HIGH IMPACT, FIRST CONTACT COMMITTEE

MAY 26, 2000

MINUTES

Present:  Brenda Amenson-Hill, Ann Deprey, Scott Furlong, John Gerow, Aeron Haynie, Leanne Hansen, Joanelle Jackson, Mimi Kubsch, Chuck Matter, Sarah Meredith, Marlene Regan, Mike Stearney, Linda Toonen, Georgeanna Wilson-Doenges

Absent:  Shannon Byrne, Cheryl Grosso, Laura Sear, Nicole Suchomel

1. The meeting was called to order at 9:05am by Chair Scott Furlong.

2. Scott reviewed the committee’s progress and issues for this meeting: housing of the organization, peer mentoring, the UW-Milwaukee program, and course outcomes.

3.  A long discussion ensued regarding where the oversight and/or coordination of a high impact, first contact program belongs.  Pertinent comments included:

· the mentoring subcommittee talked about a directorship to coordinate all components; an alternative would be a coordination team

· faculty may not have time to handle the administrative parts of a program

·  LES used conveners who had release time, but there weren’t as many parts to LES as what this program will have

· a coordinator will have to be very well organized and have a good relationship with faculty and staff

· decentralization in some other campus programs has not worked as well as having a centralized model

· an administrator’s duties would include:  setting up training for peer mentors and faculty; tracking courses and programs; coordinating Introduction to College and SOAR; developing and managing a resource center for faculty;  being a liaison to different campus groups and committees; overseeing any budget and support staff

The committee agreed that a centralized model would work best for program oversight.  However, no determination was made on whether an existing department could take on these additional duties or whether the scope of the program would require something new.  A national trend is to have a central office with a coordinator who has a PhD and a position with some status.  The office would work best if it reported through the Provost’s lines.   The involvement of professional programs will be essential to the overall success of any program.

4. Notes from the subcommittee on peer mentoring were distributed.  Members Marlene Regan and John Gerow discussed the group’s work.  Peer mentoring is already occurring on campus through counseling, housing, and health, but the HIFC program would be different.  While having 5 students for each mentor would be ideal, 10 students per mentor is the committee recommendation.  At this ratio, about 90 mentors would be required.

There was consensus to call the program something such as “new student seminar” to include transfer students.  Commuter students will also need mentoring to feel part of campus.  UW-Milwaukee’s peer mentoring center has a year-long training program for mentors.  Mentors should have a collaborator role in the classroom.  A suggestion was made that the same mentor be paired with the same new student group for all facets of the program in order to develop stronger relationships.  Administratively there wouldn’t be as many mentors to find and train.  Currently a survey that asks for high school activities is given to incoming students.  Perhaps this survey could act as a tool to develop additional contacts, such as through a letter, for incoming students.

Is the peer mentoring and seminar too much for one mentor to do?  Interpersonal relationships could be better with this model.  However, if there are weekly group meetings, mentor participation for that might need to be voluntary rather than mandatory.  The Task Force originally thought of the mentoring process as group oriented rather than one-on-one.  Seminars will probably have about 15-20 students per mentor, with an aim of 17.

Is “mentor” the correct term or does it have other connotations?  Perhaps “leader” would be a better term.  Incentives for participation could include: pay; fulfillment of the citizenship requirement; credit as an independent study or internship; paid internship.  The choice of one of these options could be made by the participating student as needed.  The mentor opportunity will need to be advertised and sold to upperclassmen, perhaps through faculty recruitment of good students or general e-mail.  If mentor participation is for credit, who will evaluate and grade?  If for pay, how will it be funded?  A goal of the HIFC program will be retention.  Any program costs will have a larger impact on the overall campus budget because of the students who will continue.  

5. Chuck Matter distributed handouts from the UW Milwaukee Faculty Training Program he attended for four days earlier in the week.  Their Freshman Scholars Program is optional.  Students in Letters and Science are required to take one seminar, but this is only one alternative.  Courses are developed by interested faculty and then reviewed by a central body for inclusion in this program.  The course must stress the intellectual development of the student in a way that’s different than the usual course.  Titles of courses are critical in attracting enrollment.  Faculty members have these paid training programs to help them develop courses.  Peer recruitment among faculty has generated participation.  It’s been working very well since 1996.  Review the handouts for discussion at the next meeting.
6. Because of time constraints, Scott tabled the third item on the agenda.  Outcome goals of the program will be the major agenda item for the next meeting.

7.  Scott said that he attended the last meeting of the Competencies working group to review our progress with them.  They’re supportive of our direction 

to recommend that the new student seminar be a “front door” to general education requirements.

8. Meeting adjourned at 10:55am.

9.
Next meeting:
Wednesday, May 31,  9:00am – 11:00am 
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