ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW INSTITUTIONS
APPROVAL PROCESS FOR NEW INSTITUTIONS
The initiation of a request to establish a new accredited educational institution of higher education in the Seventh-day Adventist education system will normally come from the constituent union or division where the proposed institution will be situated.  If initiated by a union, the division department of education and officers should be involved in the discussion at an early stage.  Once consensus has been reached about the benefit of such an institution, the union/division will prepare a feasibility study and host an on-site survey team led by the General Conference Department of Education, according to the guidelines presented below.  The feasibility study and on-site report will form the basis of a decision on the appropriateness of the establishment of the new college or university.  

Before opening, all new institutions must be approved for operation by division and General Conference committees, through their respective Boards of Education.  Once the application is submitted to the General Conference it will need to receive initial conceptual approval by the International Board of Education (IBE).  The details of the application will then be sent to the Adventist Accrediting Association (AAA) for consideration of the quality of the application.  This Board will take the final decision on approval and, if positive, will grant pre-candidacy or institutional and program candidacy (See Starting New Programs for an explanation of these categories).
  The decision of AAA will be reported to IBE.
Although the General Conference Department of Education through the International Board of Education and Adventist Accrediting Association will not be involved by policy until the completion of the feasibility study, applying organizations are advised to keep the General Conference Department of Education informed of their plans and progress.  This will allow the Department to keep the approval process moving expeditiously.  Ideally conceptual plans for a new institution will be submitted by the relevant division in the regular reporting procedures to IBE, and in this way important issues can be aired by IBE even prior to the completion of the feasibility report.  
PREPARING A FEASIBILITY REPORT
The decision by a union/division to initiate plans for a new university or college should be based on the perceived need of the church in the relevant area of the world for the education programs that it is proposed the institution offer.  These should be directly related to the educational strategic plan of both the union and the division where the institution will be based.  It is therefore the responsibility of these organizations to choose a team to prepare the feasibility report that represents a range of relevant expertise, and will be objective in their consideration of the proposal. The team should include, at a minimum, individuals experienced in higher education administration (preferably in a similar type of institution to the one proposed); church administration; finance, and library science and/or technology. 

Content of Feasibility Report

A feasibility study will explore whether the proposed plan is supportable from the perspective of mission, resources (staff, finance, land and facilities) and market.   

The resulting report will then include at least the following information:

· Proposed institutional mission, including the relationship between this mission and union/division educational strategy
· Documentation relating to evidence of the support of the church constituency in the union and/or division

· A profile of the proposed institutions (level of institution—junior college, undergraduate, graduate; nature of institution—seminary, liberal arts, science and technology institute—with a list of disciplines and degrees to be taught; proposed student numbers; percentage of students in residence; constituency—SDA only, largely community, etc.)

· How educational standards will be introduced and maintained—admission qualifications; curricula for new programs; graduation requirements

· The facilities needed—land, classrooms, accommodation for students and staff; library and technology, capital teaching resources, etc. and how these will be financed.  
· Staffing: administrative, faculty and specialized staff (library, computing)—their availability; projected qualified Adventist staff; etc.

· Market Survey: likely interest by prospective students and evidence for conclusions; likely need for proposed programs and evidence

· Financial analysis of proposal: immediate capital needs; initial three-year budget projection including percentage of budget expected from church subsidy and tuition.  (The feasibility study should also include documentation indicating the level of ongoing financial commitment the constituent union(s)/division intend to provide the proposed institution)

· Likelihood of local accreditation, with evidence of government support, or actions institution will need to take to get such support

· Timeline leading to opening date of institution

· Documents relating to any advice received from external consultants on the new plan

Appendix A provides an outline that should be used by an institution when writing a feasibility study.

APPROVAL BY DIVISION COMMITTEES
Once the feasibility study is prepared, the union(s)/divisions involved in the application should discuss the proposal at division Board of Education/Executive Committee level.  These committees must be satisfied that the application provides sufficient evidence that:

· The programs of the proposed institution support the mission of the church
· The church will be able to afford the capital expenses of founding the institution, and the on-going expenses of maintaining the facilities and program at the expected level of an accredited institution
· The appropriate staffing can be found and/or developed to ensure ongoing mission focus and a quality educational product

· The profile of the institution is clear and supportable (likely percentage of SDA students and faculty, etc.)

· The application will not negatively impact other institutions in the division.

If, after careful consideration of the above factors, the relevant committees vote to support the proposal for an establishment of a new institution, the feasibility study, along with a copy of the actions taken, should be sent to the Education Department of the General Conference with a formal request that the proposal be processed through the correct channels.

APPROVAL BY THE INTERNATIONAL BOARD OF EDUCATION
In voting to conceptually approve the establishment of a new institution, the International Board of Education will be concerned primarily with the feasibility study, the actions of the relevant division, and the relationship between the application and the stated strategy of that division for higher education. It must be satisfied that:

· The establishment of the institution, along with its profile, supports the mission of the church as in line with voted strategy for that division

· The church will be able to afford the capital expenses of founding the institution, and the on-going expenses of maintaining the facilities and program at the expected level for higher education

After granting conceptual approval for the development of a new institution, IBE will ask AAA (and its sub-committee on substantive change) to act on its behalf to evaluate the accreditation worthiness of the new proposed institution, based on the feasibility study and an on-site visit.  The action of AAA will be final, although refusal to grant any accreditation status can be appealed to IBE.  All actions will be recorded by IBE at its next session, but will be in effect immediately after the vote of AAA.

Depending on the timeline of the application and to avoid delays in the application process, AAA may arrange an on-site visit prior to conceptual approval by IBE. 

ON-SITE VISIT
Planning the visit

After receiving a request from a division the General Conference Department of Education will consult with the division Director of Education to appoint an on-site team.  The General Conference Department of Education liaison for that division will normally serve as the chair of the team, and the division education director as the secretary.  The team members will provide a range of expertise, and provide both local and international perspectives on the application.  Individuals involved in developing the feasibility study may be used as advisors during the visit, but not be voting members of the team.
It will be the responsibility of the local union/division requesting the visit to provide accommodation and local travel for team members, as well as the full travel expenses of any individuals not in church employment.  All fares will be paid at economy rate.  It will be the responsibility of the respective employing organization to pay for the travel of all team members employed within the church.  In the cases of inter-division travel, the sending institution/organization may negotiate with a split expense on travel with the receiving division and/or General Conference Department of Education.  Team-members will be responsible for their own travel plans and for informing the local contact of these arrangements.
If the General Conference Department of Education has been notified well in advance of the intent of a division to submit an application for a new institution, the on-site visit should take place within between 30 and 90 days of the receipt by the General Conference of a completed feasibility study that has been endorsed by the respective division.  This study will be forwarded to all team members so it arrives at least 30 days before the commencement of the visit.
The team chair for the visit will set the timetable for the visit with the receiving division Director of Education, after consultation with team-members.  
The Visit

The basis of the on-site visit will be the feasibility study.  Interviews and observations on site will focus on confirming the conclusions of the report.  In response the team will also write an independent report to the International Board of Education.  In doing so, the team will be concerned with the following:

· Does the application further the mission of the church in the respective area of the world?

· Is there sufficient financial backing for the capital development required to start the institution?

· Is the financial plan for the ongoing operation of the institution realistic and workable?
· Will the recommended physical facilities be adequate for the program recommended?

· Is there sufficient evidence to suggest that appropriate administration, faculty and specialty staff will be available for the operation of the college/university according to AAA guidelines?

· Has there been sufficient market research to justify the need for (a) the institution and (b) the proposed programs of study?

· Will it be likely that the institution as proposed will be able to deliver an education program that will meet the requirements of AAA accreditation?  

· Will the plans enable the institution to receive local government accreditation?  (This is recommended by AAA, except in cases where government regulations make this impossible.)

· Is the timeline for starting the project realistic?

· Is the application likely to negatively impact other universities and colleges?

The team will also vote a recommended action to AAA, according to the options in the following section.  The completed report should be forwarded to the secretary of AAA within one month of the completion of the on-site visit.  

A full outline of the report to be written by the team for AAA can be found in Appendix B.  
Team Recommendation
The following overall recommendations can be made to the IBE by an on-site team:
1. Approval for institutional and program candidacy with no recommendations or conditions.  This will be appropriate when the team concurs that the feasibility study is sound and supportable, that the applying organization has already seen the major hurdles to the success of their project and have solutions in hand, and that the curriculum and academic processes are sufficiently developed that they can be judged as equitable to similar programs in other AAA accredited institutions.  Candidacy would normally be for a two-year period, with a regular AAA visit taking place before the end of that period.
2. Approval for institutional and program candidacy, with recommendations.  This will be appropriate when the on-site team agrees that the feasibility study is sound and supportable, but that there are remaining issues that have not yet been identified and/or addressed by the applying organization.  While these will not be sufficiently serious to delay the project, they should be given priority focus as plans continue, and the team will therefore identify them as recommendations.  Candidacy still will normally be for a two-year period, with a regular AAA visit taking place before the end of that two year period.  The institutional and/or organizational response to the team recommendations, however, will be an important consideration when AAA makes its first formal visit to the institution to decide accreditation status.
3. Approval for pre-candidacy, with institutional and program candidacy to be granted when certain conditions are met.  This recommendation will be appropriate when the on-site team concludes that the feasibility study is basically sound and the project supportable, but the project/institution is still in the early stages of development, some key elements are missing from the study, or elements of the study suggest that there are some crucial areas of planning not yet in place that will impact on the success of the proposed institution.  For example, there could be a lack of a clear financial plan, insufficient facilities or land for the proposed program, or little evidence submitted that there is a “market” for the institution and its proposed programs.  If this recommendation is approved by AAA, the proposed institution will remain in pre-candidacy for up to a maximum of five years or until the conditions, which may include another site visit, are met.  Institutions not meeting the conditions after five years will lose their pre-candidacy status.  Candidacy should only be recommended when the team concludes that the institution will be able to meet full accreditation standards within the two year period. 
4. No approval given.  This conclusion will be appropriate when in the view of the on-site team, there are serious doubts about the viability of the proposed institution, or when the team considers that the proposal operates counter to the mission of the Seventh-day Adventist church.
Dissemination of the Report 

The visiting team chair will share the findings of the full team at an exit meeting with the relevant administrators who submitted the original proposal.  While the report is not official until voted by AAA, the applicants can consider this a draft report, and start to act on recommendations and conditions immediately.  However, the exit meeting is a reporting session only, and applying organizations should not use this as a time for debate.  Only matters of factual accuracy can be corrected.

Expectations for Professionalism
During a site visit, each member of the team will be expected to demonstrate the best qualities of a Seventh-day Adventist professional:

1.   Professionalism in preparing for the visit (by becoming acquainted with the feasibility study and the context of the proposed college or university), in fulfilling promptly his/her assignments as a member of the team, in expressing his/her judgment, and in all personal contacts and statements during the visit.

2. Confidentiality in reporting any sensitive information that has been entrusted to him/her, both during and after the visit.

3. A constructive spirit that assesses objectively the feasibility study of the proposed institution and its programs, and seeks opportunity to assist the applicant organization in strengthening its application.

4. Avoidance of any unethical behavior, such as drawing unfair comparisons with other institutions, showing prejudice or conflict of interest, or using the opportunity to recruit faculty, staff or students for another institution.

5. Adhering to the principle that only the chair of the committee has the right to speak for the committee.

The applicant administrators will also be expected to show their professionalism in:

1. Cooperating with the site visit by producing documents as requested and in a timely manner.

2. Not pursuing personal agendas with the team members.

3. Accepting the response of the team to the institution in an open and constructive manner, using the recommendations as a means to strengthen the quality and mission of the proposed institution.

ADVENTIST ACCREDITING ASSOCIATION ACTION
The report of the on-site team, along with the original feasibility report, will be discussed prior to the next regular AAA Board meeting by the sub-committee on substantive change, and a recommendation made to the full AAA Board, who will take a formal action.  The on-site team report will be recorded as it is presented to AAA and the substantive change sub-committee.  The recommended action on the request for candidacy can be voted as presented, or changed to another category.  If any change is made, the reasons must be clearly documented by the Board and shared with the applying organization.  All actions of AAA Board on accreditation status will be final and will be reported only to IBE, although when no approval is given the decision can be appealed to IBE.  
Once an institution is in pre-candidacy, the institution will be included in all communication from the General Conference Department of Education, and the liaison from the General Conference will work with the local division Education Director to assist the new institution in reaching the standards necessary for candidacy status.  However, no recognition will be given by AAA for programs of study undertaken in institutions that have not reached candidacy status, and institutions in pre-candidacy will not be listed, or identified as accredited institutions.  Students of institutions in pre-candidacy should also be informed in writing and asked to sign that they understand that as yet programs are not recognized.
If a recommendation for candidacy status is supported by AAA the new institution will be identified in the Directory of Adventist Universities and Colleges. This Directory (also on the Education web-site) recommends to other Seventh-day Adventist Colleges that programs of study undertaken by students in institutions in candidacy be fully recognized for transfer.  The final decision will remain with the receiving institution, although normally other Seventh-day Adventist institutions will accept the position of AAA.
APPEAL PROCESS
There are two occasions when an appeal can be submitted to AAA on actions related to the approval of new institutions.  In each case the reasons for the appeal must be predicated on one of the following: the team or Board drew their conclusions based on inaccurate information, the team or Board failed to follow procedures, or the team/Board acted unprofessionally (for example, through conflict of interest, prejudice, etc.).

The two occasions are as follows:

1.   Applying organizations/institutions can appeal the overall conclusion of the on-site team by writing a response to the team report.  This will only be considered by AAA if the appeal is to the major recommendation on candidacy and/or institutional recognition.  Disagreement with other statements in the report may be documented, but these will not constitute an appeal.  An institution cannot appeal solely on grounds of disagreement with the team conclusion.
Any appeal should succinctly identify the reasons for disagreement with the findings of the site team, provide supporting evidence for the request for a differing conclusion, or where the team did not follow procedure, and must be submitted within 30 days of the completion of the original report, or at least 48 hours before the meeting of the AAA Board, whichever is the earliest deadline.  This information will be passed to the AAA sub-committee on substantive change, and the appeal and the response of the sub-committee will be presented to the AAA Board at the same time the recommendation of the site team is presented.  Two individuals, at the expense of the appealing body, may also choose to personally present their appeal at the meeting of the Board, but may not be present for the ensuing discussion and action.  

2. If the Adventist Accrediting Association changes the recommendation of the on-site team to the detriment of the applying organization, that organization can appeal the Board action by submitting a written request for a reconsideration of the action within 90 days of receiving notification.  This request should provide reasons why the Board action is considered unfair by the organization, and supporting documentation should be attached.  This appeal will be considered by the next full AAA Board.  Two individuals, at the expense of the appealing body, may also present their case before the Board, but may not be present for the ensuing discussion and action.   
The final appeal on issues relating to new institutions is the International Board of Education and this appeal can only be in cases when no approval is given for the establishment of a new institution.  Such appeals must be presented to the International Board of Education within 90 days of receiving notification of this action by the AAA Board.  The appeal should provide substantive reasons for why the Board action is considered unfair by the organization, and supporting documentation should again be attached.  The appeal will be considered at the time of the next full IBE meeting.  Two individuals, at the expense of the appealing body, may also present their case before the Board, but may not be present for ensuing discussion and action.
Appendix A

ADVENTIST ACCREDITING ASSOCIATION
NEW INSTITUTION

FEASIBILITY REPORT

Name of Proposed Institution:

Address:

Submitting Organization(s):

Level of Institution (Junior College, Senior College, Graduate School, etc.):

Educational Programs to be offered:

Proposed Opening Date:

Feasibility study team members (names, qualifications, and present job responsibilities)

Date feasibility study submitted:

Signature of feasibility study chair:

SECTION A—MISSION AND INSTITUTIONAL PROFILE

Please respond to all the following, providing supporting documentation where available or specifically requested:

1. What is the proposed institutional mission?  (This may be given in the form of a mission statement, or identified key elements of the intended mission.)

2. What evidence it there that the church constituency is supportive of the proposed institution?  (Provide any results of surveys of the church constituency; actions taken by unions/division, etc.)

3. Provide a profile of the proposed institution.  This should include the following information:

a. level of institution—junior college, undergraduate, postgraduate, etc.

b. nature of institution—seminary, liberal arts, science and technology institute, etc.

c. list of disciplines and degrees to be taught initially, and plans for any additions in the first five years of operation.

d. proposed student numbers over the first five years.

e. number of students planned to be in residence, and if these will be single, married, etc.

f. planned constituency—SDA only; if not approximate percentage of SDA.  Where will other students come from?

SECTION B—EDUCATIONAL STANDARDS

Please respond to all of the following, providing supporting documentation where available or specifically requested:

1. What will be the admission requirements?  How do these compare with institutions of a similar nature in the country/region of the proposed institution?

2. Provide an outline of the curriculum for each intended program to be taught when the institution first opens.  In each case:

a. provide a comparison to similar programs of other institutions in the same country/region, and with other programs in similar Adventist institutions.

b. show how the unique Adventist/Christian focus of the institution will be emphasized in the curriculum  

3. What will the graduation requirements be for each program? 

4. Will a graduate from the proposed programs (a) be eligible for employment in the area of study, when degree programs directly prepare individuals for employment and (b) be eligible for further study in the constituent countries of the proposed institution?  (Please give supporting evidence.)

5. Will the proposed institution be eligible for accreditation (or equivalent) from the local government?  If not, explain what would be necessary for that to happen.  (Please give supporting evidence)

SECTION C: FACILITIES AND RESOURCES

Please respond to all the following, providing supporting documentation where available or specifically requested, or provide a detailed facilities master plan that provides all of the information requested below.  

Facilities

1. What facilities (land, buildings, capital equipment) will be needed for the operation of the proposed institution?  (Please identify overall land requirement, and then building by building analysis of needs.  Include building and room dimensions, an identification of how each room will be used, and basic furnishings—desks and chairs, beds, etc.)

2. Which of the identified facilities are already available?

3. What is the availability of water and electrical power to the proposed site and buildings?  

4. What communication systems are accessible (telephone, satellite, internet, etc.)?

5. Provide a plan, with timeline, and financial plan, to develop the proposed campus from its present situation to the needed level for operation.
Resources

6. What capital educational resources will be needed for the opening of the institution (library, computer, science equipment, other audiovisual equipment, etc.)?  Justify these decisions.

7. What further resources will be needed over the first three years of institutional operation?

8. What financial plan is in place to ensure equipment necessary for opening the institution is in place?  (The financial plan for ensuing years will be included in Section E.)

SECTION D: ADMINISTRATION AND STAFFING 

Please answer all of the following questions, providing supporting documentation where available or specifically requested:

1. What will be the proposed administrative structure of the institution, including relationships to the Board of Trustees and union/division committees?

2. What will be the structure of the Board of Trustees and what individuals with relevant expertise will be available to function on the Board?

3. Outline the numbers of administration, staff and faculty needed for opening of the institution.  Include as a minimum top administration, faculty, librarian, information technology staff, halls of residence personnel, pastoral staff/chaplain.  If names of prospective employees are known, provide these, along with qualifications and church affiliation for each.  Where employees are not yet known, what availability of individuals is there that will be (a) qualified and (b) supportive of the message and mission of the church?  What changes/additions are anticipated in the first three years?
4. Where appointed individuals will need further upgrading, please provide a timeline for how that will be achieved.
SECTION E: FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

Please provide the following financial information

1. Provide a budget for starting up costs for the institution.  This should include sources of income and all anticipated expenses up to the official opening date of the institution.  All areas identified above should be included (facilities, capital equipment, library, staffing (pre student admission.) etc.

2. Complete the budget outline provided at the end of this form to project income and expenditure for the first three years of operation.

SECTION F: MARKET

Please answer all of the following questions, providing supporting documentation where available or specifically requested:

1. Provide information indicating the availability and interest of Seventh-day Adventist students in the proposed institution and programs.

2. If the proposal anticipates students attending the college/university from the local community/region, provide evidence that the institution will be marketable and that the selected programs are areas of need.

SECTION F: TIMELINE TO OPENING DATE


Provide a timeline from the date of proposal submission to opening.
If any external consultants have been used during the preparation of the feasibility study, their reports should also be attached.

3-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION

NEW INSTITUTION

	
	1st Year Costs
	2nd Year Costs
	3rd year Costs

	Administration (salaries and fringe benefits)


	
	
	

	Faculty (salaries and fringe benefits) 

	
	
	

	Clerical and Support Personnel (Total Costs)

	
	
	

	Phased Capital Development Costs


	
	
	

	Plant Services, Maintenance, & Depreciation 


	
	
	

	Equipment (including information technology)


	
	
	

	Library Resources


	
	
	

	Other Major Cost Items (Please List)


	
	
	

	1.
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	

	3.
	
	
	

	Total Cost
	
	
	

	Percentage of Total Anticipated Cost 

From Tuition
	
	
	

	Percentage of Total Anticipated Cost

from Church Appropriations
	
	
	

	Percentage of Total Anticipated Cost

from Government Assistance
	
	
	

	Percentage from Philanthropy
	
	
	

	Source(s) for the Balance
	
	
	

	1.
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	


APPENDIX B

ADVENTIST ACCREDITING ASSOCIATION
NEW INSTITUTION

ON-SITE TEAM REPORT

Name of Proposed Institution:

Address:

Submitting Organization(s):

Level of Institution (Junior College—2 years minimum post-secondary, Senior College, Graduate School, etc.):

Educational Programs to be offered:

Proposed Opening Date:

Date(s) of on-site visit:

On-site Team members (give names, qualifications and present job responsibilities):

PART I: SUMMARY REPORT

Report of Visit

Identify what materials were looked at, what individuals/groups were met and what facilities were visited.

Justification for Overall Recommendation

Provide a short (no more than one page) summary of the findings of the team that led them to agree the overall recommendation.

Recommendation to the Adventist Accrediting Association
The following overall recommendations can be made:
1. Approval for institutional and program candidacy with no recommendations or conditions.  This will be appropriate when the team concurs that the feasibility study is sound and supportable, that the applying organization has already seen the major hurdles to the success of their project and have solutions in hand, and that the curriculum and academic processes are sufficiently developed that they can be judged as equitable to similar programs in other AAA accredited institutions.  Candidacy would normally be for a two-year period, with a regular AAA visit taking place at that time.

2. Approval for institutional and program candidacy, with recommendations.  This will be appropriate when the on-site team agrees that the feasibility study is sound and supportable, but that there are remaining issues that have not yet been identified and/or addressed by the applying organization.  While these will not be sufficiently serious to delay the project, they should be given priority focus as plans continue, and the team will therefore identify them as recommendations.  Candidacy still will normally be for a two-year period, with a regular AAA visit taking place before the end of that two year period.  The institutional and/or organizational response to the team recommendations, however, will be an important consideration when AAA makes its first formal visit to the institution to decide accreditation status.
3. Approval for pre-candidacy, with institutional and program candidacy to be granted when certain conditions are met.  This recommendation will be appropriate when the on-site team concludes that the feasibility study is basically sound and the project supportable, but the project/institution is still in the early stages of development, some key elements are missing from the study, or elements of the study suggest that there are some crucial areas of planning not yet in place that will impact on the success of the proposed institution.  For example, there could be a lack of a clear financial plan, insufficient facilities or land for the proposed program, or little evidence submitted that there is a “market” for the institution and its proposed programs.  If this recommendation is approved by AAA, the proposed institution will be remain in pre-candidacy for up to a maximum of five years or until the conditions, which may include another site visit, are met.  Institutions not meeting the conditions after five years will lose their pre-candidacy status. Candidacy should only be recommended when the team concludes that the institution will be able to meet full accreditation standards within the two year period. 
4. No approval given.  This conclusion will be appropriate when in the view of the on-site team, there are serious doubts about the viability of the proposed institution, or when the team consider that the proposal operates counter to the mission of the Seventh-day Adventist church.

All team members should sign off on the summary report, which includes the overall recommendation.  This signature page should be attached to the report, or signatures should be on the same page as the major recommendation.

PART II—FULL REPORT

This section of the report will usually be written before the summary report and form a basis for its conclusions.  Each section will respond to the equivalent section in the feasibility study, with interviews and observations supporting comments that are made.  It is recommended that each section be a short narrative commenting on what the team has noted in each area, what strengths they have identified and what outstanding issues need to be resolved.  If in the view of the team the proposal in the section under consideration is sound, this should be identified at the end of that section with a comment such as, “The team found adequate reason to support the application in the area of staffing.”

Even if a team considers an application sound in one particular section, recommendations may still be added.  These should be few, be clearly focused,  and should identify who specifically should do the action recommended.  Such recommendations will highlight areas for further work/consideration by the applying organization and AAA and may lead to an overall recommendation of approval with recommendations.

If any of these recommendations are so significant that in the view of the team they must be resolved before the application can be supported, the team should add to the recommendation a notation such as, “In the view of the team, this recommendation should be considered a condition of approval of the application.”   Such recommendations will normally lead to an overall recommendation for the proposal of approval with conditions.

If the team considers an area of the proposal is insufficiently developed for them to approve, or if they consider that the proposed institution, while having positive elements, will not be ready for full accreditation in the period anticipated, this should also be clearly stated in the relevant places in the report.  These comments together will usually lead to an overall recommendation of pre-candidacy only.

If the team considers areas of the proposal are completely inadequate so that the institution as profiled will compromise the mission of the church, this should also clearly be identified in the relevant areas of the report.  This will usually lead to an overall recommendation of no approval.
The questions below will provide the team some guidance as they consider what elements should be included in their report under each main section.  They are not limited to only these questions.

Mission and Institutional Profile

1. Is there a clear definition of institutional mission?

2. Is there evidence that the proposed institution will be supported by the church constituency and that the plans are in line with union/division educational strategy?

3. Is the proposed institutional profile supportive of Seventh-day Adventist mission and realistic to the region where the institution will be situated?

Educational Standards

1. Are the admission and graduation requirements similar to those of other higher education institutions in the country?

2. Will the admission and graduation requirements ensure an academic program of similar standards to other AAA accredited institutions?

3. Do the planned academic programs have curricula that:

a. Show evidence of an Adventist uniqueness

b. Are of a similar depth and breadth of other comparable programs in the country

c. Are likely to prepare students for transfer to other AAA accredited institutions

Facilities and Resources

1. Are the proposed facilities adequate for the proposed program?

2. Is there evidence of a realistic financial plan to have the proposed facilities in place when they will be required?

3. Are the water, electrical and communication resources to the proposed site adequate for the operation of a college/university, or have supportable plans been put in place to make sure these are adequate before the opening of the institution?

4. Are plans for the library, information technology resources and other capital resources sufficient for the proposed level of operation of the institution, including for any specialist academic programs (e.g. science equipment)?  

5. Is there a timeline in place to acquire additional resources over the first three years of institutional operation to respond to anticipated growth in student and staffing numbers, and in programs?

Administration and Staffing

1. Is the suggested administrative structure appropriate to a higher education institution?

2. Does the proposal and interviews indicate the likelihood of a strong external administrative support structure for the institution?  This will include the likelihood of a Board of Trustees that will have the membership that can offer appropriate guidance to the institutional leadership.

3. Is there evidence that well-qualified administrators, faculty and specialist support staff will be available for the institution for the first three years?

4. Is there evidence that employees will be individuals who are engaged with the Seventh-day Adventist message and mission?  Where it is clear that non-Adventist employees will be hired, particularly if this is in the teaching area, what measures are in place to ensure that the overall mission of the institution will not be compromised?

Financial Analysis

1. Is the budget for set-up costs for the institution balanced and realistic?  In particular are stated sources of income likely to materialize?

2. Is the 3-year projected budget balanced and realistic?

3. Is there evidence that there will be sufficient long-term financial support for the institution, beyond student tuition, that will allow it to succeed?

4. Are proposed tuition rates realistic within the country’s economic climate?

Market

1. Is there good reason to expect enrolment to be as projected?

2. Is there sufficient evidence that the programs proposed would be responsive to market needs in (a) the church and, where applicable, (b) the local community?

Timeline to Opening Date

1. Is the timeline as presented in the feasibility study realistic?

2.   In light of recommendations made in this report, is any change in the timeline necessary?
Conclusion

The conclusion of the main report should include thanks to those who have helped facilitate the visit and any other general comments related to the experience of the on-site team.  There will be no need to reiterate the summary conclusions that will be found in Part I of the report.
� New institutions that do not meet church accreditation guidelines, and are not eligible for at least pre-candidacy status, will not be officially recognized as church-run higher education institutions.  They will not be listed in the Yearbook or the Directory of Seventh-day Adventist Colleges and Universities.
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