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CONFERENCE CALL – Sept. 2, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Ginger Ramsden, Ted
Ungricht, Gillian Thorne, Lynn Burbank, Kent Scheffel, Spencer Childs, and Julie
Williams.
Absent: Peggy Sadler, Eric Young, and Elena Samson.
Meeting began: 11:12 a.m. EST
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2011 Standards
Sandy moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for
standard C1: ―1) A college/university catalog or a link to an on-line
college/university catalog. 2) A comprehensive list of all courses offered
through the CEP with descriptions that are publicly available from the
college/university . Provide comparison descriptions between CEP document
and college/university catalog (minimum of three pairs from each course). 3)
If courses are approved before offering through the CEP, provide
description of departmental or college approval process used to approve
sections on campus and in the CEP.‖ Ginger seconded; Julie abstained (as
she had missed part of the discussion); approved.
Julie moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for
standard C2: ―Official letter from the college/university’s departmental
chairperson, coordinator, or liaison, representing each discipline, verifying
compliance with the standard.‖ Lynn seconded; unanimously approved.
Discussion on F1 led to a decision to add an F standard and change the numbering
system on the F standards.
Julie moved to adopt the following new F standard as F2, with the other
standards re-numbered consecutively: ―The CEP and/or the
college/university department has a process to approve or deny instructors
who apply to teach through the CEP.‖ Ginger seconded; Jill abstained;
approved.
Julie moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for
standard F1: ―1) Public documents from the CEP describing
departmental/institutional policies (criteria and process) on appointing CEP
adjunct faculty. 2) Published college-university criteria and application for
adjunct faculty and instructors. 3) Three completed samples of CE instructor
applications, representing varied departments, that include documents
required by the CEP (with secure information removed). 4) One completed
sample of a CEP letter/form of CE instructor denial of appointment (with
secure information removed).‖ Ron seconded; unanimously approved.
Ginger moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for the
new F2 standard: ―1) Published documents from the CEP stating criteria for
appointing CEP instructors for each department offering courses through
the CEP. 2) Official letter from the college/university’s departmental
chairperson, coordinator, or liaison, representing each discipline, verifying
compliance with the standard.‖ Julie seconded; unanimously approved.
Agreement: the next conference call will be 2 p.m. EST, Sept. 14.
Meeting concluded: 3:25 p.m.

CONFERENCE CALL – Sept. 14, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Ginger Ramsden, Eric
Young, Ted Ungricht, Peggy Sadler, Elena Samson, Kent Scheffel and Lynn Burbank
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Absent: Julie Williams, Gillian Thorne and Spencer Childs
Meeting began: 2:06 a.m. EST
2011 Standards
Sandy moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for
standard F3: ―1) Two samples of discipline-specific training and orientation
materials from two courses (representing varied disciplines). Disciplinespecific materials include, but are not limited to, materials addressing
course-specific curriculum assessment criteria, course philosophy, pedagogy,
readings and college syllabus development. 2) A comprehensive CEP
administrative policy and practice guide. (Format may vary – handbook,
online resource and/or other medium.) 3) Documentation of the CEP practice
and implementation of training and orientations, including attendance
reports, agendas, and teacher testimonials or survey reports.‖ Peggy
seconded; unanimously approved.
Agreement: the next conference call would be 2:30 p.m. EST, Sept. 21.
Meeting concluded: 3 p.m.

CONFERENCE CALL – Sept. 2l, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Ginger Ramsden, Ted
Ungricht, Julie Williams, Peggy Sadler, Elena Samson, and Kent Scheffel.
Absent: Lynn Burbank, Gillian Thorne, Spencer Childs and Eric Young
Meeting began: 2:35 p.m. EST
2011 Standards
Julie moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for the
professional development portion of standard F4: ―1) One example of an
agenda from a professional development activity in each discipline. 2) Three
examples of materials addressing content, pedagogy, assessment and/or
research and development in the field, distributed at professional
development activities. 3) Annual schedule of professional development
activities. 4) Annual report of attendance at professional development
activities. 5) Analysis of feedback from CEP instructor evaluations of
discipline-specific professional development activities.‖ Ginger seconded;
unanimously opposed. The reason for the failure to approve was the board
decided to vote on all of the required evidence for standard F4 together,
rather than separately for each portion.
Agreed: the next conference call would be 11 a.m. EST, Sept. 30.
Meeting concluded: 3:55 p.m.
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CONFERENCE CALL – Sept. 30, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ginger Ramsden, Eric Young, Ted
Ungricht, Julie Williams, Gillian Thorne, Elena Samson, Lynn Burbank, and Kent
Scheffel
Absent: Ron Nagle, Peggy Sadler, and Spencer Childs
Meeting began: 11 a.m. EST
2011 Standards
Extensive discussion on notifying members of the changing standards. General
agreement: the board will work hard at finishing the standards and required
evidences before the annual conference, and include them as proposals in the
conference packets. Accredited members will have the opportunity to make an
advisory vote before the board gives final approval or makes final modifications.
The new standards will take effect for institutions applying for accreditation in
August 2011.
Extensive discussion on required evidence for F4 standard, focusing on site visits.
Agreement: next conference call would be 4 p.m. EST Oct. 5.
Meeting concluded: 1 p.m.

ELECTRONIC BUSINESS – Oct. 1, 2009
2011 Standards
Oct. 1 – Jan sent an e-mail supporting a proposal from Julie to organize small
groups to discuss the required evidences for the remaining standards to make the
process go faster. Each group would post its progress for others to see before the
next conference call.
Oct. 6 – A new time was set up for the next all-board conference call for 1 p.m.
EST, Oct. 7.

CONFERENCE CALL – Oct. 7, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Eric Young, Ted Ungricht,
Julie Williams, Peggy Sadler, Lynn Burbank and Ginger Ramsden
Absent: Gillian Thorne, Elena Samson, Spencer Childs and Kent Scheffel
Meeting began: 1:10 p.m., EST
2011 Standards
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Julie moved to adopt the following language for required evidence for
standard F4: ―Professional development workshops – 1) One example of an
agenda from a professional development activity in each discipline. 2) Three
examples of materials addressing content, pedagogy, assessment and/or
research and development in the field, distributed at professional
development activities. 3) Annual schedule of professional development
activities. 4) Annual report of attendance at professional development
activities. 5) Analysis of feedback from CEP instructor evaluations of
discipline-specific professional development activities. Site visits – 1) A
description of site visits, including what would happen during a typical site
visit, frequency requirements, and how site visits are used to provide
feedback from college/university faculty to CEP instructors. 2) Three
examples of completed and signed faculty site visit reports representing
varied disciplines. 3) CEP report of site visits conducted over a period of one
academic year. On-going communication – 1) Three examples from varied
disciplines documenting course related communications.‖ Notations for the
guide would include instructions on clarifying site visits if they are not made
by faculty members and examples of types of interactions acceptable for
course related communications. Peggy seconded, unanimously approved.
Julie moved to adopt the following language for required evidence for
standard F5: ―1) Published procedures from the CEP delineating noncompliance steps.‖ Lynn seconded; unanimously approved.
Sandy moved to adopt the following language for required evidence for
standard E1: ―1) Sample of course evaluation survey (or other instrument).
If there is variation between departments, submit one sample of each type of
evaluation instrument used. 2) Sample of the evaluation report an instructor
receives regarding the college/university’s course. If there is variation
between departments, submit one sample of each type of evaluation report
used.‖ Julie seconded; unanimously approved.
Small group discussion on required evidence for E2 led to a proposal to modify
the standard.
Jan moved to modify the E2 standard to add criteria, using the following
language: ―The CEP conducts an annual survey of CEP alumni who are one
year out of high school. The following criteria must be met: Survey includes a
set of essential questions, as written by NACEP, but may include additional
questions. Implementation includes at least one initial contact plus one
follow-up contact with non-respondents. Qualified evaluator/researcher
oversees the administration of the survey and analysis of the data.‖ Lynn
seconded; Ginger abstained (because of joining the discussion late);
approved.
Lynn moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for the
new E2 standard: ―1) Survey instrument 2) Summary report including, at a
minimum, description of the methodology (addressing criteria in the
standard); number of surveys sent and number of responses received;
response rate; and analysis of responses.‖ Peggy seconded; unanimously
approved.
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Small group discussion on required evidence for E3 had led to a proposal to
modify the standard.
Julie moved to modify the E3 standard to add criteria, using the following
language: ―The CEP conducts a survey of CEP alumni four years out of high
school. The following criteria must be met: Survey is conducted at least once
every five years. Survey includes a set of essential questions, as written by
NACEP, but may include additional questions. Implementation includes at
least one initial contact plus one follow-up contact with non-respondents.
Qualified evaluator/researcher oversees the administration of the survey and
analysis of the date.‖ Lynn seconded; approved unanimously.
Jan moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for the new
E3 standard: ―1) Survey instrument 2) Summary report including, at a
minimum, description of the methodology (addressing criteria in the
standard); number of surveys sent and number of responses received;
response rate; and analysis of responses.‖ Ginger seconded; unanimously
approved.
Small group discussion on required evidence for E4 had led to a proposal to
modify the standard.
Julie moved to modify the E4 standard to add criteria, using the following
language: ―The CEP conducts surveys of participating high school
instructors, principals, and guidance counselors. The following criteria must
be met: Surveys are conducted at least once every five years. Surveys include
a set of essential questions, as written by NACEP, and may include
additional questions. Implementation includes at least one initial contact plus
one follow-up contact with non-respondents. Qualified evaluator/researcher
oversees the administration of the survey and analysis of the data.‖ Lynn
seconded; unanimously approved.
Julie moved to adopt the following language as required evidence for the new
E4 standard: ―1) Survey instrument 2) Summary report including, at a
minimum, description of the methodology (addressing criteria in the
standard); number of surveys sent and number of responses received;
response rate; and analysis of responses.‖ Peggy seconded; unanimously
approved.
Julie moved to change the word ―but may include additional questions‖ to
―and may include additional questions‖ in standards E2 and E3, to make
those standards conform to the same wording as in E4. Peggy seconded;
unanimously approved.
Agreed: the next conference call would be 12 p.m. EST Oct. 12 to discuss the “A”
standards required evidence. A follow-up call at 3 pm. EST, Oct. 14 would be an
overview to discuss the standards as a whole.
Meeting concluded: 2:45 p.m.EST

CONFERENCE CALL – Oct. 12, 2009
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Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Eric Young, Ted Ungricht,
Julie Williams, Peggy Sadler, Lynn Burbank, Ginger Ramsden, Spencer Childs, and
Elena Samson.
Absent: Gillian Thorne and Kent Scheffel
Meeting began: 12:05 p.m. EST
2011 Standards
Julie moved to adopt the following language for A1 required evidence:
―1) Paired college/university CEP section syllabi with campus section
syllabi from one course per discipline, with learning outcomes or
objectives highlighted. 2)NACEP Assessment Standard form, or
statement addressing the standard, signed by faculty from each discipline
offered by the CEP 3) A detailed description of processes and
implementation used to assure standards of achievement are the same in
CEP and on-campus sections of corresponding course. Include a
description of how syllabi are reviewed, changed, and approved.‖ Peggy
seconded; unanimously approved.
The next conference call on Oct. 14 will focus on the requirements for A2 and
A3. A small group comprised of Jan, Ted, Elena, and Ginger would stay on
the line to work on an overview of the standards and requirements, with the
whole board discussing the overview during a conference call at 1 p.m. EST
Oct. 16.
Meeting concluded: 1 p.m. EST

CONFERENCE CALL – Oct. 14, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Eric Young, Ted Ungricht, Julie Williams,
Peggy Sadler, Lynn Burbank, Kent Scheffel, Elena Samson, Spencer Childs, and Ginger
Ramsden.
Absent: Ron Naugle and Gillian Thorne
Meeting began: 3:06 p.m. EST
2011 Standards
Julie moved to adopt the following language for A2 required evidence: ―1)
Paired college/university CEP section syllabi with campus section syllabi
from one course per discipline, with grading standards highlighted. 2)
NACEP Assessment Standard form, or statement addressing the standard,
signed by faculty from each discipline offered by the CEP. 3) A detailed
description of processes and implementation used to assure grading
standards are the same in CEP and on-campus sections of corresponding
courses.‖ The accreditation guide would include information on using the
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same paperwork as for the A1 standard, and on the option of using only one
signed Assessment Standard form for A1, A2, and A3. Sandy seconded;
unanimously approved.
Julie moved to adopt the following language for A3 required evidence: ―1)
Paired student assessment tools from college/university and CEP sections –
one paired example from each discipline for side-by-side comparison of CEP
and on-campus course assessments. 2) NACEP Assessment Standard form or
statement addressing the standard, signed by faculty from each discipline
offered by the CEP. 3) A detailed description of the processes and
implementation used to assure assessment methods are the same in CEP and
on-campus sections of corresponding courses.‖ The accreditation guide
would include information on information to include in the description.
Ginger seconded; unanimously approved.
Agreement: a new NACEP Assessment Standard form will be created that will
include A1, A2, and A3 standards.
The next conference call would be 1 p.m. EST, Oct. 16
Meeting concluded: 3:37 p.m. EST

CONFERENCE CALL – Oct. 16, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Ted Ungricht, Julie Williams,
Peggy Sadler, Lynn Burbank, Ginger Ramsden, Elena Samson, Gillian Thorne, and
Spencer Childs
Absent: Eric Young and Kent Scheffel
Meeting began: 1:10 p.m., EST
2011 Standards
This session was intended as an overview of the proposed standards/required
evidences that had been approved. A small group committee had already
reviewed separately and submitted a proposal with suggested modifications.
All of the S standards were reviewed with general agreement on
modifications. Extensive conversation on the F3 standard.
Agreement: The next conference call would take place 10 a.m. EST Oct. 20.
Meeting concluded: 3 p.m.

CONFERENCE CALL – Oct. 20, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Ted Ungricht, Julie Williams,
Lynn Burbank, Ginger Ramsden, Elena Samson, and Gillian Thorne
Absent: Peggy Sadler, Spencer Childs, Eric Young and Kent Scheffel
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Meeting began: 10:04 a.m., EST
2011 Standards
Discussion on “A” standards included a straw vote to guide the amount of
required evidences for A2. General agreement was reached on modifications
for A standards.
Discussion on “E” standards, resulting in general agreement on modifications.
Agreement: next conference call would take place 12 p.m. EST, Oct. 22.
Meeting concluded: 11:15 a.m.

CONFERENCE CALL – Oct. 22, 2009
Participating: Jan Erickson, Sandra Gonzalez, Ron Naugle, Ted Ungricht, Julie Williams,
Ginger Ramsden, Elena Samson, and Eric Young
Absent: Lynn Burbank, Gillian Thorne, Peggy Sadler, Spencer Childs and Kent Scheffel
Meeting began: 12:03 p.m., EST
2011 Standards
Discussion on the F3 standard led to a decision to take out faculty site visits
out of the F3 standard and make them a separate C3 standard. General
agreement reached in the language and required evidence for the new C3
standard.
General agreement in modifying the remaining aspects of the F3 and F4
standards and the corresponding required evidences.
The board has reviewed all of the standards and required evidences, and will
give it another overview at the fall board meeting before taking a vote on it.
Sandy will send a copy of the most recent version to the board through the
listserve. See Attachment A.
Meeting concluded: 1:25 p.m.
ELECTRONIC BUSINESS – BOARD LISTSERVE
Response regarding standards
Sept. 28 – Sandy noted there had been questions on the membership listserve
regarding the 2011 standards and why the proposals hadn’t been sent out. She
suggested the board send a response to the listserve and drafted a proposed
response.
Sept. 28-29 – Julie and Jan also proposed drafts for a response.
Oct. 1 – Lynn suggested clarification that accredited members would be
participating in the advisory vote, but that all members and conference
participants would receive copies of the proposal.
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Oct. 2 – Elena said the proposals also should be placed on the website.
Oct. 6 – After receiving additional input, Jan created a response for the general
listserve.
NACEP promotional items
Oct. 2 – Lynn reported there are no more NACEP canvas bags after the last
conference and is seeking input on whether to order more.
Oct. 2 – Sandy and Kent said there may be other worthwhile options.
Oct. 5—Lynn reported they will look into re-ordering the tote bags and the
subject can be discussed at the board meeting.
Executive Secretary
Oct. 5 – Kent moved to hire Adam Lowe as NACEP’s executive secretary at
a salary of $35,000. He gave an extensive list of Mr. Lowe’s credentials,
including his consulting work for the Center of Excellence in Leadership of
Learning at the University of Indianapolis, The Mind Trust in Indianapolis, and
the Indiana Department of Education. He has previously worked as a consultant
for the U.S. Department of Education, Ball State University in the Office of
Charter Schools, the National Asssociation of Charter School Authorizers, and the
District of Columbia State Education Office. He holds a Master of Public Affairs
degree from Indiana University and a Bachelor of Arts degree from Brown
University in Providence, RI. The hiring committee, composed of Kent, Lynn,
Ginger, and Jill, interviewed four candidates before making the recommendation
to hire Mr. Lowe.
Oct. 5 – Elena seconded the motion
Oct. 5 – Ted noted that there was a motion and a second to hire Mr. Lowe
and asked for the vote.
Oct. 5-6 – The motion was approved with nine yes votes and three persons
not voting.
Display boards
Oct. 14 – Lynn inquired about how the display boards were to be updated, who
would be responsible, and if the board wants to continue to use them. Eric will
send one to the conference site.
Oct. 15 – Peggy indicated she has updated the one stored in Utah and will also
send it to the Memphis conference site. The previous policy was that the
institution housing the boards would be responsible for updating it and sending it
to the conference site. She recommended the communications committee discuss
the issue.
Oct. 15 – Lynn suggested that the boards could become the responsibility of the
executive secretary under archiving NACEP materials.
Continuation of vision discussions
Oct. 9 – Julie responded to the October agenda submitted by Ted, asking if the
board was going to return to the vision session. She would like to use information
garnered in the spring session to begin building a strategic plan.

420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430
431

Oct. 9 – Jill and Sandy suggested taking it up again at the spring board meeting.
Oct. 13, Oct. 14 – Ginger, Jan and Elena suggested spending some time on
visioning during the upcoming October meeting.
Oct. 14 – Ted submitted some additional notes on the NACEP vision
Oct. 14 – Jill suggested that UConn ECE would be willing to provide a facilitator
to help the board continue with the process at the spring meeting in Connecticut.
Oct. 14 – Lynn agreed with the idea of working with a facilitator at the spring
board meeting.

Respectfully submitted
Sandra K. Gonzalez

Attachment A

NACEP 2011 standards as reviewed/discussed as of 10-22-09
S standards
Standard

S1

S2

S3

Evidence

The college/university
1) Official letter from the college/university registrar
officially registers or
verifying compliance with the standard.
admits CEP students as
degree-seeking, nondegree seeking, or nonmatriculated students of
the college/university
and records courses
administered through a
CEP on official
college/university
transcripts.
The CEP ensures its
1) Published outline of registration process provided to
students meet the
students and schools including prerequisites and precourse pre-requisites of
testing requirements for each college/university course
the college/university.
administered through the CEP.
2) Description of process used to implement prerequisite
and pre-testing requirements.
The CEP provides
1) A CEP publication addressing topics including, but not
students and schools
limited to, college/university student conduct policies
with a comprehensive
such as academic integrity, consequences of plagiarism
publication that outlines
and academic dishonesty; advising issues such as
rights and
prerequisites, pre-testing, course load and grading
responsibilities of
standards; and processes such as course cancellation,
enrolled
registration and credit transfer.
college/university
students.

C standards
Standard

C1

Evidence

Courses administered through a CEP are
1) A college/university catalog or a link to
college-/university-catalogued courses
an on-line college/university catalog.
with the same departmental designations, 2) A comprehensive list of all courses
course descriptions, numbers, titles, and
offered through the CEP with
credits.
descriptions that are publicly available
from the college/university.

C2

College/university courses administered
through a CEP reflect the pedagogical,
theoretical and philosophical orientation
of the sponsoring postsecondary
academic departments.

1) Official letter from the
college/university’s departmental
chairperson, coordinator, or liaison,
representing each discipline, describing
and verifying compliance with the
standard.

C3

Faculty site visits ensure that
college/university courses offered
through the CEP are the same as the
courses offered on-campus.

1) A description of site visits, including
what would happen during a typical site
visit, frequency requirements, how site
visits are tracked by the CEP, and how
site visits are used to provide feedback
from college/university faculty to CE
instructors.
2) One example of a completed and signed
faculty site visit report representing
each discipline.

F Standards
Standard

Evidence

F1

CEP instructors are approved by the
respective academic departments as
meeting the requirements for teaching
the college/university course.

1) Public documents from the CEP
describing departmental criteria and
processes for appointing or approving
CEP adjunct faculty.
2) Three completed samples of CE
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 CE instructor denial of
appointment (with secure information
removed).

F2

The college/university provides new CEP
instructors with discipline-specific training
and orientation regarding, but not limited
to, the course curriculum, assessment

1) Two samples of discipline-specific
training and orientation materials for
new CEP instructors representing
different disciplines.

criteria, pedagogy, course philosophy and
administrative responsibilities and
procedures prior to the course being
taught.

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.

F3

The CEP provides annual disciplinespecific professional development
activities and ongoing collegial interaction
to address course content, course
delivery, assessment, evaluation, and/or
research in the development in the field.
The CEP ensures CEP instructor
participation.

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, form, conference, site visit
report, letter, etc.)
3) Procedures and/or policy describing
how the CEP ensures and tracks
professional development
participation.

F4

CEP procedures address instructor noncompliance with the college/university’s
expectations for courses offered through
the CEP—for example, non-participation
in CEP training and/or activities.

1) Published procedures from the CEP
delineating non-compliance steps.

A standards
A1

CEP students are held to the same
standards of achievement as those
expected of students in on-campus
sections

1) Paired college/university CEP section

syllabi with campus section syllabi from
one course per discipline, with
standards of achievement highlighted.
2) NACEP Assessment Standard form, or

statement addressing the standard,
signed by faculty from each discipline
offered by the CEP.
3) A detailed description of processes and

implementation used to assure
standards of achievement are the same

in CEP and on-campus sections of
corresponding courses. Include a
description of how syllabi are reviewed,
changed, and approved.

A2

The college/university ensures that CEP
students are held to the same grading
standards as those expected of students
in on-campus sections

1) NACEP Assessment Standard form, or

statement addressing the standard,
signed by faculty from each discipline
offered by the CEP.
2) A detailed description of processes and

implementation used to assure grading
standards are the same in CEP and oncampus sections of corresponding
courses

A3

CEP students are assessed using the same
methods (e.g. papers, portfolios, quizzes,
labs, etc.) as students in on-campus
sections.

1) Paired student assessments or syllabi
for college/university and CEP
sections—one paired example from
each discipline for side-by-side
comparison.
2) NACEP Assessment Standard form, or
statement addressing the standard,
signed by faculty from each discipline
offered by the CEP.
3) A detailed description of the processes
and implementation used to assure
assessment methods are the same in
CEP and on-campus sections of
corresponding courses.

E standards
E1

The CEP conducts end-of-term student
university/college course evaluations for
each course section offered through the
CEP.

1) Survey instrument. If there is variation
between departments, submit one
sample of each type of evaluation
instrument used.
2) Sample of an evaluation report
instructors receive regarding the
college/university’s course. If there is
variation between departments, submit
one sample of each type of evaluation
report used.
3) Description of methodology and

process used to report back to CEP
instructors.

E2

The CEP conducts an annual survey of CEP 1) Survey instrument
alumni who are one year out of high
2) Summary report including, at a
school. Survey includes NACEP essential
minimum, description of the
questions (additional questions may be
methodology (addressing criteria in the
used). Methodology includes one followstandard); number of surveys sent and
up contact with non-respondents.
number of responses received;
Qualified institutional
response rate; compilation of the data
evaluator/researcher collaborates with
and analysis of responses.
the CEP to develop the survey and analyze
the data.

E3

The CEP conducts a survey of CEP alumni
four years out of high school at least once
every three years. Survey includes NACEP
essential questions (additional questions
may be used). Methodology includes one
follow-up contact with non-respondents.
Qualified institutional
evaluator/researcher collaborates with
the CEP to develop the survey and analyze
the data.

1) Survey instrument

The CEP conducts surveys of participating
high school instructors, principals, and
guidance counselors at least once every
three years. Survey includes NACEP
essential questions (additional questions
may be used). Methodology includes one
follow-up contact with non-respondents.
Qualified institutional
evaluator/researcher collaborates with
the CEP to develop the survey and analyze
the data.

1) Survey instrument

E4

2) Summary report including, at a

minimum, description of the
methodology (addressing criteria in the
standard); number of surveys sent and
number of responses received;
response rate; compilation of the data
and analysis of responses.

2) Summary report including, at a
minimum, description of the methodology
(addressing criteria in the standard);
number of surveys sent and number of
responses received; response rate;
compilation of the data and analysis of
responses.

