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Institutional Effectiveness 

Council Minutes 
      March 22, 2106, 1 – 3 PM 

E-112 
 

MEMBERS 
Name Representing Present Absent 

Brian Lofman Administration X  
Terri Pyer Administration X  

Tracey Richardson Administration X  
Celine Pinet Administration X  
Mary Dominguez Admin

on   
Susanne Burns Faculty  X 
Marnie Glazier Faculty  X 
Emily Brandt Faculty X  
Wade Grant (non-voting member)   IPR
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ACTION  IT EMS  
1. Consideration of Approval of Minutes from February 23, 2016 meeting 

Mot ioned (Pyer) Seconded (Pinet) and carried, the IEC moved to 
approve the minutes with correction requested by Tracey Richardson 
to amend Action item #2 to show as ‘Consideration of Approval of 
Institution Set -Standards for Student Transfer for 2015-16’.  

 

Brian Lofman 
 

2. Consideration of Approval of Institution -Set Standards for Job 
Replacement for 2015-16 Mot ioned (Pyer) Seconded (Richardson ) 
and carried, the IEC moved to approve as submitted.   
 

       Brian Lofman/Layheng Ting 
 

      3.  Consideration of Approval of Goals for Institutional Effectiveness for  
           2016-17 and 2021-22, Mot ioned (Pinet) Seconded (Raras) and  
         carried, the IEC moved to approve as submitted.  
 

Brian Lofman/Natalia Cordoba  

  
IN FORMATI ON/DI SCUSSION/P RESENTATIONS  

1. Evaluation of CI Process Implementation -  
Dr. Lofman explained that the key initiatives were,  1. Long Term plan, 2. 
Integrated Budget, 3. Program, Planning & Assessment. He explained the 
steps of the CI Process; Tracking and Reporting, Regular yearly evaluations, 
and the different plans they track.  He further explained the CI Plan was 
developed after the ACCJC for clarification on who did work, what work was 
done and when. He explained the important components from Evaluation 
Cycle Chart page 5, gives overall picture of cycles aligned with the Strategic 
Plan and how they are linked. There is a review of the Annual Plan each year. 
He introduced the CI Improveme
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areas of emphasis on the research function and foresee 3 more areas for the 
short term future. She pointed out that 46% of the projects currently 
identified were perceived as “ongoing” and 36% as “required”. She explained 
that the required were identified in blue font in the chart.  She then walked 
members through each area, explaining that “DART” was defined as one of 
the priority areas with 8 current big projects opened. She explained “Needs 
Asses3(i)-3(n)r2( )]
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