Society of American Archivists
Committee on Education Meeting Minutes
February 22 - 24, 2008
Chicago, IL
Welcome/Introductions:

Present: Donna McCrea, Chair – Continuing Education Subcommittee, Katharine Salzmann – Chair Graduate Education Subcommittee, Pat Galloway, Pam Hackbart-Dean, Jennifer Johnson, Jeffrey Suchanek, Amy Cooper Cary, Kris Kiesling, and Elizabeth Yakel. Also present were Education Director, Solveig De Sutter, and Education Coordinator, Veronica Parrish.  Present for part of the meeting on Saturday was Nancy Beaumont, Executive Director.
Continuing Education subcommittee chair Donna McCrea called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm on Friday, February 22, 2008.

Approval of Agenda (Johnson/Hackbart-Dean)
Approval of the Minutes (Salzmann/Galloway)
Motion to approve as amended.
SAA Education Office Report 
After taking questions, De Sutter pointed out that education revenues are at 56% of the FY 2008 budget due to good attendance at pre-conference workshops.  Fall workshop attendance was disappointing.
Pre-conference update (programs selected, postponed, rejected) 
Accepted proposals for pre-conference workshops include:  Preserving Your Audio & Video Assets, Essentials of Digital Repositories, Implementing More Product Less Process, Driving Exhibitions with Oral History, Financial Management Basics for Archivists, and Analyzing and Improving Archival Websites. 
Also scheduled are: Encoded Archival Description, Planning New & Remodeled Archival Facilities; Applying DACS to Single-Item Cataloging; Implementing DACS in Integrated Content Management Systems:  Using the Archivists Toolkit™; Train the Trainer, Understanding Archives:  An Introduction to Principles and Practices,  Copyright:  The Archivist and the Law, and a Research Skills Tutorial.

Postponed the “Processing Large Photograph Collections” workshop proposal due to lack of time to integrate reviewers’ suggestions.  
Rejected the “Hype or Strategic Direction” workshop proposal.
De Sutter thanked committee members for soliciting 3-5 reviewers for each proposal and commented on the benefit of including current instructors of related workshops that resulted in comments on overlap and continuity.  Discussion about how to find good reviewers resulted in the recommendation to establish a database of successful past annual meeting session presenters (with expertise in the area) to give committee members a venue for choosing reviewers.  Feedback from the entire committee on choice of appropriate reviewers with content expertise should also be part of the process.  
Kiesling inquired about web seminars and De Sutter explained that web seminars are sold per site, that past web seminars have done well, and are now available online-on-demand. 

Pre-conference Evaluation Process (How did it go from your perspective, what can be changed, enhanced; change RFP to “ongoing” throughout the year?
This question engendered discussion about the merit of extending the RFP process throughout the year and looking at pre-conference workshops as the beta presentation prior to inclusion into the curriculum.  Yakel stated having more time to review would be helpful, and that the timing of the proposal submissions would determine if it becomes a pre-conference workshop.  It was decided to develop a new ongoing RFP with a quarterly rather than annual deadline.  Proposals will be accepted on an ongoing basis, although the deadline for pre-conference workshops will still be in early October of each year.
· The form should elicit information on proposer’s intent to teach a pre-conference only, or if he/she can commit to teaching the workshop in other venues.

· The form will include an area for proposers/instructors to suggest reviewers that are knowledgeable about the topic.

De Sutter feels that we need three to four new workshops per year to maintain momentum, and she needs developers who are willing to create workshops and are able to teach. The discussion turned to ways proposal submissions could be encouraged, and the committee decided to create an overview summarizing the new policy of accepting proposals throughout the year.  This information will be published in an article in Archival Outlook, disseminated to sections and roundtables, and posted to the web site.  

New proposals will be posted to the Wiki and the committee chair and the education director will determine the ACE category and distribute the proposal to appropriate committee member/shepherd.  One month from date of posting, feedback from shepherds and independent reviewers (subject experts) will be due.  The category shepherd and education director will monitor development and discuss progress on a quarterly basis.
Calls for new proposals (targeted and general) will be submitted to Archival Outlook, appropriate section listservs, and appropriate newsletters.

McCrea suggested a place on the web site to post an example of the “perfect” proposal and to ask interested individuals “if you think you have an idea for a workshop, please submit an abstract.”  The committee discussed the creation of the “perfect proposal” and felt that having office hours at breakfast time during the meeting or extending an invitation to a brown bag luncheon would enable people to ask and answer questions about the development of proposals.  The suggestion to return incomplete RFPs can’t be considered at this time due to the low number of proposals submitted.  

Continuation of process – Auditors for pre-conference and regular workshops (Committee members if possible?  Go back to reviewers?) 
The committee was asked to consider having committee members audit the workshop they’ve reviewed – if at all possible.   Responses included using past members of this committee as auditors, asking committee members to audit workshops in their location, and ensuring that workshops considered “in trouble” is audited.  That led to a discussion about expense associated with audits e.g. lodging, travel, etc.  
Yakel suggested creation of an audit form that includes more questions about teaching/presentation ability and offered to do the first draft and to post this version to the Wiki for committee feedback.  

McCrea raised the question about the need to advise new committee members that they may be asked to audit.

Suchanek asked if instructor know when they are audited and the answer was that depending on the circumstances, some instructors have known and some haven’t.  There is a benefit to anonymity because it enables the auditor to comment without fear of offending the presenter.  Most comments are forwarded to the presenters without attribution.  One of the members commented that she appreciated the anonymity while auditing because it encouraged more honest feedback.
Existing workshop review/discussion
Cooper Cary reviewed and reported on Understanding Archives:  An Introduction to Archival,  Basic Electronic Records, IT Training for Practicing Archivists Series including Digital Archives and Digital Libraries and Digital Archives, Digitization of Archival Materials, and Use of Markup Languages; Introduction to Audio Archives, and Understanding Photographs:  An Introduction to Archival Principles and Practices.  
De Sutter informed the group that the Electronic Records roundtable (Russell James) intends to submit a proposal for an electronic records workshop.  Agenda and description of both advanced electronic records workshops were sent to Russell. 

Discussion ensued with Yakel commenting on the need to know XML.  Is XML taught?  Is a basic or advanced Use of Markup Language/Metadata helpful?  De Sutter informed the committee that Jessica BrancoColati is developing a metadata web seminar scheduled for May 6. Suchanek recommended a basic course on what is XML and a tutorial on the web allowing for self-paced learning that could be accessed repeatedly.  Galloway mentioned that tutorials attract great attendance. Suchanek added that it would be great outreach and not every program needs to be a money maker; another use might be workshop attendees visiting a tutorial on the web, prior to a workshop, instead of receiving pre-readings. 
McCrea reviewed and reported on Advanced Appraisal for Archivists, Advanced Electronic Records:  Design, Implementation and Evaluation, Advanced Electronic Records Management, and Managing the Digital University Desktop.  
Kiesling reviewed and reported on Describing Archives: A Content Standard, MARC According to DACS, Arrangement and Description of Manuscript Collections, Applying DACS to Single-Item Manuscript Cataloging.  

This was followed by a discussion of folding cost of SAA publications into workshop fees. De Sutter is in the process of asking each instructor to identify the pages of the publication they are referring to during the workshop presentation.  If it’s only a portion, it can be made into a PDF and included in the workbook along with a discount coupon for the publication.  

Yakel reviewed and reported on Describing Photographs, Encoded Archival Description, 
and Style Sheets for EAD:  Delivering Your Finding Aids on the Web.  
Discussion included noting that there are institutions that send both an archivist and an IT person, and that we might market this aspect.  
Suchanek reviewed and reported on Building Digital Collections and Real World Reference.
Discussion included arguments for and against digitizing and what it means to be a digital archivist.  Members expressed concern about overlaps between Building Digital Collections (BDC) and courses from the IT series.  Suchanek felt that BDC would be a good workshop for EAD attendees.  Galloway mentioned the difference between ‘born digital’ and ‘re-born as digital’.  Cooper Cary stated there three workshops that focus on this issue, and discussion expanded to digitization, born digital, re-born digital, databases, and metadata. Yakel felt the workshops were different enough, and that ‘how do you get content online’ would be most intensive and similar to a boot camp. Cooper Cary asked about guidance for members going online regarding the sequence of workshops and how they build on each other.  At this time, that’s covered somewhat under “Who should attend.”
Real World Reference questions were about coverage of Chat and does it include statistics.  The group agreed with Suchanek’s suggestion that developers/instructors be asked to revise the workshop to include search engines, my space, blackboard, reference, outreach, and be more aggressive in working with undergraduate faculty.
Galloway reviewed and reported on Archival Perspectives in Digital Preservation, Becoming a Film-Friendly Archivist, Preserving Digitally Signed Documents, and Preservation of 20th Century Visual Materials.

She suggested approaching Paul Conway to see if he’ll revise and “fold in mass digitization,” a project he’s been involved in.  If he’s no longer interested in revising/teaching, De Sutter might approach Meagan Winget to see if she’s interested in that project.  
De Sutter informed the committee that she spoke with the instructors of the Film Friendly Archivists workshop about revisions to include CD’s, DVD’s etc. and instructors felt they were not qualified. Galloway then talked about some film now being born digital.  Question arose what to do about the description – consensus was that there’s still an audience for a workshop on analog film. 
Galloway related that she tried to audit the Preserving Digitally Signed Documents workshop that was subsequently cancelled. A very important topic if you are a government archivist, but the government has its own standards, 
Preservation of 20th Century Visual Materials was deemed a good workshop that needed some updates to include newer formats. 

Johnson reviewed and reported on Designing Usable Websites, Introduction to Archival, Exhibitions, Using Oral Histories: Publications, Exhibits, Internet.  
She suggested adding more examples in the Designing Usable Websites workshop.  Comments on the other workshops included requests to address online exhibits in Introduction to Archival, Exhibitions, and the general observation that some of the workbooks are very thin.  This was mitigated by members who attended the Oral History workshop; for example, relating that there was a lot of hands-on action and that attendees appeared satisfied.  

Salzmann reviewed and reported on Business Archives…Establishing and Managing an Archives, Grant Proposal Writing, Leadership and Management, Oral History:  From Planning to Preservation, Working Together, and Security in Archives and Manuscript Repositories.

Salzmann also commented on the substance of the workbooks she received with the exception of the Business Archives workshop.  De Sutter informed the group that the developers/instructors didn’t agree with the suggestion that the workshop title be revised to include “not-for-profit organizations.”  Instructors were not in favor of any revisions to address new audience.   
Comments regarding the Grant Proposal Writing workshop (done in collaboration with Amigos) pointed out that the workshop is more about funding and what do you do if you don’t get the grant than about writing a grant. Group concurred that in view of Amigos involvement, the workshop while not perfect should remain in curriculum.

De Sutter informed the committee that Tom Wilsted has agreed to revise the Leadership and       Management workshop in accordance with the group’s suggestions from the February meeting.  She also addressed Salzmann’s concerns about the Oral History workshop.
Working Together was offered only once, the primary instructor is no longer available and there were considerable obstacles with the IT team member approach.
The group heard about the history of the Security workshop and De Sutter is addressing concerns Salzmann raised – mainly electronic security, the PowerPoint presentation, and the absence of floor plans. 

Salzmann’s concerns regarding the electronic aspect resulted in a discussion about developers/instructors who would be willing to do a web seminar on electronic aspects. 
Hackbart-Dean reviewed and reported on Project Management for Archivists, Planning New & Remodeled Archival Facilities, Copyright:  The Archivist and the Law, Ethical Problem Solving, and Legal Aspects of Photography Rights, Archive Management and Permissions.

 The Chicago presentation of Project Management will be audited and the review will address issues that are in question.  Planning New & Remodeled Archival Facilities instructors have been asked to include more on green building; Salzmann who attended the workshop commented that she would have liked hear something about living in a facility during remodeling. Other suggestions related to off-site housing and more visuals on inside of buildings.  Ethical Problem Solving, while not in demand, should remain in the curriculum, and Hackbart-Dean pointed out that it is important for ACA certification.  Legal Aspects of Photography Rights, Archive Management and Permissions is currently under revision by Leslie Waggener and will include a PowerPoint presentation.  

SAA Workbook Content

 At that time, the group revisited the issue of SAA workbook content. Group agrees that workbooks should be structured as a good take home reference – not a stand alone piece ‑ and include an agenda, information about the instructor, case studies if used in class, examples [where relevant], learning objectives, PowerPoint presentation, a list of URLs if they are too small to read in PowerPoint printout, higher quality photos and screen shots that reproduce well, comprehensive bibliography with “top 5” clearly identified OR broken out by topic area, and samples of forms discussed in the workshop.  Instructor contact information should be listed in the workbook in the event attendees have questions after the fact.
Committee Member Orientation  
McCrea related the history of the committee member orientation document.  Committee members agreed that this document would assist nominees as they consider serving on the education committee.  The current document will be revised to reflect the changes resulting from this meeting. 
Shepherd “job description”
Committee discussed a shepherd’s job description and how workshops should be passed on to new committee member shepherds.  Members suggested handing over the same workshops and assigning workshops by category.

· For new proposals – the committee will have one or two people assigned to each ACE category (preferably subject experts) who will be able to analyze workshops in that category, have knowledge of potential reviewers, be able to audit courses (or review the evaluations of auditors) in that category, and follow workshops from proposal through presentation and provide feedback.

· For new workshops the person whose “category” this falls into would be the shepherd, but he/she may work with others on the committee if there are too many new or problematic workshops for one person.

· Existing workshops that have been determined (as of the 2008 mid-winter Committee meeting) to be in “good shape” would be officially reviewed again in 3 years (2011), but could be reviewed earlier if taught by a new instructor, or participant evaluations suggest an area of potential concern. 

· For existing workshops when revisions have been suggested the instructors would be given feedback. 

· Feedback would typically be given by De Sutter, who will convey anonymous comments from the committee. 

· De Sutter may request a written statement from the committee if she feels it will help her accurately inform the instructor of committee concerns.
· Feedback may also be given directly by a committee member if he/she feels comfortable interacting with the instructor. 

· The “troubled” workshop would then be audited/evaluated the next time it was offered.

· If concerns are not adequately addressed, the workshop would be removed from the catalog and/or a call for a new proposal for the workshop area could be put out.

Structure and governance of committee

This led to debate about committee appointments, the division into the respective subcommittees, and composition of the committee.  After discussing how the committees have functioned since the split, the entire committee agreed to submit motions to Council: 
· That the entire committee is allowed to continue holding a mid-winter meeting to address specific issues and topics. We believe that the mid-winter meeting best enables the work of the Committee on Education to move forward.    “Producing complex work of value does depend on face-to-face interaction to be economical.” (Galloway) 
· Recent mid-winter accomplishments include:

· 2006 mid-winter (subcommittee) - finalized ACE categories

· 2007 mid-winter (subcommittee) - evaluated the topics of all existing workshops and slotted them into ACE categories. Began discussion of gaps in course offerings.

· 2008 mid-winter (full committee) - evaluated every workshop offered in the last several years by considering workshop descriptions, agendas, workbooks, and participant evaluations.  Evaluated quality and relevance of content and instruction. Considered A*Census results and statistics for currently offered workshops to identify workshop interest areas. Identified gaps that should be addressed by continuing education and formulated methods for doing so. Began discussion of Committee’s potential role in the recruitment of PhD students to address the looming crisis in the profession. Began discussion of ways the Committee could be proactive in helping SAA address diversity issues. 

· 2009 mid-winter (full committee-proposed) – report on efforts to address gaps/recruit developers for new workshops, continued review of new workshops and “troubled” workshops

Motion
To merge the two subcommittees and recreate a single “Committee on Education” made up of a balanced mix of graduate archival educators and practicing archivists. The committee should also include experienced workshop instructors (from either group).
 (McCrea/Salzmann) Approved unanimously
Motion
That the entire committee continues to meet mid-year.
Motion (Salzmann/Cooper Cary) Approved unanimously
Recommendations:

1) That the incoming SAA president take into consideration the needs identified by the committee for specific representation (i.e. a practicing archivist, or a person with a specific skill/knowledge set) in the recruitment/appointment process. 
· A graduate educator will be going off the committee in 2008. There is currently no member who feels they have a strong background in/understanding of electronic records management issues. The committee currently has only one male. The committee is lacking in ethnic diversity.

2) That, whenever possible, the chair of the committee be a senior member of the committee (someone in his or her third year of service) with a vice-chair/chair-elect being someone in his/her second year of service. 
Wiki as means of communication between committee members

The Wiki has been very useful, especially for reviewing various evaluations summaries and for getting up to speed on workshop content McCrea will explore continued free use or, if applicable, costs.  After discussion of an appropriate SAA workbook format, it was decided to post suggestions for the “ideal” workbook to the SAA website.  
Assigned Shepherds for Upcoming Workshops:    
D-CAT ‑ Kris Kiesling.     
Financial Management ‑ Katharine Salzmann.  
Driving Exhibitions with Oral History ‑ Jennifer Johnson.
Train the Trainer – TBD

Preserving your Audio and Video Assets ‑ Pat Galloway
Analyzing and Improving Archival Web Sites ‑ Jeff Suchanek.

Metadata Web Seminar – Amy Cooper Cary

Structure of Education Committee Meetings 
Group felt that each meeting should have one overarching goal/specific project – for example,  ACE Guidelines and/or a revision of Graduate Education Guidelines.
At this time, Nancy Beaumont joined the meeting and, after an update on SAA activities, asked the committee for a recommendation to Council with criteria for using vendors and/or vendor products in workshops.  When do we select one vendor over another?  Vendors making a presentation?  Use of open source, only?  Vendors as co-sponsors of a pre-conference workshop?  
Beaumont informed the group that there had been a complaint from a vendor at last year’s meeting about a competitor’s ability to present a session.  Group asked about the possibility of vendor forums and vendor office hours, and Beaumont explained that these options have been explored.   There was concern that members would not attend scheduled vendor events and consensus that it should be left to members to decide for them. 

Committee agreed that product-specific workshops have a place - offering a workshop and demonstrating the implementation of a hardware/software has demand in the community and is a service SAA can provide. The committee will entertain requests by product vendors to offer workshops about the use of their product, but will expect vendors to follow the guidelines of workshop proposals, that may include providing a free copy of their product as part of the workshop and may be expected to waive an honorarium.  There should also be consideration for vendors who are expert in a field and to present with the clear understanding they are not to sell their service or product.  Other suggestions included selling space on our web site and including a listing of vendors in every workbook.     

Committee voiced preference for encouraging the use of open source software & hardware in conjunction with SAA continuing education workshop/seminars. However, there was some concern that “open source” also potentially means there is no tech support.  At this time, we offer Implementing DACS in Integrated Content Systems:  Using the Archvist’s Toolkit ™, and we expect a proposal for Implementing DACS in Integrated Content Systems:  Using Archon.  Other tools currently used in workshop presentations include MDUD in Managing the Digital University Desktop, Oxygen in the EAD workshops, and Google Analytics in Analyzing and Improving Archival Websites.
The conversation shifted to the timing of the annual meeting and how it impacts archival educators with the overlap into the beginning of the school year.   That led to the timing of the committee meeting, and it was decided that Tuesday was impractical due to member involvement with pre-conference workshops.  Pending Council approval for a mid-year meeting of the entire committee, McCrea recommended a short meeting during Annual Meeting with the understanding that the balance of business would be conducted at the mid-year meeting. 

The committee will meet on Wednesday, August 27, from 8:00 am to 11:00 pm.   

The next item for discussion was Galloway’s suggestion to “enhance committee effectiveness by assigning representatives to visit each section and roundtable, address topics we don’t have within the scope of the ACE categories, and make a specific pitch for needed workshops.”  The group concurred that this was a good idea. Beaumont cautioned that the visit should be short and jazzy with a handout since section and roundtable time was limited.  A notice to the appropriate listserv would be a good first step.  Everyone concurred that sections and roundtable members are truly experts in their field.

Based on identified gaps (using A*Census and other tools), the Committee developed a list of new workshops for proposal development. Committee members were assigned to specific workshops and will draft paragraph/bullet point descriptions that should be addressed. These overviews will be vetted/edited by the rest of the Committee before membership is solicited for proposals.
1. Appraisal of Electronic Records and Digital Objects – McCrea
a. Acquisitions and Appraisal Section

b. Electronic Records Section

2. Outreach and Fundraising (to include donor relations, advocacy, marketing) – Suchanek
a. Reference, Access and Outreach Section

b. Archives Management Roundtable

3. Disaster Planning for Electronic Records – McCrea
a. Look to COSA (what are they offering/can they provide?)

b. Electronic Records Section

c. Government Records Section

4. Introduction to Metadata for Archivists – Cooper/Cary & De Sutter

(Outgrowth of IT series)

a. Metadata & Digital Object Roundtable

5. Introduction to Description of Non-Paper Physical Materials Preservation – Hackbart-Dean
a. Preservation Section

6. Basic Appraisal – De Sutter 
7. Authors’ Rights and Institutional Repositories - Salzmann
(As a webinar / ethics case study on working with donors, copyright issues)

a. Manuscript Repositories Section

b. College and University Archives Section

c. Electronic Records Section

8. Archival Applications for Social Software - Suchanek
a. Reference, Access and Outreach Section

9. Advanced Digital Collections - the next step – Yakel
a.  Metadata & Digital Object Roundtable

b. Electronic Records Section

10. Digital Libraries / Digital Archives – De Sutter (Tom Roscoe is going to do this)

McCrea and De Sutter to work on plan for bringing these to roundtables and sections. A draft statement to be submitted by March 15th, posted to the Wiki for review, and March 30th is deadline for final statements. Chair and De Sutter to make final determination as to which roundtables and sections to be approached.
Core Competencies for Visual Resources Management Proposal Update – Kiesling
This proposal came through an IMLS funded research grant, submitted to the Visual Materials Section, and forwarded to Education with reservations. Kiesling felt the committee should not endorse this proposal.  Education Committee concurred and De Sutter will contact the proposer.  
Graduate Education
There was a recap of past activities, specifically Guidelines for a Graduate Program in Archival Studies (GPAS) and creation of the online Archival Education Directory.  A planned update to the latter has been tabled pending system implementation.  There were also combined meetings with ALA.  Discussion ensued regarding usage of the guidelines.  Yakel related that “records management” was eliminated from the coursework at her institution. 
Salzmann wondered about the possibility of addressing and asking students at the student forum for feedback on GPAS as it relates to their schools.  Members of the archival educators’ roundtable might be asked to join as well. Talking points to be created by Salzmann and Cooper Cary for posting on the student listserv to increase involvement. De Sutter to present the idea to  Brian Doyle for consideration.
Suchanek inquired about SAA providing distance learning for college credit.  Cooper Cary identified distance learning as a growing trend at universities due to students’ increasing demand.

 A*Census article regarding graduate education and the role that the subcommittee could play in addressing some of the key issues …
Discussion ensued that there is room at the table for institutes, continuing education, and graduate education. Currently, terminal degree for practicing archivists is a Masters; for archival 

educators it is a Ph.D.  Due to the ‘graying’ of the profession, there is a growing lack of archival educators, and the committee’s role should be to encourage becoming an archival educator as a viable option.  One venue for this is the career center at the annual meeting.  Yakel also felt that the Research Forum would feed into this promotion.  Committee members with specific thoughts on this subject were asked to submit comments/suggestions to De Sutter.  Salzmann suggested a look at adjunct faculty, and Yakel recommended web site listings to find adjunct faculty members.

McCrea suggested that any efforts include the archival educators’ roundtable, and that this would  ensure that the committee continues work in both graduate archival education and continuing education.

Galloway spoke of the lack of funding for graduate archival education, and that this may be another area to collaborate with the archival educators’ roundtable. Salzmann to contact Deb Torres about addressing this issue at the archival educators’ roundtable. 
Discussion ended with the observation that we have never looked to see if schools listed in the Directory of Archival Education are actually following guidelines.
Partnering with WISE+ (Web-based Information Science Education) Update – Galloway

Galloway spoke at the archival educators’ roundtable about the proposal to partner with Wise and reported that people were very dubious about this. She related that her institution has a partnership with WISE+ but archives students were not signing up for it.  Cooper Cary’s institution is also partnering with Wise and the response has been fairly favorable. Question for the committee is if SAA should partner with WISE+. After lengthy discussion, it was felt that archival educators would see this as undercutting their institutions as it might be seen as an SAA endorsement and taking courses away from some institutions. 

Consensus was that SAA should not partner with WISE+ at this time.  De Sutter to inform WISE+ of this decision.
Elizabeth Adkins
Adkins asked the committee, during the August ’07 meeting, to explore options, consider ways to capture best practices, and develop educational programs that address Diversity issues.  Group discussed doing a survey to explore what is happening in archival education, recruitment of minority students, career counseling, and student groups. Yakel will draft the survey by March 30th and send to the archival educators by May.  
Also discussed were ways to develop educational programs for those working with diverse communities.  Committee will wait until new workshop proposal system is in place to solicit specific proposals, as well as the outcome of the Native American Protocols discussion to determine if there’s a demand for training.  Committee will revisit this issue at the August meeting.

Guidelines to be revised with an eye to inclusion of minorities.  De Sutter will communicate with Adkins on this matter.  Galloway will draft a short statement on diversity.
Motion to adjourn (Johnson/Salzmann) 

Action Items:
· Review/edit Beth’s draft auditor form – February 29
· Determine Wiki status – Donna, February 29
· Turn into Solveig the evals for each workshop (incorporating participant comments if this hasn’t already been done) – February 29
· Draft criteria/language for workshops involving specific software or hardware – Solveig by March 5 with comments by March 25.
· Revise committee overview/expectations document. Donna by March 15th (final review by April 15)
· Draft paragraphs/bullet points for each of the “wish list” workshops – March 15 to Wiki (March 30 for final draft)
· Identify (or develop) “ideal” proposal criteria and example. Donna by March 15th (final review by April 15)
· Develop recommendations for “ideal” workbook components – Solveig March 15. April 15 for all comments
· Draft statement on new way of soliciting workshop proposals – Donna/Solveig, March 25 and out to everyone
· Survey of educators/capturing diversity – Beth, March 30 for draft
Assignments:

· Hackbart-Dean to audit Project Management for Archivists workshop.  

· Suchanek to audit An Introduction to Archival Exhibitions

· Kiesling to audit Implementing DACS in Integrated Content Management Systems:  Using the Archivist’s Toolkit ™.
· Salzmann to audit Implementing DACS in Integrated Content Management Systems:  Using the Archivist’s Toolkit ™ at her facility.
