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MCCDEC MEETING

North Central Michigan College, Petoskey

June 14, 2002

Attendees:  Charles Abasa, Gerri Barber, Ron Dowe, Anita Gliniecki, Ginger Gulick, Pat Hall, Gail Ives, Randy Jacobsen, Linda Minter, Martin Orlowski, Paula Puckett, Lou Reibling, Denise Sigworth, Jerry Svendor

MDCD:  Rhonda Burke, Jim Folkening, Ron Harkness, Dan Woodward

Ex Officio: Joyce Galindo, C.J. Shroll 

Anita Gliniecki called the meeting to order at 12:45 following a joint MCCDEC/MODAC meeting in the a.m. (see Jerry Svendor’s minutes).

Agenda items were added: Next Steps – Data Reporting and Consolidation, ACS – Task Force – Jim Folkening, From Core Indicators to Perkins Plan – Denise Sigworth, Future Meeting Dates, Establish September Agenda.  Agenda was approved.  Minutes of the March 8, 2002 MCCDEC meeting were reviewed.  Motion to accept by Paula Puckett, second, motion carried.

Update on Data Workshop.  Rhonda reported that the Data Workshop is scheduled for June 28 at the Sheraton Lansing.  On the web you will find details, as well as a preliminary agenda.  MCCADAR will be presenting in the afternoon from 1:30-3:00 on UI Wage Data.  Ice cream is included!  Title of the program is “Cold Ice Cream over a Hot Issue.”

Update on the Website.  Rhonda reported that they’ve been working on updates.  Online registration is new.  You can go in and register for WIDS conferences and the Data Workshop online.  The data coordinator and occupational contact person (these people have passwords) from each school can now go in and update information

Update on UI Wage Record Data.  C.J. Shroll talked about the four applications that have been submitted to the employment service as a test case.  He’s talked to the person from that office and will be meeting on Monday and hope to approve shortly thereafter. We will then know what the acceptable range is, etc.  There is training Monday, June 24 on the mechanics covering the structure of the site the college needs to create, how to encrypt, how to submit to the employment service, what will come back and how to decrypt, and the file structure of what comes back.  This particular workshop covers “the mechanics.”

Update on Polls.  C.J. talked about satisfaction surveys: business and industry survey is being completed.  In probably less than a week the interviews will be completed, then the data will be compiled and entered.  July 7 is the target date for completion.  The student satisfaction survey is done.  Others will follow.  There was a similar but separate satisfaction survey commissioned by the VLC.  It will be another survey we can use for data.  Ron Dowe said it’s already available on the VLC website.

Jim Folkening and Denise Sigworth – where do we go after this morning’s presentation?  Recommendation: that a joint committee be appointed for a public hearing.  Second recommendation: have a public hearing on August 2 for review of a PROE recommendation (future steps).  We don’t want the recommendation to be a State mandate – “thou shalt”…..  Jim Folkening asked how MCCDEC feels about those recommendations.  If we agree then we need to go about forming a subcommittee.


Marty Orlowski – what’s the specific charge to the committee?  We have different models.  One model that you can choose unless you come up with your own?


Anita Gliniecki – it’s not clearly defined in the recommendation.  MCCDEC’s responsibility to define that and then contact MODAC?


Denise Sigworth – my perception of what this group would do is not to define but to set standards about what would be needed.  If you had certain criteria (maybe 5) that the subcommittee would set.  Criteria, very broad criteria.


Paula Puckett – uncomfortable with setting new criteria.  PROE is already “done.”  You don’t need to decipher criteria and figure out the tools that are needed to provide the information.


Ron Dowe –information gathering on programs every five years isn’t a good model.  It seems that if we’re moving towards a continuous improvement system, we should be looking at doing something that’s on-going.


Anita – there’s a distinction between the review and reporting.  There are many ways to review but the specific questions are how and when must one report.


C.J. Shroll – this morning we talked about the whole quality thing that’s going on in colleges.  The whole group should be involved in the discussion.  The purpose is to use it for improvement, not to do it mechanically every five years.


Jim Folkening – you are going to an annual review of all your program needs, but on a compartmentalized basis.  If all 28 of you had signed up and been approved to be in AQIP, would this conversation be different right now?  Would we be aggressively trying to set up quality models?


C.J. – What’s the reason we’re doing it?  To get better or to comply?

Anita said that the recommendation this morning was to form a joint committee to look at program review.  Do we want to pursue this as an initiative of MCCDEC?


Lou Reibling – We are evaluating instruction, we are not evaluating Perkins programs.  AQIP is probably the mechanism that we are all going to aim at.  AQIP seems to be the way to go.


Marty – at OCC we have a process in place.  Why are we doing program review?  Given what the State requirements are, I think Denise’s concept of guidelines is a good one.  I would like to see a set of guidelines that I can show to the various people on my campus.  If we don’t fall within those guidelines, we have to figure out how we do that.


Paula – then it might be good if there were instructions and examples to show others how.


Pat Hall – thinks there should be a smaller committee to work on this.  Thinks that what has happened with what we currently do for PROE is that there are no specific guidelines for outcome.


Denise – wanted to hear from Jerry Svendor on the MiTQIP.


Jerry Svendor – as I think about PROE and a new model, I think about the parallel for traditional accreditation and AQIP, non-traditional.  AQIP is really the future of all this assessment and accreditation.  They let you define what it is you need to work on.

Anita, as an overview, said that the joint committee recommendation would be that four groups be part of this committee – MCCDEC, MODAC, MCCADAR and MiTQIP.  The group does not want State mandates but wants to develop guidelines, with examples of best practices, for program evaluation that meet State and Perkins reporting requirements.  We want internal continuous improvement and that will help State reporting requirements.

Marty talked about representation on the committee.  Considering 2, 3, 4 people from each group?  Also, we need a timeframe – maybe June, 2003?  What this group comes up with needs to be presented to the membership of each group.  Then time would be needed to incorporate any changes.  Possibly we need more than a year to develop this.

Gerri Barber asked the group to think about how this affects special pops.

Anita asked if there was comfort on the joint committee as follows:

· all four groups being represented

· the charge of the committee is to look at program review to develop guidelines

· that past practices meets the colleges’ plan for improvement and the State reporting requirements.  

The group agreed they were comfortable with this.

Discussion on group composition: 3 members from each group; timeline of June, 2003 for a “significant recommendation” rather than saying for “final product.”  Anita asked if this group was comfortable with that.  There was consensus.

Mark Champion said he’d rather call it a “better” practice, not “past” practice.

MCCDEC sees the joint committee as having possibly two subcommittee chairs, one from MODAC and one from MCCDEC.  The purpose of the two chairs is to get the group going and when they meet they will create their own structure.  Anita asked for a person from MCCDEC.

Regarding fiduciary support, we will need a lot of meetings but a lot can be done by e-mail.  Jim Folkening said he would like the funding for this committee to come through MCCDEC as the fund source.  Marty suggested $5,000 seed money to get the group going.  We could come back and request more money if it seems to be needed.

The three volunteers from MCCDEC to work on this project are:


Ginger Gulick


Denise Sigworth


Jerry Svendor

The group approved the three volunteers.

Anita said she will talk to Roberta Jackson, president of MODAC, to get the group going and then the three volunteers will take over.

The group will determine their own process for the completion of this task and there will be encouragement of electronic communication.  Lou Reibling offered the use of BlackBoard with Schoolcraft College handling it.

Marty discussed retaining Kristin after the current project is completed.  Maintaining the database, for instance.  Items not covered under the current project.  The current contract shows samples of three reports.  There are another 99 to go.

Jim Folkening would like the committee members to come back to the committee next year with a recommendation of estimated costs.  Let’s develop a MCCDEC budget based on $70,000.

Joyce Galindo distributed the budget report.  Rhonda Burke distributed a proposal for the  MCCNet Web Site line item for next year.  She said we’re using the site more.  The proposal sheet listed MCCNet needs showing the history of MCCNet and the proposal for a new web site.  The total cost is $10,000, which is separate for updating data collection on Dashboard.  The second proposal of $5,000 is for technical updates.  The following recommendation is for this year’s budget and would give us the ability to import figures this year.  The cost would be $500 for each additional import.  Would like the ability for people to import all of these reports.  Importing is to eliminate hand entering of data.  $500 x 8 = $4,000 ± to come from the 2001-02 budget, this recommndation approved by the committee.  Web site will be updated for importing and then it will be field-tested.

Rhonda will bring further proposals on the web site to the next meeting (September).  Jim asked that recommendations from the group regarding the budget be brought to the September meeting.  Proposed preliminary budget of Committee and Subcommittee Meetings - $13,500; Technical Workshops - $3,000; MCCNet Technical Support - $5,000; MCCNet Web Page Redesign - $10,000; Program Evaluation Subcommittee - $5,000; Contingency - $27,900; Indirect Costs - $5,600; plus a $15,000 carryover – recommended by Ron Dowe, seconded by Gerri Barber.  Motion carried.  There will also be a budget line to compensate Joyce Galindo for her MCCDEC work.

Communications Subcommittee proposed a look at discussion software as a September agenda item.  Perhaps a 30-minute presentation.

Core Indicators Subcommittee distributed a handout comparing graduate rate data submitted to the feds and what’s reported to the state.  Lets colleges look at their data and make sure their info is in line.

Special Pops Subcommittee – Gerri Barber thanked Rhonda for helping this committee.  She distributed the agenda from last week’s meeting.  Seems to be a lack of communication between the people reporting and collecting data on our campuses and seems to be some discrepancies and inconsistencies by the colleges on the state report.  They will look at several items.  Definition of “those served” is different at different community colleges.  Looking at whether or not colleges are using the “concentrator” definition.  They will probably do a survey.

It seemed to come back to definitions and utilization of the definitions whenever schools had discrepancies.

Jim Folkening reported that the ACS Task Force will be launched in July.  He wants representation from this group.  There will be three meetings between August and March and then they’ll have a product out for review, with the final product due out in July, 2003.  Plante & Moran will be scripting the ACS manual.  Jim asked for volunteers and said he would eventually like to bring the ACS under MCCDEC.  Ron Dowe said he was interested.  Please e-mail Jim if you’re interested or he will start calling people.

Denise Sigworth talked about transferring figures from Core Indicators to the Perkins Plan.  Looking at having Noel write a program for this.  That way a page can be printed off with all your indicator data on it.

Meetings scheduled for next fiscal year:

· September 20, 2002

· January 17, 2003

· March 21, 2003

· June 20, 2003

Following is the tentative Agenda for the September 20 meeting to be held at the Comfort Inn in Okemos.


8:30 a.m.
Breakfast


9:00 a.m.
Approval of Agenda and Minutes


9:15 – 10:00
Subcommittee Meetings


Times tbd
Subcommittee Reports





Communications





Data Evaluation

Update Core Taxonomy





Special Pops




Budget Proposal




Report from New Program Review Subcommittee




UI Wage Data – C.J. Shroll




Satisfaction Survey – C.J. Shroll




Reports from Administrative Groups





MODAC – Pat Hall





MCCADAR – Paula Puckett





MCCBOA – Katherine Nemeth





MLAD – Anita Gliniecki





MOSPA/Special Pops – Linda Minter





PR – C.J. Shroll





MiTQIP – Jerry Svendor

Joyce L. Galindo, CPS

Recorder

