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[bookmark: _Toc243329268]Two Connected AI Workflow Challenges
•  Challenge 1: Student Engagement and Success — strengthen engagement, belonging, and student success.
•  Challenge 2: Program Effectiveness and Productivity — improve program outcomes and make better use of staff time and resources.
Follow the same sequence in either challenge: ChatGPT Instant → Thinking → Deep Research → Reasoning Pro → a reviewed 30/60/90-Day Action Plan.
Sunday, November 1, 2026
[bookmark: _Toc243329269]Start Here: How to Use This Playbook
Choose one Student Affairs challenge. Fill in the bold brackets with approved institutional information and complete six connected prompts. Review and save each result before using it in the next step. The sequence ends in a 30/60/90-Day Action Plan. The facilitator will demonstrate one pathway; you can complete either afterward.
[bookmark: _Toc243329270]No Prework Required
•  No prework is required. Select one existing program or recurring Student Affairs workflow when you are ready to practice.
•  Complete the bold [FILL IN: ...] fields with approved information. Enter “unknown” for missing facts and label estimates.
•  Save each reviewed result with its exact title and attach it to the next step. Never submit protected records or sensitive personal data to unapproved tools.
[bookmark: _Toc243329271]Choose One Challenge
•  Challenge 1: Student Engagement and Success — strengthen engagement and belonging.
•  Challenge 2: Program Effectiveness and Productivity — improve one program or workflow.
[bookmark: _Toc243329272]How the Fill-In Fields Work
•  FILL IN — add approved context, goals, measures, and limits in each prompt.
•  DECIDE AFTER REVIEW — supply a decision after reviewing earlier outputs.
•  Attach Document / Copy Prompt — provide named files and copy Role through Guardrails together. Review before saving.
[bookmark: _Toc243329273]What You Will Build
Each pathway produces a Situation Snapshot, Opportunity Map, Barrier Assessment, Decision Brief, Evidence Brief, and a reviewed 30/60/90-Day Action Plan with actions, roles, indicators, approvals, and first-week steps.
[bookmark: _Toc243329274]Table of Contents
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[bookmark: _Toc243329275]Guide to Effective Prompting
[bookmark: _Toc243329276]What Makes a Prompt Effective
•  Prompt anatomy: role, goal, context, constraints, examples, output format.
•  Ask for a usable deliverable: a decision brief, table, checklist, action plan, outreach draft, program assessment, or review rubric. Specify audience, desired length, constraints, and what to exclude.
•  A strong prompt gives AI enough institutional context to be useful without sharing protected student records or confidential personnel data.
•  The goal is not a perfect first prompt. The goal is a useful first draft that is checked, challenged, refined, and verified before use.

[bookmark: _Toc243329277]Prompt Frameworks (Examples)

RTF (Role – Task – Format)
Definition: Assigns ChatGPT a specific role, a clear task, and the exact format you want back.
When to use it:
•  When you need consistent outputs across teams or departments
•  When the deliverable must be Word-, Excel-, or PowerPoint-ready
•  When you want a predictable structure for an email, checklist, or executive memo
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Role: Act as a Student Affairs program advisor preparing for a conversation with a campus engagement team.
Task: Draft a conversation guide to understand why students are not consistently participating in one approved campus program.
Format: Use Program Purpose, Questions to Ask, Information to Verify, Potential Barriers, and Next Steps. Do not assume why students participate or disengage.
TAG (Task – Action – Goal)
Definition: Defines what you want done, how you want it done, and why it matters so the output stays focused.
When to use it:
•  When you need quick, high-signal work products
•  When you want to prioritize student impact over extra detail
•  When turning notes into a leadership-ready update
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Task: Create a short weekly student-program update for a department leader.
Action: Organize redacted notes under Participation, Student Feedback Themes, Operational Issues, and Next Actions. Mark missing information.
Goal: Give the leader a concise view of what changed, what is unknown, and which decisions need follow-up.

BAF (Before – Action – Format)
Definition: Starts with the situation, then asks for the work to do, then specifies the output format.
When to use it:
•  When the situation needs context to avoid generic outputs
•  When a program or service handoff needs consistency
•  When you need a specific deliverable such as a checklist, memo, or SOP
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Before: A Student Affairs program team uses several intake and event-planning checklists, causing missing handoffs and repeated work.
Action: Draft a consistent event-planning-to-follow-up workflow with clear required inputs and human review.
Format: Provide a one-page Word-ready checklist with Trigger, Steps, Owner Roles, Required Inputs, Required Outputs, Handoff Rules, and Quality Check.

CARE (Context – Action – Results – Example)
Definition: Provides background, requests a clear action, defines the intended result, and anchors style with an example of what good looks like.
When to use it:
•  When the output will be reused in training or recurring communications
•  When you need higher-quality outputs with fewer assumptions
•  When consistency, inclusion, and service clarity matter
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Context: A university wants student program communications to be welcoming and consistent without implying commitments the program cannot meet.
Action: Draft a reusable program welcome message.
Results: Improve clarity about eligibility, participation options, next steps, accessibility support, and who to contact.
Example: Use plain language, brief sections, an inclusive tone, and a final checklist of details the program owner must verify.

APE (Action – Purpose – Expectation)
Definition: Sets what to do, why you are doing it, and what limits and quality you expect in the output.
When to use it:
•  When you want a fast output within clear boundaries
•  When creating deliverables for Word, Excel, or PowerPoint
•  When you need multiple versions with strict length constraints
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Action: Create a six-slide outline for a campus engagement initiative.
Purpose: Help divisional leaders decide which participation barriers should be investigated before funding a change.
Expectation: Provide slide titles, concise talking points, and questions leaders should ask. Mark unverified claims and missing local evidence.

ERA (Expectation – Role – Action)
Definition: Leads with tone and quality expectations, then sets perspective, then assigns the work.
When to use it:
•  When tone matters in student or staff communications
•  When you need a particular functional perspective
•  When you want concise writing with minimal rewriting
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Expectation: Calm, inclusive, clear, accountable, and concise. Avoid blame and unsupported assurances.
Role: Student Affairs program administrator communicating a schedule change.
Action: Draft a student-facing update using only confirmed dates and arrangements. Include the next action, responsible office, and the update date if supplied.

RISE (Role – Input – Steps – Expectation)
Definition: Best for procedural work: define the perspective, inputs, steps to follow, and what good output looks like.
When to use it:
•  When building SOPs, checklists, or repeatable processes
•  When analyzing operational reports and needing consistent commentary
•  When training Student Affairs teams on a standard workflow
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Role: Workflow improvement advisor supporting a Student Affairs program team.
Input: An approved, aggregate task log with tasks, frequency, preparation time, review time, and rework.
Steps: Identify repeated tasks, distinguish active effort from waiting, flag missing timing data, and suggest the first step to test.
Expectation: Provide Task, Frequency, Current Effort, Friction, Potential AI-Supported Step, Human Review, and Measurement Needed. Do not invent savings.

RACE (Role – Action – Context – Expectation)
Definition: Anchors executive planning and decision-making by setting perspective, action, background, and deliverable expectations.
When to use it:
•  When preparing decision briefs, program plans, and executive summaries
•  When coordinating tradeoffs across campus stakeholders
•  When leaders need a defensible, reviewable recommendation
Example prompt (copy/paste):
Role: Student Affairs division leader considering one measurable operational improvement.
Action: Write a one-page decision brief recommending one program or workflow for a short pilot.
Context: Teams face limited staff capacity, fragmented reporting, and incomplete baseline data.
Expectation: Include an Executive Summary, Impact/Effort/Risk comparison, owner by role, required approvals, a 30-day test, and measures of program quality and staff time.


[bookmark: _Toc243329278]Best Practices for Writing Effective Prompts
•  Start with the outcome you want: a program brief, outreach message, SOP, scorecard, checklist, or 30/60/90-Day Action Plan.
•  Be specific about the audience: division leaders, program directors, frontline staff, student leaders, or campus partners.
•  Provide just enough approved context to fit the institution and define what success would look like.
•  State constraints: timeframe, staffing, budget, approvals, tone, accessibility, privacy, length, and what to exclude.
•  Ask for a structure matching the job: headings, bullets, an option-comparison table, or step-by-step instructions.
•  For Word, request concise headings and short paragraphs; for Excel, specify the table columns and calculations; for slides, request titles and talking points.
•  Ask for options if uncertainty is high: several possible initiatives, plus pros, cons, and conditions for testing each one.
•  Tell AI what matters most: student outcomes, inclusion, staff capacity, accuracy, feasibility, service quality, and risk reduction.
•  Ask it to distinguish confirmed facts, evidence, estimates, assumptions, and missing information.
•  Require transparent citations and source dates when using external research.
•  Use iteration: draft, check, challenge, refine, verify, and reuse.
•  Request an explicit quality check for factual claims, numbers, possible inequities, conflicts, and missing steps.
•  Use de-identified, aggregate or publicly approved content. Do not paste individual student records or other protected information into unapproved tools.
•  Keep institutional decisions with qualified staff. AI output is a starting point, not authorization for student-facing policy, intervention, or data use.


[bookmark: _Toc243329279]Common Prompt Mistakes and How to Fix Them

1. Mistake: Too vague
Bad prompt: Improve student engagement.
Improved prompt: Using my approved program description, target group, aggregate participation data, and constraints, suggest five engagement opportunities. Separate evidence from assumptions and finish with an impact/effort table.
2. Mistake: No audience or tone
Bad prompt: Write a message about our student program.
Improved prompt: Write a supportive, accessible student-facing invitation to an approved campus program. Use confirmed eligibility, date, location, and contact information only. Flag missing details rather than making them up.
3. Mistake: Missing context
Bad prompt: Fix our process.
Improved prompt: Improve one student-program registration-to-follow-up workflow. The known issues are duplicate data entry and unassigned handoffs. Propose required inputs, owner roles, human review, and a two-week test.
4. Mistake: No output format requested
Bad prompt: Summarize our program review.
Improved prompt: Turn these approved aggregate program notes into an Executive Summary, Confirmed Findings, Assumptions, Risks, Missing Information, and an Action Table with owner roles.
5. Mistake: Too many asks at once
Bad prompt: Write a policy, launch a program, build a budget, and redesign our organization.
Improved prompt: Identify one promising improvement for our existing orientation follow-up process. Produce a short checklist, initial measures, and approval questions. Leave broader policy and organizational redesign out.
6. Mistake: No constraints
Bad prompt: Write an update to students.
Improved prompt: Draft a student update under 180 words using only the confirmed information supplied. Include an accessible next step, a contact point, and no commitments that have not been approved.
7. Mistake: Not asking for options
Bad prompt: Tell me the best engagement program.
Improved prompt: Compare three low-resource ways to increase participation in an existing student activity. For each, include expected benefit, staff burden, accessibility considerations, and what must be validated.
8. Mistake: Not handling uncertainty
Bad prompt: Tell me why students stopped participating.
Improved prompt: Use only aggregate participation trends and approved feedback themes. Separate observed patterns from possible explanations, list questions to verify, and do not infer individual students’ motives.
[bookmark: _Toc243329280]Models at a Glance: How ChatGPT Thinks and Responds
Choose the capability that fits the work. This playbook uses four stages to build a connected workflow. Product labels and access options may differ by account, institution, and subscription. If a named mode is unavailable, use the closest approved capability and apply the same review standards.

[bookmark: _Toc243329281]ChatGPT Instant

What it’s best for
•  Drafting everyday Student Affairs emails, announcements, meeting briefs, and checklists
•  Summarizing approved aggregate notes and producing structured first drafts
•  Brainstorming program questions, engagement opportunities, and possible measures
What it’s not best for
•  High-stakes institutional decisions without deeper analysis
•  External evidence reviews that require sources and citations
•  Predicting individual student outcomes from incomplete context
How to get strong results
•  Ask for a specific deliverable such as a situation snapshot or comparison table
•  Define the target group, program, audience, scope, and format
•  Ask it to identify missing information rather than guessing
Example prompt
Create a one-page snapshot of [FILL IN: student program] using approved, aggregate context. Separate what is known, what is assumed, and what we need to verify.


[bookmark: _Toc243329282]ChatGPT Thinking

What it’s best for
•  Reasoning through tradeoffs, capacity limits, and competing program priorities
•  Diagnosing possible barriers without mistaking correlation for causation
•  Comparing program options and drafting a defensible decision brief
What it’s not best for
•  Simple drafting when a faster mode is sufficient
•  New external research when evidence must be collected first
•  Making final institutional decisions without local validation
How to get strong results
•  Provide earlier reviewed outputs and the decision to be made
•  Ask for options, assumptions, tradeoffs, risks, and confidence levels
•  Specify a consistent rubric: Impact, Effort, Risk, Equity, and Feasibility
Example prompt
Compare three ways to improve [FILL IN: approved program or workflow], including likely impact, staffing, accessibility, risk, and evidence needed.


[bookmark: _Toc243329283]Deep Research

What it’s best for
•  Investigating practices and evidence across documented external sources
•  Preparing a citation-backed evidence brief for leadership
•  Comparing research quality, populations, transferability, and limitations
What it’s not best for
•  Internal-only questions when you already have authoritative information
•  Instant rewriting or drafting
•  Replacing university-specific judgment, evaluations, or approvals
How to get strong results
•  Start from a clear research question and selected local priority
•  Request reputable original sources, dates, citations, and limitations
•  Distinguish peer-institution practices from evidence established in your own setting
Example prompt
Research evidence-based practices related to [FILL IN: selected institutional engagement or productivity priority]. Cite original sources, note study populations and limitations, and identify where local validation is needed.


[bookmark: _Toc243329284]Reasoning Pro
What it’s best for
•  Synthesizing multiple outputs into an executive-ready 30/60/90-day plan
•  Testing sequencing, capacity, risks, dependencies, metrics, and approval points
•  Critiquing a proposed plan and incorporating improvements in one pass
What it’s not best for
•  Routine short drafting
•  Gathering new outside information when sources are missing
•  Establishing compliance or permission without institutional review
How to get strong results
•  Provide the five reviewed outputs and non-negotiable constraints
•  Require milestones, owner roles, measures, risks, student impact, and decision gates
•  Ask the model to critique and refine its draft before presenting the final plan
Example prompt
Use the reviewed Situation Snapshot, Opportunity Map, Barrier Assessment, Decision Brief, and Evidence Brief to build and self-critique a 30/60/90-Day Action Plan.
[bookmark: _Toc243329285]Quick Selection Guide
	Task type
	Best mode
	Why
	Typical output

	Draft or summarize a program update
	Instant
	Fast first draft with clear constraints
	Email or situation snapshot

	Explore plausible engagement options
	Instant
	Organizes possibilities for further review
	Opportunity Map

	Diagnose constraints and assess tradeoffs
	Thinking
	Structured analysis and prioritization
	Barrier Assessment and Decision Brief

	Investigate outside evidence
	Deep Research
	Traced sources, methods, and limitations
	Evidence Brief

	Synthesize a tested 90-day approach
	Reasoning Pro
	Multi-step synthesis, challenge, and refinement
	30/60/90-Day Action Plan



[bookmark: _Toc243329286]Using ChatGPT Projects
A ChatGPT Project keeps the conversations, instructions, approved files, and reviewed outputs for one workflow together. It does not validate their content. Use a separate Project for each challenge or institutional initiative so decisions and sources remain organized.
[bookmark: _Toc243329287]Set Up Your Project
•  Open ChatGPT and create a new Project, if available in your account. Name it for your initiative, such as “Student Engagement and Success — [FILL IN: unit]”.
•  Add brief Project instructions: your leadership role, program scope, audience, purpose, approval boundaries, and the requirement to distinguish facts, assumptions, and unknowns.
•  Add only approved, non-sensitive source materials. You can begin without files; fill in the first prompt directly with general institutional context.
•  Run Step 1 in a Project conversation. Review the output with institutional knowledge, correct errors, then save or upload the reviewed result as a Project source under the prescribed file name.
•  For each subsequent step, explicitly reference and attach the required saved outputs. When a prior output is missing, restore it before proceeding; do not assume that the model remembers an inaccessible file.
•  Keep a human decision log. AI can organize recommendations, but the appropriate university staff must confirm facts, evaluate potential effects on students, and approve changes.
[bookmark: _Toc243329288]Suggested Project Instructions
Customize the following instructions in the Project settings. Bracketed items are placeholders for your own approved information.
Role: Support me as a strategic AI thought partner for [FILL IN: Student Affairs unit or program] at [FILL IN: institution or generalized descriptor].
Purpose: Help me evaluate and improve [FILL IN: selected student engagement initiative OR one program/workflow]. Focus on student outcomes, resource stewardship, and practical, reviewable recommendations.
Working method: Use the named reviewed output from each exercise as an input to the next. Maintain a distinction between confirmed facts, estimates, hypotheses, proposed actions, and decisions requiring approval.
Guardrails: Do not request or infer personally identifiable student information or protected records. Use approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information only. Flag unsupported claims, legal/policy questions, fairness risks, accessibility requirements, and missing evidence. Do not represent proposals as institutional decisions.
Deliverables: Use concise executive-ready sections, labeled tables, accountable owner roles, and measurable indicators. Ask for missing context only when it would materially change a recommendation.
[bookmark: _Toc243329289]How the Outputs Build on One Another
01 Situation Snapshot → 02 Opportunity Map → 03 Barrier Assessment → 04 Priorities and Decision Brief → 05 Evidence Brief → 06 Reviewed 30/60/90-Day Action Plan.
The key discipline is simple: review an output, preserve it under the exact file name, then provide it to the next prompt. Context helps, but explicit source handoffs and human review make the work more reproducible.
[bookmark: _Toc243329290]The SACSA AI Workflow Challenge
Use different AI capabilities together to move from one Student Affairs challenge to an actionable 30/60/90-Day Action Plan. Choose one pathway. The live demonstration shows the method; your own approved context and decisions determine the result. The other pathway remains available afterward.
[bookmark: _Toc243329291]How the Journey Works
•  ChatGPT Instant — structure the starting situation and explore options. Save a Situation Snapshot and Opportunity Map.
•  ChatGPT Thinking — diagnose barriers, weigh tradeoffs, and select a defensible priority. Save a Barrier Assessment and Decision Brief.
•  Deep Research — validate external practices with cited evidence and limitations. Save an Evidence Brief.
•  Reasoning Pro — combine the five reviewed outputs, critique assumptions and risks, and produce the final 30/60/90-Day Action Plan.
[bookmark: _Toc243329292]Planning Scope
Select one manageable Student Affairs unit, existing program, population-level initiative, or recurring service workflow. Limit the plan to actions you can influence. Separate changes you can approve from decisions requiring collaboration, student input, privacy review, accessibility review, or broader authorization.
[bookmark: _Toc243329293]Model Access
Mode names and capabilities depend on your approved account. Use the closest available Instant, Thinking, research-enabled, or higher-effort reasoning option. A strong reasoning model can do the final synthesis if a separate Pro mode is unavailable. If external research is not available, use trusted, dated sources supplied by the participant and label research gaps.
[bookmark: _Toc243329294]The MarZeka Quality Loop
Draft → Check → Challenge → Refine → Verify → Reuse
Check every output for accuracy, equity, accessibility, credible citations, and approval authority before reusing it.
[bookmark: _Toc243329295]Challenge 1: Student Engagement and Success
Core question: How can Student Affairs leaders strengthen student engagement, belonging, and success while using institutional resources responsibly?
Final output: A reviewed 30/60/90-Day Student Engagement and Success Action Plan with actionable phases, responsible roles, measures, decision points, and human oversight.
Fill in the bold bracketed fields with your own approved institutional context. You do not need a fictional case study or prework. Use a ChatGPT Project to organize prior reviewed outputs where available.
[bookmark: _Toc243329296]Your Student Affairs Workflow
Each step creates a reviewed output that becomes an explicit input for the next step. The saved output titles are part of the instructions; keep them consistent.
	Step
	What you will do
	Primary tool
	Saved output

	1
	Understand the situation
	ChatGPT Instant
	01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot

	2
	Explore engagement opportunities
	ChatGPT Instant
	02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map

	3
	Diagnose possible barriers
	ChatGPT Thinking
	03 Student Engagement Barrier Assessment

	4
	Prioritize a responsible improvement
	ChatGPT Thinking
	04 Student Engagement Priorities and Decision Brief

	5
	Validate with external research
	Deep Research
	05 Student Engagement Evidence Brief

	6
	Build and refine the 30/60/90-day plan
	Reasoning Pro
	06 30/60/90-Day Student Engagement and Success Action Plan



[bookmark: _Toc243329297]ChatGPT Instant — Instant exercises
Use Instant to build your initial working materials. Save your reviewed outputs before switching to the next capability.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 1 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

1. Understand the situation
Attach Document: None. Begin with your completed fill-in fields and any approved source information.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a thoughtful Student Affairs program assessment advisor working with a university leader.
Task: Help me understand the engagement situation within [FILL IN: institution or generalized setting] and [FILL IN: unit or existing initiative]. Our intended students or groups are [FILL IN: broad audience or student population, no identities]. The engagement concern is [FILL IN: observed issue or question]. The evidence available is [FILL IN: approved aggregate participation/feedback indicators or “unknown”]. Our desired outcome over 90 days is [FILL IN: specific improvement goal]. Constraints include [FILL IN: staff capacity, budget, timing, policies, and partner roles]. Distinguish facts, estimates, assumptions, and questions. Do not diagnose individual students.
Format: Create a one-page Situation Snapshot with Program and Audience, Goal, What We Know, What We Do Not Know, Existing Strengths, Constraints, Baseline Measures to Confirm, and Five Questions for Human Review.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 2 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

2. Explore engagement opportunities
Attach Document: 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a Student Affairs innovation facilitator identifying practical options without assuming they are proven.
Task: Using my reviewed 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot, generate six plausible ways to address the defined engagement concern. Consider program accessibility, communications, scheduling, peer connection, belonging, student voice, and collaboration, but include only categories relevant to the Snapshot. Reflect these local priorities [FILL IN: top one or two priorities or “undecided”]. For every option identify the information we would need before acting. If the Snapshot is not available, ask me to provide it rather than starting from scratch.
Format: Provide an Opportunity Map table with Potential Action, Student Benefit Hypothesis, Institutional Resources Needed, Equity/Accessibility Consideration, Evidence Gap, and First Test. Conclude with two options worth examining further, not final decisions.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map.
[bookmark: _Toc243329298]ChatGPT Thinking — Thinking exercises
Use Thinking to examine competing explanations and develop a defensible priority; it is not a substitute for local evidence or approval.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 3 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

3. Diagnose possible barriers
Attach Document: 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot; 02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as an evidence-conscious Student Affairs assessment advisor.
Task: Review 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot and 02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map. Diagnose possible reasons for the observed engagement challenge without claiming to know student motivations. Examine program design, access, communication, scheduling, capacity, belonging, and measurement. For each possible explanation distinguish what the supplied context actually supports from a hypothesis. Identify disconfirming evidence and what to ask students or staff before making changes. Constraints to honor: [FILL IN: program boundaries, staff limits, or “as stated in the Snapshot”].
Format: Produce a Barrier Assessment table with Possible Barrier, Supporting Observations, Alternative Explanation, Confidence (Low/Medium/High), Impact on Students, Information to Verify, and Possible Low-Risk Test. Identify the three most important questions to resolve.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 03 Student Engagement Barrier Assessment.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 4 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

4. Prioritize a responsible improvement
Attach Document: 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot; 02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map; 03 Student Engagement Barrier Assessment. Use the listed reviewed outputs; if an item is missing, supply it before proceeding.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as an institutional decision-support advisor who considers student benefit, operational feasibility, and risk.
Task: Use the reviewed Situation Snapshot, Opportunity Map, and Barrier Assessment. Compare the most defensible potential improvements for [FILL IN: selected program or student group]. Evaluate impact, effort, staff capacity, equity and accessibility, risk, confidence in evidence, required partners, and speed of learning. Give your recommendation as a proposal, not a completed decision. My available 90-day capacity is [FILL IN: realistic staff time and budget or “not established”]. My tentative preferred option, if any, is [DECIDE AFTER REVIEW: option or “no preference”]. Identify what must be approved before any student-facing change.
Format: Create a Priorities and Decision Brief with Executive Summary, Scored Options table (include rationale, not fake precision), Recommended Pilot, Option to Defer, Risk and Equity Check, Needed Approvals, Indicators to Baseline, and Decision Questions for the Leader.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 04 Student Engagement Priorities and Decision Brief.
[bookmark: _Toc243329299]Deep Research
Use research to test externally sourced claims with dates, citations, study contexts, and limitations before final synthesis.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 5 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

5. Validate with external research
Attach Document: 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot; 02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map; 03 Student Engagement Barrier Assessment; 04 Student Engagement Priorities and Decision Brief. Use the listed reviewed outputs; if an item is missing, supply it before proceeding.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a higher education research analyst preparing a responsible evidence brief for Student Affairs leadership.
Task: Using the reviewed 04 Student Engagement Priorities and Decision Brief and relevant earlier outputs, research [FILL IN: prioritized engagement approach or decision question] for [FILL IN: relevant institutional context or general institution type]. Look for reliable, current original research, reputable higher education or Student Affairs sources, and clearly described practices. Assess what findings are actually supported, which student groups or settings were studied, relevant differences from our institution, potential unintended consequences, and what still needs a local pilot. If browsing is unavailable, state the limitation, use only sources I provide, and list unanswered research questions. Do not fabricate citations.
Format: Write a sourced Evidence Brief with Research Question, Findings and Source Links/Dates, Study or Practice Context, Strength of Evidence, Limitations and Transferability, Practical Implications, Unverified Claims, and Questions for Local Validation.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 05 Student Engagement Evidence Brief.
[bookmark: _Toc243329300]Reasoning Pro — Extended synthesis
Use a higher-effort reasoning option to synthesize the evidence, challenge the draft, and refine the final plan in one prompt.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 6 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

6. Build and refine the 30/60/90-day plan
Attach Document: 01 Student Engagement Situation Snapshot; 02 Student Engagement Opportunity Map; 03 Student Engagement Barrier Assessment; 04 Student Engagement Priorities and Decision Brief; 05 Student Engagement Evidence Brief. Use the listed reviewed outputs; if an item is missing, supply it before proceeding.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a senior Student Affairs strategist preparing a reviewable implementation plan for institutional leadership.
Task: Using the five reviewed outputs (01–05) attached above, build a realistic 30/60/90-Day Student Engagement and Success Action Plan for [FILL IN: named program/unit]. The tentative priority is [DECIDE AFTER REVIEW: option selected by the responsible leader]. The available resources and required approvals are [FILL IN: confirmed constraints and decision makers or “to be confirmed”]. First draft the plan internally. Critically evaluate it for assumptions, staff burden, equity, student voice, accessibility, evidence gaps, risk, sequencing, and approval authority. Revise the plan in the same response. Do not present an unapproved initiative as authorized.
Format: Deliver an executive summary and a 30/60/90 Action Matrix with Phase, Action, Responsible Role, Required Partners, Inputs, Measurable Output, Student-Centered Indicator, Baseline Needed, Risk/Control, and Approval Gate. Add First-Week Actions, Decision Log, Open Questions, Review Cadence, and a brief What Changed After Critique section.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 06 30/60/90-Day Student Engagement and Success Action Plan.
[bookmark: _Toc243329301]Challenge 2: Program Effectiveness and Productivity
Core question: How can Student Affairs improve program outcomes and service quality while using staff time and institutional resources more effectively?
Final output: A reviewed 30/60/90-Day Program Effectiveness and Productivity Action Plan with actionable phases, responsible roles, measures, decision points, and human oversight.
Fill in the bold bracketed fields with your own approved institutional context. You do not need a fictional case study or prework. Use a ChatGPT Project to organize prior reviewed outputs where available.
[bookmark: _Toc243329302]Your Student Affairs Workflow
Each step creates a reviewed output that becomes an explicit input for the next step. The saved output titles are part of the instructions; keep them consistent.
	Step
	What you will do
	Primary tool
	Saved output

	1
	Understand program and workflow performance
	ChatGPT Instant
	01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot

	2
	Explore program and workflow improvements
	ChatGPT Instant
	02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map

	3
	Diagnose barriers and rework
	ChatGPT Thinking
	03 Program and Productivity Barrier Assessment

	4
	Prioritize a responsible program improvement
	ChatGPT Thinking
	04 Program Improvement Priorities and Decision Brief

	5
	Validate program and productivity practices
	Deep Research
	05 Program Effectiveness Evidence Brief

	6
	Build and refine the 30/60/90-day plan
	Reasoning Pro
	06 30/60/90-Day Program Effectiveness and Productivity Action Plan



[bookmark: _Toc243329303]ChatGPT Instant — Instant exercises
Use Instant to build your initial working materials. Save your reviewed outputs before switching to the next capability.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 1 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

1. Understand program and workflow performance
Attach Document: None. Begin with your completed fill-in fields and any approved source information.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a Student Affairs program effectiveness advisor supporting a department leader.
Task: Help me document the current situation for [FILL IN: one Student Affairs program or recurring service workflow] at [FILL IN: institution or generalized setting]. Its purpose is [FILL IN: stated program outcomes or service purpose]. The main operational challenge is [FILL IN: delays, rework, inconsistent service, uncertain outcomes, or another observed issue]. We know [FILL IN: approved aggregate participation, staff time, cycle time, program evaluation, or “unknown”]. Current steps and roles are [FILL IN: short workflow description and role names]. Available resources and constraints are [FILL IN: time, systems, staffing, budget, approval boundaries]. Our 90-day improvement goal is [FILL IN: goal]. Do not estimate savings or claim ineffective programming without evidence.
Format: Produce a one-page Situation Snapshot with Program Purpose, Current Workflow and Roles, Known Outputs and Outcomes, Constraints, Verified Baselines, Data Gaps, and Five Clarifying Questions.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 2 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

2. Explore program and workflow improvements
Attach Document: 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a practical Student Affairs operations and service improvement facilitator.
Task: Using my reviewed 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot, propose six plausible improvement opportunities. Consider clearer intake, accessible student communication, repeatable templates, staff handoffs, measurement consistency, duplicated work, and human-reviewed AI drafting where applicable. Name the supporting evidence or assumption for each and identify what would need to be tested. My highest-priority pain point is [FILL IN: one observed friction or “undecided”]. If the reviewed Snapshot is missing, ask for it before proceeding.
Format: Provide an Opportunity Map table with Workflow/Program Step, Current Friction, Proposed Improvement, Potential Program Benefit, Staff Effort to Test, Student Service Risk, Required Approval, and Measurement Needed.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map.
[bookmark: _Toc243329304]ChatGPT Thinking — Thinking exercises
Use Thinking to examine competing explanations and develop a defensible priority; it is not a substitute for local evidence or approval.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 3 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

3. Diagnose barriers and rework
Attach Document: 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot; 02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as an evidence-conscious Student Affairs process improvement advisor.
Task: Use the reviewed 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot and 02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map. Diagnose possible sources of delay, quality variation, bottlenecks, unnecessary handoffs, or incomplete outcome measurement. Distinguish activities that are required for student safety, accessibility, inclusion, and policy compliance from work that may be duplicative. Identify root-cause hypotheses and evidence to confirm or disconfirm each one. Our non-negotiable constraints are [FILL IN: approval requirements, student-facing service standards, systems, and staffing limits]. Do not interpret workload estimates as measured facts.
Format: Create a Barrier Assessment with Step, Observed Issue, Possible Root Cause, Evidence Available, Alternative Cause, Staff or Student Impact, Risk of Changing It, and Verification Test. Identify the three most important questions to resolve.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 03 Program and Productivity Barrier Assessment.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 4 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

4. Prioritize a responsible program improvement
Attach Document: 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot; 02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map; 03 Program and Productivity Barrier Assessment. Use the listed reviewed outputs; if an item is missing, supply it before proceeding.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as an institutional decision advisor weighing student service quality against resources and execution risk.
Task: Use the reviewed Snapshot, Opportunity Map, and Barrier Assessment. Compare three feasible improvements to [FILL IN: program or workflow]. Evaluate expected service or program benefit, staff effort, implementation complexity, privacy, accessibility, equity, risk, confidence in evidence, and approval requirements. Use [FILL IN: confirmed capacity or “capacity unknown”] as a constraint. The option I tentatively favor is [DECIDE AFTER REVIEW: selected option or “none yet”]. Recommend one tightly scoped, measurable 30-day pilot and one backup alternative. Do not substitute a software purchase or staffing reduction for analysis.
Format: Deliver a Program Improvement Priorities and Decision Brief with Scored Options and Rationale, Selected Pilot Recommendation, Current-State Versus Proposed State, Success Measures and Baselines, Responsible Roles, Risks and Controls, Dependencies, and Approval Questions.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 04 Program Improvement Priorities and Decision Brief.
[bookmark: _Toc243329305]Deep Research
Use research to test externally sourced claims with dates, citations, study contexts, and limitations before final synthesis.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 5 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

5. Validate program and productivity practices
Attach Document: 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot; 02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map; 03 Program and Productivity Barrier Assessment; 04 Program Improvement Priorities and Decision Brief. Use the listed reviewed outputs; if an item is missing, supply it before proceeding.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a research analyst evaluating documented program effectiveness and workflow improvement practices in higher education.
Task: Starting with my reviewed 04 Program Improvement Priorities and Decision Brief, research [FILL IN: proposed program or workflow improvement] in higher education Student Affairs or comparable service organizations. Search for credible original studies, reputable practice guidance, methods of evaluating program outcomes and staff effort, and evidence about implementation burdens. Explain transferability limits and ethical, privacy, accessibility, or policy considerations. Differentiate evidence of improved student outcomes from evidence of reduced processing time. Do not invent citations, cost savings, or effect sizes. If outside browsing is unavailable, describe what remains unverified.
Format: Write an Evidence Brief with Research Question, Dated Credible Sources and Links, What the Evidence Supports, What It Does Not Support, Measurement Practices, Transferability to Our Program, Risks, and Research Gaps to Address Locally.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Human review: Verify facts, student or service impact, risks, and approval roles. Correct errors and record sources before saving.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 05 Program Effectiveness Evidence Brief.
[bookmark: _Toc243329306]Reasoning Pro — Extended synthesis
Use a higher-effort reasoning option to synthesize the evidence, challenge the draft, and refine the final plan in one prompt.
WORKFLOW PROGRESS  STEP 6 OF 6
1 Understand   |   2 Explore   |   3 Diagnose   |   4 Prioritize   |   5 Research   |   6 Plan

6. Build and refine the 30/60/90-day plan
Attach Document: 01 Program Effectiveness and Productivity Situation Snapshot; 02 Program and Workflow Opportunity Map; 03 Program and Productivity Barrier Assessment; 04 Program Improvement Priorities and Decision Brief; 05 Program Effectiveness Evidence Brief. Use the listed reviewed outputs; if an item is missing, supply it before proceeding.
Copy Prompt:
Role: Act as a senior Student Affairs operations strategist preparing an implementable, human-reviewed improvement plan.
Task: Using the five reviewed outputs (01–05) attached above, build a 30/60/90-Day Program Effectiveness and Productivity Action Plan for [FILL IN: program or recurring workflow]. The selected change is [DECIDE AFTER REVIEW: approved or proposed improvement]. Actual resources and approval limits are [FILL IN: confirmed staff capacity, budget, systems, and decision authority or “not confirmed”]. Make an initial plan, then critically challenge its evidence, dependencies, possible service disruption, actual workload, accessibility, equity, data governance, staff adoption, and need for human verification. Present the refined plan. Do not claim unmeasured savings.
Format: Provide a concise Executive Summary and a 30/60/90 Action Matrix with Phase, Action, Responsible Role, Required Partner/Approval, Program Outcome or Service Quality Measure, Staff Time Measure, Baseline to Capture, Risk/Control, and Decision Gate. Include First-Week Actions, Measurement Cadence, 30/60/90 Review Criteria, Assumptions to Validate, and What Changed After Critique.
Guardrails: Use only institution-approved, non-sensitive or aggregate information. Do not invent statistics, student motives, policies, permissions, outcomes, or savings. Distinguish facts from hypotheses and estimates. Flag privacy, accessibility, equity, capacity, evidence gaps, and approvals. Require human review.
Save this output: Save your reviewed result as 06 30/60/90-Day Program Effectiveness and Productivity Action Plan.
[bookmark: _Toc243329307]Responsible AI Guardrails
Student Affairs work can involve sensitive information and high-stakes decisions. Every participant is responsible for complying with institutional policy, contractual restrictions, applicable law, and professional standards before using an AI tool or output.
•  Use only institution-approved AI tools and data categories. Account access does not mean a particular use is authorized.
•  Never paste student names, identifiable education records, grades, conduct, counseling, health or disability data, financial aid information, or staff personnel records into unapproved tools.
•  Use approved aggregate information cautiously, especially for small student groups. Ask data stewards when de-identification is uncertain.
•  Do not infer student motives or predict individual risk. Program-level patterns are not diagnoses.
•  Check student communications for accuracy, inclusion, accessibility, appropriate commitments, and support referrals.
•  Verify applicable university policy, FERPA, accessibility requirements, and legal or procurement reviews with responsible campus experts.
•  Keep consequential decisions, student eligibility, program changes, and required approvals with qualified humans, not AI.
•  Verify source dates, citations, calculations, transferability, and real outcomes before reporting benefits or time savings.
[bookmark: _Toc243329308]Final Review Before You Use an Output
1. Is the information approved for this tool and purpose?
2. Are facts, estimates, hypotheses, and unanswered questions clearly labeled?
3. Are important claims, calculations, dates, and citations independently checked?
4. Have privacy, equity, accessibility, and student impact been reviewed?
5. Who decides, who approves, and who should be consulted?
6. Which baselines and measures will show a meaningful change?
[bookmark: _Toc243329309]After the Workshop: Put the Plan to Work
The value comes from the connected workflow and careful implementation, not from producing documents alone. Begin with one appropriately authorized pilot, keep your reviewed plan in your Project, and gather the baseline evidence named in the first 30 days.
[bookmark: _Toc243329310]Weekly Review and Reuse
•  Review your selected 30/60/90-Day Action Plan with the institutional owner or designated program team.
•  Record what actions were completed, what actually changed, what was measured, and what remains unverified.
•  Separate activity measures (messages sent, events offered, tasks completed) from actual program or student outcomes.
•  Update the plan only after human review of new evidence, resource limits, risks, and approval requirements.
•  Decide whether to continue, adapt, stop, or expand the pilot based on observed results and stakeholder input.
[bookmark: _Toc243329311]A Practical Review Template
Period and program reviewed: [FILL IN: dates and program]
Completed actions: [FILL IN: verified items]
Baseline and results: [FILL IN: real measures, or unknown]
Student or service feedback: [FILL IN: approved aggregate themes]
Staff effort and capacity: [FILL IN: recorded changes, or unmeasured]
Risks, accessibility issues, and unintended effects: [FILL IN: confirmed observations]
Decision for next week: [FILL IN: continue, adjust, investigate, stop]
Owner and next review date: [FILL IN: role and date]
[bookmark: _Toc243329312]References
Platform and professional reference points. Always verify your own institution’s approved tools, policies, data uses, and required review procedures before acting.
[1] OpenAI Help Center. Projects in ChatGPT. https://help.openai.com/en/articles/10169521-using-projects-in-chatgpt
[2] OpenAI Help Center. Deep research in ChatGPT. https://help.openai.com/en/articles/10500283-deep-research
[3] U.S. Department of Education, Student Privacy Policy Office. Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). https://studentprivacy.ed.gov/ferpa
[4] U.S. Department of Justice. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) information and resources. https://www.ada.gov/
[5] Your institution’s current guidance on AI, information security, student records, accessibility, procurement, and student-facing approvals (institution-specific; verify locally).
The exercises do not establish university policy, confirm institutional approval to use specific data, or authorize program changes. All planning outputs require appropriate institutional review.
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