College of Micronesia – FSM 
Institutional Assessment Plan (IAP)
Working Group Meeting Minutes

06_14_2007 2:00 PM – 3:0 PM
President’s conference room

Present: Karen Saimon, Resida Keller, Charles Musana, Jimmy Hicks; and Faustino Yarofaisug, Alton Higashi provided email comments. 
Agenda topics:
· “Whys” exercise for retreat problem statement 2 “Inadequate development, understanding and application of quality standards for an effective student centered learning environment.” We are moving into the development of standardized processes and procedures for the IAP.  It may be a good time to look at what have been problems with setting up quality standards for the college before we move into design of new processes and procedures.  

· What are common criteria for assessment plans and reports? 
· What are common formats for assessment plans and reports? 
· How would an assessment committee for the college function (what would be its terms of reference)? 
Due to a budget meeting with OIA in the late afternoon, the IAP WG meeting was for only 1 hour.  

“Whys” exercise for retreat problem statement 2 

A “Whys” exercise was started but not completed for retreat problem statement 2: “Inadequate development, understanding and application of quality standards for an effective student centered learning environment.”
Prior to the beginning of the exercise a discussion was conducted on what is meant by “quality standards” for the college.  Items such as enrollment indicators, student learning outcomes, graduation and retention rates, etc. can all be considered quality indictors if acceptable levels are set for the different areas.  Alton noted in his email that Chuuk campus has been doing some activities in applying learning centered approaches in both instruction and student services but has not yet defined “quality standards”
Following is the “Whys” exercise to date.  The exercise will be completed at the next meeting.

President’s Retreat 2007 Problem Statement 2 WHYS

	Problem Statement 2:

Inadequate development, understanding and application of quality standards for an effective student centered learning environment.

	Why? Not knowing what standards apply?

Why? No IAP and/or lack of training. 

Why? Financial restrictions due to priority.  

Why? Lack of procedures for setting absolute priorities.


	Why? Lack of understanding of what are quality standards.

Why? Both too much and too little information on standards.

Why? Lack of a common definition and information dissemination.

Why? The approach to get it down (leadership) has not been successful.


	Why? Different perceptions of criteria for quality?

Why? Everyone has their own perception of quality.

Why? Lack of a shared understanding of what is quality?



	Why? Because, if we don’t know what the learning-centered approach is and how we may apply it – not only in Instruction but also in Administration and in Student Services – then there can be no development, understanding, and application of any standards.  

Why? Because, at each campus, we don’t provide training (staff development) on what the learning-centered approach means in the three departments (Admin/Inst/SS).  

Why?  Because, at each campus, Administration fails to advocate such training and to identify key staff members who can coordinate such training over time.  

Why?  Because the Cabinet at the Palikir administration and the Management Councils at the state campuses lack leadership in promoting and advocating the training.  


	Why? Lack of understanding of what a student centered learning environment is?

Why? New concept to many people.

Why? Little or no training in student centered environment.


	Why? Lack of mechanisms to ensure standards are being applied? 


Why? No IAP.

Why? Not sure what mechanisms are needed.

Why? Issue is vague.

Why? To many changes in recent years.

Why? Assessment is new to higher education and we are in the messy stage.

	Why? Maybe our standards/programs are not student learning centered?
	Why? Lack of mechanisms to evaluate how well standards are being met?
	Why? Unclear expectations of who does what in relation to standards?

Why? Insufficient communications across different groups.

Why? Lack of communication protocols.  

Why? Lack of implementation plans.

	Why? Geographical layout makes implementation of standards across the college?
	Why? 
	


There were very active discussions associated with the different “Whys”.   One issue that did arise was the issue of everything seems to be a priority.  Use of a paired comparison priority setting process was discussed.  A copy of a paired comparison tool is attached.  The tool can be used both by individuals and by groups.  The importance of setting criteria for the comparisons was emphasized.  Using different criteria for the same items can lead to totally different priorities.  Additionally, you may want to narrow down broad categories. The tool can work better when you use more detailed activities to prioritize (” IAP implementation” or “IAP implementation training” instead of the broad term “assessment”).  
Attachment: Paired comparison tool

Next IAP WG meeting

The next meeting for the IAP WG will be on Thursday, June 21, 2007 at 2:00 – 3:30 PM in the President’s conference room.  
Tentative topics for next meeting:

· “Whys” exercise for retreat problem statement 2 “Inadequate development, understanding and application of quality standards for an effective student centered learning environment.” We are moving into the development of standardized processes and procedures for the IAP.  It may be a good time to look at what have been problems with setting up quality standards for the college before we move into design of new processes and procedures.  Complete activity started 06.14.2007.

· What are common criteria for assessment plans and reports?
· How would an assessment committee for the college function (what would be its terms of reference)?
