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SACS Comprehensive
Standard 3.3.2

e The institution has developed a Quality
Enhancement Plan that (1) demonstrates
institutional capability for the initiation,
implementation, and completion of the
QEP; (2) includes broad-based
involvement of institutional constituencies
in the development and proposed
implementation of the QEP; and (3)
identifies goals and a plan to assess their
achievement.

Strategic Planning and
the QEP

* The GEP should be rooted in the results of
institutional assessment, current research,
best practices, and the institution's mission.

e The development of a GEP is not an isolated
process. The QEP should be derived from and
integrated with the institution’s strategic
planning.

e The GEP should be an ongoing Fr‘oject that
profoundly affects the student learning
outcomes and is a catalyst for further
improvements.
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SACS Core Requirement
2.12

e The institution has developed an
acceptable Quality Enhancement Plan
(BEP) that includes an institutional
process for identifying key issues
emerging from institutional assessment
and focuses on learning outcomes
and/or the environment supporting
student learning and accomplishing the
mission of the institution.

Why a GEP?

e The QGEP is a demonstration of the
commitment of the institution to increase
overall quality and to promote student
learning.

e The QEP is a vehicle by which institutions can
increase their overall quality and
effectiveness by focusing on one specific
aspect of the student learning
environment/experience.

* The QEP is a transformative, creative
campus process that brings together diverse
constituencies and ideas in the pursuit of the
goal of improving student learning.

Strategic Planning and
the QEP

Planning for the QEP must begin with the belief that
the student learning experience can be improved.

The QEP should be tightly focused on improving a
specific area of the learning experience. Too big or too
diffuse a topic is a recipe for failure.

The QEP can help identify other areas that need
improvement.

The QEP process can improve faculty and staff morale
and bring excitement to a campus.

é%llé cannot solve all of the institution’s problems with a




The Steps in the
Development of the QEP

e Step One: Selecting the Topic

e Step Two: Defining the Student Learning Outcomes

Step Three: Researching the Topic

Step Four: Identifying the Actions to be Implemented

Step Five: Establishing the Timeline for Implementation

Step Six: Organizing for Success

Step Seven: Identifying Necessary Resources

Step Eight: Assessing the Success of the QEP

Step Nine: Preparing the QEP for Submission

QEP Development
Phases

® Pre-planning
¢ Who should be involved?
¢ Topic identification
* Topic identification—ensure broad input into
identification and selection of topic
e Plan development
¢ Conduct research, identify activities, and write
the plan
* Engage experts and develop a “champion”
e QEP implementation
* Pre-implementation—baseline data and initial
structures
¢ Implementation—manage the project and
allocate resources

QEP Pre-Planning

¢ Understand requirements
* Review SACS-COC materials
* Attend SACS-COC conferences and institutes

¢ |dentify who should be involved

¢ |dentify key decision makers

* |dentify key decision points

¢ Review other universities’ QEP processes

¢ Obtain resource support commitments

QEP Planning Timeline

Allow at least one semester to identify the
topic. Faculty involvement is essential.

« Ambitious (18 months prior to visit)
» Comfortable (27 months prior to visit)

* Need 10-12 months to develop the plan

Comfortable Timeline—Track
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Clemson QEP and
Reaffirmation Timeline*
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*NOTE: Timeline(s) will be revised regularly. For updates, visit
http://www.clemson.edu/assessment/accreditation/index.html .

Generating QEP Topics

Topic Identification Phase tasks

* Look at strategic plan

* Look at institutional survey results

* Look at program review results

* Look at what other universities are doing

Team members are the primary contact with the faculty

Open topic solicitation—online suggestion box

Proactive engagement with ongoing committees/meetings

Synthesize topics into master list of evolving themes and get
feedback

Seek more developed jdeas—substantive proposals from
faculty, staff, and students

Topic Selection Tips

¢ Do not pick topic too quickly—encourage
alternatives

e Ensure broad faculty input

¢ Do not lose sight of a good topic
¢ Assign justification responsibility if no one

comes forward

e Beware of excessive breadth

¢ Advertise and Promote the project

* Don’t lose sight of learning outcomes
requirement, even If you are focusing on the
learning environment

e Don’t end up with a “solution looking for a
problem”

QEP Topic Identification
Phase

e Use a process that obtains institutional
input into the identification, selection, and
acceptance of the QEP topic

e Process should have breadth of coverage
¢ Involve all constituencies
* Emerge from institutional assessment
¢ Include expertise in student learning

e Topic should have some relationship to
strategic plan

Select Broad Topic

e Topic must be important to institution
¢ Faculty involvement

e Allow specifics to surface in development
phase

e Must be viable
¢ Potential for adequate resources
¢ Focus on student learning
¢ Assessable

e Commitment by administration

What do Peer
Reviewers Look For?

» Broad Based Involvement in Topic
Selection

» Focus
* Assessment
« Institutional Capacity

» Broad Based Involvement in
Implementation
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QEP Review Process

e On-site review team is the first outside
entity to see the QEP

e |nstitution may nominate QEP “Lead
Evaluator”
¢ Should be familiar with topic area

® Expect revisions following the site visit

e The Committee Chair and the SACSCOC
VP will continue to review revisions

The QEP Document

e Limit of 75 pages plus 25 page appendix

¢ Include concise summary of QEP that can be
used by the On-site Review Team in its report

e The document has to “make the case” by
providing evidence

e Include summary statements of evidence
supporting each of the five evaluation criteria

e Format
¢ Structural
¢ Evaluation criteria
¢ Creative

Some Recent QEPs

* Anderson University—Global Engagement. Anderson University
Abroad

* College of Charleston—Going Further Faster: The College of
Charleston First-Year Experience

* Furman University—First Year Writing Seminars

* Lander University— 7he Lander EYE (Experience Your Education)
* University of Georgia—First Year Odyssey

* University of Texas at Austin—Signature Courses

* University of Virginia—E£nhancing Student-Faculty Engagement

* Vanderbilt University—Building a Bridge to the Commons: Vanderbilt
Visions and Student Learning at a Research University

Some Recent QEPs
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Links

» SACS/COC QEP Abstract Pages
+  http://www.sacscoc.org/2007 TrackBREPSummaries.asp
«  http://www.sacscoc.org/2008TrackBREPSummaries.asp
«  http://www.sacscoc.org/2009TrackBREPSummaries.asp

» SACS,/COC Documents

. http//w
«  http://www.sacscoc.org/handbooks.asp

w.sacscoc. org/principles.asp

 University of Houston Learning through
Discovery QEP

+ http://www.uh.edu/discovery

Credits

Special thanks to:
Dr. Robert L. Armacost
Special Advisor to the Dean

College of Medicine, University of Central Florida
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Thank you.




