	AQIP STEERING COMMITTEE

	Minutes
	September 28, 2009
	1:30 – 3:30
	Board room

	

	Meeting called by
	Don Halog

	Note taker
	Leslie VandenBosch

	Attendees
	D. Bailey, J. Goodnow, P. Graves, T. Kubatzke, D. Lutz, J. Mahoney, S. Montesi, L. Myles-Sanders, G. Przygocki, J. Ramm, A. Ursuy, C. Watson, J. Williams, K. Wilson, M. Wood

	

	Agenda topics

	
	steering committee calendar/timetable for discussion
	d. halog

	Discussion
	There are seven months until the systems portfolio needs to be turned in. Don has written a draft of the beginning of the overview. Committees need to be ready to give a report of their progress before December.  Don sees that the culture at Delta will change in response to the work on the portfolio between 2010 and 2013 as we see how we respond to the opportunities for improvement. Don thinks that our greatest challenges will be in the R & I responses. We need to allow time to thoroughly look at category 1. David Bailey will try to get the report out a week ahead of our 11/09 meeting so the committee can preview it. Don feels we need to have this category done very well. Committee chairs should decide how best to complete the self-evaluations of successes and opportunities for improvement prior to March 2010.  Feedback from college will be during the winter months. Don thinks that college as a whole will have difficulty understanding what P’s, R’s and I’s really mean. This will not be entertaining reading and it may be hard to get faculty, staff and community involved in reviewing this to get their feedback. Deb Lutz said she thinks that if our work is factual it shouldn’t generate debate. Sue Montesi asked if we should ask some questions for them to focus and respond to. Ginny Przygocki suggested starting a blog right now to start talking about this. David Bailey thought that the blog might be more helpful later, after we have finished the first round of the portfolio. Jean Goodnow asked if we should introduce one category per week, and have the blog follow that. This would be transparent and show that we have college-wide input. Ginny suggested using the “Daily Difference” to give links to categories and then from link to a blog. Joan Ramm suggesting adding an “attention grabbers” that would get the attention of the staff. There was discussion about the number of pages for each group, and Michael confirmed that we are still limited to 100 printed pages. This would include graphs and pictures.

	· Reports for committees will be: 

10/12
Categories 9 & 2 progress

10/26 
Categories 4 & 5 final

11/09
Categories 8 & 1 final

11/23 
Categories 3, 6 & 2 final

12/14
Categories 9 & 7 final

· Accreditation Index built into portfolio needs to be completed in January 2010. (Michael and Don)

· Self-evaluations per each committee (s’s and o’s) need to be completed by January-March 2010.

· Use the “Daily Difference” to link to sections of the portfolio and blog, and use “attention grabbers.”

	

	
	action project directory
	d. halog

	Discussion
	Don reported that there have been changes to the Higher Learning Commission Action Project Directory online.  They are improving it based on feedback. The process will be ongoing through November and it will be “read only” until then. We have been reviewed on all three of our 2008-09 action projects, but don’t have the feedback yet. Our three new projects for 2009-10 have been accepted, but we won’t get more information on that for now.

	
	
	

	
	review of category committee 7 (measuring effectiveness) c, p, r, and I responses
	m. wood

	Discussion
	Michael Wood explained his work on category 7.  He has dashboards, results, and drilldown on data. We can begin using our baseline data to compare to other schools. We don’t want measures just to have measures. We have to use the data to document progress. He feels we are stronger in this category than he originally thought. 

Don asked if we answered question 7P1. Does it answer “how”? Category 2 committee is asking about our 5 distinguishing objectives. They are not academic, but we need to answer the question about these non-academic areas as well. Should we connect our answer here to cover the non-academic? Other areas include the Foundation and Sustainability. Deb said that her category is also working on answering how we benchmark data.  There will be duplicate answers and we need to reference where necessary.  Don said that the HLC will want to know if we are using data to improve processes.  There need to be links to show that we are using data across groups, so we show we have the whole picture. These will be reflected in the Improvement answers if we are using information to drive improvement. We can set targets and measure improvement.

Don asked for more clarification on question 7P3, paragraph 3. Add a description of what department performance information we have. Jean thinks there is a gap in how we make data available. We need to be clear about why we collect the information we do; what our benchmarks are and what our goals are. Pat Graves explained that in Strategic Planning there is a plan to establish dashboards for each of the action projects in the future. Michael could add that in the I’s, but not in the P’s at this point.

There were questions about what our performance information is for this category and how we should describe the data in divisions/departments. Dave Bailey said that he thinks this question is really asking about how we as an institution support the collection of data across the college.  Each area may use the data to measure performance, but this question is asking how we assure that the data is accessible to every department and division.  The answer to this question needs to be not do we have performance information, but instead, how do we support collection of performance information.  Jean added that departments need support to know what data is available and how to design the data collection process. 

Don asked about 7P4. He thought that data collection at the institutional level should be expanded. Michael said that his committee looked hard at this question, and although we have a lot of baseline data at the departmental level, we still don’t have a process that helps us determine what to share at the institutional level. He clarified that we don’t really have much more of an answer for this question, and that it will definitely be an opportunity for improvement.  The category 7 committee is looking at this draft as well and will probably be making changes. David said this is a strategic question and we will have to answer truthfully that we don’t have a process established for this.

	

	
	communication:  aqip website update
	j. ramm

	Discussion
	Joan asked to postpone viewing the AQIP website updates until the next meeting due to the time.  She will take a picture today and post it.  Next month she will show the website.

	

	
	draft:  Institutional overview chapter
	D. halog

	Discussion
	Don has written a draft of the portfolio overview. He is being mindful of our values in the first part and making references to our five distinguishing objectives in category 2 in the next part. What he mentions in this section needs to reflect what is mentioned in the rest of the portfolio.  He is also trying to respond to the areas the HLC sees as important to learning institutions.  He has tried to define Delta’s strategic vision. He will be adding a section on strategic vision where he will talk about President Goodnow’s appointment and how the strategic vision has been shaped and expanded under her leadership.  These things will be discussed in the category chapters. He is trying to write about things that we focus on, including “leading community college” ideas.  He is trying to capture the unifying themes. Deb Lutz asked what the context response question for Item 6 really means. Michael Wood said we need to explain why we do what we do and why we are doing them “right now.” We can put things into a historical context. In the rest of the document we will discuss processes, and then how we are improving.  Deb Lutz asked what the deadline was for writing the context responses. Sue Montesi asked for clarification about the word “current” in item 3 question. Michael said to use what information you have up to this date.  If you mention it in context, you have to mention it in the other part.

	Don accepted some suggestions to reorganize the information: 

· Pat Graves would like Don to address our improvements in agility to respond to community needs. 

· Sue Montesi would like to mention the three centers in paragraph one. 

· Karen Wilson said that we have only been in the assessment academy one time, and should remove the word “twice.” She has attended four times, but it is a one-time commitment.

	Action items
	Person responsible
	Deadline

	Context answers are due before the December holiday break.
	
	

	Additional comments: Jean Goodnow was with other college presidents and one said that Delta is a model to them, and another has gone through the AQIP process and had a very positive experience. Jean feels we are moving along really well, and that we have a good team.



	

	meeting adjourned
	3:30 pm


