Natural Science Division Meeting

Wednesday, January 30, 2002

2:45 p.m.

Minutes:

Members present:  Amy Sprinkle, Jerry Johnson, John Long, Melanie Boswell, Mickie Troxell, Mark Matthews, Peter Rodski, Mike Hill, Tom Wiles, Carrie Schmidt and Charlie Purvis. Becky Gehrke-Griswold arrived at 3:30.

Members not present: Rob Mattingly and Sylvia Brite (both are in class)  

Other attendees:  Mary Jones 

1.)  Pete Rodski with point of order on minutes of meeting:

Amy Sprinkle opened the meeting at 2:45 p.m. and Pete Rodski gave a point of order that it was decided by Faculty Council that all division meeting minutes were to be posted on the web, along with a list of present and non-present members. These are to be sent to Rebecca Foley.  Melanie asked if these were to be sent to Amy first for review and Amy responded “yes”.  After review, they will be sent to Rebecca to be posted on the web.  

2.)  Mary Jones with presentation on Institutional Effectiveness:


Next, Amy invites Mary Jones to speak to the division concerning Institutional Effectiveness.  Mary began be describing the probationary level of SACS, and that JCC has been placed on pubic warning. Mary gives a brief overview explaining that 21 of the 57 specific recommendations from SACS have been highlighted.  These are generally focused on I.E. policy, funds, and publications with different names for the college.  There must be a written report in response to this by August 15th.  Each division has turned in an I.E. plan and now must provide a report of results and statistics for this.  The form for such results has been simplified by Mary Jones and Patty Beebe, and approved by the Faculty Council.  There is a packet of 14 pages- each one with a goal.  Each has four columns- Expected Results, Data Summary, Analysis, and Improvement Strategies.  This must be completed by mid-May for each expected result in the plan.  Each division will receive a disk on which to place the report, however Mary will need a hard copy to send to SACS.  Also in mid-May, each division must turn in an I.E. plan for the 2002-2003 academic year.  This is due to the College Quality Council for approval at the end of May.  There are some problem areas such as:  some divisions cannot get the information that was stated on there plan, so the report must be written carefully to say what was performed in it’s place.  Also, there is a concern that there may be areas that do not need improvement-this is okay, but do not place this again in next year’s plan.  There is no need to look at every area- look at areas that can improve instruction.  There is a tactical plan for writing these reports:  Mary and Patty Beebe will set up small workgroup sessions to work with each division separately to fill out the forms together.  This will take place in mid-February and March.  Charlie asks how we will tabulate data, manually or by computer?  Mary states that some divisions do both- we should use whatever method works best for us.  Charlie also asks which attendance and retention figures should be used- original numbers or our own data.  Mary responds that we may use internal data from faculty records- as long as there is proof, SACS will not challenge this.  However, SACS will challenge the improvement column. This must be addressed, but try not to have this cost anything.  Pete has questions:  “Didn’t we have teams that went to other campuses to see what they did?  And how did Henderson and Elizabethtown get reaccredited?  What did they do to collect data?  Can we look at what they did?”  Mary offers that we cannot follow their goals because each college must have their own.  Jerry asks if we could get the data for each general course.  Mary responds that the problem with our college was that we had no institutional goals of our own, and we must have these. At a minimum, JCC must show that all fourteen goals have been met.  In 2004, SACS will have new criteria where you may write your own plan.  However, right now we must address the 14 goals at the college level and the division level- i.e. why do we exist?  Tom asks if we could see some examples on a course level to help us.  Pete asks why we have not used the information from other colleges if we sent people there.  Mary states again that the problem was that there was no overriding plan for JCC, and suggests that we could contact counterparts in other college divisions to see examples- this would be the fastest way to get these.  The division is to begin analyzing data for Spring 2002 now, because this will be due in May.  We must show one year’s completion- namely, Fall 2001/Spring 2002.  In December, SACS suggested a survey for general education courses.  This could be done by issuing a test to a sample of graduates and measuring results, or it was suggested that the graduates could fill out a survey as graduation, or to place this in their graduation packets.  Charlie suggests a capstone course or exit interview.  Mary states that she has looked at this and it is too expensive right now.  

Charlie asks when the disk is available and Mary states that Patty Beebe has already finished them.  Charlie also asks if these are for individuals or one disk per division?  Mary states that a division may have as many as needed.  Pete asks how we are to know what we need, since we have not attended any conferences on this, and Mary responds that we are to look at our plan to see what is needed.  Mary suggests that we should get copies of our plan and meet as group to decide.  If we have any other questions on this, we are to contact Mary.  

3.)  Faculty statistics needed by Amy:

Amy states that related to institutional effectiveness, there is a College Leadership Team meeting and she needs statistics on every faculty member in the division from Fall 2001.  The statistics needed are:  1) initial class enrollment, 2) total number of withdrawals, and 3) total number of students who completed the course (those who were issued grades).  She prefers that we group our numbers by course.  These statistics are to be sent to Amy by February 7th.

4.)  Committees needed:

Amy requests the formation of two committees.  

The first is an Institutional Effectiveness Committee, where at least one member from each discipline is needed.  Becky states that analyzing data by programs seems easier.  The math APC is already collecting this data, but other programs do not have this.  Amy states that it is okay to form this committee by programs, and then we will get together as a division for the final plan.  We need a date for this- it will be after performance reviews, in the end of March or first of April.  

The second committee is a Division Chair Search Committee.  Mark Matthews has already volunteered for this, and after discussion, Carrie Schmidt, and Tom Wiles volunteer also.  

Amy’s term ends on July 1st, and the new DC paperwork must be in by May 1st. Mike asks how many members are needed on this committee.  Amy believes that there are 4-where one must be out of division, and another, a student- but, she will check on this.  

Charlie states that we also need a divisional review committee, but that we are already doing this with the I.E. Plans.  Jerry states that the review committee is different than the I.E. committees.

5.) Budget:

The budget has been completely cut- 50% had to be given back.  If a division did not have 50% to give back, then they were to evaluate and determine an amount that could be given back.  Our division did not have 50%, so Amy evaluated the current expense dollars, the NSLL funds, there is a ban on traveling (later, Amy reported that we may travel within the state, but not out-of-state), and student and lab assistant wages.  Since we have no student wages, $1000 was given, $3300 was given from current expenses, and none was taken from the NSLL or lab assistants.  There is now $3200 left for copies and in-state travel.  However, there is bad news about in-state travel- if the money is spent and we do not keep enough for supplies, then we cannot borrow supplies from other divisions.  Mark asks if he can borrow chemicals, and Amy states that this is up to the APC- the supplies that she is referring to are general supplies.

6.)  Performance Reviews:
These are due to the presidents office by March 25th, however Amy needs them before Spring Break- DUE to Amy BY FEBRUARY 15th.

7.)  Other:

Becky states that there used to be a party to welcome the new DC and to say goodbye to the former.  Should we have a party in August for this?  All agree that we will- it will be planned later.


Also, promotion letters for Jerry and Tom are due February 8th.

8.)  Adjournment:


Amy adjourns the meeting at 4:15.

