January 23, 2007

Dr. Robert C. Webb
‘Professor and Associate Dean

College of Science
TAMU 4242

Dear Bob:

I am writing to ask you to serve as Chair of the Quality Enhancement Plan Council for
2007. 1 appreciate your consideration of this important position.

In this position, [ would ask you to work closely with Dr. Paul Meyer, Assistant Provost
for Academic Affairs and Assessment, and Dr. Loraine Philips, Interim Director of Assessment.
The Assessment Office will provide support for QEP activities. Paul Meyer, who is also our
SACS liaison will work with you on policy related issues related to the QEP, on reporting, and
on the relationship of the QEP to institutional assessment.

Quality Enhancement Plans are a required part of the accreditation process for Texas

A&M University and other institutions of higher education that are accredited by the Southern

Association of Colleges and Schools. QEPs demonstrate institutions’ fundamental commitment

to “enhancing the quality of their programs and services within the context of their missions,

resources, and capacities, and to create an environment in which teaching, public service,

research, and leaming occur.” (Commission on Colleges of the Southem Association of

Colleges and Schools, Principles of Accreditation: Foundations for Quality Enhancement, p. 5.

- The Principles document can be found here:
http://www.sacscoc.org/pdf/PrinciplesOfAccreditation. PDF)

The Quality Enhancement Plan “describes a carefully designed and focused course of

~action that addresses a well-defined issue or issues directly related- to improving student

learning.” (Principles, p. 9). Last year, 1 accepted the QEP Council’s recommendation that

Texas A&M’s QFEP be refocused on improving Inquiry/Research-based Education of

Undergraduates. [ welcome this refocusing of the QEP by the QEP Council, because of the tie-in

to recommendations made by the Undergraduate Task Force and the Murano Report, and
because the revised focus is so clearly aligned with the university mission.

The QEP may support, but does not replace, the requirement that an institution have in
place an “ongoing, integrated, and institution-wide research-based planning and evaluation
processes that incorporate a systematic review of programs and services that (a) results in
continuing improvement, and (b) demonstrates that the institution is effectively accomplishing its
mission (Institutional Effectiveness).” This planning and evaluation process is separate from the
QEP and not under the oversight of the QEP Council, although many members of the QEP
Council will likely be engaged in both QEP and institutional assessment efforts. More
information will be coming out about the university’s overall institutional effectiveness
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processes after ongoing consultations with the colleges are completed in coming weeks.
Alttached is a preliminary timeline and plan for institutional assessment that has been discussed
with and reviewed by the deans.

Texas A&M’s Quality Enhancement Plan Council (QEPC) is composed of faculty and staff from
across the university and is responsible for administering $100,000 in annual funding provided
by. the Provost for activities in the Colleges that support the university’s QEP to improve
Inguiry/Research-based Education of Undergraduates. The Council will also advise the Provost
on the 5-year Impact Report required for the University’s initial QEP, which we believe will be
due in 2007.

The QEP is very important under SACS new philoéophy of accreditation. It is the primary
component reviewed by the SACS visiting team. :

For more information about Texas A&M’s QEP and about assessment at Texas A&M, please
visit our websites: http://www.tamu.edu/qep/plan.html and http://assessment.tamu.edu/.

Please let me know at your earliest convenience whether you will accept the leadership of the
Quality Enhancement Plan Council.

Sincerely,

David B. Prior
Executive Vice President
and Provost

Attachment

cC: Dr. William L. Perry
Dr. Richard E. Ewing
Dr. J. Martyn Gunn
Dr. Paul R. Meyer
Dr. Loraine H. Phillips



Texas A&M University Preparation for SACS Accreditation
Executive Summary

The Commission on Colleges (COC) evaluates an institution and makes accreditation decisions
based on compliance with the Principles of Accreditation: Foundations of Quality Enhancement
(http://www.sacscoc.org/pdf/PrinciplesOf Accreditation. PDFE, 2004).

Within these standards, there are 2 main requirements related to ongoing assessment practices at
institutions of higher education. SACS requires all institutions to have

An Institutional Effectiveness (1E) process that constitutes a continuous, ongoing
review activity to ensure and improve the quality of its programs, and

A Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) which an institution engages in as a specific, time-
limited project chosen by the institution specifically for that accreditation cycle. The QEP is
expected to address “a well-defined issue or issues directly related to improving student
learning”

SACS evaluates institutions of higher education in a two-stage process. Institutions first submit
a compliance report, which documents that the institution meets each and every SACS
requirement, including those for institutional effectiveness. The compliance report 1s reviewed
by an off-site review team that raises any concerns it has in a preliminary report. Then, six
weeks in advance of an on-site review, the institution submits its QEP to the Commission. When
the SACS site visit team comes to the university, it raises any concerns that came up in the
compliance review, but otherwise focuses on the QEP.

Timeline for next Texas A&M reaffirmation (working backwards):

» December 2012--reaffirmation of accreditation by the Commission on Colleges of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. |

« April 2012--visiting team on campus.

» October 201 1--off-site compliance review of our documentation of adherence to SACS
requirements. '

o  Summer 2011--rollup of 2009-10 IE cycle, and QEP.

« Fall 2010-Spring 2011--preparation on campus of documentation for off-site compliance
review,

« Summer 2010--rollup of 2009-2010 IE cycle and QEP.

e Summer 2009--rollup of 2008-2009 IE cycle and QEP.

e Summer 2008--rollup of 2007-2008 IE cycle and QEP.

+ Summer 2007--adoption by university units of unit IE processes. Incorporation of
administration and academic support services into [E process. (Note: possibilities by
unit are shift current IE method, adopt different IE method than current, or adopt IE for
first time.) _

= Summer 2006--adoption of assessment framework for academic programs: central -
services, driven by units, faculty involvement, simple, to the point. Revision of
Assessment Plan format.



What are SACS expectations regarding Institutional Effectiveness?
There are four main expectations.
1. SACS expects an integrated university-wide assessment process:

“The institution engages in ongoing, integrated, and institution-wide research-based planning
and evaluation processes that incorporate a systematic review of programs and services that
() results in continuing improvement, and (b) demonstrates that the institution is effectively
accomplishing its mission” Principles of Accreditation, Core Requirement 2.5.

2. SACS expects all academic programs and support services to identify and assess outcomes
and use the results of the assessment to improve what they do.

“The institution identifies expected outcomes for its educational programs and its
administrative and educational support services; assesses whether it achieves these
outcomes; and provides evidence of improvement based on analysis of those results™
Principles of Accreditation, Comprehensive Standard 3.3.1

3. SACS expects academic programs to assess student learning:

“The mstitution demonstrates that each educational program for which academic credit is
awarded (a) 1s approved by the faculty and the administration, and (b) establishes and
evaluates program and learning outcomes” (p.22). Principles of Accreditation,
Comprehensive Standard 3.4.1

4. SACS expects institutions to assess their general education core:

“The institution identifies college-level competencies with the general education core and
provides evidence that graduates have attainted those competencies™ Principles of
Accreditation, Comprehensive Standard 3.5.1

How do we expect Texas A&M to meet these expectations for Institutional Effectiveness?

Assessment Plans and Assessment Reports. These expectations can be met by
instituting a regular review process for all academic programs and administrative and educational
support services. Bach academic program would need to develop or revise an Assessment Plan.
The Assessment Plan would identify program objectives, program outcomes (including learning
outcomes for academic programs) and methods of measuring the outcomes. Once assessment
plans are developed, programs would need to begin following the plans, by collecting data,
evaluating the results, and writing Assessment Reports, probably on an annual or biennial cycle.
The Assessment Reports will document how the results of the assessment are used to improve
programs. : '



How would the Assessment Plans differ from the previous IE plans?

In a lot of ways assessment plans would be similar to the previous IE plans. Academic
programs would be expected report program outcomes and measures for evaluating the
outcomes.

- We expect four main differences:

* EBvery academic program would articulate program and student learning outcomes
developed by faculty in the program and approved by the department and college.

e There would be more focus on direct measures of student learning.

e Assessment reports would do a more thorough job of documenting how assessment is
used to improve the quality of academic programs. :

¢ The assessment process would be more integrated into the way deans and the
administration evaluate academic units.

What are SACS expectations regarding Quality Enhancement Plans?

The basic idea is that instead of the former self-studies that SACS required during each
accreditation cycle, that institutions will now instead engage in a university-wide project directly
related to improving student learning.

Texas A&M’s revised QEP—designed to focus on improving undergraduate research and
1nqu1ry—based learning—is appropriate as such a project. It is separate from the Institutional

Effectiveness process, though it could contribute to it.

It’s not clear yet, what SACS expects when an institution gets around to its second
QEP-—which TAMU will be the first to do.

How do we expect Texas A&M to meet the expectations for Quality Enhancement Plans?
We are on track with the new, revised QEP under the l-eadership of Martyn Gunn.
How will this all be managed?
The Office of Institutional Assessment that will report through Paul Meyer to Bill Perry
will have the primary responsibility for coordinating and supporting the Institutional

Effectiveness Process, QEP, and other required institutional assessments. Disciplinary
accreditation will continue to be done within the appropriate units.



