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Table 1. 2017 Thomas More Retention and Graduation Rates Data for Phase 1

Cohort Year Retention Rate 4 yr Grad Rate 6 yr Grad Rate
2009 34% 47%
2010 38% 51%
2011 36% 46%
2012 61% 35%

2013 71% 38%

2014 65%

2015 71%

2016 67%

Peer Institutions* 70% 40% 53%
Thomas More Strategic Plan Goal 73% 39% 52%

* Peer Benchmark institutions (n=19) were established in February 2016 as part of the 2015-
2020 Strategic Plan.

The group also reviewed best practices, including recently approved QEP proposals from the
SACSCOC, high-impact educational practices from the Association of American Colleges and
Universities (https://www.aacu.org/leap/hips), and VALUE rubrics from the Association of
American Colleges and Universities (https://www.aacu.org/value/rubrics).

From this institutional data and research, the working group identified several broad themes to
consider for addressing retention and graduation rates:

1. Experiential learning

Linking liberal arts to careers
Undergraduate learning communities
Academic advising

Enhancing global perspectives/inclusion
First-Year Experience

Improving adult learning with andragogy

Nogapkrwd

Phase II: Working Group Narrows Scope of Potential QEP Topics through Input from a
Wide Range of Constituents

The working group prepared a digital presentation that explained the SACSCOC standards
related to the QEP, provided an overview of the Thomas More University timeline, and briefly
explained each potential topic, including a definition and explanation, background, key research,
and potential goals of the QEP specifically related to student learning. In October 2017, an
email was sent to all employees requesting their ranking and feedback. The presentation
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responded to the survey. These results were discussed with the President’s Cabinet, which
included a variety of constituents: President, Vice President for Academic Affairs, Vice President
for Institutional Advancement, Vice President for Finance and Operations, Vice President for
Enrollment, Associate Vice President for Adult and Graduate Education, Director of Athletics,
Dean of Students, IR Director, University Legal Counsel, and Director of Human Resources.
The topics were narrowed down to four and shared with all employees.

1. Experiential learning/linking liberal arts to careers
2. Academic advising

3. First-year experience

4. Improving adult learning with andragogy

Phase Ill: Working Group Researches and Presents Topic Finalists for Stakeholder Input
Leading to Selection of Final Topic for QEP Proposal

The working group then evolved into four sub-groups that included individuals with expertise in
each of these four areas, see Table 2.

Table 2. Phase Ill Working Sub-Groups

First-Year Experience Sub-Group Membership

Kevin Reynolds, Dean of Students, Chair (Administration)
Terry Connor (Athletics Administration)

Dan Esterline (Chemistry Faculty)

Michele Geiger, (Communication Faculty)

Amy Osborne (Thomas More Success Center Staff)
McKenna Clark (Student)

Taylor Walz (Student)

Advising for Student Success Sub-Group Membership

Cari Garriga, Assistant Dean and Chair of Academic Advising Taskforce, Chair (Faculty)
John Hennessey (Thomas More Success Center Staff)

Becky Collins (Retention Staff)

Amy Thistlethwaite (Criminal Justice Faculty)

Angela Crawford (Business Administration Faculty)

Embedding Career Development into Curricula Sub-Group Membership

Robin Norton, Assistant Director, Institute for Career Development and Graduate School
Planning, Chair (staff)

Elizabeth Bone (Art Faculty)

Julie Luebbers (Education Faculty)

Maria McLean (Psychology Faculty)
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Improving Adult Learning through Andragogy Sub-Group Membership

Anthony Schumacher, Director of Thomas More Accelerated Program, Chair (Staff)
Anne Busse (Business Administration Faculty)

John Ernst (Thomas More Success Center Staff)

Becky Tacy (Nursing Faculty)

Kim Haverkos (Education Faculty)

Nathan Hartman (Instructional Technology Staff)

Kasey Jackson (Instructional Technology Staff)

Sub-group membership was chosen based on interest obtained via the survey and nomination
from the President’s Cabinet and designed to ensure representation from faculty and staff who
work directly with students. The IR Director met with the leaders of each working sub-group to
develop a timeline and standard template for a final proposal. The final presentation included
slides on each of the following in order to focus on institutional needs and viability of the plan:

=

Topic and working group

Key goals

Target group and projected impact on learning
Assessment data reviewed
Literature and best practice research
Alignment with mission

Student learning outcomes
Capabilities and resources

. Risks

10. Logistics and budget

11. Assessment plan

12. Key milestones

©CoNoOr~®WN

The working sub-group related to improving adult learning with andragogy determined that the
ideas were mostly related to faculty development, which would improve student learning, but did
not meet the requirements of a QEP. Therefore, the final topics presented were:

1. First-Year Experience
2. Advising for Student Success
3. Embedding Career Development into Curricula

Each working sub-group determined that the initial target group would be traditional,
undergraduate students. In addition, although they were not directed to do so, each group had
identified a goal from the University’s key student achievement measures. Thomas More
University has identified retention rate, graduation rate, and career outcome rate as key student
achievement measures. These rates are regularly shared with faculty and staff. The 2015-
2020 Strategic Plan included key metrics and goals related to each of these measures, and the
University had not yet met the retention or graduation rate goals. Thus, retention and
graduation rates continued to be a key factor in determining the final QEP topic.
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Students, faculty, and staff were invited to the final presentations held on April 19 and April 20,
2018, and 104 faculty and staff attended. A follow-up survey was sent exclusively and directly
to attendees. They were first asked “Do you feel you have enough information to choose a topic
for our QEP?” The QEP working group wanted to ensure faculty, staff, and student constituents
had an understanding of the purpose of a QEP, university data, and proposals to make an
informed decision. Eighty-three individuals responded and 95% answered yes. Respondents
were then asked to “Rank order the topics (with 1 being your first choice) based on what you
think is most relevant, focused on student learning outcomes and/or success, and accomplishes
the mission of the college [university].”
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stakeholder feedback at each phase of topic selection. It is focused on improving student
success defined as persistence and timely progress towards graduation.

Students and Faculty at the Robinson Family Academic Mentoring Center
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Il. Broad-based Support

Once the QEP topic, academic advising focusing on student success, was identified through
institutional research processes, broad-based support for the topic was developed using a
hybrid program-oriented evaluation combined with decision-oriented evaluation. The CIPP
Evaluation Model Framework (Stufflebeam, 2005 as cited in Fitzpatrick et al., 2001) classifies
input evaluation as a process to identify strategies and implementation methods for
programming. This input evaluation provided a method for ensuring the involvement of all
relevant stakeholders during QEP development. Logic models, a program-oriented evaluation
approach, provided a method to ensure that the plan stayed focused on clear objectives
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2001)—in this case, program and student outcomes related to student
success.

10






Meeting or
Survey

Date

Stakeholder
Group
Canvassed

Advising Logic
Model Category
Addressed by
Meeting or Survey

Thomas More University

Brief Summary of Feedback/Support
Signals Provided by Stakeholders at
Meeting or through Survey

SLOs. Vote consistent with faculty/staff
vote.

2/5/2019 Acting Provost Goals, SLOs, Approved SLOs, idea of professional
Activities, Inputs advising, focus on first and second
(resources) year advising, wanted more student
input.

2/5/2019 QEP Design and | Goals, SLOs, Approved SLOs from faculty, staff, and
Assessment Outputs, student votes as short and long-term
Team-faculty and | Interventions, and outcomes. Suggested goals, outputs,
staff People & activities and inputs.

Resources

2/7/2019 Open faculty and | SLOS, Outputs, Gathered feedback on QEP
staff meeting Interventions developments.

2/12/2019  Acting President  Interventions, Plan for dealing with uneven faculty

People, Resources

12

advising loads, plan for transfer
students, use
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Meeting or | Stakeholder Advising Logic Brief Summary of
Survey Group Model Category

Date Canvassed Addressed by
Meeting or Survey

13



Meeting or
Survey

Date

Stakeholder
Group
Canvassed

Advising Logic
Model Category
Addressed by
Meeting or Survey

Thomas More University

Brief Summary of Feedback/Support
Signals Provided by Stakeholders at
Meeting or through Survey

and reporting using comprehensive
advising app.

Spring Faculty electronic | Interventions Report mostly doing prescriptive, but
2019 surveys sent end do others as well; want to do
of spring 2019 prescriptive the least; want most to do
term developmental; response rate of about
50%
6/4/2019 New University Interventions Prefers hybrid faculty/professional
President advisor model; more engagement with
students; comprehensive advising app;
pilot for professional advisors; wants to
see financial model/budget.
Summer Retention data Interventions Identified at-risk groups by college and
2019 supplied by IR selected demographics. College of Arts
and Sciences and Exploring combined
have largest absolute fail to retain
groups; students with ACT < 22 and
HS GPA >=2.5 and <= 2.99 have lower
retention rates.
6/12/2019  President, Acting  Budgeting, Student facing tech should be phone
Provost Interventions user-friendly, include professional

14

advisors in the plan and budget,
benchmark against other schools,
revise the budget, professional advisor
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Meeting or | Stakeholder Advising Logic Brief Summary of Feedback/Support
Survey Group Model Category Signals

Date Canvassed Addressed by
Meeting or Survey

15
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they currently employ and which advising methods they prefer to employ. The results can be
seen in Table 4.

Table 4. Faculty advising practices and preferences. Numbers indicate average agreement on
5-point scale with parentheses indicating standard deviation

Current practice is information-based (n=42) 3.88 (1.09)
Desired practice is information-based (n=35) 3.0(1.24)

Current practice is holistic-based (n=43) 3.76 (1.04)
Desired practice is holistic-based (n=38) 4.02 (1.00)
Current practice is appreciative-based (n=39) 3.15(1.23)

Desired practice is appreciative-

17
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Development of support through QEP planning teams that represented a variety of
stakeholders. In order to further ensure that

19
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involved and informed in the QEP plan development process. In addition, the Thomas More
community will be involved in decision-making during the implementation of the QEP. As stated
in Chapter V, Focus of the Plan, and in the plan’s timeline (Table 8) the QEP director will
complete an annual report at the end of each spring and develop recommendations for change
based on the assessment of that year’s activities. These recommendations will be shared with
the cabinet during the following summer and with the faculty at the start of each following
academic year.

20
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Shared model: Responsibility is shared between faculty and professional advisors. Under this
model, there are two common structures:
1) Supplementary model: Students are advised by a faculty member who is supported
by the professional advisors with resources and training.
2) Split model: Advising is split between faculty and professional advisors, with the
professional advisors typically focusing on a subset of the student population.
Typically, with this model, students move on to be advised by a faculty advisor after
certain conditions are met.

22
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in terms of the student’s “academic background, interests, career goals, and academic and
personal goals. Their post-admission advising consisted in career and program planning based
on the student’s academic history and potential, as well as his/her career goals and aspirations”
(p. 530). As aresult of this additional advising, students’ persistence levels entering their third
semester was 20 percent higher than those who did not receive this additional advising. This
lends support to the importance of advising occurring early in a student’s college experience.
Additionally, early advising also increases a student’s ability to make decisions, feel competent,
and exhibit autonomous behavior by the end of the first year (Leach & Patall, 2016).

Second-Year Advising

While first-year students tend to receive high levels of support, sophomore students lose some
of the structured support they received during their first year, which can leave them feeling
confused (Noel-Levitz Inc., 2011). Sanchez-Leguelinel (2014) noted that sophomores often
enter a “slump” at a time when first- year students receive much attention and resources in
order to “engage and retain” them, and “to the junior and senior classes for career advisement,
planning, and future person goals” (para. 7). The study conducted by Noel-Levitz, Inc. (2011)

24
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professional advisor viewpoint, Schneider, Sasso, and Puchner (2017) found that both groups
“refer frequently to the use of clear, descriptive syllabi in promoting student success” (para. 31).

Arendale (2016) discussed advising syllabus best practices and recommended including the
following details for creating one. The syllabus should include:

consistent formatting aligned with syllabi requirement on campus to increase student
familiarity with it

clear expectations of both faculty and students during the advising process so that they
can take more responsibility

the outcomes of advising, so students understand how it can impact their success

a list of additional resources and tools available for both faculty and students

High Impact Practices. High impact practices, which increase student success, “are teaching
and learning tools which have been demonstrated to increase student engagement and
persistence” (White, 2018, p. 118). Kuh (2008) identified ten high impact practices which

26
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While the use of technology is important to the effectiveness of academic advising, it is
important to note that students still prefer meeting with their advisor in person to discuss
academic and career goals, as well as their multi-year academic plans. This demonstrates that
technology can act as an additional tool in advising but should not to replace in-person advising
(Kalamkarian & Karp, 2017).

Educational plans and Decision Making

When an advising process of shared responsibility between students and advisors occurs,
students become more self-directed learners and decision makers (Pedescleaux, Baxter,
Sidbury, 2008). Fike and Fike (2008), as cited in Wiseman and Messitt (2010), also found that
meeting regularly with students and helping them think critically about their academic decisions,
helped them not only complete a long-term academic plan (which helped with student

27
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advisors, implementing enhanced technology, and using educational growth that plans to guide
students towards a timely path to graduation and their future goals.
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V. Focus of the Plan

The Connect! Advising QEP is focused on student success. One implication is that the QEP wiill
impact 2,000 traditional, undergraduate students during the five-year span of the QEP (five
cohorts of traditional, undergraduate students). Eventually, once the QEP becomes
institutionalized, other Thomas More student populations such as those in the Thomas More
Accelerated Program for adult students will be impacted. In this section, the vision, goals and
outcomes (program and student), the actions to be implemented, and the timeline for the QEP
at Thomas More are discussed.

As discussed in Chapter I, QEP topic selection was guided by the University’s mission
statement. This mission statement focuses on helping students examine the ultimate meaning
of life, their place in the world, and their responsibility to others. These goals match well with
NACADA'’s sample of suggested advising outcomes (NACADA, 2006). Through consideration of
the NACADA outcomes and through the interactive process described in the broad-

29
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Student-Faculty Research Presentations
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Connect! Advising QEP Staffing

To support the Connect! Advising QEP, Thomas More University intends to hire the following
positions: a QEP Director (half-time), an Assessment Coordinator (quarter time), and an Office
Coordinator to support the QEP (half-time). A professional advisor will also be hired at the
beginning of year one (2020-2021) of the QEP.

A brief description of each position is provided here, and the full job description of each also is
included in Appendix B.

The QEP Director will lead the implementation and reporting for the 2020-2025 Connect!
Advising QEP with reporting duties extending through 2026. The QEP will be overseen by a
member of the faculty given a two course/term (or half-teaching time) reassignment. The QEP
Director reports directly to the Provost. Primary responsibilities include leading the QEP team,
managing the budget, and engaging the wider Thomas More University community in the QEP
on academic advising. The director will continue to involve a variety of constituents in the
implementation and execution of the QEP to ensure continuing broad-based support of the QEP
and to help institutionalize it.

The QEP Assessment Coordinator will also be a faculty member who receives a one course
(quarter time) reassignment per semester. This Assessment Coordinator is responsible for
assessment logistics and analysis and will support the director in faculty and staff development
initiatives. The assessment coordinator will collect and analyze data, as well as meet with
stakeholders to review the data.

The QEP Office Coordinator is a new position and this person will be responsible for providing
administrative and clerical support for the QEP in areas such as event planning, marketing, and
logistics for programming and assessment. Sample responsibilities include coordinating the
systemization of day-to-day operations of the QEP implementation, including implementation
checklists. This position assists in keeping constituencies informed about QEP progress.

The Professional Advisor positions will be new positions at Thomas More University.
Professional advisors will be members of the support advising team for all traditional
undergraduate students, primary advisors for exploring students, and proactive advisors for at-
risk students (e.g., conditionally admitted students, students on academic probation, students
identified at day 10 of each semester as having missed homework, low attendance, or poor
grades on early assignments). During year one of the Connect! Advising QEP, the plan calls for
Thomas More to hire the University’s first professional advisor. As the ROI for this advisor is
documented, additional professional advisors will be hired.

Implement a Shared Advising Model

Faculty members at Thomas More University have indicated a desire for academic advising to
remain with the faculty, but also indicated a need for additional help and resources to make
them more effective and to help with high advising loads. Additionally, students indicated a
desire to have more, and longer, meetings with their advisors. To address these viewpoints,
and after a consideration of the literature review, Thomas More University has decided to
implement the shared model of advising, as described by Pardee (2004).

Under the shared advising model (seen in the diagram below in Figure 3), there will be advising
teams at Thomas More University structured as follows:

31
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Students who have declared a major will be assigned a faculty member as their primary
advisor, with a professional advisor providing support.
Exploring students will have a professional advisor as their primary advisor.

32
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Training and Resources Provided

The QEP director will develop, through an interactive process, a training program for both
faculty and the professional advisors. The training will focus on the use of the various models of
advising, best practices, ways advisors can be advocates for students, and the use of tools and
resources that will be provided and available for both students and faculty.

Faculty and Staff Training. The Connect! Advising QEP will provide services in the area of
faculty training, which will lead to an increased knowledge of policies and procedures related to
graduation and engaging students in productive advising. Faculty training will include both

35
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learning management system, and the Student Information System to give advisors a holistic
view of their advisees. During the pilot year, advisee metrics were added to the Student
Dashboard that will allow faculty to see a snapshot of statistics on their advisees. These
metrics serve two purposes: to identify advisees who need attention, and to share key university
metrics, most of which are listed in the assessment section of the
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i.
iv.
V.

Vi.

Thomas More University

Capture Advising notes

Review reflections with advisee

Introduce the educational growth plan
Clear students for registration for next term

2. Checkpoint 2: end of spring advising period for first year students. Tasks include
a. Student task

Create a four-year educational growth plan that meets the graduation
requirements in order to receive priority registration

b. Advisor tasks

i.
i
iii.
iv.
V.
Vi.

3. Checkpoint

Day 10 interventions as needed based on student at-risk status
Advising meetings

Review plan

Capture advising notes

Review educational growth plans with advisees

Clear students for registration for next term

39
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Timeline
The Connect! Advising QEP is intended to unfold in three major phases.

Implementation. Phase one consists of implementing changes to advising training and
procedures, as well as bringing on-line new advising tools such as the educational
growth plan, second-year reflections, and advising related software in addition to hiring
new professional advising staff.

Closing the loop. Phase two consists of two processes—one for making operational
adaptations to the QEP and one for determining strategic success of the QEP.

o0 Operational adaptations. An annual report led by the QEP director will given to
the president’s cabinet and faculty. This report may result in recommendations
for change in QEP interventions, resources, and assessment procedures based
on the assessment data and findings.

0 Strategic direction. The IR Director working with the Institutional Assessment
Committee is charged with evaluating the QEP director’s annual assessment
report and determining whether comprehensive changes in the QEP and its
approach are needed. Should such changes be indicated, recommendations will
be made to the QEP director, president’s cabinet, and faculty. The Institutional
Assessment Committee is a standing committee at the University, with
representation from cabinet, staff, and faculty, and is charged with reviewing
institutional assessment and strategic planning.

Institutionalization. Phase three consists of consolidating progress and making
recommendations to faculty and the president’s cabinet for institutionalizing new
advising procedures beyond the life of the Connect! Advising QEP. Based on an
assessment of the QEP, The QEP director will work with the president’s cabinet to
develop a budget for continuing successful actions of the QEP beyond the five-

42
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Program Timeline Overview (for life of Connect! Advising QEP)
Table 8. Connect! Advising QEP Timeline

Topic Action Office/Resources Date Outputs
2017-18: Topic Identification based on review of institutional data and broad-based stakeholder input.
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Office/Resources Date Outputs
assembly
and
assessment
days
Training Professional advisor QEP team Fall, 2020 Assessment report
training for new positions
Awareness Marketing campaign QEP team, 2020-21 Marketing materials
institutional
advancement
Awareness Report recommendations QEP team, August 2020 | Meeting minutes
from prior year to fall Provost office
general assembly
Reporting Annual assessment QEP team, IR, Jun 1, 2021 | Report
meeting (including rubric Institutional
evaluation), report writing, Assessment
closing-the-loop with Committee
recommendations for
change based on
assessment made to
cabinet and faculty
Reporting Report progress of QEP to | Provost, QEP August, Meeting minutes
Academic Affairs director 2021

Committee of the Board of
Trustees

2021-22: Connect! Advising QEP Year 2. Second class of traditional, undergraduate students
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Office/Resources Date Outputs
exploring students in first and faculty
year and students in College of Arts
second college to be and Sciences,
identified through Dean of second
assessment college, retention
Advising Faculty advising meetings Faculty advisors | 2021-22 Educational growth
Interventions with all first-year, traditional | working with plans by first year
undergraduate students traditional, students, second-year
undergraduate reflection by second
students, QEP year students
director, QEP
office coordinator

Advising
Interventions
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Office/Resources Date Outputs

change based on
assessment made to
cabinet and faculty

Reporting Determination based on Director of IR, Jun 15, Report to President’s
assessment of data Institutional 2022 cabinet, faculty,
whether QEP is effectively ~ Assessment
meeting goals of student Committee

success and whether
significant changes in QEP
direction are necessary

48
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" Action Office/Resources Date Outputs
advisor, Provost | general
office, IR assembly
and
assessment
days
Training Professional advisor QEP team Fall, 2023 Assessment report
professional development
training
Awareness Marketing campaign QEP team, 2023-24 Marketing materials
institutional
advancement
Awareness Report recommendations QEP team, August 2023 | Meeting minutes
from prior year to fall Provost office
general assembly
Reporting Collaborate with IR for QEP | QEP team, IR, Oct 1, 2023 | Meeting minutes
Impact Report and Fifth Institutional
Year Interim Report Assessment
Committee
Reporting Annual assessment QEP team, IR, Jun 1, 2024 | Report
meeting (including rubric Institutional
evaluation), report writing, Assessment
closing-the-loop with Committee
recommendations for
change based on
assessment made to
cabinet and faculty
Reporting Determination based on Director of IR, Jun 15, Report to President’s
assessment of data Institutional 2024 cabinet, faculty, and
whether QEP is effectively | Assessment QEP director
meeting goals of student Committee
success and whether
significant changes in QEP
direction are necessary
Reporting Report progress of QEP to | Provost, QEP August, Meeting minutes
Academic Affairs director 2024
Committee of the Board of
Trustees
Institutionalizing Report QEP results to QEP team, Jun 15, Meeting minutes
QEP cabinet with purpose of President’s 2024
discussing advising cabinet, IR

procedures and budget
following end of QEP

2024-25: Connect! Advising QEP Year 5. Final year ensuring sustainability. The focus on this year is
institutionalization beyond the QEP.

Personnel Review personnel needs QEP director Aug 1, 2024 | Report
and adjust as indicated
Advising All-faculty and -staff training | QEP director Fall 2024 Training materials and

Interventions

development

other handouts
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Office/Resources Date Outputs
day; spring
2025
development
day
Advising Professional advisor
Interventions
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Topic Action Office/Resources Date Outputs
Awareness Report recommendations QEP team, August 2024 | Meeting minutes
from prior year to fall Provost office
general assembly
Reporting Collaborate with IR for QEP | QEP team, IR, Oct 1, 2024 | Meeting minutes
Impact Report and Fifth Institutional
Year Interim Report Assessment
Committee
Reporting Annual assessment QEP team, IR, Jun 1, 2025 | Report
meeting (including rubric Institutional
evaluation), report writing, Assessment
closing-the-loop with Committee
recommendations for
change based on
assessment made to
cabinet and faculty
Reporting Receive and discuss Provost, QEP

Notification Letter from the
SACSCOC President (track
B)
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Table 9. Connect! Advising QEP Six-Year Budget

Because the Connect! Advising QEP is designed to increase student retention and persistence,
the plan should lead to additional tuition revenue for the university. Note that in Table 10, the
plan is predicted to lead to an eventual net benefit of $1,004,565 during the six-year period of
the Connect! Advising QEP.

For example, cost estimates by Thomas More University’s controller’'s office show that each
additional student retained will generate $15,000 per year. Note, however, that Table 10 below
does account for additional academic costs such as the need to offer additional course seats as
retention and persistence improves. Taking $15,000 per retained student as a baseline revenue
gain, retaining an additional 6 students yields an annual revenue net gain of $81,000 after
subtracting additional academic costs. For year one of the Connect! Advising QEP, the
professional advisor will be assigned to supporting students in the College of Arts and Sciences
and as primary advisor to students in the Exploring major. Estimates based on five years of
institutional data show that, on average, 57 first-year students in these categories fail to retain.
Thus, if the plan can lead to an additional 7% of these 57 students retaining, there will be a
sufficient financial ROI to continue investing in new professional advisor positions.
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VII. Assessment of the Plan

Assessment of the Connect! Advising QEP involves two types of outcomes: program and
student. Student outcomes include student knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors related to
student success. Program outcomes include services and resources provided by the institution,
including Key Performance Indicators for professional advisors. All outcomes are aimed at
promoting student success such as persistence and timely progress towards graduation and are
aligned with the QEP mission statement.

Connect! Advising QEP
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Program Outcome 2

The Connect! Advising QEP will promote student behaviors leading to increased retention and

academic success.

Measure Data Collection | Who responsible Target Baseline
Method

Analyze: QEP director,

QEP assessment

coordinator
Academic Academic Collect: Professional 66% first year | Not applicable
Success Plan success plans | advisor, Retention and second-
completed by submitted in coordinator, IR year students
students on Canvas by 10" | Analyze: QEP director, on academic
academic day of the term | QEP assessment probation
probation or coordinator with
warning (Appendix completed
J) plans by 10"

day of term

Advising syllabus | Completed in Collect: Faculty advisor, 66% first year | Not applicable
signed by student | Canvas by end | QEP office coordinator, students
(Appendix C) of fall, first year | professional advisor, IR signed

Analyze: QEP director, syllabus

Student registered
for upcoming term
by end of current
term

End of Term
Cognos report

fr00.48 7584 75.

QEP assessment
coordinator
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Student
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Student Outcome 4
Students will persist and make timely progress towards graduation.

Measure Data Who is responsible Target Baseline
Collection
Method
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internal measure and NSSE measures will be collected in spring 2020 before the debut of the
Connect! Advising QEP in fall of 2020. Internal measures along with NSSE will be collected
each spring thereafter.

Formative assessment. Students will receive formative feedback on their educational growth
plans and second-year reflections during meetings with professional advisors and faculty
advisors once these plans have been evaluated against the rubrics (see Appendices G and H
for educational growth plan and second-year reflection rubrics, respectively). Students will be
encouraged to use this feedback in revising their plans as part of the second-year reflection.
Advisors will also receive information about student progress through the measurement of Key
P
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Proud Thomas More Graduates, Class of 2019

Thomas More University Faculty
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Appendix A. Crosswalk between CAS Standards (Council for the Advancement of Standards in
Higher Education, 2015) and Thomas More University Connect! Advising QEP Plan Elements

CAS CAS Thomas More Relevant Thomas More University QEP
Standard Standard University QEP plan elements
Number Description Chapter Number
2.1 Program Chapter V Student Outcomes
Contribution to Student self-assessment, educational growth plans, high
Student impact practices
Learning and
Development
2.2 Assessment Chapter VII Assessment of both student outcomes and program
of Learning outcomes are present.
and
Development
2.3 Program Chapter Il Demonstrates the interactive process used with
Design Chapter V stakeholders to develop the QEP
New advising model will be a split model with both
professional and faculty advisor support for students
24 Collaboration Chapter Il Each of these sections exhibit the collaborative process
Chapter lll that occurred to choose the QEP topic, to design the
Chapter V QEP, and finalize actions that will be implemented.
Collaboration among the retention office and QEP staff
Collaboration among the retention office and advisors
Collaboration among faculty and staff
Collaboration among professional advisors and faculty
advisors
2.5 Access to Chapter V Each student will have an advising team that consists of
Advising a professional advisor and a faculty advisor.
2.6 Facilitating Chapter V
Students’
Opportunity
and

Responsibility
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Appendix B. Thomas More University Connect! Advising QEP Staff Job Descriptions

Thomas More University
Exempt Job Description
Title: QEP Director Department: Office of Academic Affairs

Reports to: Provost Created: 2/2010
Revised: 10/29/2019

Brief Description:

This position is for the Director of the Thomas More QEP on Academic Advising. The QEP Director leads
implementation and reporting for the 2020-2025 QEP with reporting duties extending through 2026.
The QEP will be overseen by a member of the faculty given a 2 course/term (or half teaching time)
release. The QEP Director reports directly to the Provost.

It is expected that all of the duties and responsibilities of this position will be performed ethically and
professionally in a manner that reflects the core values of Thomas More University, which include a
sense of responsibility toward fellow human beings and respect for diversity.

ESSENTIAL FUNCTIONS:

Change management: Support or facilitate as appropriate institutional level adaptation to

environmental changes in the landscape of higher education

* Overseesimplementation and revisions of the QEP using evidence-based practices for academic
advising.

* Implements structure for disseminating QEP successes and scholarship.

» Isinformed on developments in higher education and their impact on advising programs.

« Shares in the responsibility to the University’s compliance with accreditation requirements for the
QEP.

e Actively supports the Mission-inspired values of inclusion, diversity, and equity in all University
programs and activities.

» Contributes appropriately balanced input to the Provost in a collaborative and respectful manner.

72



Thomas More University

» Supervises faculty and staff development, data entry, and analysis in collaboration with FRC and HR.
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Thomas More University
Exempt Job Description
Title: QEP Assessment Coordinator Department: QEP

Reports to: QEP Director Created: 2/2010
Revised: 11/05/2019

Brief Description:

This position is for the Assessment Coordinator of the Thomas More QEP on Academic Advising. The
QEP Assessments Coordinator is responsible for the collection, management and dissemination of all
QEP-related data, including student and institutional assessments. The QEP Assessment Coordinator will
be a member of the faculty given a 1 course/term release. The QEP Assessment Coordinator reports
directly to the QEP Director and collaborates on the success of the QEP.

It is expected that all
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Essential Qualities:
The University seeks a faculty member who has:

Required: master’s degree.

Experience with data management and analysis as well as program assessment.

Proficiency with statistics tool such as SPSS, SAS, or R.

Knowledge of SQL desirable.

Full or part-time faculty appointment at Thomas More University.

Knowledge of relevant technology including Microsoft Office applications, Canvas, and willingness to
learn new software helpful to serving students with learning differences.

Ability to work independently and efficiently.

Excellent interpersonal, planning, problem-solving, organizational and communication skills.
Some evening availability.

Self-Starter, entrepreneurial, resourceful, and action oriented.

Life-long learner.

Ability to meet deadlines.

Demonstrated ability to set high expectations and hold people accountable for excellent
performance.

Integrity, honesty, humility, and excellent social and interpersonal skills.

Physical Job Requirements:
Tools and Equipment Used

Personal computer, copier, fax/scanner, phone, and other typical office equipment.

Travel

Minimal — less than 15% of time.

Physical & Mental Demands

Frequently required to sit at a desk/workstation for long period of time.
Ability to work at a computer terminal for extended periods of time.

Digital dexterity and hand/eye coordination in operation of office equipment.
Light lifting and carrying of supplies, files, etc.

Ability to speak to and hear employees/clients via phone or in person.
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Thomas More University
Non Exempt Job Description
Title: QEP Office Coordinator Department: QEP

Reports to: Director, Thomas More QEP Created: 2/2010
Revised: 11/2019

Core Values

It is expected that all of the duties and responsibilities of this position will be performed in a manner
that reflects the core values of Thomas More University which include: sense of responsibility toward
your fellow human beings, respect for life, adherence to social work ethics, respect for diversity,
professionalism, and compassion.

Basic Purpose
This position is for the Coordinator of the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) on Academic Advising at
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e Communication and calendar coordination for QEP staff.

» Researching best practices and preparing relevant reports.

» Technical support for report writing such as editing, formatting, references etc.

» Assisting director in budget preparation and maintenance of budget record book, recording all
transactions, and filing all required paperwork as needed

* Managing supplies and other QEP materials.

* Meeting minutes.

e Supporting data entry.

e Maintaining resource library.

* Attending and supporting QEP events.

e Supporting the pursuit of advising and learning excellence.

» Overseeing the administrative aspects of faculty learning communities.

» Collaborating with QEP staff on additional needs.

General Office Duties. Responsible for
» Providing general office reception including:
0 Greeting and problem solving for students, staff, faculty, and visitors

Directing inquiries to the appropriate campus resource

0 Maintaining all correspondence, including e-mail and phone calls

0 Providing general assistance as needed
General office duties including but not limited to filing, copying and creating folders, record
maintenance, orders/maintains office supplies, and develops/distributes information to student
Providing administrative/clerical support to the Director and QEP staff as needed

o

Education, Specialized and/or Technical Knowledge Requirements

» Preferred: Associate Degree or higher in a relevant field

e Experience working with students, faculty, and staff

» Demonstrated ability to maintain confidentiality

» Knowledge of relevant technology including Microsoft Office applications, Adobe, Canvas, and
willingness to learn new software helpful to serving students, faculty, and staff

Physical Job Requirements

Tools and Equipment Used

» Personal computer, copier, fax/scanner, phone, and other typical office equipment
Travel

* Minimal - less than 5% of time

Physical & Mental Demands

e Frequently required to sit at a desk/workstation for long period of time

» Ability to work at a computer terminal for extended periods of time

» Digital dexterity and hand/eye coordination in operation of office equipment
» Light lifting and carrying of supplies, files, etc.

» Ability to speak to and hear

79






Thomas More University

Thomas More University
Exempt Job Description
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Education, Specialized and/or Technical Knowledge Req

Thomas More University

Maintain understanding and implementation of current advising best practices

Design and implement a structure for disseminating advising successes

Follow FERPA guidelines

While working primarily during regular office hours, be regularly available for evening and weekend

activities
Engage in professional development
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Appendix F. First-Year Student Reflection on O*NET/Mynextmove Survey

Student reflection on mynextmove survey
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Appendix G. Educational Growth Plan Rubric

Rubric for Evaluating Educational Growth Plan

Task Description: The primary goal is to help students develop and follow an
intentional educational growth plan grounded in the student’s self-assessment of
their values, interests, and abilities, and facilitated through holistic advising.

Dimensions H 3-Exemplary 2-Competent 1-Developing

1. Students will
craft a coherent
educatt
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Appendix H. Second-Year Reflection Rubric
Rubric for Second-Year Reflection

Task Description: The primary goal is to help students think through and include a variety of
high impact practices such as undergraduate research, diversity/global learning, and service
learning/community-based learning in their educational growth plan.

Dimensions ” 3-Exemplary 2-Competent 1-Developing

1. Students will craft Section 3 goals are

a coherent clearly stated and
educational plan consistent with section 2
based on self-reflection.
assessment of Core, major, and co-

abilities, aspirations,  curricular activities for
interests, and values  achieving goals are clearly
specified.
Experiential learning
activities for achieving
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Appendix I. NSSE Assessment Items
NSSE Academic Advising Module Items (National Survey of Student Engagement, n.d. a)

1. During the current school year, how many times have you discussed your academic
interests, course selections, or academic performance with the following individuals?
Response options: 0,1,2,3,4 or more, Not applicable

Academic advisor, faculty, or staff assigned to advise you

Academic advisor(s) available to any student

Faculty or instructor(s) not assigned to advise you

Student services staff (career services, academic support, Trio, etc.)

Success or academic coach

Peer advisor or mentor

Other, please specify: [textbox]

@ *poo0oTp

2. Do you know how to contact (in person, email, phone, or online) an advisor at your
institution?
Response options: Yes, No, Unsure

3. Thinking about academic advising, how much have people and resources at your
institution done the following?
Response options: Very much, Quite a bit, Some, Very little, Not applicable
a. Been available when needed
b. Provided prompt and accurate information
c. Provided information about learning support services (tutoring, writing center, success skills,
etc.)
Notified you of important policies and deadlines
Reached out to you about your academic progress or performance
Followed up with you regarding something they recommended
Asked questions about your educational background and needs

se~oo
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c. Faculty or instructor(s) not assigned to advise you

d. Online advising system (degree progress report, etc.)

e. Website, catalog, or other published sources

f. Student services staff (career services, academic support, Trio, etc.)
g. Success or academic coach

h. Peer advisor or mentor

i. Friends or other students

j.  Family members

k. Other, please specify:

6. Regarding academic advising, who has been the most helpful and in what way? [text
box]

NSSE HIP Items (National Survey of Student Engagement, n.d. b)

NSSE standard module collects participation rate in the following high impact practices:
Service-Learning
Learning Community
Research with Faculty
Internship or Field Exp.
Study Abroad

Culminating Senior Exp.
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Appendix J. Academic Success Plan
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