	AQIP STEERING COMMITTEE

	Minutes
	October 12, 2009
	1:30 – 3:30 pm
	Board room

	

	Meeting called by
	Don Halog / Leslie Myles-Sanders

	Note taker
	Leslie VandenBosch

	Attendees
	D. Bailey, D. Lutz, S. Montesi, L. Myles-Sanders, G. Przygocki, J. Ramm, Leslie VandenBosch

	

	[bookmark: MinuteTopic]Agenda topics

	[bookmark: MinuteItems][bookmark: MinuteTopicSection]
	review of 9-29-2009 minutes
	l. sanders

	[bookmark: MinuteDiscussion]Discussion
	Sue Montessi had questions about when her committee 3 should be reporting back.  The minutes reflected a 11/23 date. She thought she was to present on 12/14.  After checking the notes taken, the 11/23 date was confirmed.  The meeting may need to be changed to the 30th because of Thanksgiving week. Ginny asked if the timeline could be updated and distributed again. There were no changes to the minutes. Don will be asked to confirm the date of the second November meeting.

	

	[bookmark: MinuteConclusion][bookmark: MinuteActionItems]

	[bookmark: MinuteAdditional]
	Review of Category #2 Report
	G. Przygocki

	Discussion
	When the committee was answering the questions, it was difficult because of recording answers to all 5 distinctive objectives.  Ginny Przygocki’s report today is divided into objectives. She has had conversations with Don about how the final report could be written in order to meet the space requirements. They will look at overriding trends of process results and write a paragraph about similarities and dissimilarities about all objectives, and then use key examples of the five separate distinguishing objectives. She asked for feedback now or writing margin notes and returning them to her later. Leslie Myles-Sanders agreed that we need to describe how the objectives relate to the overall College goals. Ginny said that the committee had discussed this, and finds some weaknesses in this area; individually these areas may make action plans based on the strategic plan but aren’t “digested” into the entire body. Sustainability might be the exception. Sue Montesi felt that the Planetarium made decisions based on the strategic plan. Ginny agreed, but the point she was making was that there is not a process where these areas are brought in or are a direct part of the strategic plan.  Sue pointed out that four of the five have been acknowledged for a leadership role. They are unique to community colleges. Ginny will take this back to her committee for the “R” questions. 

There was discussion about what should go into the “context” questions.  This is more of a narrative.  The “P” or process questions need to describe “how” we do things, not the “what.” Sue suggested that the staff at the centers read these and give feedback.  Ginny said that all of her sub-committees are led by staff, and she cautioned that they have already cut things and still have way too much information.  She wasn’t comfortable going back and re-collecting many examples. Each group has reviewed the draft. She had no problems with other people giving feedback. Sue felt the radio station should be included in distinguishing objectives. Ginny said that the committee had talked about that and Barry Baker felt it was not part of the uniqueness of broadcasting. Ginny agreed to ask her committee again, but disagreed that it should be included in this case.

Sue felt 2P1 didn’t mention all of the stakeholders. Leslie Sanders didn’t think that the question asked who the stakeholders were, but asked what the processes were that assured we met stakeholder needs.  Ginny agreed to discuss this with her committee. Leslie Sanders asked that we answer why these distinctive objectives are essential to the mission, and why we started these in the first place. She thinks we need to address this at some point. 

Dave Bailey made an observation that the other eight committees looked at the questions and then decided what to talk about. With group #2 we decided what they were going to talk about first, and then tried to look at it.  Dave suggested that the next time we should approach this category differently. Ginny said her group is happy that overriding themes are starting to emerge and she thinks the final report will come together. The context answer should introduce the five areas and the themes, and then the answers in the “P’s” can expand on that. 



	



	
	

	
	Website update
	j. ramm

	Discussion
	Joan Ramm has updated the AQIP public website. It is at www.delta.edu/aqip.  It includes pictures that illustrate student success, the steering committee group picture, timelines, MVV and CQIN information. It also included meeting minutes, agendas, and the Action Line newsletter. Jayne Mahoney will now be updating the minutes and won’t have to go through OIT to make those changes. Joan asked for clarification on where the link to the blog will be that we use when asking the College community for feedback on the portfolio.  It was felt the Delta Difference would be a good place, (not the AQIP website) except that the Mac users can’t see that.  A suggestion was made to establish a listserv for Mac users that could include this information.

	

	
	joys, concerns
	all

	Discussion
	Dave Bailey has been working to get data in one place and in a usable format for course assessment and measuring student success in reading, writing, and math.  He’s made it to that point and now the data is accessible and usable.   He has to finish formalizing some reports.

	

	


	meeting adjourned
	2:50 pm



