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Preface

The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Commission on Colleges, recently revised the
reaffirmation of accreditation process. The revised process reflects the Commission’s commitment to
enhancing excellence in higher education and to the belief that the purpose of higher education is to
facilitate student learning. The revised reaffirmation process consists of two distinct components:
Compliance Certification and the Quality Enhancement Plan. Cleveland State Community College
(CISCC) submitted its Compliance Certification in August 2003, and presents in this paper its Quality
Enhancement Plan (QEP).

To minimize distraction from the QEP, CISCC is not describing the campus or student body in the plan, or
otherwise orienting the reader to the college. Instead, a brief description has been included in the
“Summary Report”, provided under separate cover. For further descriptions of CISCC, the reader may
refer to the college website at http//www.clevelandstatecc.edu.

For information or assistance with this report, contact the institutional accreditation liaison, David Watts,
telephone (423)478-6204, or email dwatts@clevelandstatecc.edu .
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Description of the QEP Topic

“A Method is a Means to an End, not Itself an End.”

The topic for the QEP for Cleveland State Community College is “Student Involvement: A Key to
Learning.” This topic arose from lengthy discussions among college constituencies, an analysis of
institutional data, and a review of the literature on issues of quality, retention, teaching and learning, and
student involvement covering a 24-month period beginning in 2002. An initial topic of concern was
student retention, but as internal discussions and literature review progressed, the college developed a more
focused topic to address student learning issues.

In 2002, in the infancy of the QEP, CISCC developed four principal areas that the QEP might explore:

e improving faculty development programs, especially for new faculty

e analyzing success rates in high enrollment and general education courses, and initiating strategies to
improve student success rates in those courses

e reviewing and strengthening programs to facilitate enrollment and promote success of African-
American students

e focusing on success rates of students in Developmental Studies courses.

CISCC considered these areas to be important in facilitating student learning, but as the focus of the QEP
narrowed and as additional instructions were received from the Commission, it became clear that these
topics were not learning outcomes but were contributors to student learning. However, it has been possible
to retain the work done in these four areas by adding flexibility to the QEP, pulling them together in
support of a central objective of enhancing student success by creating an environment in which students
would come to share more ownership in their learning; i.e., “Student Involvement. " It logically follows
that retention will be expected to improve because students will be learning and developing more
persistence in completing their educational objectives at CISCC.

Student involvement can include many activities, but the central theme promotes the concept that students
will be more involved in and assume more responsibility for their learning. Evaluation of their learning
will be difficult and will include direct measures as well as inferential indicators. CISCC will not attempt
to mandate any student involvement strategies upon the faculty, recognizing that subject matter differs
widely, students learn in different ways, and that individual faculty members have unique expertise and
talent. Rather, the broader college community of scholars and learners will be invited to share the learning
experience and to find new methods of working together. The QEP will provide a plan to implement
student involvement strategies and assessment methods already agreed upon, offer time-tables for
implementation, and provide ideas for further advancement of student learning in a continuously improving
learning environment.

It is important that the topic be considered within the context of its two components: Student Involvement
and Student Learning. Student Involvement is a method or process but is not the ultimate objective of the
QEP. CISCC intends to initiate appropriate student involvement strategies in order to achieve the desired
end of enhancing student learning. Thus, for at least the next five years, the focus will be on inventorying,
sharing, discussing, and implementing student involvement strategies and documenting effects of these
strategies on student learning. At some point in the future, CISCC will decide that student involvement has
become sufficiently absorbed into the college culture. The college will then consider a new focus, but it
will not abandon student learning as the central objective. That is, the topic for any future QEP will



continue to address student learning, whatever the currently applied strategy or method, in the distant
future.

Importance of the Topic

The committee believes that involving students in learning, particularly for the community college student,
means going beyond the traditional definitions of involvement (e.g., student organizations and
extracurricular activities) and includes behaviors, such as time on task and interaction with faculty.

Cleveland State Community College develops operational and strategic goals to promote its stated Mission.
Students and their success are at the heart of the Mission, and improvements that promote student success
are highly desired. With a long record of positive performance on many general indicators or inferences of
student learning, CISCC can better document sufficient student learning outcomes. The college has
demonstrated effective administrative and instructional processes, but it has not focused on identifying and
documenting why or how students seem to be learning while attending the institution. Interactions between
teaching and learning have not been addressed in a way that could stimulate improvements in the
curriculum. In addition, longitudinal demographic data indicate that the student population is gradually
changing, presenting increasing challenges to CISCC in both learning and teaching.

The natural tendency in public higher education has traditionally been to focus on maintaining healthy
enrollments. Learning was assumed to be occurring if enrollments were strong. Retention and graduation
rates of students were of lesser importance since funding was based on full-time equivalent enrollment
(FTE) for fall semester. More recent thought says that student success and the overall health of the
institution would benefit from positive interventions in student learning and increased student dedication to
task completion. As CISCC enrollments leveled in the past few years—impacted by rising tuition costs,
macroeconomic conditions, declining public funding, competition, educational under-preparedness, and a
host of other environmental concerns—CISCC has become more attuned to what makes enrollments work
and finding better ways of serving students and the community. The QEP provides a great and well-timed
opportunity for the institution to redirect and refocus upon its chartered purpose; i.e., enhanced student
learning and success will not only fulfill the college’s mission, but it will also contribute to healthy
enrollments and increased resources to better serve the students.

Rationale for Topic Selection

While the annual Report Card for CISCC, released annually by the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR),
shows many areas of strength, CISCC is not at the top of Tennessee community college comparisons in
important indicators of student learning and success, namely, retention and persistence to graduation.
While these measures are not the only indicators of institutional performance and student learning, they do
provide a valuable starting point for examining institutional practices and discussion as to how the college
may improve.

Early into the QEP process, CISCC believed that retention was a strong indicator of student learning. As
discussion and analysis continued, it was projected that retention would also be strongly related to the
degree to which students were involved in their learning. Student involvement, student learning, and
retention played heavily in discussions of a possible QEP topic.

Relevant information to support the importance of the topic includes:



College Mission

The mission statement for Cleveland State Community College clearly supports a shared intent
to meet educational and workforce development needs of the individual and the communities
within the service area. While single-term and single-course students can and should be served
within the framework of the mission, the greatest success will come only if substantial numbers
of students successfully complete programs of study involving progression of orderly courses
over a period of several semesters.

Therefore, student retention and progression to graduation are inherent components of the
Mission. CISCC is, therefore, obligated to develop and implement successful and continuous
retention strategies and assessment activities. The vision of the College is consistent with the
relationship between student involvement, student learning, and retention. The complete
mission statement for Cleveland State Community College is found in the 2003-2004 Catalog,
or from the college’s website:
http://www.clscc.cc.tn.us/plan_effect/mission_of the college.htm).

Strategic Goals

Enrollment enhancement is prominent among CISCC’s strategic goals. This is not only
because of funding implications but because the college cannot fulfill its mission unless it has
students. CISCC must have a substantial influx of new students and a successful record in
retaining those students through multiple semesters until they can meet their learning
objectives, as prescribed in the mission.

Strategic goals are general statements that serve to guide other aspects of institutional planning.
At least four of the current CISCC strategic goals (1, 5, 7, 9) provide language that directly or
indirectly relates to retaining students through effective learning and engagement strategies in
both academic affairs and student services. More information regarding the college’s strategic
plan is available from the CISCC website:

( http://www.clscc.cc.tn.us/plan_effect/strategic_plan.htm ).

Fall-to-Fall Retention Rates

One aspect of the many interrelated facets of student learning is the rate of first-time degree-
seeking students returning from their initial Fall term to the immediately following Fall term.
If students are not successful in their coursework, or if they have a bad experience at CISCC,
they may not return. Also, CISCC students have several opportunities to choose enrollment at
other institutions following initial enrollment if they do not perceive that their continued
enrollment at CISCC is meeting their objectives. Surely, there are many reasons for students
not to return to school, but CISCC has to take the position that improvements in student
involvement and resultant student learning will improve retention.

Transfer always presents tracking problems for retention studies. This presents less of a
problem for CISCC because the Tennessee Higher Education Commission (THEC) has
developed a limited tracking program that credits the initial institution with successful retention
even if a student registers at another public institution of higher education in Tennessee. Using
THEC data, institutions can more accurately determine actual retention rates, and institutions



can more accurately compare their success in retaining students with similar institutions in the
state.

A ten-year database reveals a rather consistent retention rate for state two-year institutions,
lower in 1991-93, but virtually unchanged in the remainder of the decade. CISCC also noted
declining retention in the 1991-93 period, but the pattern since then has been more erratic than
in comparable institutions. For example, Fall 1999 to Fall 2000 retention among two-year
state institutions changed only 0.03 percent (decline) while CISCC’s retention rate dropped
6.54%. The previous year, CISCC’s retention rate improved 6.73%, and the state average
increased only 0.71%. A report of recent retention data is shown in Appendix 1.

The data do not suggest that CISCC’s retention rate significantly differs from the state average
over the past ten years, but that CISCC presents a rather unsettled annual fluctuation.

Fall-to-Spring Retention of Students by Hours Enrolled

Fall-to-Spring retention rates are expectedly higher than Fall-to-Fall, especially for students
who have larger class loads:

Course Load Enrolled 01F Re-Enrolled 02S % Retained

1 to 3 hours 478 190 40%
4 to 8 hours 641 414 65%
9to 11 hours 307 227 74%
12+ hours 1612 1190 74%

3038 2021 66%

Given that part-time students often have “stop-out” enrollment patterns instead of “drop-out,” it
is still important to view part-time students as more vulnerable to non-completion of
educational programs. The foundational assumption of the QEP is that if students are more
involved in their respective disciplines, coursework, and learning communities, then it is more
likely that student learning, and also retention rates, will improve. This would compound the
benefits by leading to more persistence toward degrees and a projected improvement to the
economy of the service area. The QEP will not limit its focus of student involvement toward
courses in which full-time students concentrate (e.g., general education core), but it will assume
that all courses and academic/student support services need improved engagement strategies to
enhance student learning.

Developmental Student Success

Recent CISCC data, shown below, indicate that students who remove academic deficiencies
through appropriate courses in developmental studies earn lower grades in college-level
courses, in comparison with their peers who entered college level courses without deficiencies.



Developmental students may, therefore, be at greater risk for dropping out or experiencing
academic difficulty throughout their college careers, even after completing prerequisite
developmental courses. For example:

Composition:

Students w/o Writing Deficiency Avg. GPA in Composition I
Fall 2000 2.88
Fall 2001 2.73
Fall 2002 2.78
Students Required to Take DSPW 0800 Avg. GPA in Composition I
Fall 2000 2.54
Fall 2001 1.72
Fall 2002 2.44

Mathematics:

Students w/o Math Deficiency Avg. GPA in Entry Level Math
Fall 2000 2.74
Fall 2001 2.62
Fall 2002 2.73
Students Required to Take
DSPM 0800/0850 Avg. GPA in Entry Level Math
Fall 2000 2.38
Fall 2001 2.45
Fall 2002 2.81

Long-term curricular and/or academic support measures and student engagement initiatives that
may enhance student learning and student success are justified to ensure that all students can
have similar expectations of success in entry level general education courses.

Graduation and General Education Competency Data

The most recent six-year graduation rate for the CISCC freshman cohort was 26 percent.
Graduate performance on external general education competency tests has been excellent,
exceeding the 54" national percentile, but there was a slight decline compared to the previous
year. Further details on these indicators are found in the Implementation Plan.

High Enrollment Courses

Using Fall 2001 enrollment data, the Quality Enhancement Committee (QEC) identified 20
courses having the highest enrollment. These courses included developmental courses and
regular credit courses required to fulfill general education requirements for degrees. In
addition, the committee examined grade distribution in these courses, withdrawal rates, insights
from instructors regarding withdrawal and failure rates, and methods of course delivery
(traditional course, video, or WWW).
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On the whole, withdrawal rates in alternative delivery courses (including those taught by
WWW and video) are greater than in traditional courses. However, video course delivery
appeared to meet the needs of some students. Also, regardless of course delivery, students
typically experience more difficulty in math and science courses as opposed to other general
education courses. In developmental classes, students are more likely to withdraw or earn less
than a passing grade in developmental mathematics taught by independent study (lab) or video
instruction.

Survey Results

CISCC will continue to administer a variety of surveys to assess and document student
satisfaction with the institution, its programs, and its promotion of learning opportunities
among students. While results have been generally favorable overall, there are indications that
the QEP, with a focus on promoting student involvement in learning, could improve student
success and heighten satisfaction as expressed by students in the future.

In the most recent Enrolled Student Survey (2000-01), students reported an 80% positive rating
of the manner in which they were challenged through activities that could be classified as
student involvement best practices (e.g., use of the Internet, explaining concepts to other
students, overall learning experience, and library usage). Lower ratings were seen in defining
and solving problems, understanding global environments, working in groups, appreciation of
diversity, and advisement services. The latter measures focus more directly upon “learning”
issues. Conversely, the best ratings came in job preparation, preparation for transfer, quality of
faculty, quality of instruction, and other “teaching” measures. CISCC concludes that students
would be more successful and satisfied if they were more engaged in their learning
responsibilities. The QEP is a way to enhance learning within the current student view that
instruction and the faculty are strong components of the institution. The role of the Enrolled
Student Survey in the QEP is presented in the Implementation Plan, with reference to appended
data.

As students go on to other things beyond graduation from CISCC, their views of their
experiences at CISCC could change. Their evaluation of the college after they get into the
workforce or university could reveal CISCC strengths and weaknesses not discernable while
they were enrolled. Therefore, an Alumni Survey is requested of graduates two years after they
leave CISCC. The survey questions are similar to those on the Enrolled Student Survey. On
the most recent Alumni Survey (2001-02), respondents supported views of enrolled students,
rating instruction, and academic quality higher than a variety of indicators aligned with
learning. Again, CISCC sees the QEP as an important measure to more effectively focus the
institution on student involvement and learning so that students’ long-term success and self-
confidence in their abilities will be enhanced. The role of the Alumni Survey in the QEP is
presented in the Implementation Plan, with reference to appended data.

CISCC administers the ACT Faces of the Future survey to enrolled students. This survey
focuses upon reasons students selected CISCC, their motivations for continuing, their interest in
learning, and difficulties they encounter trying to balance college, jobs, and homes. CISCC
believes it can best provide student involvement and engagement activities if it understands the
student situation. Learning is better pursued if activities are appropriate for students enrolled at
CISCC. The study revealed that CISCC students are motivated more by their employment
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interests and security than by learning issues. Students are well satisfied with instruction and
the college, but there is the indication that they are not fully attuned to the subtle distinction
between teaching and learning. The role of the Faces of the Future survey in the QEP is
presented in the Implementation Plan, with reference to appended data.

The Student Senate sponsored the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) in Spring
2003 to provide student perspectives on CISCC and to assist in the QEP. The survey contains
over 100 items to determine student expectations, importance of programs and services,
institutional effectiveness, institutional commitment to students, and overall satisfaction. In
support of other survey findings (e.g., ESS and FOF, above), the survey found students
generally satisfied with CISCC and its faculty and staff. Also, the survey confirmed that
motivation for students concentrates on job skills and preparation for the future, with lesser
significance shared for communication, diversity, teamwork, critical thinking, and other factors
that educators might view as essential to a learned society. The role of the SSI in the QEP is
presented in the Implementation Plan, with reference to appended data.

Mission and Purpose of the QEP

The QEP is a plan, not a completed event. The importance of the topic has been addressed through
significant and thoroughly considered rationale. CISCC identified student involvement as a primary
method for enhancing student learning and overall institutional improvement. Further steps included
the development of a QEP mission and a local definition of student learning that is relevant to student
involvement, giving consideration to the institutional context and relevant professional literature and
research. Later work led to an implementation and evaluation plan.

The QEP facilitates reflection upon philosophy of teaching, teaching/learning experiences and their
effect, role of the student in the learning process, and methods for assessing expected learning
outcomes. The mission of the QEP, entitled “Student Involvement: A Key to Learning,” is to enhance
student learning through student involvement activities, to document changes in learning outcomes, and to
focus the institution on the concept that improving student involvement enhances student learning.

Student Learning and Student Involvement Defined

Student learning must be relevant to Cleveland State Community College pursuant to projected state
requirements and planning objectives. Therefore, student learning will also be described, if not partially
defined, by changes in performance outcomes for the student population at large. Critical thinking skills,
general education competencies, exit examination scores, graduation and retention rates, job placement,
and survey results are included in this broad category of inferential student learning appropriate for CISCC.

Specific student learning outcomes and assessment measures of outcomes are incorporated on master
syllabi for every course offered by Cleveland State Community College. To strengthen the connection
between those outcomes and specific student learning strategies, Cleveland State has established a common
definition of student involvement and student learning that will be further communicated to all faculty and
staff through presentations at Fall 2004 In-service, the QEP Newsletter, and various other campus
activities. The definitions for Student Involvement and Student Learning, refined from the QEP, are listed
below. These will be further reinforced through faculty and staff development activities in year one of the
plan.
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Student Involvement, a primary method for enhancing student learning, is the time, effort,
and energy expended by students in their educational experience.

Student Learning is changes in students’ knowledge, skills, behaviors, and/or values that
may be attributable to their experiences at Cleveland State Community College.

Chart 1 reflects the various instruments/measures that CSCC will utilize to assess the impact of student
involvement strategies on student learning.
Chart 1

Evidence of
Student Learning | Specified Learning Strategies and Assessments
or Outcomes
Knowledge

Classroom Assignments

Group Projects

Student Papers

Exams

Oral Presentations

ACT Academic Profile

California Critical Thinking & Skills Test
Major Field Test for AAS graduates (ex-NCLEX-
RN)

Employer Survey

0. Alumni Survey

Classroom Assignments

Group Projects

Co-op Experiences

Exams

Employer Survey

Alumni Survey

Group Projects

Oral Presentations

CCSSE

Employer Survey

Alumni Survey

Classroom Assignments/ Group Work relating
course material to Current Events

Faces of the Future

CCSSE

Student Satisfaction Inventory

Employer Survey

Enrolled Student Survey

e N N

Skills

AN o

Behaviors

Nk W=

—_—

Values

SNk

Student grades are preserved in the formula for assessing changes in student learning. Course grades are
considered vital to students as the defining standard of transfer institutions and employers. However, it is
critical that faculty consider any single evaluation, especially grades, as an unlikely final determiner of
student learning. It is, therefore, acceptable that student grades reflect learning, but it is anticipated that as
the QEP culture is established, multiple assessments of learning through student involvement will become
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more prevalent in the assignment of course grades. Until such time as course grades lose their traditional
importance among higher education institutions, multiple assessments of learning that result in a grade will
increase confidence that student grades accurately reflect learning.

Review of the Literature

Evidence of Quality

Bogue and Saunders facilitate our understanding of the various means of assessing quality in higher
education and the limitations of each approach. Pascarella contributes to this discussion. He examines
the limitations of two current modes of assessing quality: reputation and resources model and the
student/alumni approach. Furthermore, he explores the positive contribution of a third approach,
which focuses on educational practices and processes. Pascarella concludes as follows:

“I argue that the resources/reputation approach, which uses proxy variables of

questionable validity, and the alumni outcomes approach, which may simply reflect
institutional recruitment practices, are fundamentally flawed as methodologies for identifying
institutional excellence. I further maintain that the effective educational practices approach is a
major step forward.” (23)

Kuh emphasizes the perspective of students and discusses the benefits of assessing students’
perception of their collegiate experience. He asserts that “without knowing how students spend their
time, for example, it’s almost impossible to link student learning outcomes to the educational activities
and processes associated with them” (15).

One of the more effective ways of presenting institutional effectiveness and learning outcomes has been
defined and structured by James O. Nichols. His method conveys the advantages of clearly documenting
logical steps toward closing the assessment loop, roughly restated as:

Stated outcomes

Methods of measuring

Expected results

Actual Results

Implementation toward improvement

According to Kay McClenney, quality and student success are one and the same for community
colleges. She offers four criteria to examine when assessing quality in community colleges:

1) Define clear, high, and public expectations for student learning. These expectations
should define what students could do when they complete their course or program of
study.

2) The quality of student learning is the evidence of institutional quality.

3) Real quality always seeks to improve upon itself.

4) Improving quality requires that we refocus on what is known about best practices in

teaching and learning.
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Retention

Tinto provided insight into student attrition. He observes that students may drop out of college due to
academic failure, or they may voluntarily withdraw related to personal reasons. Tinto states, “As a
national phenomenon, attrition has been a surprisingly stable feature of higher educational enterprise.
It is unlikely to be significantly altered without some massive changes in both the structure and
functioning of higher education in the United States “ (693). He emphasizes the positive impact of
faculty-student interaction on students completing their education. This assertion is supported by
research of Chickering and Gamson, as well as by Glennen, Farren, and Vowell.

Schmid and Abell examine “...demographic characteristics, study patterns, and campus involvement
factors...” that the literature indicates places students at increased risk of not completing their program
of study (1). They state, “Students who participate in study groups, speak with faculty outside class
and participate in school clubs are more likely to complete their program of study at both two-and
four-year colleges. Non-persisters differ from persisters in that they do not successfully integrate
themselves into college” (12). Similarly, Stovall asserts that students who experience a greater sense
of integration into the college life are more likely to persist to graduation.

Levitz and Noel discuss the relationship between student retention (retention rates) and student
success. They state that student retention is indicative of student success and satisfaction. More
specifically, they state, “Successful retention management begins with consciously making the areas of
student learning, growth and development the operating priorities for your institution” (149).

Teaching and Learning

O’Brien differentiates between the role of the faculty and the role of the student in an institution of
higher education. He states, “Teaching and research are things that faculty do; learning is what
students do” (95). In addition, O’Brien discusses the potential positive impact of implementing a core
curriculum and utilizing cohort learning groups.

According to Bligh the most common instructional method used by faculty in the United States when
teaching adult students is lecturing. He asserts that lectures are an effective method of transmitting
information and discusses strategies to improve the effectiveness of the lecture. However, he observes
that even though lectures are an effective means of the instructor conveying information or content to
students, lectures are not as effective as discussion in promoting students to think.

Weimer approaches the discussion on teaching and learning from the perspective of focusing on
learning as opposed to focusing on either students or the teacher. She states,

“Being learner centered focuses attention squarely on learning;
what the student is learning, how the student is learning, the
conditions under which the student is learning, whether the
student is retaining and applying the learning, and how

current learning positions the student for future learning.”
(Weimer xvi).

Vella focuses on the concept of learning tasks, which integrate instruction of content and application.
Vella defines a learning task as follows: “A learning task is an open question put to learners who have
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all the resources they need to respond. The open question in the learning task is the heart of the matter,
inviting critical thinking, demanding reflection, stimulating creativity” (9).

Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences brings another dimension to the discussion of teaching and
learning. This theory expands the definition of intelligence beyond the principal logical-mathematical
basis of standard IQ tests. He states, “An intelligence is the ability to solve problems, or to create
products, that are valued within one or more cultural settings...”. In Multiple Intelligences: The
Theory in Practice, he discusses possible ways of applying the theory of multiple intelligences to
facilitate learning. Gardner believes that “all normal individuals possess each of these skills to some
extent; individuals differ in the degree of skill and in the nature of their combination (15).

Mollan-Masters uses Gardner’s theory of multiple intelligences as a basis for You Are Smarter Than
You Think. This book is designed to assist students in identifying their preferred learning style and
how to use their preferred learning style to study more effectively and efficiently. Thus, the goal of
this workbook is to engage students in the task of learning.

Stovall also approaches the idea of engaging students in the learning process using a different
approach. She examines the effect of a student success course on both grade point average and
retention. This student success course is designed to help “students explore their own learning stages
and styles” (49). In addition, the course assists students in “...learning how memory works and the
importance of organizing information and storing it according to how each one of us learns” (49).

Another perspective on teaching and learning is Palmer’s ideas of a subject-centered classroom.
Specifically, he argues that

“...perhaps the classroom should be neither teacher-centered
nor student centered. Modeled on the community of truth,
this is a classroom in which teacher and students alike are
focused on a great thing, a classroom in which the best
features of teacher and student-centered education are
merged and transcended by putting not teacher, not student,
but subject at the center of our attention.” (116)

In addition, Palmer provides examples of how different instructors with their different personalities
and gifts facilitate learning by helping students connect with the subject, noting that there is no one
right way to achieve this connection. Furthermore, he stresses the role of the teacher is to help students
learn how to think when studying various subjects, which is consistent with Gardner’s belief that
critical thinking skills are domain or discipline specific.

Other researchers use personality theory and the principles of temperament to facilitate the teacher’s
ability to communicate with students. In Effective Teaching, Effective Learning, the authors state,

“According to temperament and personality type theories, people learn and teach differently
because they are different. It is important that teachers understand that there is a wide range of
acceptable behaviors.” (3)



16

Student Involvement

The major themes of the report published by the Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence
in American Higher Education in 1984 are as follows: “...that student involvement is the key to
learning; that learning is most effectively conducted as a joint enterprise, and that higher learning pays
its greatest dividends when it serves to inform intelligent action in our society and economy” (x). This
work explores the scope and impact of higher education, the conditions of excellence in higher
education, which include recommendations to increase student involvement, recommendations for
achieving the expected educational outcomes of higher education, and recommendations for
assessment and feedback. This report defines student involvement as the amount of time, energy, and
effort devoted to learning. Furthermore, the report states,

“There is now a great deal of research evidence to suggest that the more time and effort
students invest in the learning process and the more intensely they engage in their own
education, the greater will be their growth and achievement, their satisfaction with their
educational experiences, and their persistence in college, and the more likely they are to
continue their learning.” (17)

Student involvement is, by the nature of community college, difficult to achieve at most two-year
institutions. A 1995-96 study by Educational Testing Service showed that community college students
were less likely to participate in college life than were students at public four-year colleges. According
to this study, more than three quarters of four-year students participated in study groups as compared
with less than half of their two-year college counterparts. Also, only eighteen percent of students at
community colleges participated in student clubs and organizations, as compared with almost half of
students at four-year colleges. In terms of faculty interaction, fewer community college students
reported speaking with faculty outside of class (69%) than did students at four-year colleges (85%).

Since most community colleges are commuter colleges, the work of Tinto uses classrooms as a
learning community in a community college setting. Tinto examines the effect of this type of learning
community on student learning and persistence and reports that “the students reported that they learned
concepts better by seeing them presented from perspectives that crossed content areas and found
deeper appreciation of the many ways in which knowledge is created” (612). In addition, students
participating in the learning community had a more favorable perception of college and, thus,
experienced a higher rate of persistence.

Another method of promoting student engagement is broadly cast as “Service Learning.” An example of
how service learning can be a powerful engagement practice is seen at Benedict College in Columbia,
South Carolina. A report from the Division of Student Affairs office indicates that Benedict has a well-
organized service to place students, collect documentation of participation, and to support participants.

One of the best-known champions of student learning through improved engagement is Terry
O’Banion. His signature work on the topic, 4 Learning College for the 21" Century, gives
unqualified support to the concept that students will learn more if they are given choices and
assume a greater role in their own learning. His five key principles to establishing a learning
college provide comprehensive coverage. In Principle Five, he observes that measuring and
documenting learning will largely determine when an institution can know it has become a learning
community.
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There are two instruments that conceptually link student involvement with learning and retention.
These instruments are the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) and the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE). According to McClenney, the CCSSE is based on
research that says the more engaged students are, the more likely they are to learn and continue their
enrollment. CCSSE research provides five benchmarks for comparing community colleges’
performance. These benchmarks are active and collaborative learning, student effort, academic
challenge, student-faculty interaction, and support for learners. In the 2003 report “Engaging
Community Colleges: National Benchmarks of Quality,” several key findings related to these five
benchmarks are reported, including

Active and Collaborative Learning

Sixty-four percent of student surveyed reported that they asked questions or contributed
to class discussions often or very often.

Forty-eight percent of students worked with students on projects during class often or
very often, but only twenty-one percent did so outside of class.

Forty-seven percent of students never discussed ideas from their readings or classes.

Student Effort

Fifty-one percent of students indicated that they often or very often prepared more than
one draft of a paper or assignment before they submitted it.

Seventy percent of students indicated that their college encouraged them to spend
significant amounts of time studying, but two-thirds of students reported spending ten or fewer
hours preparing for class each week.

Academic Challenge

Almost one-third of full-time students reported that they had written four or fewer
papers or reports of any length during the 2003 academic year.

Approximately the same number of respondents indicated that they often or very often
used e-mail to communicate with an instructor.

Sixty-seven percent of students identified their exams as relatively to extremely
challenging.

Student-Faculty Interaction
Fifty-seven percent of students stated that they often or very often received prompt
feedback from their instructors regarding their performance.

Support for Learners

Seventy percent of students said that their college provided the support they need to
succeed.

Less than half of students who responded reported that their college provided the
financial support they needed to afford to attend college.

The CCSSE is becoming increasingly popular as a means of assessing levels of student engagement and
learning. John Brame, Director of Planning and Institutional Research at Surry Community College,
convincingly writes in an internal newsletter that CCSSE is a useful way to monitor student involvement in
the pursuit of their institution’s QEP. And, in a recent issue of the Community College Times, Mike
Larose praised CCSSE for providing indispensable benchmarks to community colleges interested in
promoting student involvement as a force in enhancing student learning.



18

J. R.Young provides similar support for CCSSE in an article appearing in the Chronicle of Higher
Education. Young reported on studies from the CCSSE indicating that students in different majors require
different engagement strategies; that women are generally more engaged in their learning responsibilities
than men; that athletes tend to be as engaged or more so than non-athletes; and that technology can have a
great impact on student engagement (e.g., through the Internet).

Summary

Regardless of the specific point of view, the unifying theme of the various authors on the subject of
teaching and learning is that the role of the student is active, and there is a strong relationship between
student involvement and student learning. For an institution such as Cleveland State Community
College, the concept of student involvement is a bold and exciting prospect. It is imaginative, yet
surprisingly simple to grasp. It requires minimal financial investment since most of the necessary
resources are currently available. On the other hand, this QEP stimulates the faculty to reflect on their
philosophy of teaching, the teaching/learning experiences incorporated in the courses they teach, the
role of the student in the learning process, and the methods they utilize to assess expected learning
outcomes.

This section has reviewed literature and examples of best practices in institutional quality, student
retention, teaching and learning, and student involvement. Examination of relevant research and
literature helps to make a connection between these four areas. As calls for accountability of
institutions of higher education increase, the need for institutions to clearly define quality become
more important. For community colleges, quality may best be described in terms of student learning
outcomes, which are impacted by the levels to which students are involved in their educational
experience. Greater levels of involvement are positively correlated with increased student success and
persistence.

Campus Involvement and Development of the QEP Topic

The SACS Leadership Team

During 2001, Cleveland State Community College learned that it would be one of the first colleges to
undergo reaffirmation of accreditation using the revised Principles, which were still being developed by the
SACS-COC. Even though the specific requirements for the QEP were continuing to evolve, Cleveland
State Community College realized it would not have adequate time to develop a topic and gain widespread
support among faculty and staff if it waited for the final guidelines, expected in 2003.

Because of this belief, the SACS Leadership Team was assembled in 2001, immediately after SACS-COC
notification was received. Two full-time academic personnel assumed co-chair positions for the Team,
with all vice-presidents serving as team members. The assistant vice president for planning and
effectiveness (who was also the SACS-COC accreditation liaison) was included, and the president of the
institution also served. The SACS Leadership Team thus provided diversity and representation of all
campus activities through participation of highly qualified and experienced personnel.

The SACS Leadership Team has met numerous times since 2001. It will conclude its service and be
dissolved upon the reaffirmation decision by SACS-COC in December 2004. Complete agendas and
minutes of all meetings have been maintained and distributed. Further information on the mission and
structure of the SACS Leadership Team is provided in Appendix 2.
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The Quality Enhancement Committee

The Leadership Team recognized the immediate need for an early start on the QEP and organized the
Quality Enhancement Committee (QEC) in January 2002. Membership on the QEC was selected by the
SACS Leadership Team to represent areas of the institution that would be most impacted by an academic
and academic support QEP, as was indicated in early guidelines from the SACS-COC. Members of the
QEC were also selected on the basis of proven campus leadership abilities, qualifications, and experience.
Co-chair positions were balanced with a director in student services and a full-time faculty member. Other
members included an academic dean, three additional faculty members, an off-campus site director, and the
assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness.

The Leadership Team recognized that the Quality Enhancement Plan, while initiated upon the SACS-COC
mandate, would become a long-term commitment for CISCC. Therefore, there has been a continuous
attempt by college leadership to maintain a distinction between immediate needs of reaffirmation effort and
long-term, continuous institutional strategic planning and effectiveness. To that end, the president
established the Quality Enhancement Committee as a standing college committee, with no stated
relationship to the SACS-COC reaffirmation process after the SACS Leadership Team is dissolved upon
institutional reaffirmation. Therefore, the Quality Enhancement Committee will continue to function long
after reaffirmation has been awarded. This will insure that institutional focus, planning, and resource
allocation for the QEP topic will endure until the institution sees a need to change the topic. Student
learning, however, will continue to guide any developing topics.

Since it was assembled in January 2002, the Quality Enhancement Committee has met regularly, and
complete agendas and minutes have been maintained. The QEC engaged in discussion, literature review,
data analysis, and other activities relating to topic selection and process. Student retention and student
success emerged as possible topics almost immediately, with consensus that the QEP process provided an
opportunity for the college to work for improvements in these areas. How to do this and how to focus upon
learning emerged more gradually, developing over 2002 and early 2003, following additional discussions,
readings, and updates from SACS-COC on the emerging QEP process. Full agreement of the Quality
Enhancement Committee to narrow the topic to “Student Involvement: A Key to Learning” was
unanimously approved by the SACS Leadership Team in Fall 2003.

Further information on the mission and structure of the Quality Enhancement Committee is provided in
Appendix 2.

Involving and Informing College Constituencies

The 2002-03 academic year began with a campus-wide “QEP Update” during Fall Convocation/In-service.
Later in the fall semester, “Implementation Groups” were formed for each of four initially identified focus
areas for possible QEP action in support of student retention and success. In total, these groups included 50
faculty, staff, and student members, with the respective groups agreeing to work during the remainder of
the 2002-03 academic year to develop activities related to their respective areas of focus. The Quality
Enhancement Committee maintained close contact with the Implementation Groups and continued with
regularly scheduled meetings to maintain momentum. A summary report of group activity was prepared in
June 2003 and presented to a second half-day update session for all faculty and staff during the Fall 2003
In-service program.
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During early Fall 2003, the QEC and the Leadership Team agreed upon a central theme that would meet
identified needs for CISCC and would enhance student learning through realistic and measurable activities.
Thus, the QEP topic acquired its distinctive title, “Student Involvement: A Key to Learning.” There was
consensus support that this topic would embrace the idea of students becoming more engaged in the
learning process and that students would, therefore, devote more time and energy into their own learning.
The tie to retention was clear in that, without effective learning strategies and outcomes, many students
would not be returning to CISCC.

Throughout the process, the SACS Leadership Team worked closely to support needs of the Quality
Enhancement Committee. The Team developed a web page to keep all constituencies informed of
reaffirmation efforts. The web page has been closely monitored and kept up-to-date.
http://www.clevelandstatecc.edu/sacs/QEP/reaf int 5_gep.htm

To insure that all faculty and academic support personnel understand the implications for the QEP effort,
members of the Quality Enhancement Committee made special presentations to the Faculty Senate, the
Student Senate, Faculty Development Committee, each academic department, Student Services Directors,
the Staff Senate, and the Academic Council. Students were informed of reaftirmation activity through the
Student Senate and institutional announcements. Further support and discussion will continue with
additional meetings of faculty, students, and staff, progressing into the Spring 2004 semester and into the
long-term future of the college. As the SACS-COC reaffirmation process concludes in 2004, it is the
intention to maintain the QEP interest and enthusiasm for the duration of the current plan.

In October 2003, a joint meeting was held for the four Implementation Groups organized by the Quality
Enhancement Committee. The QEC presented the unifying focus on student involvement and the positive
effects it could have on student learning and success. Group members were invited to refocus their efforts
toward the newly selected QEP topic and to discuss better ways of engaging the entire campus in the QEP
effort.

Part of the QEC’s discussions in the latter part of 2003 was devoted to identifying consultants who will
serve on the On-Site Review Committee, pursuant to allowances made by the SACS-COC in the recently
released Handbook for Reaffirmation of Accreditation. Recommendations have been made to the SACS-
COC, and it is expected that these experts will provide valuable assistance as CISCC modifies and flexes its
QEP to meet changing environmental needs.

A new assessment model, a computerized “Unit Assessment Plan” (UAP), was developed as the
reaffirmation process began. It was designed not just for reaffirmation but also for a long-term process of
documenting institutional effectiveness for all college operations. The process has literally touched every
person working for CISCC, with each functional unit’s manager annually reporting objectives, measures,
results, and implementation of results. The UAP model is now being applied to the QEP, and it has greatly
expanded involvement of personnel because of its interactivity and dependence upon faculty and staff
input.

To further enhance campus and community awareness of the QEP, the Marketing and Public Relations
Office has developed and distributed a brochure to promote awareness and total college commitment to the
QEP (Appendix 3). Copies were widely circulated among faculty (full-time and adjunct), students, staff,
and administrators. Externally, the college has issued a press release to area newspapers to inform the
larger community of the QEP and its student learning initiatives soon to be adopted by CISCC. Marketing
and Public Relations also will work with the QEC to publish promotional posters, and a periodic QEP
Newsletter to help maintain momentum and provide updates on QEP progress.
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Goals of the QEP

The QEP is a plan, not a completed project. As implementation begins, the College has done much
research and spent many hours discussing desirable goals for the effort. CISCC has developed the
following major goals that it believes are appropriate within the context of the institutional mission and in
accordance with the institutional strategic plan. QEP goals are considered reasonable within the constraints
of available and projected resources. CISCC further believes that these goals will challenge all college
constituencies to pursue enhanced student learning through effective student engagement activities and,
thus, provide a valuable contribution to present and future students. The QEP topic is decidedly important
and vital to the institution, and its success over the years to come is anxiously anticipated.

Goals for the QEP are flexible, and the QEP has been developed with the understanding that the college
environment will change, and that all planning must be responsive to change. It is also understood that

goals may change as the QEP progresses, for there are many unknowns associated with bold initiatives

seeking to permeate the culture of an institution that is a product of traditional American university and
community college origins.

It is very important that goals lend themselves to measurable outcomes. CISCC has constructed its initial
QEP goals so that the impact on student learning of increased student involvement can be documented. If
benchmark data exist for the particular goal, CISCC will be able to evaluate progress from the beginning.
In other goals, initial assessment and documentation will provide benchmarks. CISCC recognizes that
qualitative measures are important in documenting changes in student learning, and these will be employed
along with quantitative data, depending upon the nature of the goal.

CISCC'’s goals and enabling objectives for the QEP topic, “Student Involvement: A Key to Learning,” are
presented below. Further details on action plans, operational objectives, and timelines related to the goals
are presented in the Implementation Plan/Assessment Schedule. These are strategic goals, meaning that
CISCC will pursue them continuously, assess and benchmark annual progress, and fully expect the goals to
be accomplished for the SACS-COC follow-up report of progress, Impact Report of the Quality
Enhancement Plan Regarding Student Learning, scheduled for completion after five years of QEP
implementation (2009).

Goal 1: Faculty and student/academic support staff will become more effective in
incorporating student involvement activities to enhance student learning.

Enabling Objectives:

1. All faculty members and student/academic support staff will annually participate in at
least one workshop or training session focusing on student involvement in the
teaching/learning process. (Baseline: Objective will be initiated for Fall 2004.)

2. All newly employed regular faculty members will attend an intensive orientation
program prior to, or within the first month, of initial appointment, with the program
concentrating on student involvement and student learning as related to the college
mission. Full-time faculty, with guidance from academic deans and department heads,
will be responsible for appropriate and reasonable documentation of student
involvement initiatives and resultant learning using the master syllabus as a guide.
(Baseline: Objective will be initiated for new faculty in 2004.)
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3. Adjunct faculty will participate in an orientation to CISCC’s commitment to QEP.
Adjunct faculty, with guidance from academic deans and department heads, are
responsible for appropriate and reasonable documentation of student involvement
initiatives and resultant learning outcomes, using the master syllabus as a guide.
(Baseline: Initial evaluation will begin in 2004.)

4. Staff and administration will participate in annual update sessions regarding QEP
initiatives and student involvement strategies. Staff in academic affairs and student
services will be responsible for appropriate and reasonable documentation of student
involvement initiatives. (Baseline: Objective will be initiated in Fall 2004.)

5. The Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETAL) and Faculty
Development and Instructional Improvement Committee (FCIIC) will initiate
professional development opportunities for faculty, with a special focus on applying
best practices in student involvement to the teaching and learning process. (Baseline:
Objective will be initiated for the 2004-2005 academic year.)

Goal 2: Student involvement activities will increase in number and variety.
Effectiveness of activities in enhancing student learning will be
documented.

Enabling Objectives:

1. Each academic department will annually document assessment of at least one initiative
to enhance learning through student involvement activities. (Baseline: Inventory begins
2004).

2. The Office of Academic Affairs, with assistance of division deans, will collect and
transfer annual inventories of institutional best practices as recorded during
performance reviews to the Quality Enhancement Committee for distribution and
archiving. (Baseline: inventory begins 20035).

3. Appropriate administrative units (including the Library and Student Services
departments) will annually develop Unit Assessment Plans (UAP’s) that document the
impact on student learning resulting from at least one clearly described and significant
student involvement activity. (Baseline: UAP inventory beginning 2004).

4. Results from the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) will
annually indicate that CISCC meets national benchmark comparison scores. CCSSE
results will also be used as a basis for initiating new involvement strategies.
(Benchmark TBA—Initial administration 2005).

Goal 3: Student learning will improve.
Enabling Objectives:
1. There will be no difference in the successful completion of college credit courses

between students admitted to CISCC with academic deficiencies and those admitted
without deficiencies. (2003 Baseline: English/Writing - Developmental Students at
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0.878 parity; Mathematics — Developmental Students at 0.971 parity. Data summary in
Goals section.)

2. There will be no difference in retention and graduation rates of African-American
students and white students. (2003 Baseline: Graduation rate of African Americans is
13.64% and White rate is 26.14%, Retention rate of African Americans is 43.48% and
White rate is 66.97%. Data summary in Appendix 3.)

3. Syllabi for credit courses will include expected learning outcomes and assessment and
evaluation methods. (Benchmark: Academic Affairs files, beginning Spring 2004.
Master syllabus sample in Appendix 4).

4. Fall-to-Fall retention rates for the freshman cohort will annually equal or exceed the
Tennessee public community college average. (Baseline: Fall 2002 to Fall 2003 —
CISCC retention rate is 65.64%, state average is 62.69%. Data summary in Appendix

3)

5. Six-year graduation rates for the freshman cohort will annually equal or exceed the
Tennessee public community college average. (Baseline: CISCC graduation rate is
25.50%; state average is 23.83%. Data summary in Appendix 5.)

6. Scores for all graduating students on recognized tests of general education
competencies will annually equal or exceed the national average among similar
institutions. (Baseline: ETS Academic Profile — 2003 — national average total score is
441. California Critical Thinking and Skills Test — 2003 — national mean score 13.559.
Data summary in Appendix 6.)

7. Proficiency scores on annual performance exit tests in eligible and scheduled major
fields will annually meet or exceed the most recent institutional score of record.
(Baselines: Review 20% of eligible programs each year, completing curriculum
assessments in five years, then cyclic, use national average for pass rate in Nursing; all
other programs generate institutional score of record on first administration.)

8. Graduate placement rates in jobs related to the field of study will annually meet or
exceed 90%. (Baseline: 2003 job placement is 93%, summary of placement by
program in Appendix 7.)

9. Biennial employer surveys will document a minimum 90% overall satisfaction and an
80% satisfaction with critical thinking and problem-solving skills among CISCC alumni
in the workforce. (Baselines; 2003 results in Appendix 8, recorded by desired skill or
attribute among majors or consortia of majors.)

Goal 4: Sufficient human and fiscal resources will be provided to
meet anticipated QEP needs.

Enabling Objectives:

1. Each unit manager will indicate on the Unit Assessment Plan the budget account
number that will be expected to support unit objectives and will discuss needed
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resources within the institution’s annual budget review process during performance
reviews and operational planning. (Baseline: Initial evaluation will begin for F'Y 2005.)

The Budget Review Committee and the President’s Cabinet will annually review QEP
resource recommendations from unit managers, the Quality Enhancement Committee,
and the Strategic Planning Committee. Budget items deemed reasonable and critical to
QEP operations will receive priority funding consideration within institutional budget

constraints. (Baseline: Budget accounting will provide initial evidence of QEP funding
for FY 2005).

The president will provide a physical location and staff assignment to ensure longevity
of student involvement initiatives and to provide ongoing institutional accountability for
student learning outcomes generated through the QEP. (Baseline: Initial staff
appointment and assignment of space for FY 2005.)
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Implementation Plan

The QEP is a plan, not a completed work done exclusively for reaffirmation. As such, it contains actions
and expectations for the future.

The Quality Enhancement Committee will be working closely with the Faculty Development Committee,
Staff Development Committee, Cleveland State’s Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning
(CETAL), and other college constituencies to provide training opportunities and encourage professional
development in the areas of student involvement, learning, and assessment. Faculty and Staff Development
funds will support individual faculty and staff mini grants to support experimentation with student
involvement strategies. Faculty and Academic support staff will be encouraged to attend external
conferences and workshops related to student learning and assessment.

The first year of the plan will focus on developing faculty/staff expertise and understanding of best
practices, which facilitate student learning and student involvement as well as methods of assessment.

Faculty and staff development will be accomplished through the following:
e Fall In-service Activities (Aug 2004)

o Presentation to faculty and staff on student engagement and assessment of learning by
Dr Grady Bogue, Professor of Educational Administration and Policy Studies at the
University of Tennessee. Dr. Bogue also serves as a Consulting Scholar to the Center
for Leadership Excellence at Lipscomb University. He has authored numerous books
including The Evidence for Quality and Quality and Accountability in Higher
Education.

o Workshops
» The Teaching Professional
= Teacher Academy
= (Cultural Diversity
= Lights, Camera, Action...Successful ITV Instruction
= Pages—Student/Faculty Reading Clubs
= (ritical Thinking
= Grants 101 and Grant Process
= NSF Chautauqua—Honors
= Ukraine Experience
=  Web Voyage

o Focus Groups led by Division Deans
e Spring In-service (January 2005)
o CCSSE
= Faculty and staff development program (faculty and staff will complete a sample
of the CCSSE to increase understanding of both the instrument and the
information that will be gathered from the CCSSE)

=  Administer CCSSE to student sample for baseline outcome data
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Faculty and staff development is a continuing commitment of the college and will be a priority
throughout the course of the plan. Chart 2 provides an overview of student involvement and learning
topics for planned in-service sessions during the course of the plan.

Chart 2
In-Service Term Planned Topics
Fall 2004 Overview of Student Engagement and
Assessment of Learning
Spring 2005 CCSSE
1. Overview of Instrument
2. Sampling Procedures
3. Report of Data
Fall 2005 Teaching/Learning—What is Known (Review
of literature)
Spring 2006 Teaching/Learning—What is Known (Review
of literature continued)
Fall 2006 Student Involvement Strategies—The Learning
Connection
Spring 2007 Student Involvement Strategies for Different
Types of Learners
Fall 2007 Myers Briggs Personality Inventory
Spring 2008 Impact of Various Student Involvement
Strategies
Fall 2008 Assessment & Evaluation: Methods, Uses &
Impact
Spring 2009 What Have We Learned?

Timeline for Implementation

Cleveland State Community College operates on a five-year planning cycle formatted and
guided by its governing board, the Tennessee Board of Regents. The actions of the Quality
Enhancement Plan complement the current strategic goals and mission of the college as outlined in the
college strategic plan. The college assessment model is used to document annual progress toward long-
term goals. Each management unit provides a Unit Assessment Plan (UAP) at the beginning of each
year of the planning cycle to the representative Strategic Planning Committee, which has official
channels of communication with the president, who is designated by the Tennessee Board of Regents
as the institution’s chief planning officer. To integrate planning into routine management functions,
each UAP is aligned with a Strategic Goal, QEP goal (where appropriate), and is developed
concurrently with budgeting processes and personnel evaluations.

Charts 3a, 3b, and 3c provide a general implementation timeline presented in the QEP while
recognizing that the plan must remain somewhat flexible.
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Chart 3a
YEAR ONE
PRIMARY FOCUS: FACULTY/STAFF DEVELOPMENT
SUPPORTING
YEﬁ R TERM ACTION RESOURCES
Establish QEP Budget Operating & Travel
Appoint QEP Coordinator $10,000, QEP Budget
(QEP Budget will be sustained annually throughout QEP Coordinator Salary & Benefits
1 July the duration of the plan. This budget will be $29,870, QEP Budget
04 modified according to QEP needs and in concert with | Other QEP initiatives to be funded
the overall college Strategic Plan and budget.) throughout the campus as addressed
in Unit Assessment Plans and
Divisions/Department budgets
Conduct Intensive Faculty/Staff Development Academic Affairs Budget
Program: $1,000
1 August e Dr Grady Bogue to present Keynote Address
04 on Student Learning, Outcomes and
Assessment
e Division Meetings/Work sessions
Prepare and Distribute 2™ Edition of QEP Newsletter | QEP Budget:
August highlighting successful institutional student $300
1 0g4 involvement strategies, introduction of QEP
Coordinator and implementation plans for Year 1 of
QEP
Conduct Faculty/Staff Survey—expected to provide | QEP Budget
evidence of knowledge and sensitivity to QEP $50
1 September | activities, yield insight into the advancement of the
04 learning culture created by increased student
involvement initiatives, and seek suggestions for
improvement in the QEP
October | Attend Datatel’s Systematic Assessment of Student QEP Budget
1 04 Learning Conf.—QEP Coordinator $1,200
December COC/SACS Annual Conf—President; Academic SACS Budget
1 Affairs VP, QEP Coordinator; Assistant VP Planning | $3,000
04 .
and Effectiveness
Conduct Intensive Faculty/Staff Development Academic Affairs Budget—regular
Program: salaries and funds identified for
¢ Introduction and Implementation of CCSSE | development
January
1 05 e Faculty complete sample CCSSE
e Present Faculty/Staff Survey results, identify
faculty/staff suggestions that were
incorporated into the QEP
Prepare and Distribute 3" Edition of QEP Newsletter | QEP Budget
highlighting: Successful student involvement $300
1 January | activities; Information gained from assessment
05 conference, COC/SACS conference and any other

fall conferences; upcoming faculty development
opportunities; Introduction to the CCSSE instrument
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Complete previous year Unit Assessment Plans
The Unit Assessment Plan Model was developed
internally to assist budget managers in using
planning to drive budget request. The model allows
faculty and staff to document unit plans for student

Department and Unit Budgets through
regular salaries

Jarz)usary involvement and student learning outcomes and link
those plans/outcomes to QEP goals, college strategic
goals and budget needs.
(This phase records actual results from previously
entered outcomes, assessment, and improvement that
are indicated from the results.)
February Complete unit and personnel evaluations within Department and Unit Budgets through
05 existing channels of communication regular salaries
Complete current year Unit Assessment Plans Department and Unit Budgets through
(proposing outcomes, measures to be used and regular salaries
March expected results), tie outcomes to the budget
05 accounts that will support the actions, note which
Strategic Goal the outcomes support in the
institutional Strategic Plan, and note QEP goal the
outcomes support where applicable
March 05 Prepare and present budget requests for 2005-2006 Department and Unit Budgets through
based on Unit Assessment Plans regular salaries
Conduct CCSSE Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget
March 05 $4.500
Conduct Student Satisfaction Inventory, Noel Levitz | Student Services Budget
March 05 $700
Open meeting of President’s Cabinet, QEC, Department and Unit Budgets through
May 05 | presidents of Faculty, Staff and Student Senates to regular salaries
summarize QEP Progress
May-June | Assess and Evaluate Year One progress; Identify Department and Unit Budgets through

05

initiatives to be continued in Year Two

regular salaries
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Chart 3b
YEARS TWO AND THREE
PRIMARY FOCUS: STUDENTS ENROLLED IN DEVELOPMENTAL STUDIES
YEAR SUPPORTING
4 TERM ACTION RESOURCES
Plan Fall Faculty/Staff Development Program In-Service Committee and QEC--
2 July 05 regular salaries
Analyze and Distribute CCSSE Results and Student | Planning and Effectiveness--regular
2 July 05 | Satisfaction Survey Results salaries
Conduct Intensive Faculty/Staff Development Academic Affairs Budget—regular
Program: salaries
e Teaching/Learning—What is Known
Teaching/Learning—What is Kn
e Discussion of CCSSE Baseline
2 August 05 e Breakout sessions to associate involvement
strategies with expected outcomes
e Discussion of Student Satisfaction Survey
Results
Prepare and Distribute QEP Newsletter highlighting | QEP Budget
2 August 05 CCSSE results and Accomplishments of Year One $300
August- | Implement increased student involvement strategies Department and Unit Budgets—
2 December | in Developmental Studies Courses regular personnel and operations
05 budgets
September Conduct Faculty/Staff Survey g%FE)P Budget
2 05
D) October | Administer Faces of the Future Survey-ACT Planning and Effectiveness Budget
05 $300
D b COC/SACS Annual Conf—President; Academic SACS Budget
2 CCCMOCT | A fairs VP, QEP Coordinator; Assistant VP Planning | $3,000
05 and Effectiveness
D b Analyze and Distribute Faculty/Staff Survey results QEC; Planning and Effectiveness
2 ecggn cr Through regular salaries
Conduct Faculty/Staff Development Program: Academic Affairs Budget—regular
e Teaching/Learning—What is Known, Pt 2 salaries
o) January e Breakout sessions and workshops
06 Specific focus of breakout sessions and workshop to
be determined by results of CCSSE and other
assessment measures
January Prepare and Distribute QEP Newsletter articles to be | QEP Budget
2 06 determined by analysis of QEP progress $300
] Implement increased student involvement strategies | Department and Unit Budgets—
anuary- | . . :
2 May 06 in Developmental Studies Courses regular personnel and operations

budgets
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Complete previous year Unit Assessment Plans

Department and Unit Budgets--

January (supplying actual results from outcomes and actions | regular salaries
06 that are indicated from the results).
February Complete unit and personnel evaluations within Department and Unit Budgets—
06 existing channels of communication regular salaries
February Analyze and Distribute Faces of Future Results Planning and Effectiveness Budget
06
Complete current year Unit Assessment Plans Department and Unit Budgets—
(proposing outcomes, measures to be used and regular salaries
expected results), tie outcomes to the budget
March 06 accounts that will support the actions, and note which
Strategic Goal the outcomes support in the
institutional Strategic Plan
Prepare and present budget requests for 2006-2007 Department and Unit Budgets—
March 06 | based on Unit Assessment Plans regular salaries
Conduct CCSSE Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget
March 06 $4.500
Conduct Alumni Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget
March 06
Open meeting of President’s Cabinet, QEC, Department and Unit Budgets—
May 06 | presidents of Faculty, Staff and Student Senates to regular salaries
summarize QEP Progress
May-June Assess and Evaluate Years One and Two progress; QEC—regular salaries
06 Identify initiatives to be continued in Year Three
Plan Fall Faculty/Staff Development Program In-Service Committee and QEC—
July 06 regular salaries
Tulv 06 Analyze and Distribute CCSSE and Alumni Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget—
y results regular salaries
Conduct Intensive Faculty/Staff Development Academic Affairs Budget—regular
Program: salaries
e Student Involvement Strategies—The
Learning Connection
e Update on impact of student involvement
August 06 strategies on student learning in
Developmental Studies courses
e Breakout sessions to associate involvement
strategies with expected outcomes
e Discuss CCSSE, Alumni Survey and Faces
of Future results
Prepare and distribute QEP Newsletter highlighting QEP Budget
August 06 developmental studies and accomplishments of Year | $300
Two
August- Implement increased student involvement strategies Department and Unit Budgets—
December | In Developmental Studies Courses regular personnel and operations

06

budgets
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September | Conduct Faculty/Staff Survey QEP Budget
06 $50
November | Analyze and Distribute Faculty/Staff Survey results QEC; Planning and Effectiveness—
06 regular salaries
COC/SACS Annual Conf—President; Academic SACS Budget
December | A ffajrs VP, QEP Coordinator; Assistant VP, $3,000
06 Planning and Effectiveness
Conduct Faculty/Staff Development Program: Academic Affairs Budget—regular
e Student Involvement Strategies for Different | salaries
Types of Learners
January e Breakout sessions and workshops
07 e Present Faculty/Staff Survey results and
changes made as a result of Faculty/Staff
suggestions
Specific content to be influenced by results of
CCSSE and other assessment measures
January Prepare and distribute QEP Newsletter articles to be | QEP Budget
07 determined by analysis of QEP progress $300
Continue to implement student involvement Department and Unit Budgets—
January- | strategies in developmental studies courses regular personnel and operations
May 07 | Begin to implement student involvement strategies in | budgets
general education courses
January Comple.te previous year Unit Assessment Plans . Department gnd Unit Budgets—
07 (supplying actual results from outcomes and actions | regular salaries
that are indicated from the results).
January Complete previous year Unit Assessment Plans Department gnd Unit Budgets—
07 (supplying actual results from outcomes and actions | regular salaries
that are indicated from the results).
February Complete unit and personnel evaluations within Department and Unit Budgets—
07 existing channels of communication regular salaries
Complete current year Unit Assessment Plans Department and Unit Budgets—
(proposing outcomes, measures to be used and regular salaries
expected results), tie outcomes to the budget
March 07 acgounts that wi)ll support the actions, andgnote which
Strategic Goal the outcomes support in the
institutional Strategic Plan
March 07 Prepare and present budget requests for 2006-2007 Department and Unit Budgets—
based on Unit Assessment Plans regular salaries
March 07 Conduct CCSSE Survey gfgg(l)ng and Effectiveness Budget
Conduct Student Satisfaction Inventory Student Services Budget
March 07 $700
Open meeting of President’s Cabinet, QEC, Department and Unit Budgets—
May 07 | presidents of Faculty, Staff and Student Senates to regular salaries
summarize QEP Progress
May-June Assess apd Evaluate Years Tyvo and Three progress; | QEC—regular salaries
07 Identify initiatives to be continued in Years Four and

Five
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Chart 3¢
YEARS FOUR AND FIVE
STUDENTS ENROLLED IN GENERAL EDUCATION
SUPPORTING
YEﬁ R TERM ACTION RESOURCES
Plan Fall Faculty/Staff Development Program In-Service Committee and QEC--
4 July 07 regular salaries
Analyze and Distribute CCSSE and Student Planning and Effectiveness Budget—
4 July 07 | satisfaction Inventory results regular salaries
Conduct Intensive Faculty/Staff Development Academic Affairs Budget—regular
Program: salaries
e Myers Briggs Personality Inventory
Breakout/Workshop sessions
August * o
4 ugust 07 e Present CCSSE and Student Satisfaction
Inventory results
Specific workshop content to be influenced by results
of CCSSE and other assessment measures
Prepare and distribute QEP Newsletter highlighting QEP Budget
4 August 07 | CCSSE results and Accomplishments of Year Three $300
August- | Continue to implement student involvement Department and Unit Budgets—
4 December | strategies in general education courses regular personnel and operations
07 budgets
4 September | Conduct Faculty/Staff Survey QEP Budget
07 $50
4 October | Administer Faces of the Future Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget
07 $300
4 November | Analyze Faculty/Staff Survey results QEC; Planning and Effectiveness—
07 regular salaries
D b COC/SACS Annual Conf—President; Academic SACS Budget
4 CCCMOCT | A fairs VP, QEP Coordinator; Assistant VP, $3,000
07 Planning and Effectiveness
Conduct Faculty/Staff Development Program: Academic Affairs Budget—regular
e Impact of Various Student Involvement salaries
Strategies
4 Jarg;gary e Breakout sessions and workshops
e Present Faculty/Staff survey results
y y
Specific content to be determined by results of
CCSSE and other assessment measures
January Prepare and Distribute QEP Newsletter articles to be | QEP Budget
4 08 determined by analysis of QEP progress $300
January- Implement increased student involvement strategies Department and Unit Budgets—
4 May g}é in General Education Courses regular personnel and operations

budgets
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Complete previous year Unit Assessment Plans

Department and Unit Budgets—

January (supplying actual results from outcomes and actions | regular salaries
08 that are indicated from the results).
January Complete previous year Unit Assessment Plans Department and Unit Budgets—
(supplying actual results from outcomes and actions | regular salaries
08 that are indicated from the results).
February Complete unit and personnel evaluations within Department and Unit Budgets—
08 existing channels of communication regular salaries
February Analyze and Distribute Faces of Future Survey Plilnping and Effectiveness—regular
08 salaries
Complete current year Unit Assessment Plans Department and Unit Budgets—
(proposing outcomes, measures to be used and regular salaries
expected results), tic outcomes to the budget
March 08 acgounts that will support the actions, andgnote which
Strategic Goal the outcomes support in the
institutional Strategic Plan
Prepare and present budget requests for 2008-2009 Department and Unit Budgets—
March 08 | based on Unit Assessment Plans regular salaries
March 08 Conduct CCSSE Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget
$4,500
Conduct Alumni Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget—
March 08 regular salaries
Open meeting of President’s Cabinet, QEC, Department and Unit Budgets—
May 08 | presidents of Faculty, Staff and Student Senates to regular salaries
summarize QEP Progress
May-June Assess and Evaluate QEP progress; Consider new QEC—regular salaries
08 QEP topics
Plan Fall Faculty/Staff Development Program In-Service Committee and QEC—
July 08 regular salaries
Tuly 08 Analyze and Distribute CCSSE Results Planning and Effectiveness Budget—
uly regular salaries
Conduct Intensive Faculty/Staff Development Academic Affairs Budget—regular
Program: salaries
e Assessment & Evaluation: Methods, Uses &
Impact
e Update on impact of student involvement
August 08 stfategies on 1I;arning in general education
progress
e Breakout/workshop sessions
e Present Results from CCSSE, Alumni, and
Faces of Future surveys
Prepare and distribute QEP Newsletter highlighting QEP Budget
August 08 | General Education and Plans for future QEP topic $300
August- Implement increased student involvement strategies | Department and Unit Budgets—
December | in General Education Courses regular personnel and operations

08

budgets
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August- | Begin to organize COC/SACS report on QEC; Department and Unit
December | €ffectiveness/impact of ClSCC’s QEP, Student Budgets—regular salaries
08 Involvement: A Key to Learning
September Conduct Faculty/Staff Survey QEP Budget
$50
08
November Analyze Faculty/Staff Survey results QEC; Plann}ng and Effectiveness—
regular salaries
08
COC/SACS Annual Conf—President; Academic SACS Budget
December Affairs VP, QEP Coordinator; Assistant VP, $3,000
08 Planning and Effectiveness
Conduct Faculty/Staff Development Program: Academic Affairs Budget—regular
January e What Have We Learned? salaries
09 e Breakout sessions and workshops
e Present Faculty/Staff Survey results
Janua Prepare and Distribute QEP Newsletter articles to be | QEP Budget
09 Y| determined by analysis of QEP progress and future $300
QEP changes
January Complete previous year Unit Assessment Plans Department {and Unit Budgets—
09 regular salaries
February Complete unit and personnel evaluations within Department and Unit Budgets—
09 existing channels of communication regular salaries
Prepare final draft of “The Impact Report of the QEC-- regular salaries
March- . .
Quality Enhancement Plan Regarding Student
June 09 Learnine”
earning
Complete current year Unit Assessment Plans Department and Unit Budgets—
March 09 regular salaries
Prepare and present budget requests for 2009-2010 Department and Unit Budgets—
March 09 | based on Unit Assessment Plans regular salaries
Conduct CCSSE Survey Planning and Effectiveness Budget
March 09 $4,500
Open meeting of President’s Cabinet, QEC, Department and Unit Budgets—
Mav 09 presidents of Faculty, Staff and Student Senates to regular salaries
y summarize 5-year QEP Progress; Discuss possible
new topic ideas and Impact Report
May-June File “The Irnpact Report of the? Quality Enhancement | QEC Budget
Plan Regarding Student Learning” Est. $1,000

09
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Leadership of the QEP

Historical Perspective. The reaffirmation of accreditation for CISCC is a joint venture of all college
constituencies. When the process began in late 2000, the president appointed key members of academic
and administrative units to the SACS Leadership Team. The Team subsequently decided that chairs of the
group should represent the academic division. It was further decided that the chair should not be an
administrator so that the process could be pursued as a genuine effort to improve the college using
widespread input from the faculty and staff, and thereby minimizing any perception that accreditation was
merely a decennial top-down administrative reporting event.

Ultimately, the SACS Leadership Team chose co-chairs so that both faculty and academic and student
support functions would be well represented. These two areas were viewed as the most critical for the
reaffirmation effort, especially in developing the Quality Enhancement Plan. The co-chairs were the
director of library services and an associate professor of biology. An instructor of English and
developmental writing was also selected to serve as an editor, to insure that consistency was maintained in
the various reporting events that would accompany reaffirmation. The remainder of the SACS Leadership
Team consisted of all vice presidents, the president, and the assistant vice president for planning and
effectiveness (whose position includes institutional research functions). A secretary was appointed to take
and distribute minutes of all proceedings. A complete list of membership on the SACS Leadership Team is
provided in Appendix 2.

The SACS Leadership Team organized the reaffirmation effort into two major processes, Compliance
Certification and the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP). Compliance Certification was handled by a variety
of effective task forces and compliance teams, resulting in a successful report following completion of that
phase of reaffirmation in Fall 2003.

SACS-COC was still developing guidelines for the newly revised reaffirmation process, but there was
sufficient information available to realize that CISCC would have to begin work on the QEP. While little
could actually be done prior to SACS-COC guidelines, the SACS Leadership Team selected a Quality
Enhancement Committee (QEC) and charged it with overseeing the development and maintenance of the
QEP. Further, the SACS Leadership Team recognized that the QEP would be of most value to the
institution if it were maintained long after reaffirmation was confirmed. Therefore, the QEC was
developed to become a standing college committee after reaffirmation of accreditation in 2004. Even
though QEP topics might change over the years as conditions warrant, the QEC would be there to maintain
continuity in institutional effectiveness and enhancement of student learning. Committee membership may
change depending on the focus of the QEP.

The Quality Enhancement Committee was selected to include focused representation of faculty and
academic support since it was initially agreed that any QEP topic ultimately selected would be more helpful
to the institution’s strategic plan and mission if it were directly related to students and their academic
success. Co-chairs were the director of student development and testing and a mathematics instructor.
Others included faculty representatives from the academic divisions and the assistant vice president of
planning and effectiveness. A complete list of membership on the Quality Enhancement Committee is
provided in Appendix 2.

The QEC initially pursued the topic of retention and organized into Implementation Groups to address each
of four areas identified as important in affecting student retention. Implementation Groups reviewed the
constituency and recruited ad hoc representatives, ultimately growing to over 50 faculty and staff. Once
the QEP topic had been selected and the work of the Implementation Groups had been completed, the
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groups were dissolved (late 2003). Implementation Group leaders, however, as members of the QEC, still
serve and can retain and nurture the many ideas developed during Group meetings. A complete list of
membership on the QEP Implementation Groups is provided in Appendix 2.

QEP Leadership During Reaffirmation. The SACS Leadership Team provides the final decision-making
leadership for the reaffirmation effort, including the QEP. In matters of state or institutional regulations or
codifications that specifically require the president’s approval, the SACS Leadership Team recommends
the subject action to the president, who exercises institutional authority. To minimize any delays due to
uncertainties in leadership in these rarely anticipated matters, the president also serves on the SACS
Leadership Team, affording opportunity to seek consensus prior to decisions.

The Quality Enhancement Committee is officially charged with leadership of the QEP. During the time
that CISCC is involved in the reaffirmation process, the QEC will report its findings and recommendations
to the SACS Leadership Team.

QEP Leadership in the Future. CISCC expects the QEP to become a major and lasting effort within
planning and operations of the institution after accreditation is reaffirmed in 2004. Therefore, plans have
been made to structure the QEP leadership so that it will be in a position of influence and visibility.

The QEC will continue to be a standing college committee. It will operate under its mission statement,
which has been developed within the context of the college mission. It will have a chair and a membership
that best represents all college units that are impacted by the topic, whatever the topic might become.

The college has named a full time faculty member to the position of QEP Coordinator. This person will
assume a dual role on campus, assuming a half-time faculty position and holding a half-time administrative
position to coordinate the QEP. The coordinator will report directly to the president of the college for the
portion of the job related to the QEP, and she will retain regular reporting lines for the established
instructional portion of her position. The QEP coordinator is responsible for on-going Quality
Enhancement Plan (QEP) progress as described in the publication Student Involvement: A Key to [earning
and serves as chair of the Quality Enhancement Committee (QEC).

The QEP coordinator has a Master of Arts in Instructional Leadership from Tennessee Technological
University and a Bachelor of Science in Business Education from the University of Tennessee. She first
came to Cleveland State Community College as an adjunct faculty member and then attained a full-time
faculty position. She has prior teaching and administrative experience at both private and public higher
education institutions. Serving as a member of the Quality Enhancement Committee since 2001, she has
been involved in the formulation of the QEP and is well versed in its components.

The coordinator will be supported in implementing the plan by the President, Vice Presidents, Division
Deans, Director of Institutional Effectiveness, Faculty Development Committee, Staff Development
Committee, Center for Effectiveness in Teaching and Learning (CETAL), and Quality Enhancement
Committee. Chart 4 delineates specific roles, responsibilities, and accountability mechanisms for
individuals and committees assigned to administer the plan.
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Individual/Committee

Role/Responsibility

Accountability/Reporting Line

President Oversight of the institution and the overall Chancellor of Tennessee Board of Regents
QEP
QEP Coordinator Coordinate QEP Progress; Serve as chair of President of institution

the QEC; Other duties as outlined in
Attachment 1

Vice Presidents

Oversight of their areas of responsibility—
Academic Affairs, Student Services and
Finance & Administration

President of institution

Assistant Vice President,
Planning and Effectiveness

Coordinates surveys and data collection;
Accreditation Liaison

President of institution

Deans

Oversight of all activities and programs in
academic division

VP of Academic Affairs

Directors

Coordinate and supervise activities of

their departments

Respective VP or Dean

Quality Enhancement
Committee

Coordinates institutional activities related to
current QEP; Provides a channel for gathering
and distributing information and research
findings; Recommends campus initiatives for
administration approval and implementation;

QEP Coordinator chairs the committee and
reports to the president of the institution in
matters related to the QEP

Faculty Development and
Instructional Improvement
Committee

Initiate and develop plans for instructional
improvement, facilitate professional
development activities in the academic
area of the College, and allocate funds for
faculty development and instructional
improvement.

Coordinates its efforts with the Vice
President for Academic Affairs to promote
total campus awareness and cooperation,
as well as faculty professional
development.

Center for Effectiveness in
Teaching and Learning

Foster an environment at CISCC that
supports and promotes excellence in

teaching in order to enhance student

learning

Sub group of the Faculty Development
and Instructional Improvement
Committee

Allocation of Resources for the QEP

Cleveland State Community College chose its QEP topic, first of all, because student learning is a very
important topic and valuable to furthering the college mission. However, the institution also had to
consider the costs that might be associated with initiating and maintaining any long-term commitment
through the QEP. The final selection of the topic, “Student Involvement: A Key to Learning,” was
possible because it met the first requirement of value and importance, and it also was a topic that the
college could afford to do and do well. The CISCC QEP involves time that will be invested by current and
projected personnel far more than new dollars to support new positions, equipment, supplies, and other

support.

The college has named a QEP coordinator and established a QEP budget. This budget includes the
Coordinator’s salary and benefits as well as line items for Travel and Operating Expenses. The initial
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budgets are shown in Charts 5a & 5b. These budgets have been given institutional priority and will be
sustained throughout the course of the plan, modified according to needs of the project. A resources
column was included in the timelines shown in Charts 2a, 2b, & 2c, aligning financial resources with
specific actions. Many actions within the QEP will be accomplished through prioritization of existing
faculty and staff time and resources. Those actions will be supported by specifically aligned
departmental accounts at the college.

Chart Sa
Budgeted
QEP Budget Amount
Salary:
Base Salary (1/2 faculty salary) $20,000
Additional Stipend 4,500
24,500
Benefits 5,370
Total Salary and Benefits 29,870
Operating Expense (newsletter, photocopying, office 7,000
equipment, supplies and materials)
Travel Expense 3,000
Chart 5b
Supporting Budgets Budgeted
Amount
Academic Affairs $1,000
SACS 3,000
Planning and Effectiveness 4,500
Student Services 700

Assessment Schedule

Tinto (Leaving College, 1993) states, “The same forces of contact and involvement that influence
persistence also appear to shape student learning. It is apparent that the more students are involved in
the social and intellectual life of a college, the more frequently they make contact with faculty and
other students about learning issues, especially outside of class, the more students are likely to learn.”
Therefore, CSCC will utilize the following instruments that assess student involvement and thus
student learning: CCSSE, Faces of the Future, Student Satisfaction Inventory, and Alumni Survey.
The college will utilize additional direct and inferential indicators of student learning as outlined in
Charts 6a and 6b.

The QEP will provide for extensive faculty and staff development in Year One to ensure that the
College will pursue common understanding and consensus on goals and outcomes based upon these
measures and learning strategies. The process will focus upon baseline and benchmark data (see
following chart) for each learning outcome so that faculty and staff will be able to determine if their
respective engagement strategies are producing the desired enhancement in student learning.

The QEP will explore special topics in Years 2-5 of the plan. While assessment of learning
enhancements of all students through student involvement will continue throughout the planning
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period, the College will provide additional focus on learning enhancements for Developmental Studies
students and students in high enrollment/general education courses, as illustrated in Charts 6a and 6b.

Chart 6a*
DIRECT INDICATORS OF STUDENT LEARNING
Assessment Measures and Outcomes Year One Year Two | Year Year Four | Year Five
Three
CCSSE-Overall comparison with nat’l average; | Baseline estab. =or> =or> =or> =or>
internal comparisons for Section 9, using % of Sum 2005 Nat’l Nat’l Nat’l Nat’l
“Very Much” and “Quite a Bit” responses as Avg & Avg & Avg & Avg &
measures of success. (Annual) Prev.Avg Prev.Avg Prev.Avg Prev.Avg
on Sec.9 on Sec.9 on Sec.9 on Sec.9
Enrolled Student Survey Baseline: Exceed state Exceed state
Exceeded state avg. for each avg. for each
avg. for each learning- learning-
learning-related related related
outcome (ques. outcome outcome (ques.
12-29 or (ques. 12-29 12-29 or
survey) Or survey survey
Faces of the Future (ACT)- Baseline =or>
Overall comparison with overall nat’l avg; Estab. Nat’l
internal comparisons for Section IV: Subsection Fall 2006 Avg &
A — Major and Moderate Contribution; Prev.Avg
Subsection B — Strongly Agree and Agree on Sect.
(Biennial) IV.A/B
Student Satisfaction Inventory (Noel-Levitz) | IE—0.38 IE -- 0.36 IE -- 0.35
— Comparison of “performance gaps” with CI--0.38 CI--0.36 CI--0.35
national popul in the following criteria: AA --0.42 AA -0.40 AA --0.39
Institutional Effectiveness, Concern for AS --0.33 AS --0.31 AS --0.30
Individual, Academic Advising, Academic SC --0.20 SC--0.18 SC--0.17
Services, Student Centeredness, Campus RDP- N/A RDP- 0.30 RDP-0.29
Climate, Resp to Diverse Populations.
(Biennial)
Alumni Survey (TN Hi Ed Commission) Baseline Estab Avg on Avg on each
(Question 9 including subsections) (Biennial) Spring 2005 each indic to indic to = or >
=or> state state avg or
avg or prev prev inst avg
inst avg
General Education Competencies Baseline =or>nat’l | =or>nat’l avg
(ACT Academic Profile; California Critical estab Spr avg and/or and/or 60™
Thinking and Skills Test) — testing in all high 2006 60™ %ile on | %ile on both
enrollment classes/core courses will produce both tests tests; exceed
average scores above national avg. prev inst scores
Major Field Testing of graduating students in No inst AAS progto | AAS progto | AAS progto | AAS prog to
AAS programs (TN Hi Ed Commission program on be be be be designated
approved tests, test schedules, and external THEC test designated designated designated by THEC = or
licensure exams) (5-year cycle for each AAS schedule; by THEC= | by THEC= | by THEC= | > prev inst
program; nursing tested annually) NCLEX score or > prev or > prev or > prev score; NCLEX
pass rate above | inst score; inst score; inst score; score pass rate
nat’l avg NCLEX NCLEX NCLEX above nat’l avg
score pass score pass score pass
rate above rate above rate above
nat’l avg nat’l avg nat’l avg

Chart 6B*
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Assessment Measures and Year One Year Two | Year Year Four | Year Five
outcomes for students in the Three
general population and specialized
programs
Retention Rate -- Fall to Fall -- of Baseline 60.5% 61.0% 61.5% 62.0%
Cohort; general student population 60.3%
(THEC state institutions merged report)
(Annual)
Graduation Rate of Cohort within 6 25.5% 25.8% 26.0% 26.2% 26.4%
years of admission; general student
population (THEC state institutions
merged report) (Annual)
Job Placement of graduates in Baseline 95% | =0r>95% | =0r>95% | =0r>95% | =o0r>95%
career/tech programs AAS & Certif (inst
survey w/ follow-up) (Annual)
Employer Satisfaction with grads Baseline 2003 Satis from
placed in area job bank (THEC approved | — minimum each prog
survey) (3-year cycle) satisf 93% surv will >
93%
Developmental Studies Success Baseline Estab | Ratio of dev | Ratio of dev
(CISCC-authored grade analysis) — Spring 2005; stu to non- stu to non-
Comparison of success between based on defic defic
developmental students and students 2004, this students students
admitted without deficiencies will be should be 86% | =or>89% | =or>92%
achieved (Annual) parity
Grades earned by all students in the Fall | Avg GPA Avg GPA Avg GPA Avg GPA Avg GPA
census 2.810 2.820 2.830 2.840 2.850

*Blank cells on both charts indicate that, while assessments are continuing college-wide, the identified measure
is not within its year of focus in the plan

Acceptable progress is defined by assessments from baseline and benchmark outcomes in Charts 6a

and 6b. A primary tool for assessment and implementation of findings toward improvements at

Cleveland State Community College has become the Unit Assessment Plan (UAP). Unit Assessment

Plans originated from a desire to ensure that managers would use planning to drive their budget
requests and then document applications of what they learn during personnel and department
evaluations to improve programs. The purpose of the UAP model is to ensure that all college

assessment could be effectively managed and documented. Assessments of student learning through

faculty and academic support units are utilizing the Unit Assessment Plan model (See sample in

Attachment 2).

2003/2004 academic years. During the 2003/2004 academic year, a decision was made to provide
faculty the option of documenting learning outcomes either in the UAP or a departmental report

(verbal or written).

The UAP model consists of the following components:

e objective
e measures results
e implementation

Learning outcomes were incorporated into the UAP model during the 2002/2004 and
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This model provides a vehicle for evaluation findings to be implemented into ongoing college
improvement within an organized and required documentation format, in accordance with the college
Strategic Plan.

The QEP coordinator and the QEC, with assistance from all stakeholders, will continuously examine
the assessment results, communicate findings with faculty and staff, and adjust the plan as needed

through the existing Unit Assessment Plan.

Learning Assessment Schedule in Individual Courses

While learning is influenced by many factors in the total college experience, classrooms and laboratories
are the obvious focus for the majority of learning experiences for students. Measures of learning and
methods of involving students in the academic disciplines vary greatly and are considered the right and
responsibility of individual faculty members. Having all faculty informed and trained in the subtleties of
teaching and learning may mitigate the differences in outcomes, but methods and measures are expected to
be unique to the individual instructor. With this in mind, the Unit Assessment Plan computer model has
been adapted in a way that will not overextend the faculty through potential repetition of learning outcomes
and measures in similar courses.

Beginning in Fall 2003, faculty began using a master syllabus model that specifies expected learning
outcomes for each course. The master syllabus includes clearly stated learning outcomes and methods the
instructor will employ to assess and evaluate student learning. At the first class meeting of a term, faculty
present each student with a copy of the course syllabus, which includes teaching and learning experiences
the instructor will utilize and a description of how students will participate in these learning experiences.
Use of the master syllabus model views faculty as facilitators of learning. A sample course syllabus is
provided in appendix 5.

Methods and initiatives faculty will use to increase student involvement are important aspects of pedagogy
for all CISCC instructors. However, it is not the intent of the QEP to dictate which forms of student
involvement must be implemented. The modified UAP for faculty permits and encourages this diversity.
Faculty assessments of the effectiveness of student involvement strategies in enhancing learning will be
documented and discussed during regularly scheduled performance reviews for the instructor, department
head, dean, or vice president of academic affairs—as appropriate.

Deans and supervisors will foster an environment conducive to faculty and academic support staff to
examine their current learning outcomes and strategies, identifying opportunities for improvement, and
implementing strategies to improve student involvement and thus, student learning. Deans and supervisors
will meet annually with each faculty member as part of the performance review process and discuss student
involvement strategies incorporated and the individual faculty member’s assessment of the effectiveness of
the strategies (qualitative or quantitative) with regard to specific learning outcomes. Deans and supervisors
will communicate this information to the vice presidents and the QEP coordinator for use along with other
indicators (such as CCSSE and other surveys) in evaluating the effectiveness of the plan.

The status of the QEP will be formally evaluated once a year, near the conclusion of the Spring semester in
an open meeting of the President’s Cabinet, the QEC, and the presidents of the Faculty, Staff, and Student
Senates. The annual report will reflect the activities and impact. The QEC’s summary of QEP progress
will be discussed and, in formal minutes, released within two weeks following the meeting. The president
will address the progress of the QEP and the quality of supporting evidence of enhanced student learning
through student involvement activities. Employees and students are welcomed to submit separate
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evaluations of the QEP, as they desire, to be attached as informational items to the president’s official
evaluation statement. The president’s assessment of QEP progress will be included in the annual
performance review of the president and the college, as conducted by the Chancellor of the Tennessee
Board of Regents.

The summary evaluation of success of this plan will be provided through “The Impact Report of the
Quality Enhancement Plan Regarding Student Learning.”

Learning Assessment in Academic and Student Support

Learning is not restricted to the classroom. Student learning is significantly influenced by participation
in a variety of activities and experiences throughout the campus community. As literature indicates,
student involvement through using any of a number of campus services (i.e., tutoring, library, etc.)
may have a positive effect on student retention, progression to graduation, academic performance, and
other indicators of student learning.

The QEC will not dictate which offices and services are required to document student involvement
strategies or demonstrate effects on learning outcomes. Clearly, some management units will have no
direct involvement while others will naturally impact student learning through various involvement
activities.

The computerized Unit Assessment Plan model will be a primary vehicle for recording the impact of
student involvement initiatives on student learning. Unit supervisors in academic affairs and student
services are responsible for facilitating student involvement initiatives and ensuring assessment of their
impact on student learning. Examples of units that will have UAPs related to student involvement
include the following:

e Library Services (e.g., information literacy classes; open computer/Internet stations; non-
print media availability; reservation shelves, research reference support, etc.)

e Student Development and Testing (e.g., new student advising and registration sessions;
career counseling services; peer tutoring services, etc.)

e Adult Services (e.g., informational workshops; job placement services, etc.)
e Campus Recreation (e.g., various student activities and workshops)

It will be the responsibility of the respective vice presidents for Academic Affairs and Student Services
to ensure that unit managers submit and respond to UAPs related to student involvement activities.
Reports of these involvement activities will be included as part of each unit manager’s annual report
and may be incorporated into the annual performance evaluation process. Also, the QEC chair will
compile records of these activities from the electronic UAP database and assemble them into a report
for the campus community each year. This report should be posted on the college website.
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Faculty and Staff Development

The QEP will be more successful if all faculty and staff are fully informed and highly prepared for their
respective roles in enhancing student learning through student involvement activities. The assessment
schedule will, therefore, require professional development opportunities and participation.

Conferences. All faculty and appropriate support staff will participate in an internal workshop
conducted by the Quality Enhancement Committee as part of the annual Pre-Year and Spring In-
service programs. The QEC will annually determine content and meeting arrangements, based
upon QEP needs, and will provide for an evaluation of the workshop to document effectiveness and
to seek improvements.

The QEC may also schedule meetings of faculty and appropriate support staff at other times as
necessary and reasonable within the context of the instructional calendar.

Newsletter and Publicity. The QEC will produce an internal QEP newsletter, with editions to be
published and distributed at least once each semester beginning in 2004. QEP newsletter will
communicate to the campus community results and analysis of data received from individuals,
survey instruments, and other indicators. Newsletters will include updates on the progress of
the plan as well as examples of student involvement strategies that have been implemented and
assessment data of their impact (both quantitative and qualitative) from faculty and staff that
have incorporated the strategies. The QEC recommends that the newsletter be posted to the
college website in a location jointly determined by the QEC and the director of marketing.

The QEC will develop a series of posters or announcements to be placed in conspicuous places to
promote the QEP. The office of marketing and public relations will assist in the development and
printing of these promotional pieces. The student newspaper and local media will also receive
information for publication.

Informational Resources. The chair of the Quality Enhancement Committee will maintain
resources for the continuing development of faculty and staff. In addition to the QEP, the chair of
the QEC will also serve as the campus contact for QEP-related questions, information, and ad hoc
presentations in departments, student gatherings, or internal/external groups. All major
documentation of student involvement activities and their impact on student learning will be
provided to the QEC Chair, who will maintain the inventory in an accessible and logical filing
system and located in a college facility assigned by the president.

Surveys of Satisfaction with Instruction, Learning, and Environment

Measuring student learning, either from defined student engagement activities or any other source, is not an
exact science. As such, assessments must include qualitative indications from learners, and those who may
interact with learners after matriculation, regarding their personal satisfaction with the learning
environment and/or the degree of learning that has been achieved. While several units may initiate surveys
in pursuit of their Unit Assessment Plans, the QEP will include the following institution-wide surveys in
the assessment schedule. Baselines, latest results of those already used by CISCC, and targeted outcomes
are presented in the “Goals of the QEP” and in appendices.

The responsible CISCC employee or group for each survey is named in the description. It is the common
expectation that results will be provided in a timely manner to the chair of the Quality Enhancement
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Committee, who will ensure that appropriate administrators receive the information. Those administrators,
in turn, will be responsible for advising appropriate unit managers and suggesting that related and
reasonable assessment plans (whether by the computer UAP model or by course assessment as described
earlier) should be developed for the ensuing planning cycle. The vice president of Academic Affairs and
the vice president for Student Affairs will ensure that summaries of survey results are widely distributed
and promoted among faculty and staff.

Enrolled Student Satisfaction (ESS) Survey - This survey instrument was developed by the
Tennessee Higher Education Commission. CISCC will continue administering the ESS in March of
every other year. This survey probes student satisfaction with learning, instruction, college
environment, and preparation for entering the workforce or transferring to senior institutions.
CISCC will be able to compare its results with other community colleges in Tennessee. Scoring is
external. The assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness is responsible for this survey at
CISCC. A copy of results from the most recent administration of the ESS is provided in Appendix
6.

Faces of the Future (FOF) Survey - This survey instrument was developed through a joint effort
of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) and the American College Testing
(ACT) Service. CISCC will continue administering the FOF in October of every other year. This
survey collects demographic data and information about the personal goals, motivation for college,
educational background, employment history, and college experiences of students. While not a
direct measure of student learning, this survey has provided CISCC with valuable information about
the desire of students to learn. For example, learning to adapt to new people, new ideas, and new
concepts ranks just below cost and proximity to home as motivations for enrolling. CISCC will be
able to compare its results with similar institutions throughout the country. Scoring is external.
The assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness is responsible for this survey at CISCC.
Results from the most recent administration of the FOF Survey are provided in Appendix 6.

Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) Survey - This survey, sometimes
called the Community College Student Report, or simply its established nickname, “Cessie,” was
developed by the Community College Leadership Program at the University of Texas at Austin.
CISCC will annually administer the CCSSE in March, beginning in 2005; the survey is closed for
Spring 2004. This is a relatively new instrument that is gaining favor throughout the nation for its
intense focus upon assessing student learning and retention. CISCC’s QEP includes this survey to
monitor student engagement activities, an assessment that the college really has not been able to
satisfactorily accomplish even with an abundance of performance data. Among other things, the
survey asks students about the college environment; how they spend their time; what they feel they
have gained from their classes; how they assess the quality of their interactions with faculty,
counselors, and peers; what kinds of work they are challenged to do in their classes; and how the
college supports their learning. Because of its direct application to the assessment of learning
through student involvement, CISCC will highly value the CCSSE in it overall evaluation of the
success of the QEP. CISCC will be able to compare its results with those in similar institutions
nationwide and will use institutional results to identify opportunities for improvement and
evaluation. Scoring and all survey processes are handled externally by CCSSE. Logistical support
at CISCC is the responsibility of the assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness. CISCC
will consider adding the faculty equivalent of CCSSE within two years to determine faculty
perceptions of what they would want to see in student responses on CCSSE.

Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) - This survey was developed by Noel-Levitz, Inc. The SSI is
an important contribution to the QEP provided solely by the student body as one of their major
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contributions to enhancement of learning. The CISCC Student Senate will continue administering
the SSI every other year. This instrument assesses student satisfaction with various aspects of the
college experience including instruction, institutional climate and diversity, learning, concern for
the individual, and service excellence. CISCC will be able to compare results with institutions
nationwide and in Canada. Scoring is external. Administration of the survey, distribution of
results, and suggestions for implementation of findings are the responsibility of the Student Senate.
Results of the initial administration of the survey are included in Appendix 6.

Alumni Survey - This survey was developed by the Tennessee Higher Education Commission.
CISCC will continue to administer the survey in March every other year. The survey asks those
alumni who graduated two years prior to the survey about their satisfaction with their programs,
services, opportunities for learning, preparation for employment or transfer, and overall college
experience while at CISCC. This survey provides a special view of satisfaction with learning
outcomes since graduates have had two years following graduation to reflect on the true value of
their college experience. CISCC will be able to compare its results with other Tennessee
community colleges. Scoring is external. The survey is the responsibility of the assistant vice
president for planning and effectiveness. Results from the most recent administration of the
Alumni Survey are provided in Appendix 6.

Employer Survey - This survey is developed internally. CISCC will continue to administer the
employer survey every other year. Deans, with approval of the vice president for academic affairs,
may develop survey instruments designed for specific majors or groups of majors, or they may use
a general survey that will be available. The objective is not to reach a certain “score,” but rather to
assess learning processes and skills that CISCC students or graduates present to employers. Results
are tabulated internally. The survey is coordinated by the assistant vice president for planning and
effectiveness. Copies of the results of the most recent administration of the survey are presented in
Appendix 7.

Faculty and Staff Survey - This survey will be developed internally by the Quality Enhancement
Committee. The survey will be administered to all faculty and staff following the Pre-Year In-
service, beginning in 2004. It will provide evidence of knowledge of and sensitivity to QEP
activities and mission, yield insight into the advancement of the learning culture created by
increased student involvement initiatives, and seek suggestions for improvement in the QEP.
Results will be tabulated internally. The Quality Enhancement Committee will be responsible for
the survey.

Course Grades

Grades are the standard of student evaluation among colleges and universities. CISCC cannot
underestimate the significance of course grading because of the implications it carries for students upon
their departure from the college. However, grades are not the single measure of learning. Indeed, they may
not convey enough information to ensure that learning has been enhanced for the receiving students. The
QEP accepts grades as a valuable inference of learning, but not as sole proof of learning.

The QEP recognizes and encourages continuation of traditional highest integrity among CISCC faculty in
awarding fair and meaningful grades to students as evaluation of their overall performance in courses. The
QEP considers the course grade as a component of the assessment schedule, augmenting assessment of
learning as measured by the other stated components of the plan, and itself being augmented by those other
measures of learning. As learning is enhanced through increased student involvement, grades can only
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become more meaningful and accurate as a reflection of learning and of the quality of educational
experiences provided by CISCC.

The QEP will examine two aspects of grading:

Developmental Studies - CISCC provides for placement testing among entering students, which
not only helps students match their backgrounds to the courses they may take, but also helps CISCC
determine the extent of need among entering students for academic background. Many students
admitted to CISCC are identified as deficient in one or more essential general education skills
(reading, writing, mathematics). Many other students demonstrate adequate preparation for college
and are admitted without developmental courses. If the developmental studies program at CISCC is
fully effective, students who successfully exit the developmental program and enter regular college
credit courses in related skills areas should earn the same grades in those credit courses as students
who were admitted without deficiencies. The QEP will continue to compare these two groups’
grade performance in entry-level regular college credit courses each year and present the findings
as an inferential measure of student learning. Recent results of a sample study are shown in the
Rationale section. Again, this measure will be one among several, as itemized in the QEP
assessment schedule (surveys, UAPs, retention, gen/ed competency testing/critical thinking, etc.) to
be used in a holistic evaluation of learning effectiveness. The data are the responsibility of the
assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness.

Grade Point Average - 1f learning improves during the progression of the QEP, then grades should
also improve. The QEP accepts the integrity and professionalism of the CISCC faculty and
assumes there will be no grade inflation. At the conclusion of each semester, CISCC will document
the institutional grade point average of all regular credit students. There is no expectation that GPA
will dramatically change as the QEP is implemented. CISCC believes it issues grades fairly and
impartially, and there is no known grade inflation. As reported in the Goals section, the most
recent average GPA for all CISCC credit students is 2.810. The GPA will not be conclusive as a
determinant of learning, yet it will serve as an inferential indicator of the progress of the QEP
toward fulfilling its mission. CISCC will also compare grades earned by former CISCC students in
their transfer school (as available) with that institution’s native students. CISCC anticipates that the
Tennessee Higher Education Commission will establish a comprehensive student tracking program
within the next two years. Currently, CISCC relies upon individual universities to voluntarily
provide tracking data. Academic success of CISCC students who continue their education will be a
further inference of learning by establishing the competitiveness of CISCC students in
baccalaureate institutions. Both analyses will annually be provided by the assistant vice president
for planning and effectiveness.

Other Inferential Measures of Student Learning

The following assessments are included as important indicators, either direct or inferential, of student
learning. Enhancement of learning outcomes affected by these measures can also be supportive of college
effectiveness. Baseline, data summaries, and target outcomes are provided in the Goals section and in the
Appendices.

General Education Outcomes - CISCC considers critical thinking and other higher order skills to
be signature endorsements of advancements in student learning. To measure these aspects, two
tests will continue to be administered to subpopulations of the annual inventory of graduating
students. For Summer and Fall graduates, the California Critical Thinking and Skills Test (CCTST)
will be required for matriculation. Spring graduates will be required to take the American College
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Testing Company’s Academic Profile test of general education competencies. These instruments
will provide evidence of critical thinking, reasoning, and problem-solving skills unrelated to any
specific major or interest, and having both of them will enable CISCC to build confidence in the
findings. CISCC will be able to compare results with national averages for institutions of similar
type. Scoring is external. The Office of Student Development will be responsible for test
administration and the assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness will be responsible for
assembling results. Recent results for both the CCTST and the Academic Profile are provided in
Appendix 8.

Major Field Testing - CLSCC will assess graduate preparation for the workforce by continuing to
require all graduates in career/technical programs to take an exit exam specific for their majors.
Where available (e.g., nursing), national tests will be used, allowing comparisons of CISCC with
similar program graduates around the country. For majors not having an external instrument
available, a common occurrence for two-year institutions, tests will be developed locally. CISCC
will submit local tests to the Tennessee Higher Education Commission for sanction and approval.
Testing will continue to be scheduled in a manner to insure that each career/technical program is
assessed at least once each five years, beginning in 2004. The respective dean, department head,
and program director will be responsible for administering or arranging the test. External scoring
will be done for externally acquired standardized tests (e.g., nursing), and the respective academic
area will score internal tests, coordinated through the Office of Student Development and Testing.

Job Placement - The acceptability of graduates to employers is a strong indicator of instructional
quality and learning. CISCC will continue annual job placement surveys for all career/technical
graduates. Tracking will begin immediately after graduation and cease upon the completion of the
following academic year. Graduates will not be counted as placed unless their jobs are in fields
related to their majors. Graduates continuing their education or entering military service will be
excluded from calculations. Graduates for whom placement cannot be determined will be counted
as if they were not employed. CISCC will be able to compare results with other Tennessee
community colleges. The assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness will be responsible
for the project, with assistance as requested from academic advisors. Baseline data are presented in
Appendix 9.

Retention Rate - CISCC’s QEP initially began with a tentative topic of student retention. It is a
significantly important subject, and several colleges maintain retention as the focus for their
respective QEPs. Retention is a strong indicator that students are committed to their goals and that
they are involved in their learning to the extent that they are successfully remaining in school. In a
responsive, comprehensive community college, there are many non-academic reasons that students
may not have a continuously enrolled path to a degree. However, retention rates, especially in
comparison with similar institutions, are important in CISCC’s assessment schedule. CISCC will
continue to annually determine Fall-to-Fall retention rates for the freshman cohort (degree-seeking).
The Tennessee Higher Education Commission collects data from member institutions and provides
annual comparisons of institutional performance. Tracking data include successful retention of
CISCC students who have transferred to other THEC member institutions. Data are also available
by race. CISCC will compare results for the entire student population, and for African-American
students, with rates in other Tennessee community colleges. The assistant vice president for
planning and effectiveness provides logistical support for the study. Recent retention rates and
baseline data for CISCC are shown in Appendix 1.

Graduation Rate - Persistence to graduation is another outcome of effective teaching, learning,
and retention. Having more students earn degrees is a major objective of CISCC, as expressed
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through the master statewide plan of the Tennessee Board of Regents. CISCC will continue to
annually determine not only the number of its graduates, but it will track the freshman cohort
(degree-seeking) for a period of six years to determine a rate of graduation. The Tennessee Higher
Education Commission collects data from member institutions and provides annual comparisons of
institutional performance. Tracking data will include successful graduation of CISCC students who
have transferred to other THEC member institutions. CISCC will be able to compare results for the
entire student population and for African-American students with other Tennessee community
colleges. The registrar at CISCC has the responsibility for the inventory of CISCC graduates, and
the assistant vice president for planning and effectiveness will provide analysis based on THEC
data. Baseline graduation data is shown in Appendix 10.

Evaluation of the QEP

For the remainder of the initial year of the QEP (2004), evaluation will be a dual responsibility of the
SACS Leadership Team and the QEC. After SACS-COC reaffirms accreditation for CISCC
(December 2004), the Leadership Team’s purpose will have been fulfilled, and it will be dissolved.
Beginning in January 2005, the Quality Enhancement Committee becomes a standing committee
within the regular institutional committee structure. It will then assume QEP decision-making and
evaluation duties, as described below.

The Quality Enhancement Plan coordinator is responsible for a written annual summary of all events and
activities referred to in the QEP assessment schedule as outlined above. This summary, prepared in close
consultation within the committee, will be sent to the president of the institution by May 1 of each year,
beginning in 2005. To facilitate the summary, it is expected that vice presidents will provide the chair of
the QEC with evidence of assessments identified in QEP goals and in other learning-related objectives
shortly after annual performance reviews, budget requests, and new outcomes/objectives are recorded in
March.

The status of the QEP will be formally evaluated once each year, near the conclusion of the Spring
semester in an open meeting of the President’s Cabinet, the QEC, and the presidents of the Faculty, Staff,
and Student Senates. The QEC’s summary of QEP progress will be discussed and, in formal minutes,
released within two weeks of the following the meeting. The president will include a statement as to the
acceptable progress of the QEP and the quality of supporting evidence of enhanced student learning
through student involvement activities. Employees and students are welcomed to submit separate
evaluations of the QEP as they desire, to be attached as informational items to the president’s official
evaluation statement. The president’s affirmation of QEP progress will be included in the annual
performance review of the president and the college, as conducted by the Chancellor of the Tennessee
Board of Regents.

Criteria for the president’s QEP evaluation may include any items presented in the plan. However, the
evaluation will concentrate on headline topics presented in the assessment schedule (above) and will
especially focus upon observable implementation of activities designed to improve the learning
environment at CISCC. The evaluation will include specific references to both principal areas: academic
and academic/student support.

It is important to note that the QEP will not rely solely upon any single measure (e.g., course grades) to
forcefully demonstrate that changes in student learning or behaviors have occurred. Evaluation of the QEP
will be holistic, with fullest appreciation that a variety of factors and measures will influence the effects of
increased student involvement upon learning outcomes.
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In the fifth year of the QEP (2009), CISCC will submit its “Impact Report of the Quality Enhancement Plan
Regarding Student Learning,” pursuant to requirements of the SACS-COC. This evaluation will be a
thorough internal examination of the entire QEP experience at CISCC for the five-year period. SACS-
COC will assist CISCC in determining the extent to which the institution has furthered student learning
through effective student interaction. These internal and external evaluations will be used in further
enhancements toward continuous pursuit of educational excellence.
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