountable personnel and time frames; a description of the processes for 
reviewing the results of the data analysis and sharing the results with key constituents; and a 
description of the processes for implementing changes as a result of the review (Core 
Component 5.D); and 

•   Documentation of the results of measuring key performance metrics as they related to 
financial capacity and sustainability (Core Component 5.D). 

 
The College will host a comprehensive evaluation no later than September 2018 to determine 
whether the College has ameliorated the findings of non-compliance that led to the imposition of 
Probation, whether the findings of Met with Concerns have been remedied, and whether the College 
meets the Criteria for Accreditation, and to make a recommendation about whether to remove 
Probation or take other action. 
 
The Board will review the documents associated with the evaluation at its February 2019 meeting to 
determine whether the College has ameliorated the findings of non-compliance and has demonstrated 
that it is now in compliance with all Criteria for Accreditation and thus whether Probation shall be 
removed, or if the College has not ameliorated the findings of non-compliance and demonstrated 
compliance with the Criteria for Accreditation, whether accreditation should be withdrawn. 
 
The Board based its action to impose Probation upon the following findings made with regard to the 
College:  
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The College is out of compliance with Criterion Four, Core Component 4.B, “the institution 
demonstrates a commitment to educational achievement and improvement through ongoing 
assessment of student learning,” for the following reasons: 

 
•   The College lacks a campus-wide assessment plan and process, and, although the 

College has demonstrated a commitment to assessment and initiated various 
assessment processes, those processes are not systematic or consistent across the 
College; 

•   While the College has set outcomes for courses and for general education, it has not 
consistently set outcomes for all programs; 

•   Measurable program learning outcomes to improve student learning are only in 
development; 

•   The College does not conduct co-curricular assessment in any systematic manner; 
•   Assessment of student learning is not linked to the budget or strategic planning nor 

are assessment results used to inform decision-making; and 
•   The College has a limited understanding of what constitutes measures of student 

learning and relies instead on external outcomes like degree completion rather than 
student learning outcomes.  

 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Five, Core Component 5.A, “the institution’s 
resource base supports its current educational programs and its plans for maintaining and 
strengthening their quality in the future,” for the following reasons: 

 
•   Operating resources are insufficient to support the College’s budget; 
•   The College relies on a mix of tuition and passive sources of revenue (philanthropy, 

grants, endowment spending) for 55% of the operating budget (including 29% of 
overall revenue supported by Pell Grants), which has been unpredictable for the 
College and has resulted in a persistent erosion of the College’s financial position; 

•   FY2016 indicates an all-funds net loss of $216,000 (an increased loss of $137,000 
from FY2015);  

•   Endowment withdrawals have been made at 13% per year (endowment is estimated 
between $5-6 million with $3 million in unrestricted funds); 

•   Infrastructure of the campus facility, a former hospital, is in need of repair; the 
building portion of the capital campaign was suspended until Board action is taken on 
whether to renovate current facilities or move to a new location; and 

•   While the College leadership is working to “right-size” the College, it remains 
unclear if the College can operate strategically given its lack of financial flexibility 
and its undeveloped culture of improvement or reliance on data.  

 
The College meets Criterion Three, Core Component 3.C, “the institution has the faculty and 
staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and student services,” but with concerns 
because instructors are not uniformly, regularly, or consistently evaluated across all 
programs. 
 
The College meets Criterion Four, Core Component 4.A, “the institution demonstrates 
responsibility for the quality of its educational programs,” but with concerns because a 
consistent and systematic program review process has not been implemented and there is a 
lack of documentation for evaluating the success of its graduates.  
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In addition, the Board concluded that it believes the College likely does not meet two 
additional Core Components.  These additional findings were not a basis for the imposition 
of Probation; however, the Board wanted to alert the institution and the next team to pay 
careful attention to these areas. They are: 
 
Criterion Five, Core Component 5.C, “the institution engages in systematic and integrated 
planning,” for the following reasons: 

  
•   While the College engages in strategic planning, its planning is reactionary and not 

systematic, nor is the College’s planning appropriately informed by institutional data; 
•   Operational strategies derived from institutional planning are not well developed and 

lack depth, and its planning lacks any mechanism to measure progress against 
strategic priorities;  

•   The College has not integrated assessment of student learning, program review, and 
strategic planning; 

•   Strategic planning is not linked to the budget or other planning processes such as 
assessment, operations, and program review; and 

•   Planning does not take into consideration external factors such as economic 
fluctuations, technological changes, and cultural shifts which may impact the 
College’s purpose, delivery, and target market. 

 
Criterion Five, Core Component 5.D, “the institution works systematically to improve its 
performance,” for the following reasons: 
 

•   The College lacks a systematic approach to planning to improve its performance 
including identification of key performance metrics and a process to collect and 
analyze data and disseminate results; 

•   The College’s use of strategic information is reactive rather than proactive or 
forward-looking even though the College has broadened strategic input from various 
constituents; and 

•   The College does not utilize the results of key performance metrics to improve 
operational performance.  

 
The Board action resulted in changes to the affiliation of the College. These changes are reflected on 
the Institutional Status and Requirements Report. Some of the information on that document, such as 
the dates of the last and next comprehensive evaluation visits, will be posted to the HLC website. 
 
At this time, the Commission will reassign the College from its liaison Vice President Barbara 
Johnson to Vice President Mary Vanis. Please be assured that Dr. Johnson will work with Dr. Vanis 
to create a smooth transition.  
 
Information about the sanction is provided to members of the public and to other constituents in 
several ways. Commission Policy INST.G.10.010, Management of Commission Information, 
anticipates that the Commission will release action letters related to the imposition of a sanction to 
members of the public. The Commission will do so by posting this action letter on the Commission 
website along with the Statement of Affiliation Status and Organizational Profile. Also, the enclosed 
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Public Disclosure Notice will be posted to the Commission’s website not more than 24 hours after 
you receive this letter.  
 
Commission policy INST.E.10.020, Probation, subsection Disclosure of Probation Actions, requires 
that an institution inform its constituencies, including Board members, administrators, faculty, staff, 
students, prospective students, and any other constituencies about the sanction and how to contact the 
Commission for further information. The policy also requires that an institution on Probation disclose 
this status whenever it refers to its Commission accreditation. The Commission will monitor these 
disclosures to ensure they are accurate and in keeping with Commission policy. I ask that you copy 
Dr. Vanis on emails or other communications with campus constituents regarding the sanction as 
required and provide her with a link to information on your website and samples of related 
disclosures. 
 
In addition, Commission policy COMM.A.10.010, Commission Public Notices and Statements, 
requires that the Commission prepare a summary of actions to be sent to appropriate state and federal 
agencies and accrediting associations, and published on its website. The summary will include the 
Commission Board action regarding the College. The Commission will also simultaneously inform 
the U.S. Department of Education of the sanction by copy of this letter.  
 
On behalf of the Board of Trustees, I thank you and your associates for your cooperation. If you have 
questions about any of the information in this letter, please contact Dr. Vanis. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Barbara Gellman-Danley 
President  
 
Enclosure: Public Disclosure Notice 
 
cc: Chair of the Board of Trustees, Donnelly College 
 Pedro Leite, Vice President of Academic and Student Affairs, Donnelly College 
 Jacqueline Johnson, Executive Director, Kansas Board of Regents 

Evaluation team chair 
Institutional Actions Council Hearing Committee chair 

 Barbara Johnson, Vice President for Accreditation Relations, Higher Learning Commission 
 Mary Vanis, Vice President for Accreditation Relations, Higher Learning Commission 
 Karen Peterson Solinski, Executive Vice President for Legal and Governmental Affairs, 

Higher Learning Commission 
 Herman Bounds, Accreditation and State Liaison, Office of Postsecondary Education, U.S. 

Department of Education 


