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Analysis by SACS Staff of Fifth-Year Interim Reports and QEP Impact Reports
140 reports reviewed by Fifth-Year Committee: 76 in 2013 Cohort; 39 in 2014 Cohart.
{Carol Luthman, December 2009)

2013 Class 2014 Class
# Citation(s) # Institutions Cited # Institutions Cited

0 17 4]

1 16 5

2-3 29 22

4-5 7 9

&9 5 2

10 or more 2 1

76 39

2014 Class--Top 6 Citations: SACS Standard i Institutions Cited {of 39) Percentage

Faculty adequate 2.8 23 59%
IE of education programs 3311 20 51%
Program Coordination and Developrment 3.4.11 11 28%
Student Complaints 4.5 11 28%
Physical Facilities 3113 9 23%
Student support services 2.10 5 13%

2014 Class, QEP Report Results: 11 of 39 institutions submitted QFP Impact Report
9 reports ACCEPTED with comment
2 reports REFERRED to Compliance & Reports Committee
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2008 DATA NEED 2003 DATA
#of
Institutions
out of SACS Compliance Areas and Examples of Institution’s How GT could show evidence of
Repaort#f | Cotr Percentage SACS Principle Principle Short Title Non-compli C i
ER B S R Sl e T T T e witten, disseminazed policies &
n 12 R Y Za.'of:32 . |Procedures fof addressing student. |Actions did not follow stated policies; lack Jprocedures
e LT Cleomplaints - - 0270 T {ofdecumentation; no examples given . |? Evidence followed in resolving
" L it Lol complaints
Co R S . “ 12 Allfeach academic programs have
- 1 . i o Examples not given; samples not given; no
s : N - o . . loutcomes & assessed regularly
. : . g - : A CL Educational programs--assessment [description of how ail programs are > Assessment reults Incorporated n
g . 180f32 - 56% .Comprehensive .3.3.11 " |of; expected outcomes; evidence of [assessed; ao information ¢n what was .lannin & budgeting
s . : d S improvement based on analysis learned from assessment, how used, and ;Evidensce of improvement based on
.o SN ..+ |what changed . - -
- R assessment
1. . S L T St " Ibid not provide recent audit reparts; did . |7 Designated affice 2o manage Tisle iV
] PR b e o] e Federal & o AT + |Title 1V; Audit reports of ’ fot provie . P . 8 . &
] iBef3z e 10 A1% “Ernarehe i mronrame e - {not have current information on audit . Jprograms & issues
| R S ) __p v 1 _.p::.g - : requirements.” - - 2|2 Infractions addressed
Vi : RN ‘F'C."mP‘.eﬁe informztion on-personfs) such ? All programs assigned coordinator &
: A SR e 5 L Las names, titles, 'and why qualified; each
. : U . .| Academic Program Coordinatian & | -5 RO avaluated
6 .} i30f32 -‘Comprehensive - 3.4.11 - . : -0t |academic program did net have a names X .
N PR T Development AT i = |7 Qualified faculty assigned & evaluated
: R [l . U ) curriculum coordinater, and for some,
; ) ;.| their credentials were questionable
? Institution's process for determining
" . adequate number of faculty fer its
Incomplete 2nd contradictory reporting of - ademic mission unclear
Adequate number of FT facuity total humber of instructors, their titles and > Credentials/qualifications clearly
iS5l ification (FT, PT, adjunct, | o
1 a0f32 28% Cora 28 members to sup.portth«.e mlss'lon employee clas.m ical !on { i adjun matched (CIP) and addressed in hiring
and ensure quality and integrity of [ete.), and their qualifications. rocess to suppart acaderic mission
academic programs Roster not presented by department and gCIear identificationfupdating in
not cross-linked with assigned courses. reparting databases of each course's
instructor of record
Incomplete list of key decision makers as |2 Have/Use current arg, charts
ualified administrative and compared to organization charts, and ? Jab summaries current, describe
3 8§of32 25% Comprehensive 328 academic officars institutions did not provide evidentce as toJrespensibilities
hew the persons included were connected |? Clear connection to Institute decision-
to key decision-making processes. making process
N . [ncomP lete docume.ntatmn and/orno . |? Witten process for review, approval of
13 8of32 25% Federal 4.6 Recruitment materials materials were provided or referenced in ALL recruitrment materials & presentation
report
Studant achievament evaluation Data Iafckzng or not prc:lvfed.on data on ? Evidence of student achievernent
8 40f32 13% Federal 41 udent achievem valath f:ourse program comgle |c!1, no cald ¥ Evidence relates to stated mission and
(data) job placement, etc, Analysis of data ol
lacking. |
? Curriculum refated to stated mission
. N . . . to h
9 40f32 13% Federal 4,2 Curriculum i direct!y "?Iat_Ed w© No I!nkage n.z\m.ient in the rfepf)rr astofow ? Curriculum current with mission and
purpose & goals of institution curriculum is tied to the mission |goats
. - [T 7 Accessible, consistent in all
Incemplete information on institutien’s ublications, media
icies, h blished/di: 1l B . '
5 4of32 13% Comprehensive 3.4.3 Admissions Palicies policies, Row published/ .iss.emlnated i? Reviewed, updated annually
where documented; admissions process, 1 Clear, written procedures for process &
who involved ;ppeal'
Student suppert programs, serices Ircomplete information and failed to show]? Serve ALL students--ALL locations
2 40f32 13% Cora 2.10 4 activi:i?el: programs, &% howr this area promotes student learning  |? Promote student learning
an and development ? Assessed reguladly for effectivenass
N L . N ? Current physical inventory
7 4032 3% Comprehensive 3113 Phylrmcal facilities—-aperations & Inadequate support documentation; did 2Clear line planning & budgeting
maintenance--on & off campus not address both on- and off-campus b ALL Facilities managed
. . . . ? Public access te approved academic
10 3032 10% Federal 43 Public & stude.n.t access to academic|Incomplete documentation provided in calendare, grading poficies, refand
calendars, palicies, etc. the report balicies
1 30f32 10% Federal 44 Program length is adequate for Did not include ALL programs—especiaily  [FWritten criteria on program length
) each program ones ather than "norm" for the institution |?Determined and reviewed by faculty




