Survey Subcommittee Meeting
March 2, 2004

Members Present:

	Debra Billings/S, System Director of Assessment

	Chris Davis/S, Director of Effective Teaching and Learning

	Donna Fiebelkorn/M, Dean of Human Services and Education

	Shelly Gardner/CS, Registrar for Corporate Services

	Mike Helsen/M, Vice President for Student Services

	Barbara Honhart/S, System Vice President for Academics

	Charlotte Hoshal/O, Coordinator for the Learning Center

	Linda Katrinic/S, Direct of Operations for Student Services

	Jim Koenig/CT, Dean of CIS for Clinton Township/System Department Coordinator for CIS/Networking

	Richard Meltzer/S, System Director of Institutional Research

	Melissa Reddy/S, Library Business and Acquisition Manager

	Jim Riddell/F, Dean for Engineering and Technology and System Department Coordinator for Engineering and Technology

	Ginny Ruffner/S, System Curriculum Auditor

	Chris Schram/S, System Director of Teacher Preparation


Members Absent:

	Dana Clark/O, Dean of Business Administration

	Sheryl Dean/S, Director of Systems Support

	Phil Grimes/OL, Dean of Information Systems

	Sandra Hollis/S, System Library Director

	Bill Livingston/GS, Faculty

	James Martin/AH, Vice President of Finance

	Mike Tyler/GS, Dean of Research


Time:    2:00 p.m.

Richard Meltzer called the meeting to order and introductions were made.

Noel-Levitz Survey

General Impressions:  The general impression of the Noel-Levitz Survey is that it is comprehensive.  Many members like the "Importance To Me" section which gives us an idea of what our students think is important without having to make assumptions.  Another positive is that the analysis is done by Noel-Levitz leaving time for Baker people to work on fixing issues instead of analyzing them.  Concerns were also discussed, including the length of the survey (amount of time taken from class time), what happens to the survey if the student is unable to complete it, 

Satisfaction Only or Priorities as Well:  The issue of using both the Student Satisfaction Inventory (students) and the Institutional Priorities Survey (Faculty/Staff) was discussed.  It was unanimously agreed that this committee would like to see both surveys implemented.  R. Meltzer and D. Billings will write a proposal to implement the Institutional Priorities Survey along with the Student Satisfaction Inventory that B. Honhart will take to the Presidents Council/System Executive Committee for approval.

Rollout Logistics:  It is agreed that the members would like to see the surveys implemented in Spring, 2005.  The details will be discussed at the next meeting.

Inventory of Administrative and Academic Units' Surveys

The members discussed the need to clarify/prioritize what is needed from all departments to be incorporated into the additional/customized 10 questions on the Noel-Levitz Survey.  Some concerns were as follows: individual departments may not want their department’s concerns made public; there is nothing mentioned in the survey regarding Career Services, free tutoring, or access to technology.  It was suggested that there would be a "workshop" presented to all departments, academic programs, and all Campus Operations Committees to find out exactly what they would like to know regarding customer service.  Although the group in general thought that was a good concept, it was also felt that this task would be unmanageable and overwhelming.  It was decided that D. Fiebelkorn would develop a "script" to be used for the "workshop' and bring it to discuss at the next meeting.   It was also decided that due to disagreements among the members that R. Meltzer and D. Billings would meet with B. Honhart to discuss how to address the situation and where she would like this committee to go.  They would bring a plan of action back to the next meeting.
Assessment of Each Unit's Survey Instruments

It was decided that each unit or department needs to be able to articulate their needs.  It was also decided that there would be a set of guidelines established for writing surveys.  It was also noted that a database of questions would be beneficial to eliminate repetitiveness.

Committee Status

Role:  The committee member's role was discussed and it was decided that the members may be asked to meet with departments, work proactively with their department.  It was suggested that subcommittee members should not facilitate the “workshops” for their own departments.  Instead they will facilitate “workshops” for other departments, so they can be actively involved in their own department meeting.
Ad hoc vs. Standing:  It was decided that while the committee is not a standing committee, it is believed that it will be more than an ad hoc committee.  

Next Meeting:   March 25, 2004.  2:00 pm 

Meeting Adjourned:  5:05 pm 

Submitted by:  Ginny Ruffner
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