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Institutional Effectiveness Committee Minutes
February 5, 2010
10:00 – 12:00 p.m.  --  Room S5-103

Co-Chairs: Kathy Werle and Linda Woods

Members in Attendance:

Kathy Werle, Linda Woods, Brett Bell, Buran Haidar, Mary Hart, Duane Short, Carol Smith, Dennis Sheean, David Buser, Peter Fong, 
Guests:

Lou Ascione, Daphne Figueroa, Patricia Hsieh, Namphol Sinkaset, Joseph Hankinson, Darrel Harrison, Paulette Hopkins 
The meeting was convened at 10:05 a.m.

A. Old Business

Approval of December 11, 2009 Meeting Minutes
Minutes approved with corrections (MSC  D. Short/B. Hadar)

Approval of February 5, 2010 Meeting Agenda

Agenda approved (MSC D. Short/D. Buser)

1. “New” Planning Flow Chart for 2010-2011 (MM, ASC, CS)
2.
Ranked College-Wide Priorities for 2010-11

The list of college wide priorities has been forwarded to the senates.  The information was also forwarded to the Associated Student Council.  The ASC expressed concerns that they were not included in the ranked priorities or in the discussion about the ranked priorities.  The students recommended that “student support” be added to priority number 1.  The priority will read:  “Improve the quality of student learning, institutional structures and student/support services through the use of effective enrollment management, SLOAC and other strategies”.

The change will be made and the list of priorities will be resent to the senates.  
B. New Business

1. SLO Tracker Update (A. Fraher)
A. Fraher was unable to attend the meeting.  L. Woods discussed this item.  There will be a training session on February 18, 2010, on how to modify the template.  

Amy met with Kurt and has begun to modify the AVIA courses to demo the “tweaking” possible at the chairs meeting on Feb 18th.

Some drawbacks…at the moment, people can insert data into their templates but they can’t modify.

· We still don’t have an internet link; therefore, the tracker must be accessed from on campus.

· And Kurt needs to develop an access list so chairs can have logins and editing rights.  Until those things are accomplished Amy will not going send out an email.  She wants it as streamlined a process as possible.

· Kurt says it will take several weeks before he can develop the reporting aspects of the database.  Right now all we can do is insert data.

The campus goal should be to assess at least one SLO for every course offered this semester and insert data into the tracking system.

D. Short recommended….we complete SLOs for every course, but only assess the classes that we are actually teaching and that we do not assess the classes that are active, but not being taught.
2. Board President’s Goals/Measurements; District Strategic Goals/Measurable Outcomes (K. Werle) 
K. Werle shared the Board President’s goals and stated it is useful to have a copy of priorities and objectives at all times, so a small card listing them was for Miramar was given to all faculty and staff, modeled after the ’10 plus one’ cards the Academic Senate distributes. She explained that the college has a research agenda, developed by the research committee last year, that will measure progress toward the college’s strategic goals.
3. Review our Planning Process thus far/Improvements. (L. Woods)

The planning process was covered.  B. Bell spoke to the status of where we are with the February part of the planning cycle.  At this point, information/worksheets have been sent to the Vice Presidents and Deans for planning input.  Later, information will be sent out to plan for reassigned time.
The faculty hiring plan has been approved and put in place.  The Classified Senate has also reviewed the hiring list and has forwarded the list to CEC for approval.

2009/2010 Academic Year

Utilization of the Priorities in justifying decision-making 

1. Fully develop, implement and link college-wide planning, program review and student learning outcome processes

· Instructional Support Computing Office help in developing the new SLO website with Druple

· SLO coordinator release time allocation 

2. Increase efficiency of institutional structure, course offerings, and services

· Development of the 2-year course offering chart to share with counselors

· Increasing Productivity (FTES/FTEF)

· Acceptance of AP score to clear for required classes

3. Focus resources on promoting student success and/or while planning for future programs 

· Further development of BSI grant

· Graphic Arts program

· ARAA programs

4. Strengthen/expand community partnerships, marketing, and outreach 

· Four new/revised MOU

· New articulation with other university

· Tech Prep and Auto program with local high schools

· Advisory committees

· Tech prep committees at district

· Science Festivel

5. Maintain current levels of professional development 

· Leadership academy for supervisors

· Online ordering system

· ISIS training for department chairs

· SLO tracker training

6.  Maintain involvement in and focus on facilities planning and utilization 

What worked and what did not?

D. Figueroa stated that information needs to be more broadly distributed.  People don’t always receive information after the program reviews are distributed.  Feedback is missing.  There needs to be more awareness of the process on the campus.

B. Hadar stated that in reference to Planning and Budget, there is a lack of knowledge about how things are accomplished.  Requests are submitted to the Planning and Budget committee, but people are unaware of how decisions are made.  
D. Figueroa added that she can dedicate an entire senate meeting to explaining the entire process.  
B. Bell provided an example for the budget development process for Administrative Services.  In their planning, they only designated $800 for supplies for Reprographics, while $3,000 was designated for the Business Office.  Reprographics spent their supply money within a few months, while the Business Office did not.  Based on this data, a reallocation transferring money from the Business Office supply budget to the Reprographics supply budget will be made.

D. Buser stated that the problem is how to get information, especially budget information, out to the core/grassroots level people.  Perhaps the answer is to go to school and department meetings.
D. Figueroa recommended that the deans include these items as standing agenda items at the school and department meetings.

4. Institutional Assessment Plan (D. Figueroa/L. Woods)

People in attendance were divided into groups of three and they addressed “leading questions” that were presented by D. Figueroa at a previous meeting.  There were a total of seven questions.  Each group took 2 questions.  The groups then came together and discussed their responses to the questions.
LEADING QUESTIONS (worksheet from state senate meeting)
#1
D. Short stated that there are SLOS being developed at every level.  Course outlines of record with student objectives that all three campuses agree to.  Each campus has separate SLOS.  And yet, as Articulation Officer, he guarantees outside agencies that students will receive the same course content on each campus.  These items are being worked on, but here are still questions.
#2
D. Short -- probably no, but we have a research agenda now that shows institution agenda stuff.
#3
B. Hadar -- we do have classes and a mechanism in place.  No lead instructor. Results entered, items are shared and then they look at what has/has not been done.  Everything is uniform.  Institution wise – data comes from District Research Department.

#4
B. Hadar  --  same as #3

#5
B. Bell  --  Chemistry met for the first time this spring.  Both contract and adjunct faculty met to discuss current issues.  Dennis Sheean discussed Fire Technology.  They have had historical meetings, but no ongoing discussion.  Due to the nature of the program, it is hard to get all of the faculty together to discuss issues.  B. Bell stated that for Administrative Services, the process is included with Program Review.  They do not interact with students so do not have SLOs, but they will be developing Administrative Services outcomes.
#6
B. Bell – Chemistry met and discussed assessment findings.  Where results were low, they looked at other classes that had high results.  They then did comparisons between the classes that had high/low ratings.  None for Fire Technology.  Administrative Services reported that Reprographics cannot provide the services they need to provide because they did not adequately budget resources.  Analyses have been done and adjustments have/will be made.  Daphne recommended that when writing the outcomes, we refer to student and services outcomes.
#7
D. Figueroa -- we have made progress.  Getting a researcher two days a week will help.  We need to reflect on the entire process.  Not having a consistent SLOAC coordinator has had an impact on the process, because the SLOAC process could not keep up with the program review process.  We still have a year to make things more clear.  We also need clerical help as a support system.

D. Buser added that we have outside influences that have an impact to the process.

D. Figueroa stated that the next step in the process is to lay this out and see what we do and do not have.  We will then need to create a timeline that is institution wide and integrates with other documentation.  It will be worked on by the I.E. Steering Committee and will then be brought back to the I.E. committee.

5. “Table of Content” of CWMP (L.Woods)

Tabled until the March 12, 2010 meeting

C. Meeting dates for spring 2010:  March 12, April 9, May 14.

D. Other

The meeting adjourned at 12 p.m.

The next meeting is scheduled to meet on March 12, 2010.

