
NCA Steering Committee Meeting 

 

Agenda and Minutes for November 7, 2008 

 

Attending: Brian, Dean, Jack, Kerry, Hank, Beth, Norma, Steve, Dorinda, Kent, Mary Jo, Andy, 

Mary F, Stacey, Al,  

 

1. Discussion: Data holes and challenges at this point. 

 

- Having contact persons on each campus.   

- Using list of questions and sending them to appropriate parties.  

- Checking with Sherry and in D2L when/before pursuing something.  

- There are some missing elements of institutional assessment (Kent/Beth bringing this 

up) having to do with documentation of institutional effectiveness.  

- Difficulty in getting at the exit surveys.  FY08 exit survey not available yet.  

Confidentiality issues arise here (and perhaps in other areas).   

-  

 

2. Discussion: Challenges at this point.  

 

- There is difference in available data between campuses: How do we address? -- note 

these as areas that we still need to work on in the merger -- uniform recording and 

reporting processes.  This is arising with student life in particular, but also in some 

other areas.   

-  

 

3. Discussion: Writing process – Challenges and how we are doing.   

 

- Involvement of faculty not on steering committee: Challenge of engaging these 

faculty.   

- How to bring about a college culture that values and is active in assessment (whether 

it is at the course, program, or college wide level for accreditation).  

- Making the decision of what to emphasize/highlight in the discussions.  Who makes 

these decisions?  Discussion at the meeting suggests that it is the people actively 

working on the criterion.  The other element of this is circulating drafts to the entire 

faculty and staff throughout the process and seeking input.  (The problem is that 

attempts at this don’t seem to get input.)   

- Sherry: You might be asked for sub-parts (e.g. criterion 3) in pdf format for the group 

to use to seek input from larger criterion group.  (Be able to give just a section to a 

full-criterion group, rather than the entire report.)   

- Process observation: We may end up with a more narrative report in the end of the 

process: We are not committed to a by core component structure.  As we go through 

and see overlaps within a criterion and between the criteria, we may see that a 

narrative report (rather than structured by core components) makes more sense.  The 

point here is to be aware that this direction is possible as we work through the drafts.  

-  



 

4. Our assignment: Read one other criterion -- per assignment -- and comment for 

December meeting. Shift down 1: (1 reads 2; 2 reads 3; 5 reads 1).  Read two sections: 

Yours and assigned one.  Due by Nov 21.  

 

5. Comments/suggestions on Design to Sherry.  

 

- Highlight areas are hard to read when people are printing out the document in black 

and white.   

 

 

6. Info resource team reads Snapshot and one other.   

 

- Jack is going to help out with the history section for the report.     

 

 

 

7. Other?   

- Kent offered himself as a resource to the teams. 

- Remember that Sherry is there as a resource for writing, as well as data. 

- Brian is available as a resource for the teams as we continue to meet in criteria 

groups. 

- Next Meeting: December 5, 11-12:30: EGF 106; TRF 545.   

 

- ON THE AGENDA for December is the January In service: Ideas on activities we 

can do that both engage the faculty in the process and content of the criteria groups, 

and are fun!  

 

8. Adjourned at about 12:10.   

 

 


