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Faculty Standards 101

Faculty 1 (F1)– Academic departments review/approve applicants 

according to own criteria.

Faculty 2 (F2)– Discipline-specific professional development before 

teaching.

Faculty 3 (F3)– Discipline-specific professional development 

offered annually.

Faculty 4 (F4)– Attendance/compliance expectations outlined.



F1 Required Evidence

1) Published documents from the CEP describing departmental criteria and 

processes for appointing, approving or denying CEP instructors. 

2) Three completed samples of CEP instructor applications, representing 

varied departments, that include documents required by the CEP (with 

secure information removed) and corresponding approval/appointment 

letters. 

3) One completed sample of a CEP letter/form of CEP instructor denial of 

appointment (with secure information removed). 

Faculty Standard 1:

What the Review Team Looks For



Faculty Standard 1 

Sample of Instructor Qualifications:



• Application

• Cover Letter 

• Resume

• Transcripts

• Decision

• Approve

• Deny

• Provisional – professional development plan

Riverland Example Listings of F1



F2 Required Evidence

1) Two samples of discipline-specific training and 

orientation materials for new CEP instructors 

representing different disciplines.

2) Attendance reports, agendas, and participant 

evaluations documenting CEP practice and 

implementation of new CEP instructor training and 

orientations. 

3) A comprehensive CEP administrative policy and 

practice guide.

Faculty Standard 2

What the Review Team Looks For



Implementing Faculty Standard 2:

Alignment Example from Riverland

• Orientation

• Initial communications

• Mentor assignment and initial contact 

• Orientation session

• Discipline Specific Training

• Designated mentor/concurrent teacher time

• Structured to include:

• Syllabus creation

• Review of course, assignments, assessments and grading 



Implementing Faculty Standard 2:

Alignment Example from the University of Findlay

University of Findlay conducts a 2-5 day on-campus orientation courses (number of days depends on discipline)

•Attendance is mandatory at orientation

•Overall program orientation is embedded in the discipline-specific orientation days

•Attendees evaluate the orientation and changes are made based on feedback

Activities include:

•syllabus construction

•discussion of philosophical and pedagogical approaches to teaching the course

•assignment development and alignment

•assessment and calibration



F3 Required Evidence

1) A description of the CEP’s annual professional development; 

include the format, delivery methods and frequency.

2) An example from the professional development activities of 

each discipline (such as a seminar agenda, event minutes, 

conference report, site visit report, etc.).

3) Procedures and/or policy describing how the CEP ensures and 

tracks professional development participation. 

Faculty Standard 3:

What the Review Team Looks For



Faculty Standard 3:

Riverland Example

• Workshops 

• D2L instruction

• Library services overview 

• NACEP review and updates

• Sharing: ideas, activities, best practices

• Challenge = time and attendance

• Future = mentor/concurrent teacher presentations



Faculty Standard 3:

University of Findlay Example

University of Findlay required annual professional development retraining for all instructors

• Retraining generally occurs in June.  Topics discussed include:

• Sharing of best practices

• Calibration of grading

• Updated in the department/program/curriculum

• What’s new in the field discipline

Mid-year workshops are also available in some disciplines

• English workshop is the first Thursday  in November; participants

• Observe classes

• Share best practices

• Learn new teaching techniques

• Build fellowship/networks of support



Faculty Standard 3:

University of Findlay Example Continued…

On-going formal and informal PD occurs throughout the year through
• Skype sessions with concurrent enrollment classes

• Classroom observations

• On-going calibration and submission of student work

• Sharing of articles, research, etc.



Faculty Standard 4:

What the Review Team Looks For

F4 Required Evidence

1) Published procedures and/or policies from the 

CEP addressing non-compliance. 



• Outlined in Concurrent 

Instructor’s Guide

• Attendance lists and CEUs are 

sent to the principal to 

distribute

• Non-compliance letter to 

instructor and principal

Faculty Standard 4:

Riverland Example



Final Thoughts on Faculty Standards

University of Findlay

“If we are to shape a consistent, strong, 

effective message [of writing instruction], 

we cannot ignore this collaboration” 

(Taczak and Thelin 21).

Tinberg and Nadeau (2011) argue that the 

“best” dual enrollment programs “carve out 

space for faculty in all institutions involved to 

discuss pedagogical methods and the goals 

of the program” (p. 720)
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