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Summary

The discussion focused on enhancing faculty involvement in the CAEP accreditation process and preparing for an upcoming state review, which aligns closely with CAEP’s requirements. Mary Elizabeth Spence emphasized the importance of documenting advanced program checkpoints and improving communication with students about their academic progress. Faculty input was encouraged to refine these checkpoints, and the urgency of preparing the annual report due in April was highlighted. The group also addressed the assessment of candidates' dispositions, logistical challenges due to high enrollment, and the need for a standardized assessment process that accommodates program-specific adaptations.
Concerns were raised regarding the clarity of current standards for determining student appropriateness in educational programs, with Dixie Keyes sharing insights from her admissions experience. The conversation included the necessity of early intervention strategies for academically struggling students, with proposals for tracking progress through a Tableau platform and integrating GPA checks. 
The subcommittee agreed on the need for clear communication about program checkpoints and retention reports to monitor student performance. Plans for the next meeting were established, with participants encouraged to bring ideas for discussion.

Discussion Topics

· Discussion on Advanced Programs and State Review Preparation

Mary Elizabeth Spence discussed the significance of faculty participation in the CAEP accreditation process and the upcoming state review. She mentioned that the state review process is aligned with CAEP standards and stressed the need for better documentation of advanced program checkpoints. Spence also acknowledged the contributions of various faculty members and encouraged collaboration to enhance student support. 

· Discussion on Candidate Assessment and Disposition Evaluation

The conversation centered on the difficulties of evaluating candidates' dispositions in educational leadership programs, with Mary Elizabeth Spence and Jackie McBride highlighting the challenges posed by large student numbers. Brit Hall proposed integrating disposition assessments into interviews, while the group considered the implications of state requirements for a vetting video process. They recognized the necessity of a consistent approach across programs, with variations to accommodate different circumstances. The group considers various methods for assessing student disposition, including written responses, video interviews, and round-table reviews.

· Strategies for Supporting Student Success

Mary Elizabeth Spence discussed the need for early intervention strategies for students with GPA concerns, proposing the use of a Tableau platform to monitor their progress. Brit Hall suggested adding GPA checks at specific checkpoints to enhance support. 

· Discussion on Student Recruitment and Retention Practices

Jackie McBride expressed concerns about recruiters misleading students by posing as ASU representatives, which some students found bothersome. Caroline Moseley explained that a retention team does follow up with students after enrollment, but there is uncertainty about whether they can share the feedback gathered from these calls. The group discussed the importance of not duplicating efforts if students are already providing feedback through other surveys.

· CAEP Standard 3A Subcommittee Discussion on Checkpoints and Data Collection

Mary Elizabeth Spence addressed the need for transparency and effective communication about program checkpoints, noting that many students were unaware of them. She proposed revising these checkpoints to align with existing practices and to facilitate student understanding of their progression. Dixie Keyes raised the idea of obtaining retention reports to analyze student performance, which Caroline Moseley supported by suggesting collaboration with Justin Carruthers for data reporting.

· Scheduling Future Meetings and Discussion Points

The group, including Mary Elizabeth Spence and Jackie McBride, agreed to meet again on October 14th to discuss checkpoint reordering and admissions strategies. Spence encouraged participants to think about potential ideas and mentioned the importance of developing a rubric for evaluating student performance. Jackie McBride also offered to share a framework used for ethical dilemmas in courses.

Action Items

· Explore the use of a short survey or questions for admission to assess dispositions.
· Mary Elizabeth Spence has charged the subcommittee to work on revising the advanced program checkpoints to ensure they reflect current practices and include checkpoints and remediation for struggling students.
· Mary Elizabeth Spence will send out the meeting minutes and agenda for the next meeting to all participants.
· Implement a process to monitor student GPA at checkpoints and provide early intervention support as needed.

Key Questions

· How can the communication plan for advanced program checkpoints be improved to ensure students understand them?
i. Proposed answer: The communication plan needs to be revised to ensure students are aware of the checkpoints and understand their purpose.
· What are the specific ideas for the checkpoint reordering that can be discussed in the next meeting?
ii. Proposed answer: Ideas for checkpoint reordering should be brought to the next meeting for discussion.


Next Meeting: October 14th, 2025, at 9:30-10:30am
