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I. Overview 
The overall aim of the QEP is to improve the quality, relevance and sustainability of UB’s academic programs in line with national developmental needs. The focus of the plan is to adequately address the program’s strengths and weakness as identified in the program’s formal assessment. The formulation and approval of the Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) constitute an integral albeit the final phase of program review for quality improvement. The implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the implementation of the QEP are part of the next five year cycle before the same program has to be again submitted for another cycle of program evaluation.
The QEP is shaped by the objectives of program review for quality improvement
, the Self Study Report recommendations prepared by the Program Review Team and the recommendations in the Final Report of the External Peer Review Team. These recommendations are placed within the framework of UB’s academic standards and criteria with the five factors including curriculum and assessment, students, faculty, physical plant & financial resources and administration & organization. The thrust is to adequately address all recommendations intended to a) maintain and further improve UB’s strengths and b) to address all areas of weakness where UB is not meeting its stated program intended learning outcomes at the standards set by the institution.
II. Objectives 
The QEP’s objectives are action and output driven and are drawn from and consistent with the objectives of program review for quality improvement. The objectives are directly linked to the Academic Division’s Strategic Development Plan and are stated in measurable terms. The plan is formulated to adequately address the following. 
a. Each program intended learning outcome (ILO) that the review identified as not being met. Each of these is addressed and a solution or solutions proposed as a measurable output(s) to be achieved within a given time frame.
b. Each standard of any or all of the five factors that the review identified as not being met per the UB Academic Standards document. Each of these shortcomings is addressed and a solution or solutions proposed as a measurable output(s) to be achieved within a given time frame.
c. Program ILOs and standards/criteria that are being met and the specified steps that should be taken to maintain and further improve on these strengths. Each of these steps is synthesized as a measurable output to be achieved within a given time frame.
d. The updating of the program’s curriculum as a matter of course. The actions to be followed to improve on the curriculum are framed as outputs to be achieved within a given time frame. 
e. A cost-benefit analysis to determine the continuing viability of the program in the context of the program’s mission, vision and goals and especially (where deemed necessary) specified steps identified to add value to the program’s outputs and to improve the cost effectiveness of the program.
f. Other recommendations acceptable to the PRT that do not fall in any of the above categories. These recommendations are translated into activities with specified outputs to be achieved within a given time line.  
g. The necessary actions that should be taken to prepare the program for accreditation or reaffirmation of accreditation within a given time frame.
III. Responsibility and Authority for QEP Formulation
As the final phase of program review, the drafting of the QEP is ultimately the responsibility of the Vice President, Academic (Provost) but this responsibility is delegated to the Dean who in turn delegates it to the Program Review Team (PRT) made up of all full time faculty members who teach in the program and a sample of faculty members who teach the support core and the general education core components of the curriculum. The PRT leader is the person who coordinates the development of the QEP with the technical support of the QA office. As noted elsewhere, the faculty Dean includes this activity in the faculty’s annual work plan and budget. The role of the President, Provost, Dean and Chair where applicable, at corresponding levels is to support, monitor and accompany the development of the plan to the approval stage. 
Because the QEP will certainly involve both academic and non-academic areas, the PRT leader and Dean through the Provost will need to secure the active support and involvement of relevant administrative offices not only in the drafting and approval of the plan but also in its subsequent implementation, monitoring and approval. The PRT with the support of relevant offices should determine as early as practicable who else should be directly involved with the plan’s elaboration. Clearly, there may be good reason to involve program stakeholders, UB or non-UB experts, and others who can be co-opted as need arises since the quality of the plan will depend not only on its content but the extent to which stakeholders and plan implementers are able and willing to contribute towards its achievement. 
IV. QEP, from drafting to approval process
The QEP drafting to approval is a process that should be as inclusive as is practicable. There are very functional reasons for involving faculty and administrators and at least a sample of students, alumni, professional associations, employers as well as internal and external experts in the drafting and review process. 

Having drafted per the UB QEP template, submit to the Quality Assurance office for a first review to ensure that the document is complete per format and other manual requirements. The format is next submitted to the Dean for the item to be addressed in a regular faculty meeting. An e-copy is sent to all faculty members for their review prior to the meeting. Providing this opportunity for full faculty review gives every faculty member the opportunity to input, be informed and exposed to new developments in a related discipline. It also brings home the message that program improvement is a shared faculty responsibility that the faculty can embrace as its own contribution to continuous improvement in UB program quality, relevance and sustainability. 
Having been enriched at faculty level, the draft is formally submitted to the Provost who would normally table it at Academic Council to give regular members the opportunity to input, be informed and exposed to developments in a given discipline. Academic Council inputs are used to further strengthen the draft QEP. 

With the Provost’s endorsement, the QEP is sent to the President for his review and approval. The President may by way of copy inform the Board of the program’s QEP. Simultaneously, the Provost informs the Dean with copy to the Quality Assurance Officer of the approved QEP which is ready for implementation. Since it is extremely difficult for QEP approval to coincide with the calendar of the regular UB planning and budgeting process, PRTs should avoid putting in activities in year one of the plan that require considerable outlay of funds. It is advisable that these provisions be made for years 2 and beyond.
V. Keeping the University Community Engaged 
It is important to keep stakeholders engaged throughout the process of plan formulation, review, implementation and evaluation. In so-doing, it would be helpful to announce the QEP as the next logical and final phase of the program review process. An executive summary of the program review findings would be appropriate since UB has the responsibility to inform the university community in general and stakeholders in particular of the program’s assessment. UB’s Public Relations office can assist with this aspect of the plan. It would be helpful, for example, to use the Quality Assurance web page with the technical assistance of UB’s webmaster to provide updates, to gather inputs on the plan at it progresses through the various stages of development with the object of not only keeping the university informed but also involved in the process to the extent possible. 
VI. The Overall Structure of the QEP
While the recommendations from the Self Study Report and EPRT’s Final Report give direction and substantive flesh to the areas addressed in the QEP, it is expected that the full time faculty with external advice as may be secured are the experts who will translate the recommendations of the Self Study report and the External Peer Review Team’s report into a coherent, logically consistent quality enhancement plan of action with its corresponding budget. Drafting, implementing, monitoring and evaluating the plan calls for commitment, drive and creativity on all involved but particularly on the PRT. The plan may be spread over a maximum of five years, where one year is considered short term, two to three years are considered medium term and four or more years are considered long term. It is expected that in most if not all instances the substance of the QEP is drawn from the best applicable and current theory and practices available in the discipline or related disciplines. 
QEP outputs may be organized around changes in the relevant Program Specifications document including program ILOs, graduate profile, curriculum, internship manuals, teaching methodologies and assessment strategies. Any one of these changes could in turn have a domino effect on the relevant components of the program. For example, changes in program ILOs would naturally lead to an analysis of individual syllabus ILOs to ensure that all program ILOs are adequately covered, gaps filled and overlaps removed. 
VII. Quality Enhancement Plan Template
A.
1.  Cover Page

2.  Table of Contents
4.  Acknowledgments

3.   Purpose of the QEP for quality improvement
B.
Program Information
	1.  Faculty
	

	2.  Department or Center
	

	3.  Program Title/Code
	

	4.  Degree/Certificate
	

	5.  Full/Part Time Students (or both)
	

	6.  Location(s) Offered and mode
	

	7.  Professional or technical occupations graduates prepared for.
	

	8.  Internal program review or accreditation status
	

	9.  Names of persons who drafted PS or last reviewed PS.
	

	10. Date PS approved or last reviewed.
	


C.
Executive Summaries 

1.  Program Assessment
2.  QEP
D.
Drafting the QEP: from formulation to approval stage
E.
Objectives of the QEP linked to the Academic Division’s Strategic Development Plan
F.
Literature Review and Best Practices (theory and applied) intended to address the objectives of the QEP

G.
Actions and corresponding outputs expected per objective within a given time frame 
H.
Responsibility for implementation and on-going monitoring per QEP Actions and Outputs
I.
Budget against Actions and Expected outputs within a given time frame
J.
Evaluation of QEP Implementation
K.
Coded Graphic Organizer 
L.
Appendices
VIII. Guide for filling out Template

A.
1.  Cover Page 
Include the UB logo, the UBQ logo and the Faculty logo if available.
2.  Table of Contents Paginate in small Roman numerals including Table of Contents, Acknowledgments and Purpose of the QEP.

3.  Acknowledgments Written by PRT leader
4.  Purpose of the QEP in quality improvement This can be written by the Dean (half to three quarters of the page).
B.
Program Information. 

Copy and paste from most recent Program Specifications (PS) document.

C.
1.  Executive Summary of program assessment 
In no more than two pages, summarize the major findings of program review. Note that this is not merely putting the two executive summaries together. Where there is divergence on any specific point between the Self Study Report findings and the EPRT findings, the PRT has to resolve what it will report. 
2.  Executive Summary of the QEP. 
In no more than two pages, provide a summary of the plan.
D. Drafting the QEP: from formulation to approval stage 
Describe the process used to draft the QEP. Include use of program review assessment, the participation of stakeholders, the role of the PRT, the reviews made of the draft document at various stages. See II above. Refer also to how the process was all inclusive. See V above.
E. Objectives of the QEP linked to the Academic Division’s Strategic Development Plan (SDP) 
Draft the GEP objectives under the overall umbrella and as an integral component of the Academic Division’s Strategic Development Plan. Look for the relevant strategic objectives and strategic actions of the SDP to link them to the QEP objectives. In addition to stating the Standard/criteria in column 3, summarize the recommendation(s) made in the program review to improve on or to further strengthen UB’s standards. In column 4, state the “solution” to the challenge or issue referred to in the recommendation. Use the framework of the UB Academic Standards document to organize.
Table 1
	SDP Strategic

Objective and Action Strategy
	Factor per Academic Standards doc.
	Standard &

Criteria per (P.R. Recommendations)
	Solution to the “Challenge” posed
	QEP Objectives 

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


State the objective in measurable terms since these very same objectives will be the focus of the evaluation of the QEP’s implementation. Look at VII above for a guide.
F. Literature Review and Best Practices (theory and applied) intended to address the objectives of the QEP Recommendations from the program review will have posed the need for solutions to challenges to be addressed in order to improve the quality, relevance and sustainability of the program. Summarize the basis on which the solutions to the challenges are being proposed. Point to issues of quality, relevance and sustainability of this particular program. For example, if the recommendation is to review the Internship manual, summarize the theoretical and applied principles underpinning the revision that the QEP is coming up with.  
G. Actions and corresponding Outputs expected per objective within a given time frame
Table 2

	QEP Objectives
	QEP Actions
	QEP Outputs
	Time Line

From  To

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Actions should be clearly stated using verbs that will help in monitoring and evaluating the action and its corresponding output(s). For example, an action might be, “The QA Office will arrange to upload through UB’s web master all PS documents for the information and input of the university community including faculty, students, alumni and other stakeholders.”
Each expected output from the “Action” should also be stated in measurable terms. In the example given above, expected outputs might be: “All full time faculty members, at least 70% of part time faculty members, at least 60% of a representative sample of students and at least 40% of a representative sample of alumni of the program will have seen a copy of the PS document.” Another output from the same action might be, “At least ten program stakeholders have provided feedback on the current PS document.”
H. Responsibility for implementation and on-going monitoring per QEP Actions and Outputs
Table 3
	QEP Actions
	QEP Outputs
	Verifiable Indicators
	Responsibility
	Time Line

From  To

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


The person or office that is responsible for the execution of the action (even if others are involved) is the agent responsible for the action. That person or office should include the action in his/her annual work plan and corresponding budget. That agent should therefore be regularly reporting on the implementation of the Action and expected outputs per verifiable indicators.
I. Budget against Actions and Expected outputs within given time lines
Table 4
	QEP Action
	QEP Output
	Section, Sub-Section and Expense Category
	Expense
	Notes

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Use UB’s Annual Budget Format to indicate the Expense Category, Section and Sub-section of the projected expenditure. Provide notes for each expenditure so as to assist with budget management upon budget approval. Since it is extremely difficult for QEP approval to coincide with the calendar of the regular UB planning and budgeting process, PRTs should avoid putting in activities in year one of the plan that require considerable outlay of funds. It is advisable that these provisions be made for years 2 and beyond.

Even though the budget linked to the QEP focuses on the cost of executing the QEP, it would be in line with the spirit of program review to comment on how the projected expenditures are expected to improve the cost effectiveness of the program by reference to current as projected income from tuition and other activities that the program can engage in.
J. Coded Graphic Organizer 
This purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the major sections of the QEP and to show the linkages of each to the whole. Since it is usually very difficult to fit too much text in this organizer we recommend the use of codes instead of text. Remember that we are dealing here with the QEP formulation, review and approval not with the QEP implementation which is the subject of section K below.
Table 5
	ADSP Objectives
	QEP Objectives
	Activities
	Time Line
	Expected Outcomes
	Measurable Indicators
	Responsibility
	Resources

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


K. Evaluation of QEP Implementation
A major aspect factor in improving the quality of UB programs is UB’s capacity and willingness to evaluate how well we implement the QEP in relation to the expected outputs and verifiable indicators. In this section, describe in detail how the QEP would ensure that the time, effort and resources invested in improving the quality of our academic programs does in fact yield the expected dividends. The agent responsible for given actions should report to the Dean and the Dean to the Provost on a regular basis, perhaps once per semester according to the following table. Towards the end of the QEP implementation period and before the academic program is again submitted to review, there should be a more comprehensive evaluation of the QEP implantation with a focus on the impact that the interventions have had on the quality, relevance and sustainability of the program. For this purpose, an evaluator external to the program perhaps from another UB faculty should be contracted to conduct a thorough assessment to help inform the next cycle of program evaluation.
I am suggesting that the reporting and monitoring format be as similar as possible to the format in use in the Academic Division so as to minimize the duplication of effort.

Table 6
	Factor and Ac. Std.
	ADSP Strategic Objectives
	QEP Objectives
	Activities
	Time Line
	Outcomes Achieved
	Indicators Verified
	Comments

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


This table should be filled by all persons responsible for actions as outlined in Table 3. The person responsible for the overall coordination of QEP implementation should actively seek a copy of these evaluation and monitoring reports and assemble them to get a clearer picture of the progress of QEP implementation.  
L. Appendices

Include a glossary of specialized terms used in the QEP, bibliography, etcetera.
Angel Cal
26 March 2010
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�  See UBQ, Program Review for Quality Improvement Manual, March, 2010.
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