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Today’s Objectives 

● Welcome/Introductions

● Intro to Middle States/Accreditation

● Steering Committee

● Timeline

● Getting Involved
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❖An independent, nongovernmental, nonprofit 
membership organization.

❖Recognized by the U.S. Department of Education 
(USDE). 

❖Accredits entire institutions, not individual 
programs.

❖One of seven regional accrediting bodies.

Middle States Commission on Higher Education is….



❖ “Voluntary”

❖ Based entirely on peer review and self-
regulation

❖ Based on seven comprehensive 
standards

❖ Mission-focused

The Process…Accreditation is….

❖ Culminates in a self-study report (100 
pages) accompanied by an evidence 
inventory

❖ Includes a review by an external visiting 
team



Organization

❖University organizes into a self-study steering 
committee and subcommittees

❖Includes outreach to the GW community

Focus

❖Focus on institutional priorities.

❖Address all seven standards

❖Ensure linkages to the institutional mission

❖Demonstrates culture of “continuous 
improvement”

❖Make it a living document, “one that can be 
used after the team leaves.”

Keys to Self-Study Success



Debra Bright, Division of Student Affairs (DSA)

Katie Cloud, Office of the Registrar

Irene Foster, CCAS

Michael Glatzer, Office of the Provost

Tobias Greiff, College of Professional Studies (CPS)

Emily Hammond, GWU Law

Kyle Herring, Office of the President

Benjamin Hopkins, Elliott School of International 
Affairs

Co-Chairs

Maria Frawley, Columbian College of Arts & Sciences (CCAS) 

Karen Froslid-Jones, Office of Academic Planning and Assessment

Self-Study Steering Committee Members

Susan Kelly-Weeder, School of Nursing

Gina Lohr, Office of Vice Provost of Research

Scott Mory, Office of the President

Teresa Murphy, Office of the Provost

Jonathan Post, Office of the President

John Philbeck, CCAS

Jane Hyatt Thorpe, Milken Institute School of Public Health (GWSPH) 

Dorinda Tucker, Office of Ethics, Compliance and Risk

Richard Weitzner, Office of General Counsel

Karen White, Development and Alumni Relations

Other Members



The Middle States Standards
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Standard I: Mission, Goals and Objectives

Standard II: Ethics and Integrity

Standard III: Design and Delivery of the Student Learning Experience

Standard IV: Support for the Student Experience

Standard V: Educational Effectiveness Assessment

Standard VI: Planning, Resources, and Institutional Improvement

Standard VII: Governance, Leadership and Administration
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“The institution’s mission defines its 
purpose within the context of 
higher education, the students it 
serves, and what it intends to 
accomplish. The institutions stated 
goals are clearly linked to its 
mission and specify how the 
institution fulfills its mission.”

• Evidence of strategic plan and mission 
development processes.

• Evidence of regular evaluation of mission 
and goals.

• Note: One of only two standards to 
mention research

Standard One: Mission and Goals



Maria Frawley, CCAS

Gina Lohr, Office of the Provost

Scott Mory, President’s Office

Teresa Murphy, Office of the Provost

Other Working Group Members
Kelley Bishop, Career Services

Sarah Tareniak, Office of Communications and 
Marketing

Gail Weiss, CCAS

Steering Committee Members

Working Group One: Mission and Goals



Introduction 
of Research 

at GW

Work to 
change 
Mission 

Statement

Strategic 
Framework 
Process and 

Revisions

Working Group One: Update

Writing of process and 
new framework in 
progress

Process known and 
writing in progress
Actual Mission 
statement and 
alignment with GW to 
be written in spring

This chapter to cover 
general information about 
research goals at GW. 

The work to improve 
the mission 
statement is a 
reflection, in part, of 
Standard I and the 
expectation for a 
mission statement 
that reflects the 
university. 



“Ethics and integrity are central, 
indispensable, and defining hallmarks of 
effective higher education institutions. In all 
activities, whether internal or external, an 
institution must be faithful to its mission, 
honor its contracts and commitments, adhere 
to its policies, and represent itself truthfully””

❖Evidence of commitment to academic 
freedom, intellectual freedom, freedom of 
expression, and respect for intellectual 
property rights.

❖Honesty and truthfulness in public relations 
and communications. 

❖Campus climate.

❖Fair and impartial employment practices.

❖Periodic assessment of ethics and integrity.

Standard Two: Ethics and Integrity



Dorinda Tucker, Office of Ethics, Compliance 
and Risk

Gina Lohr, Office of the Provost

Other Working Group Members

Ashley Miller, Office of the Vice President and 
General Council

Asha Reynolds, Office for Diversity, Equity & 
Community Engagement

Shelese Smith, Faculty Affairs

Jessica Tischler, Employee Relations

Robert McMahon, Office of Academic Planning 
and Assessment 

Steering Committee Members

Working Group Two: Ethics and Integrity



How well, and in what ways, does the university demonstrate and support a commitment to freedom 
of expression and culture of respect among and between members of the GW community from a 
variety of backgrounds and perspectives?

• After years of community feedback and related to acknowledging and confronting history, institutions of higher education, 
including GW, have led the charge in these areas as they have considered renaming buildings, facilities, and other public 
spaces. In November 2019, the Board of Trustees launched a Naming Task Force to create a framework to advance 
discussions related to naming. 

• GW has used this process for thorough and thoughtful evaluation of matters. 

• The student center was renamed from Cloyd Heck Marvin Center to the University Student Center in June 2021

o From the USC renaming announcement: “This is a significant moment of opportunity for GW to demonstrate our institutional willingness to 
make change when needed, to stand upon values of a pluralistic and welcoming community, and to refine and re-establish our 
commitment to inclusion." 

• The university's moniker was changed from the Colonials to the Revolutionaries in May 2023. 

o From the June 2022 announcement to discontinue the use of the Colonials moniker: “We have evolved over our 200 years as an institution 
and a community,” the Provost said. “Today, the moniker no longer does the work that a moniker should—namely, unifying the campus 
behind our academic and athletic institutional aspirations.”

Working Group Two: Update



“An institution provides students with learning 
experiences that are characterized by rigor 
and coherence at all program, certificate, and 
degree levels, regardless of instructional 
modality. All learning experiences, regardless 
of modality, program pace/schedule, level, 
and setting are consistent with higher 
education expectations.”

❖Coherent degrees of appropriate length.

❖Learning experiences that are designed, 
delivered and assessed by effective and 
qualified faculty. [note this is the only criteria 
on faculty.]

❖A general education program that offers a 
specific list of essential

• Graduate student programs and research

Standard Three: Design and Delivery of the Student 
Learning Experience



Tobias Greiff, College of Professional Studies 
(CPS) 

Emily Hammond, Law School

Benjamin Hopkins, Elliott School

Other Working Group Members
Laura Engel, Graduate School of Education and Human Development 
(GSEHD)

Miro Liwosz, School of Nursing (SON)

Jacob Mayiani, Office of Academic Planning and Assessment

Cara Richards,  GW School of Business (GWSB)

Rachel Riedner, CCAS

Alexander J. van Der Horst, CCAS

Sara Wilensky, Milken Institute School of Public Health (GWSPH)

Jason Zara, School of Engineering and Applied Science (SEAS)

Steering Committee Members

Working Group Three: Design and Delivery of the 
Student Learning Experience



❖ Key Elements
❖Program and Program Design
❖Experiential Learning and Student Learning Experience
❖General Education Curriculum
❖Faculty and Faculty Support

❖ Completed first rough draft (20+ pages)
❖Positive feeling about our general findings
❖Missing examples (best practices) from several schools (launched survey to dean’s offices)
❖Evidence inventory still needs to be expanded with relevant policies, examples, etc.

Working Group Three: Update



“Across all educational experiences, settings, 
levels, and instructional modalities, the 
institution recruits and admits students whose 
interests, abilities, experiences, and goals are 
congruent with its mission and educational 
offerings. The institution commits to student 
retention, persistence, completion, and 
success through a coherent and effective 
support system sustained by qualified 
professionals, which enhances the quality of 
the learning environment, contributes to the 
educational experience, and fosters student 
success.”

❖Clearly stated, ethical policies, practices, and 
processes to recruit, admit, retain, and 
facilitate the success of students whose 
interests, abilities, experiences, and goals 
provide a reasonable expectation for success 
and are compatible with institutional mission

❖Periodic assessment of the effectiveness of 
student support services for all student 
populations with appropriate metrics and 
evaluation.

Standard Four: Support for the Student Experience



Debra Bright, Student Affairs 

Katie Cloud, Office of the Registrar

Other Working Group Members
Jason Belk, Law School

Jeffrey Brand, Office of the Provost

Kim Dam, Office of Academic Planning and Assessment

Steven Davis, School of Medicine and Health Sciences

Robin Renee Delaloye, Libraries & Academic Innovation

Gabrielle Julien-Molineaux, Division of Enrollment & Student Success

Benjamin Toll, Office of Undergraduate Admissions

Kimberley Williams, Division of Enrollment & Student Success

Steering Committee Members

Working Group Four: Support of Student Experience



Working Group Four: Update

Emerging Theme: There are a number of new initiatives across campus with the common goal of 
enhancing our student's sense of belonging and overall student success.

Current Work in Progress: Collection of not only quantitative data but also team members are 
meeting with campus partners and stakeholders to obtain qualitative data on the various ways 
and programs to foster student success and belonging. This data is all being collected as we 
work on our first draft of this chapter.

Looking Ahead: We will continue to take a look at the new and continuing initiatives as it relates 
to student success and belonging and ensuring alignment with the strategic framework.



“Across all educational experiences, 
settings, levels, and instructional 
modalities, the institution recruits and 
admits students whose interests, abilities, 
experiences, and goals are congruent with 
its mission and educational offerings. The 
institution commits to student retention, 
persistence, completion, and success 
through a coherent and effective support 
system sustained by qualified 
professionals, which enhances the quality 
of the learning environment, contributes 
to the educational experience, and fosters 
student success.”

❖Learning outcomes of the appropriate rigor at 
all levels, properly integrated.

❖Organized and systematic assessments of the 
learning outcomes

❖Consideration and use of results for the 
improvement of student learning.

Standard Five: Educational Effectiveness Assessment



Irene Foster, CCAS

Karen Froslid-Jones, Office of Academic 
Planning and Assessment

Jane Hyatt Thorpe, GWSPH

Other Working Group Members

Shahrokh Ahmadi, SEAS

Jennifer Brinkerhoff, Elliott School of International 
Affairs

Kimberly Gross, CCAS

Michelle Lague, CPS

Karen Singer Freeman, Libraries & Academic 
Innovation

Steering Committee Members

Working Group Five: Educational Effectiveness Assessment



1) Overview: Assessment processes, alignment, 
compliance and gaps in assessment of institutional, 
program and accreditor learning outcomes across all 
schools.

2) Data: assessment reports, focus groups and 
Associate Deans survey

Working Group Five: Update
It is through assessment that the university demonstrates that its students have accomplished educational goals consistent 
with their program of study, their degree level, and GW’s strategic mission.

3) Strengths/Weaknesses: Assessment processes, evidence of student 
success, feedback loops, evidence of faculty engagement, and case 
studies

4) Looking ahead: Opportunities and barriers to creating/supporting a 
culture of assessment at GW



“The institution’s planning processes, 
resources, and structures are aligned with 
each other and are sufficient to fulfill its 
programs and services, and to respond 
effectively to opportunities and challenges.” 

❖Institutional and unit goals, integrated

❖Financial planning and budgeting process that 
is aligned with the institution’s mission and 
goals

❖Fiscal health

❖Fiscal, human, physical and technical 
infrastructure

Standard Six: Planning, Resources and Institutional 
Improvement



Michael Glatzer, Office of the Provost

Kyle Herring, Office of the President

Karen White, Office of Alumni Relations

Other Working Group Members

Kavita Daiya, CCAS

Baxter Goodly, Safety and Operations

Geneva Henry, Libraries & Academic Innovation, Libraries 
and Information Technology

Susan Kulp, GWSB

Shelese Smith, Faculty Affairs Office

Shomari White, University Advancement

Gamze Zeytinci, University Budget Office

Steering Committee Members

Working Group Six: Planning, Resources, And Institutional 
Improvement



Working Group Six: Update
Emerging Themes: 

Budget Model Redesign – GW is updating its budget model to better meet the university's needs 

and priorities. The new model aims to support GW's educational and research mission, improve 

planning and investment, and encourage collaboration. 

Strategic Resource Deployment – GW is linking financial decisions and unit-level budgets to 

Strategic Framework priorities, including research, student success, and institutional excellence.

Coordinated Planning – Aligning the priorities and goals of strategic planning initiatives, including 

the 2027 Campus Plan, brand refresh, budget model redesign, and forthcoming capital campaign.

Continuous Assessment – Implementing processes to track financial performance, student 

outcomes, and strategic progress across the university toward achieving our goals.



“The institution is governed and administered 
in a manner that allows it to realize its stated 
mission and goals in a way that effectively 
benefits the institution, its students, and the 
other constituencies it serves. Even when 
supported by or affiliated with a related entity, 
the institution has education as its primary 
purpose, and it operates as an academic 
institution with appropriate autonomy.”

❖Clear governance structure

❖Legally constituted governing body

❖Qualified and effective chief executive and 
administration

❖Periodic assessment of the effectiveness of 
governance, leadership and administration.

Standard Seven: Governance, Leadership and 
Administration



Susan Kelley-Weeder, School of Nursing

John Philbeck, CCAS

Jonathan Post, Office of the Board of Trustees

Other Working Group Members

Ethan Fitzgerald,  Student Government Association

Kim Fulmer, GW Staff Council

Amita Vyas, Milken Institute School of Public Health

Steering Committee Members

Working Group Seven: Governance, Leadership, and 
Administration



Questions that are being explored:

• To what extent does GW have a clearly articulated and transparent governance structure? 

• How well does the organizational structure of the university support and advance GW’s mission 
and goals?

• In what ways does the governing body ensure that the institution fulfills its mission and goals 
and provide fiduciary responsibility, as well as accountability for academic quality, planning, and 
fiscal well-being?

• To what extent does the university have effective, constructive ways to review university 
governance and administration?

Working Group Seven: Update



Fall 2025 Working groups draft chapters, collect data

Outreach to GW community to share information about Middle States

Spring 2026 Steering Committee reviews progress, finalizes draft document

Fall 2026 Draft report shared with GW community for feedback

Chair of evaluation team visits campus for pre-visit

Report submitted to Middle States

Spring 2027 Evaluation team visits campus

Summer 2027 Re-accreditation affirmed by Middle States

Timeline



❖ Students: Sign up to be on an student advisory group

❖ Staff/Faculty: Share thoughts about criteria with working groups

❖ Look for updates on GW’s Middle States website

❖ Participate in feedback sessions in Fall 2026

Contact: middlestates@gwu.edu

Get Involved!!!!

mailto:middlestates@gwu.edu


Questions?

Link to GW Middle 
States Website

To explore how to get involved email: 
middlestates@gwu.edu


