College of Education and Allied Professions Director’s Meeting

The CEAP Director’s met on Friday, February 13, 2009 at 1:00 p.m. in Killian 218.

Members present: Ken Hunt, Kim Elliott, Elaine Franklin, Renee Corbin; Janice Holt, Jamel Anderson-Ruff, Barbara Bell; Lee Nickles
Members absent: Jacqueline Smith; Erin McManus
Others present: Michael Dougherty, Beth Denmon
Minutes:

Motion and second to approve January minutes Motion passed. 
Discussion:

New revised policy about centers, institutes, and the university. 
Michael: we have a long record of evaluations of the services in our college. 

What happened: the university figured out that we do not have a policy like most institutes do related to institutes and centers. 

Policy 105 is what is in place at NC State, we really liked it and wanted to model our policy after theirs. This is just proposed right now and is up for discussion.
Pay attention to: 5.2.1 - you keep doing the reports that you have been doing for the college level.
5.2.2 – at the university level they will be evaluated every 5 years but at the college level we will keep doing what we have been doing. 
The section entitled Specific Questions: make sure that you start answering these questions; this will probably be used for the review of non-academic programs; we may have to justify why we have directors and data on your activity will be helpful. 

.

Keep your report data and record keeping in line with the question in 5.2.2; keep in mind that you may want to include unique questions that are specific to your center/office. 
When are they going to implement this? – They haven’t really stated yet.
We do not know for reporting if they are going to do anything other than what is specifically labeled a center/office – ie. Ken and Renee may not have to worry about turning reports into the graduate school.

Elaine asked for clarification on our reporting to the dean of the graduate school.  Michael: grad school serves as coordinator; our annual reports still go to Renee

We continue with business as usual; be sure to use our advisory committees as needed & keep minutes.

Renee asked about 5.2.2 – Financial Audit – are there audits of our centers?  
Michael: they will just do an audit as part of the center evaluation (most likely).  Just examine budget to make sure they are reasonable according to the mission.
Lee & Michael noted that this was taken from NC State and so all parts (in 5.2.2) do not apply across the board.

Applies to Centers and Institutes; however, we have other units that are “non-academic programs” and a similar process may apply.

Whatever happens, we need to be ready with data on our activities, need to show we have sustained evaluation effort.

(Michael leaves)

Kim: initiates discussion of how we evaluate ourselves.

Do we include the questions in the policy in our personal reviews with dean/assoc. dean (immediate supervisors) Possibly bring these questions up with the advisory committees for input

Elaine: notes that if we as a whole group make a statement that it may draw attention to the offices/directors without centers
*Note: there is not space to list all the things we do within the questions provided.

List of concerns:

· Will there be an opportunity for the questions to be tailored to the center?

· Why does my center need to report to the dean of the graduate school (5.2.1)?

· Can we use our annual reports for the college as part of our reporting
*Note: there is a major focus on financing

Next topic: Evaluation of our units and ourselves

Ken: the form from HR we fill out is not that helpful; the 10 reviewers are more helpful

The university mandates this process, though it is based on our college’s process for administrators.

Issue for directors: evaluation by stakeholders can be skewed by stakeholders that they collaborate with but have bad experience outside our control; the evaluator must have a good grasp of our personal role in the system

Elaine: doesn’t have a big issue with the system

Problem: the process doesn’t always pull out data that we can use to improve; some may have philosophy that you can’t get a 5, some may only send to people that would review well.

Discussion of who the 10 reviewers are – supervisor chooses people off your list, but concerns about picking relevant people that know our work

Elaine: what is the problem we’re looking at by examining these?  Is there a major problem with how we directors are evaluated?

The concern is demonstrating our work going forward

Elaine: concern that we do things that go beyond our strategic plans; how do we include this information?  Renee: put in job targets as the “above and beyond”

Renee: we do assessment far better than other colleges
Jamel: discussed the AFE process and how that may apply
Janice: discussed what the 4 co-chairs of SUTEP are doing and how that will be examined

Kim: system is likely not broken; for new dean, bring strategic plan & reports to demonstrate what we do.

Renee: hold off on adding more; consider policy when it is adopted

· Meeting Adjourned -
