Institutional Effectiveness Steering Committee 21th February 2024 meeting Minutes
Members: Gail Hamilton, Manuel Caballer, Zarifa Mirzayeva, and Claudio Piani
1. Welcome members present (apologies).
2. Approval of agenda 
3. Approval of minutes
4. Where are we with the revision of the Institutional Effectiveness process at AUP? 
a. All templates have been prepared for each unit (strategic objectives, planned actions from last year, staff names, etc..) and are ready to go. We could send the Admin unit templates off now if we agree.
b. Templates for department are waiting for assessment result to come in.
5. Revision of Curricular Review Guidelines: where are we on that? 
a. No requested changes. Only grumbling about the length and intricacies of the GLACC and CC process. (See Gail’s email below).
6. Outcomes Assessment Day scheduled for May 2nd (terrible date but had no alternative)
a. Suggested Workshops:
i. Workshop for new faculty
ii. Using LMS for tracking student achievement of LOs (Claudio to ask Kevin and Jennifer)
iii. Streamlining advising Improving collaboration between the Advising section and faculty (Claudio to ask Linda and Isabelle)
iv. Ameliorating low response rates to student course evaluations (Manu will develop this idea)
7. We have to start thinking of the new MSCHE Standards and suggested evidence. Who is staying on for 2024/25? (just Claudio and Zarifa)
a. Zarifa to set up folder systems to start collecting items for the Self-Study evidence inventory.
b. The next session will be devoted to going through the MSCHE evidence inventory suggestions to see what documents we:
i. have,
ii. have but not of good quality, or not regularly updated and archived,
iii. do not have but have obvious substitutes for, 
iv. do not have and do not have anything similar (that is, documents we must start drafting and archiving)


Email from Gail 21 Feb. 2024
Hi Claudio,
 
Here are summary comments based on 9 interviews with Chairs and Program Directors:
 
Do you find the current Curricular Review process and its guidelines to be a supportive tool in designing and improving your department or program’s curricula?  Why or why not?
 
Generally, yes.  A few comments and suggestions:
· The guidelines are “loose” enough” to be useful
· Coaching by Academic Affairs was helpful
· Advice from other chairs may be useful
· Choose external reviewers carefully – this is an important piece of the process
· How to best insure full participation from the Department?
· “The requirement to involve all department was the more effective part.”
· “Everyone contributed to design, took part, etc.  This was useful but not necessarily because of the process structure.” 
 
Problems highlighted by the Chairs and Program Directors were linked to follow-on activities such as curricular approval processes or lack of resources to implement action items highlighted in the Review.
 
So overall, no modifications to the Curriculum Review Process document are needed at this time.
 
Cheers, Gail




