Overview of Proposed Revision of AR II-1.0-6

Rationale:  The proposed revision of AR II-1.0-6 is in response to the following:

1. SACS self study recommendation that the University needs to improve the extent to which budget planning helps colleges achieve their goals and objectives. The revised AR brings together into one document a description of how the planning, budgeting, and assessment processes should work together to ensure that the budgeting process supports the units in their efforts to achieve their goals and objectives. 

2. SACS re-accreditation report recommendation that the University must put in writing a policy for the regular review of its mission statement.

3. Work of Institutional Effectiveness Committee charged by the President with simplifying and improving the effectiveness program.

4. Work of ad hoc Committee on the Review of Chief Administrative Officers charged by the President with simplifying and strengthening the review process for chief administrative officers (CAOs). This committee was formed to address three concerns: SACS principle requiring the regular review of chief administrative officers; recommendations of the Commission on Diversity to promote accountability for diversity initiatives among CAOs; and the need for consistent implementation of reviews of chief administrative officers across campus in light of the move to the Provost model.

Resulting proposed AR:

1. Extends to all units – educational, administrative, and academic support – and holds administrative and academic support units to the same standards for program review expected of educational units.

2. Combines three ARs – Budget (AR II-1.5-1), Institutional Effectiveness (AR II-1.5-2), and Review of Educational Units (AR II-1.0-6) into one AR to present planning, budgeting and assessment as an ongoing, integrated process aimed toward continuous improvement.

3. Adds a new section presented as Part I, which is devoted to strategic planning and specifies the regular review of the University’s mission statement.
4. Continues the model of periodic program review and annual reports of progress; however, the number of scheduled reviews is decreased by scheduling reviews at the department rather than the program level, while alternative review procedures are made available.

5. The part on the review of CAOs defines the positions included as Chief Administrative Officers, and adds high level administrative positions not previously addressed by the existing AR. The GR (IX) governing reviews places responsibility for department chair reviews with the colleges.

Part 1--Provides framework for ongoing strategic planning directed by the President:

1. Definition and Description – provides a definition and description of the characteristics of the Planning, Budgeting, and Assessment Cycle.

2. Roles and responsibilities – sets forth the expectation that the University’s leadership will conduct strategic planning activities in support of the University’s mission and vision.

3. Purpose and Procedures – describes the purpose of strategic planning and sets forth the core components; specifies a strategic planning process that is initiated by the President.

4. Budgeting and Assessment – describes the functions of budgeting and assessment as key processes that support strategic planning.

Part 2--Describes Budgeting Procedures and proposes the following changes:

1. Emphasizes the use of program review results to inform planning and budgeting decisions and to evaluate the effectiveness of budget planning.

Part 3A—Describes Program Review and proposes the following changes:

1. Schedule – gives administrators more flexibility in developing a review schedule that makes sense for the particular unit’s circumstances.

2. Review Level – schedules reviews at the department and college level, not at the program level, with the expectation that a department review will address all programs delivered by the department.

3. Focused Review – allows for a review that addresses a particular area on which the unit wants to focus analysis and improvement efforts.

4. Accreditation Substitutions – allows for parts of the unit’s external accreditation process to substitute for the unit self-study.

5. External review team – requires the team to be primarily external to the unit.

6. Implementation Plan – requires completion of a formal plan, rather than a memo outlining unit responses to the resulting recommendations.

Part 3B—Addresses the Review of Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) and proposes the following changes:

1. Definition – provides a definition of chief administrative officer that includes the following who have not been included previously in this process: Provost, executive vice presidents, vice presidents, and associate/vice provosts, in addition to a number of positions with considerable impact and influence on the well-being of the University. Wording is added to GR IX to assign responsibility to the colleges to provide rules for review of department chairs, as appropriate for each college.

2. Type of Review – provides for three types of review: annual, formative and summative. Elements of the annual review remain largely unchanged. The formative review is a one-time comprehensive review after the first two years in office, designed to provide feedback that will assist the officer in her/his professional development as a University leader. The summative review occurs every 4-7 years, depending on the position. This model eliminates an every-other-year review of CAOs that required written feedback from faculty and staff; however, both the one-time formative review and the summative reviews require an evaluation survey to collect feedback from all affected constituencies.

3. Use of Results – specifies the use of a team to review findings and provide a written report to the CAO’s supervisor, similar to the program review model; also specifies the sharing of results and improvement plans at a meeting with the CAO’s direct reports.

4. Performance Criteria – provides performance criteria in three major areas: leadership, personnel management and development, and organizational management. The criteria are general; however, evaluation survey items related to the criteria will be created to reflect the unique roles and responsibilities of different types of CAOs: Provost, deans, executive vice presidents, vice presidents, associate/vice provosts, and others.

