	President’s Retreat 2008

College of Micronesia – FSM

May 13 – 15, 2008

FSM China Friendship Sports Center
	Breakout session 2: How effective are we? (The ACCJC Rubrics will be used)
	Group #: 1

Facilitators: Ringlen Rignlen

Recorder:

	Participants:
	President James, Cynthia Edwin, Shirley Jano, Merins Race, Dennis Gearhart, Alfonso Rodriquez, Mariana Ben-Dereas, Laura Fujimoto, Marcellino Jibemai, Engly Ioanis, Morena Santos, Eddie Haleyalig, Joe Kasian, Alvios William, Yenti Verg-in 


Rating:  (-) Not meeting expectations, (0) Not meeting some expectations, (+) Meeting expectations 

	Guiding Questions
	Responses

	· Program Review
	· Awareness (+) & Development (0)

· (Ref. 2001. selected prog. did some prog. rev but was not system wide. did not close the loop and as a result, improvement were limited).

· (Awareness & Development)

· Student Services & Adm. Units have developed their plans.

· What have been completed were not data driven**
· Proficient (-)

· Sustainable (-)



	· Planning 
	· Awareness (7+) 

· Strategic Plan 2006-2011 has been approved, but implementation still need to be done.
· Development (4+,2 zeros)

Strategic Plan 2006-2011 has been approved, but implementation still need to be done.
· Proficient (2+) (3 zeros) (2-)

· (+) We have the institutional plans
· Sustainable 

· There is ongoing dialogue but still need improvement to broaden the scope of data and information dissemination and distribution.

	· Student Learning Outcomes
	· Awareness  (5+)

·  Development (6+)
· Proficiency (5+) (3 zeros) 

· Sustainable (5+)

	· Report Back Summary
	· Using the rubrics, we are beyond awareness and Development BUT still need to be proficient and sustainable in all areas.


	President’s Retreat 2008

College of Micronesia – FSM

May 13 – 15, 2008

FSM China Friendship Sports Center
	Breakout session 2: How effective are we? (The ACCJC Rubrics will be used)
	Group #: 2
Facilitator: Penny Weilbacher
Recorder:

	Participants:
	Kind Kanto, Rita Hadley, Akiko William, Arinda Julios, Kanapu Andrew, Jessica Endere, Madelina Rangailug, Bruce Robert, Warren Ching, Henry Wilson, Nena Mike, Danny Dumantay, Marian Gratia Medalla, Rafael Pulmano, Cirilo Recana, Penny Weilbacher, Eric de Guzman, Lucy Oducado, Sheila Amor Macaraig, Francisco Mendiola, Penny Weilbacher


	Guiding Questions
	Responses

	· Program Review  
	Awareness
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	

	· 
	Development
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	-

	· 
	Proficiency
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· 
	Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Planning
	Awareness
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+

	· 
	Development
	+
	0
	+
	+
	+
	+
	

	· 
	Proficiency
	0
	+
	0
	0
	0
	-
	-

	· 
	Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Student Learning Outcomes
	Awareness
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	

	· 
	Development
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+
	
	

	· 
	Proficiency
	+
	0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	+
	0

	· 
	Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Report Back Summary/ Where are we against the Rubrics
	Program Review

· The group assessed that the college is still at the development stage. 

· Instructional - still coming up with program plans 

· Administrative -  assessment plans are being developed

· Student Services – assessment evaluations are already in place and awaiting feedback from assessment committee.

Planning

· The college is at the beginning stage of proficiency. 

· Some indicators of proficiency need to be implemented uniformly in all campuses.

Student Learning Outcomes 

· The college faces some challenges in meeting the standards of proficiency.  


	President’s Retreat 2008

College of Micronesia – FSM

May 13 – 15, 2008

FSM China Friendship Sports Center
	Breakout session 2: How effective are we? (The ACCJC Rubrics will be used)
	Group #: 

Facilitators:

Recorder:

	Participants:
	Jon Berger, Jim Currie, Jay Tamangded Pong, Jerome Jacob, Joseph Siamon, Susan Moses, Shirley Jackson, Alton Higashi, Evelyn Tadena, Pablo H. Lamsis Jr., Matthias Ewarmai, Semeus James, Ludick Edward, Jackson Phillip, Robert Andreas, Georgie Eperiam, Dr. Allain Bourgoin


	Guiding Questions
	Responses
(Key: [+ = achieved]; [-- = no effort ]; [√= in process]

	· Program Review


	Awareness

• There is preliminary investigative dialogue at the institution or within some departments about what data or process should be used for program review. (+)
• There is recognition of existing practices and models in program review that make use of institutional research. (+)
• There is exploration of program review models by various departments or individuals. (+)
• The college is implementing pilot program review models in a few programs/operational units. (+)
Development

• Program review is embedded in practice across the institution using qualitative and quantitative data to improve program effectiveness. (√)
• Dialogue about the results of program review is evident within the program as part of discussion of program effectiveness. (-)
• Leadership groups throughout the institution accept responsibility for program review framework development (Senate, Admin. Etc.) (√)
• Appropriate resources are allocated to conducting program review of meaningful quality. (√)
• Development of a framework for linking results of program review to planning for improvement. (-)
• Development of a framework to align results of program review to resource allocation. (-)
Proficiency

• Program review processes are in place and implemented regularly. (-)
• Results of all program review are integrated into institution- wide planning for improvement and informed decision-making. (-)
• The program review framework is established and implemented. (-)
• Dialogue about the results of all program reviews is evident throughout the institution as part of discussion of institutional effectiveness. (-)
• Results of program review are clearly and consistently linked to institutional planning processes and resource allocation processes; college can demonstrate or provide specific examples. (-)
• The institution evaluates the effectiveness of its program review processes in supporting and improving student achievement and student learning outcomes. (-)
Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement

• Program review processes are ongoing, systematic and used to assess and improve student learning and achievement. (-)
• The institution reviews and refines its program review processes to improve institutional effectiveness. (-)
• The results of program review are used to continually refine and improve program practices resulting in appropriate improvements in student achievement and learning. (-)


	· Planning

(- √ +)
	Awareness

• The college has preliminary investigative dialogue about planning processes. (+)
• There is recognition of case need for quantitative and qualitative data and analysis in planning. (+)
• The college has initiated pilot projects and efforts in developing systematic cycle of evaluation, integrated planning and implementation (e.g. in human or physical resources). (+)
• Planning found in only some areas of college operations. (+)
• There is exploration of models and definitions and issues related to planning. (+)
• There is minimal linkage between plans and a resource allocation process, perhaps planning for use of "new money" (+)
• The college may have a consultant-supported plan for facilities, or a strategic plan. (+)
Development

• The Institution has defined a planning process and assigned responsibility for implementing it. (+)
• The Institution has identified quantitative and qualitative data and is using it. (+)
• Planning efforts are specifically linked to institutional mission and goals. (+)
• The Institution uses applicable quantitative data to improve institutional effectiveness in some areas of operation. (+)
• Governance and decision-making processes incorporate review of institutional effectiveness in mission and plans for improvement. (√)
• Planning processes reflect the participation of a broad constituent base. (+)
Proficiency (-)
• The college has a well documented, ongoing process for evaluating itself in all areas of operation, analyzing and publishing the results and planning and implementing improvements. (-)
• The institution's component plans are integrated into a comprehensive plan to achieve broad educational purposes, and improve institutional effectiveness. (-)
• The institution effectively uses its human, physical, technology and financial resources to achieve its broad educational purposes, including stated student learning outcomes. (-)
• The college has documented assessment results and communicated matters of quality assurance to appropriate constituencies (documents data and analysis of achievement of its educational mission). (-)
• The institution assesses progress toward achieving its education goals over time (uses longitudinal data and analyses). (-)
• The institution plans and effectively incorporates results of program review in all areas of educational services: instruction, support services, library and learning resources. 

• Program review processes are ongoing, systematic and used to assess and improve student learning and achievement.

Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement (-)
• The institution uses ongoing and systematic evaluation and planning to refine its key processes and improve student learning.

• There is dialogue about institutional effectiveness that is ongoing, robust and pervasive; data and analyses are widely distributed and used throughout the institution.

• There is ongoing review and adaptation of evaluation and planning processes.

• There is consistent and continuous commitment to improving student learning; and educational effectiveness is a demonstrable priority in all planning structures and procuresses 

	· Student Learning Outcome
	Awareness

• There is preliminary, investigative dialogue about student learning outcomes. (+)
• There is recognition of existing practices such as course objectives and how they relate to student learning outcomes. (+)
• There is exploration of models, definitions, and issues taking place by a few people. (+)
• Pilot projects and efforts may be in progress. (- √ +)
• The college has discussed whether to define student learning outcomes at the level of some courses or programs or degrees; where to begin. (-)
Development

• College has established an institutional framework for definition of student learning outcomes (where to start), how to extend, and timeline. (-)
• College has established authentic assessment strategies for assessing student learning outcomes as appropriate to intended course, program, and degree learning outcomes. (-)
• Existing organizational structures (e.g. Senate, Curriculum Committee) are supporting strategies for student learning outcomes definition and assessment. (√)
• Leadership groups (e.g. Academic Senate and administration), have accepted responsibility for student learning outcomes implementation. (√)
• Appropriate resources are being allocated to support student learning outcomes and assessment. (√)
• Faculty and staff are fully engaged in student learning outcomes development. (-)
Proficiency

• Student learning outcomes and authentic assessment are in place for courses, programs and degrees. (√)
• Results of assessment are being used for improvement and further alignment of institution-wide practices. (- )
• There is widespread institutional dialogue about the results. (-)
• Decision-making includes dialogue on the results of assessment and is purposefully directed toward improving student learning. (√)
• Appropriate resources continue to be allocated and fine-tuned. (√)
• Comprehensive assessment reports exist and are completed on a regular basis. (-)
• Course student learning outcomes are aligned with degree student learning outcomes. (√)
• Students demonstrate awareness of goals and purposes of courses and programs in which they are enrolled. (-)
Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement

• Student learning outcomes and assessment are ongoing, systematic and used for

continuous quality improvement.

• Dialogue about student learning is ongoing, pervasive and robust.

• Evaluation and fine-tuning of organizational structures to support student learning is

ongoing.

• Student learning improvement is a visible priority in all practices and structures across the

college.

• Learning outcomes are specifically linked to program reviews.

JP;DB: cg 8/2007

	· Report Back Summary
	· 


	President’s Retreat 2008

College of Micronesia – FSM

May 13 – 15, 2008

FSM China Friendship Sports Center
	Breakout session 2: How effective are we? (The ACCJC Rubrics will be used)
	Group #: 

Facilitators: 
Recorder:

	Participants:
	Jeff Arnold (Reporter), Dr.  G. Cuboni, Dr. H. Cuboni, Jean Thoulag, Jojo Peter, Kalwin Kephas, Willer Benjamin, Juvelina Rempis, Robert Jonas, Jocelyn Lucas, Maureen Mendiola, Marlou Gorospe, Maggie Hallers, Christopher Igem, Mike Ioanis, Patricio Ramirez, Stanley Etse, Delina Ehmes, Marcellus Akapito, John Curley, Sonny Padock, Gary Nanpei (student), and Angie Tretnoff (student)


	Guiding Questions
	Responses 

Rating: (+ = yes; - = progress; 0 = no)



	· Program Review  

	· A: +,+,+,+

· D: - , -, +(Leadership groups throughout the institution accept responsibility for program review framework development), -, -,-

· P: 

· S:

	· Planning 
	· A: +, +, +,+, +, +, +

· D: +, +, +, +, +, +

· P: -, -, +, -, -, -, +

· S: +, -, -, -

	· Student Learning Outcomes (SLO)
	· A: +, +, +, +, +

· D: +, - (College has established authentic assessment strategies for assessing SLO..), +, +, +, - (Faculty and staff are fully engaged in SLO development)
· P: +, -, -, -, -, 0, -, +

· S: 

	· Report Back Summary(Where are we against the rubrics?)
	· A: All parts

· D: Planning and SLO

· P: none

· S: none


	President’s Retreat 2008

College of Micronesia – FSM

May 13 – 15, 2008

FSM China Friendship Sports Center
	Breakout session 2: How effective are we? (The ACCJC Rubrics will be used)
	Group #: 5
Facilitator: Gordon Segal
Chairman: Lt. Gov. Churchill 
Edward

	Participants:
	Gordon Segal, Lt. Gov. Churchill Edward, Joe Felix Jr., Alicia Ada, Mellyanna L., Julie N, Jemina S., Maria Dison, Betson Ifamilik, Peter Sisra, Penselyn Etse, Herman Semes, Benson Moses, Yoneko Kanichy Martin Mingii, Joey Oducado, Rita Hinga, Twyla Poll, Dr. Muru, Mark Kostka, Penijamini Nailati, Tetaake Yeeting, Alfred Olter.


	Guiding Questions
	Responses

	· Program Review  
	· All campuses have been made aware of the process

· All campuses/units are in different levels of positive development stage.

· The Majority is somewhat proficient with program reviews.

· We have insufficient sustainable continuous quality improvement

	· Planning 
	· All campuses have been made aware of the planning process

· All campuses/units are in different levels of positive development of the planning stage.

· The Majority is somewhat proficient with planning program reviews.

· We have insufficient sustainable continuous quality improvement for planning

	· Student Learning Outcome
	· All campuses have positive awareness of efforts for SLO’s

· All campuses have positive development for SLO’s

· All campuses are somewhat proficient with SLO’s

· We have insufficient sustainable continuous quality improvement for SLO’s

	· Report Back Summary (Where are we against the rubrics?)
	· All campuses/units have positive awareness of efforts for Program Reviews, Planning and SLO’s

· All campuses/units have positive development towards Program Reviews, Planning and SLO’s

· All campuses/units are somewhat proficient with Program Reviews, Planning and SLO’s

· We all have insufficient sustainable continuous quality improvement for Program Reviews, Planning and SLO’s


