APPROVAL OF NEW PROGRAMS AND SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE TO EXISTING ACCREDITED PROGRAMS
RESPONSIBILITY FOR APPROVAL

The International Board of Education (IBE) has the responsibility for authorizing institutions to make major adjustments to their spread of accredited programs, such as in the addition of a new faculty or school.  The Adventist Accrediting Association is then responsible for evaluating and taking accreditation decisions on these major changes to institutional status.  The process for making application for such institutional changes can be found in the document on Upgrading an Institution that can be found on the General Conference Department of Education website.  

Approval and accreditation of all new programs offered within the accredited parameters of an institution (except those in theology and pastoral education)
 is the responsibility of AAA. AAA informs IBE of its actions on these programs, and these are recorded by that Board.  

All accredited institutions must ensure plans to offer new programs or make substantive changes are correctly channeled to the Adventist Accrediting Association, as it is the expectation of accreditation that ALL programs offered by an institution are either in candidacy status or are fully accredited.  
This document outlines the AAA approval and accreditation process for new programs.

DECIDING ON LEVEL OF APPROVAL
AAA recognizes three levels of changes, or program additions.  

Level One: Minor Changes
If an institution wishes to change the focus or direction of a program by adding new courses in line with specific faculty expertise and/or shifting emphases in the discipline, while the name and level of qualification of the program remains the same, AAA need not be informed of the changes.  It will be the expectation of AAA that a careful evaluation of the need for and impact of the change(s) will be made through careful internal institutional processes.  These processes will be one concern of AAA when on a regular accreditation visit.
Level Two: Program Structure Changes

If an institution plans to change the nomenclature of a program, introduce a new program that combines existing courses in a new way, or develop a program that leads to a lower level of qualification than diplomas and degrees already offered by the institution in that discipline, AAA should be informed of the changes through the respective division. These changes will be recorded by AAA as courses to be identified in the Directory of Accreditation.  

Example One: An institution offers BSc degrees in Biology and AS in Geography.  They want to introduce a BSc in Environmental Science that will largely combine courses from these two disciplines.  This new program would fall into a Level Two category.
Example Two: A college offers a BS in Nursing, but decides that there is a strong market for an AS (two-year degree) in Nursing.  This is a lower level of qualification from the one already offered and will fall into Level Two.
Example Three:  An institution is offering a BA in Psychology.  It wants to change the emphasis, add some additional science courses, and call it a BSc in Psychology.  This change will be considered a Level Two change.
Institutions planning to make changes in this category should:

· ensure they have a strong internal mechanism for evaluating proposed program changes (see below for recommendations).  

· provide details of the anticipated changes at an early stage in their planning to the GC Department of Education, through their relevant division education director and GC liaison (see Appendix A for a recommended form).
If the GC Department of Education agrees that the changes do fall within this second category, programs can be started immediately while paperwork is being processed through IBE and AAA.

Level Three: Major Program Additions/Changes
If an institution plans to introduce a program in a new discipline, or a program that leads to a higher level of qualification than is presently offered in that particular discipline, IBE should receive an application in line with the IBE procedures outlined in this document, and may choose to send an on-site team to evaluate the proposal.  If an institution has offered a degree through an affiliation with another institution and now plans to offer it under its own name, this will also be a level three change.
  If a college or university is applying for non-church recognition of this same program, the application to IBE may be sent before or at the same time as the application for approval by the local accrediting/validation body. 

Example One: A university has offered a BA in English for some time.  It now wants to offer two separate degrees: English Literature, English as a Second Language.  These changes would fall in a Level Three category, as a significant number of new courses will need to be added.
Example Two:  A college offers BSc degrees and has offered some courses in Chemistry, but not a degree.  It now wants to offer a degree in this discipline.  This will be a Level Three application.

Example Three: A university already offers a Bachelor of Social Work degree, but now wants to offer a Master of Social Work qualification.  This will be a Level Three application.

Example Four: A college has offered its History degree through affiliation with an overseas university.  It now plans to offer its own degree that will have local government recognition.  This is a Level Three application.
Institutions planning to make changes in this category should:

· ensure they have a strong internal mechanism for evaluating proposed program changes (see below for recommendations)  

· follow the guidelines below in submitting a proposal to AAA
· not start offering the program until approval has been given by AAA  
If the administration of an institution is uncertain which category a proposed change will fall into, it is their responsibility to check with AAA through their division and/or liaison in the General Conference Department of Education before proceeding with their plans.  


PROCEDURE FOR SEEKING APPROVAL
The procedures that follow will be focused on approval for Level Three changes/program additions (see above), although the section on institutional approval will be relevant to Level Two changes also. 
Institutional approval and government authorization  
When an accredited Seventh-day Adventist postsecondary educational institution plans to offer a new program, or make a substantive change to an existing program it will need to complete a feasibility study, or equivalent, and receive approval from all internal institutional boards, and the Board of Trustees.  While this is the first approval step, institutions are also advised to consult with their division at an early stage during the feasibility study, particularly if the proposed changes will result in any likely shift of institutional mission.  Changes and additions should also fit in with any educational strategy for the division, and early consultation will help application processes move more quickly.  

.  

Internal Feasibility Study:

Institutions should develop their own processes for evaluating program addition and change proposals, and may produce their own instrument for completing a feasibility study.  However, as their later proposal to AAA will need to follow the format of the Program Proposal Instrument found in Appendix B, institutions may find it easiest to use the same instrument as the feasibility study part of their internal approval processes.  Either way, this study should evaluate the following issues:
· relationship between proposed change/addition and institutional/department mission

· market (church, community)

· employment/higher education potential for graduates

· curriculum and any specific educational policies that are program specific

· need for additional faculty/staffing—availability (especially of SDA teachers)
· need for additional resources: buildings, space, library resources, computers, other capital equipment

· financial assessment of start-up and on-going expenses of the proposal, against sources of income (special and on-going)

· plans for accreditation (church and government) and any implications to institutional mission
· timeline leading to commencement of change/program addition so that all required approvals (including IBE/AAA can be received BEFORE the program starts).
The IBE document Guidelines for On-Site Surveys of New Degree Program (Appendix C) may also assist institutions in deciding what questions they should ask of themselves in their internal feasibility study.
Institutions are also strongly advised to include in their program evaluation process a minimum of three assessments from independent professionals.  These individuals should work in institutions of a similar nature and have relevant expertise to the specific proposal, and at least one should write the assessment after visiting the campus.   One of the assessors should be a content expert, and another should be an expert in the method of proposed delivery if this will be non-traditional.  If assessors are used, the institutions should add a further section to their feasibility report, giving the assessors’ reports and then responding to them.  A response might include a statement showing how the proposal has been revised based on the comments that have been received.  It may also mean saying why the institution does not agree with a recommendation and why.   As well as helping the institution fine-tune its proposal, adding assessments to the feasibility study may assist in speeding up the program approval process, especially if names of assessors are agreed by the division/General Conference in advance.

A model document for use with external assessors can be found in Appendix D.  
Government authorization:

The internal committees and Board of Trustees will as part of their study consider what government processes need to be followed in order to have the new program/changes authorized, and if this proposal will change the status of the institution in any way with the government/local authorities.  If changes are anticipated, the division should be involved in the discussion and agree any course of action before it is taken by the institution.
If government/accreditation approval will not change the present standing of the institution with the government or the church, the institution can pursue institutional and church approval for its proposal at the same time.

Action by Division/Division Education Committees
Once the institution has completed its feasibility study, it should make any necessary adjustments to its proposal and send it to the relevant division through the division’s Department of Education.  The proposal will now be expected to follow the outline of the Program Proposal Instrument found in Appendix B.

Once a Division/Board of Higher Education has received a Program Proposal Instrument from an institution it should decide whether the proposed program warrants a survey visit with personnel from within the division.  This could be in the form of an individual assessor, or a team of assessors, depending on the nature and extent of the proposal.  If the institution has been consulting with the division throughout its internal evaluation process and external assessors have already been used that have been approved by the division and General Conference, additional visits may be unnecessary.  However, the division will want to endorse the proposal without reservations when it is sent through to the General Conference.   
If the division chooses to conduct on on-site survey, it may use the same form as that advised for external assessors, the full General Conference on-site assessment instrument (Appendix C), or an assessment instrument of their own.  The visit parameters and arrangements will also be identified by the division. Based on this visit, the division may ask the institution to revisit its initial proposal and make adjustments, or decide that it cannot recommend the proposal at all.  Not until the division is fully satisfied with the proposal should it be endorsed and sent to the General Conference Department of Education for the agenda of AAA.  This endorsement will be from the approved committee of that division that deals with new programs (Board of Education, University Council, etc.)
While the Department of Education at the General Conference is not formally involved in a new program/substantive change proposal until it is formally sent to them through the division, the division is encouraged to keep the department informed throughout the process, so that the proposal can be expedited as quickly as possible.
Involvement of the General Conference Education Department
Once the General Conference Education Department receives a Program Proposal Instrument  endorsed by a division, the staff will place it on the agenda of the Committee on Substantive Change (sub-committee of AAA) who will decide whether the application meets required accreditation standards without further action.  If so, they will recommend an action to the AAA Board.
If the proposal involves a new course of studies in one of the health sciences, the General Conference Education Department staff will seek the advice of the Committee on Health Professional Education that will act as the Committee on Substantive Change for that proposal. Their recommendation will then be forwarded directly to AAA.
If in the view of the Committee on Substantive Change or the Committee on Health Professional Education an on-site visit is needed to an institution before a recommendation for approval can be made to AAA, a site visit should be arranged prior to any Board action.  As long as the Department has been kept informed of the application by the applying institution/division a survey team will normally be sent to the institution within 90 days of the receipt of the proposal and the team report will be sent back to the relevant committee within 30 days of the completion of the visit.  (For details of how an on-site visit will be organized please see “On-Site Visit” below.)  This committee will then recommend an action to the full AAA Board.
Involvement of the Adventist Accrediting Association
The Adventist Accrediting Association will receive a proposal, with a recommendation.  This recommendation will be from the relevant Board sub-committee.  The Board may choose to accept the recommendation given to it, or take an alternative action in line with AAA policy.

A copy of the action of AAA will be sent to the applying organization, the chair of the institutional Board and the relevant division Department of Education.  It will also be reported to IBE.
Actions available to Adventist Accrediting Association
1. Recognition and full accreditation.  This action will normally be taken when the proposal to AAA is solid and the applying institution has a strong accreditation history with the church and rigorous internal and external quality assurance processes in place.  
2. Recognition and candidacy status.  AAA will usually take this action when the applying institution has presented a solid proposal and the committee has confidence in their ability to introduce the proposed program/change in program effectively.  However, the program change may represent a significant shift for the institution, or other internal and external factors could potentially interfere with the successful introduction of the new or changed program.  Candidacy would normally be for a two-year period and the institution would be expected to initiate an application to AAA for full accreditation at the end of that two year period.  Comments or suggestions may be made to the institution, but there would be no formal recommendations.
3. Recognition and candidacy status, with proposal recommendations. With this vote, AA will authorize/recognize the new/changed program and will give candidacy status for usually a two-year period, with the institution initiating a request for full candidacy at the end of this period.  Specific recommendations will also be included in the vote and the institution will need to ensure it responds to the recommendations before the time of the next full AAA visit.  The institutional term of accreditation may be impacted if they are not satisfactorily met by that time.  This action will normally be taken by AAA if the Board considers the institutional proposal sound, but agrees there remain some areas of weakness that will need to be addressed during a candidacy period.
4. Recognition and recommendation of candidacy, with conditions. This action will be taken by AAA if in the opinion of the committee there is good reason to support the institutional proposal, but there are still some significant hurdles to its success.  These could relate to issues such as finance, availability of qualified and appropriate faculty, or inadequate development of a quality curriculum.  With this vote, AAA will expect certain conditions to be met before the new program can begin, and candidacy will only begin when these conditions are met.  Candidacy will normally be for a two year period, and institutions will need to initiate a change to full accreditation status at the end of that two-year period.  The General Conference Education Department will act on behalf of AAA to confirm conditions are met and will report the date of completion back to AAA at its next regular meeting.
5. Recommendation for denial of authorization or recognition. AAA will take this action if it concludes that the institutional proposal is not supportable for quality or philosophical reasons.  A rationale for the denial should be sent to the relevant institution and its division.
ADVENTIST ACCREDITING ASSOCIATION ON-SITE VISIT
Preparing for the Visit

When an on-site visit is conducted to consider a proposal for a new program or substantive change to an existing program, the survey team will represent several bodies: (1) The General Conference Adventist Accrediting Association, (2) the Division Education Committee or Board of Higher Education, (3) other Seventh-day Adventist colleges and universities, and (4) the constituency supporting the institution (church leaders, parents, students). All of them want assurance regarding the quality of the new program(s) and degree(s) to be offered. 

The team will be appointed by the General Conference Department of Education in consultation with the division Education Department, or by the division Department of Education in the case of a division on-site visit.  Team members should be professionals with expertise in the discipline under review, as well as in other relevant areas such as finance and library/educational resources.  If a non-traditional method of delivery is anticipated, an individual experienced in that delivery method should also be present
The chair of the team will consult with the administrators of the institution to be visited and agree the date of the survey visit, as well as the schedule for the team. He/she will also ensure that each member receives the necessary instructions and background documents for the visit. Each team member, however, will be responsible for obtaining his/her own documents, visas, and travel tickets and for communicating to the agreed liaison at the institution information regarding his/her travel plans and need, if any, for local transportation. 

The president of the institution to be visited will forward to members of the team an updated version of the proposal for the new program or institutional upgrading, so that they may receive it at least 30 days in advance of the visit.   The administration of the institution is also responsible for providing local transportation, as well as adequate room and board for the team members. It also provides the team with relevant documents not included in the proposal, as well as answers to questions pertinent to the proposal. Among the documents to be provided at the beginning of the visit are the institutional flow-chart, and a copy of the last audited statement of its financial operation. The college/university administration also arranges for top representatives of the institutional board to be present during the visit and especially during the exit report presented by the survey team.
The On-Site Report

The basis of the on-site visit will be the feasibility study, along with other documents requested from administration.  Interviews and observations will focus on confirming the conclusions of the report.  In response the team will also write an independent report to the Adventist Accrediting Association.  In doing so, the team will be concerned with the following:

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

· Will any changes in administrative structure, or relationships with external bodies, in any way compromise the mission of the institution?

· Is the financial plan for making the proposed change(s) realistic and workable?

· Will the present and/or recommended physical facilities be adequate for the program recommended?

· Is there sufficient evidence to suggest that appropriate administration, faculty and specialty staff will be in place to ensure the effective delivery of the new/changed programs?

· Has there been sufficient market research to justify the need for the proposed addition and/or changes?

· Will it be likely that the institution will be able to deliver the new or changed educational program at a level 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 new/changed program realistic?

The team will also vote a recommended action to the IBE, according to the options in “Actions Available to the International Board of Education” above.  The completed report should be forwarded to the secretary of IBE within one month of the completion of the on-site visit.  

A full outline of the report to be written by the team for the IBE can be found in Appendix C.  

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 for 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.

In conducting the professional survey, the team will seek a balance between the national or regional standards and the international standards expected from similar programs or institutions within the Seventh-day Adventist educational system.

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.

Dissemination of the Report 

The visiting team will normally share their findings with the relevant institutional administrators and available members of the Board before leaving the campus.  While the report is not official until voted by the Board of the Adventist Accrediting Association, 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 institutions should not use this as a time for debate.  Matters of factual accuracy only can be corrected.

RIGHT OF APPEAL

There are two occasions when an appeal can be submitted to the Adventist Accrediting Association on actions related to the approval of new programs or programs undergoing substantive changes.  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 procedure, or the team/Board acted unprofessionally (for example, through conflict of interest, prejudice, etc.).

The two occasions are as follows:

1.   Applying 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 the Adventist Accrediting Association if the appeal is to the major recommendation on approval of the proposed new/changed program.  Disagreement with other statements in the report may be documented, but these will not constitute an appeal.  

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.   

An institution may also consider it is not being treated fairly by the division in its initial evaluation and assessment of its proposal.  Since no action has yet reached the AAA Board in this instance, an institution should first seek to resolve the issue through grievance procedures at the division level.  If this fails, the institution may approach the General Conference Department of Education and request an independent assessment of their proposal.  In this case, the Department of Education will arrange a site-visit and make a recommendation to AAA based on its independent conclusions.  Any further appeal may then be made according to 1 and 2 above.

ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURES
In a few cases, accredited institutions have a strong history of accreditation with AAA, undergo regular rigorous external accreditation expectations (at least as rigorous as AAA), and have a strong and tested internal quality management process.  These well-established institutions may be invited by the Department of Education, through the relevant division, to use an alternative procedure for proposals in the Level 3 category.  

In the case of these institutions, Level 3 changes will be submitted on the same forms as Level 2 changes (Appendix A).  On receipt of these forms, the Department of Education may give approval for a program to start immediately.  However, although this permission to begin is given, an action will still be taken by AAA at its next regular meeting, in line with the options available to it.  The Department of Education may also request that a particular program be made through the regular Level 3 process, particularly if the proposal will result in a significant change to the total profile of the institution (such as the addition of a new division/school).

AAA and the Department of Education will also reserve the right to request access to any proposals prepared for internal and external evaluation committees/agencies when accreditation for those degrees are proposed.  Neither will this arrangement negate the need for an institution to respond to any additional expectations of its division.

No institution may operate under these alternative procedures without prior approval of its division and the General Conference Department of Education.
LACK OF COMPLIANCE
The Adventist Accrediting Association expects all programs at accredited institutions to have been approved.  This is an assurance for all other accredited institutions that individuals transferring to their institutions have come from programs of equitable quality.  Therefore lack of compliance by an individual institution will impact on the total accreditation effectiveness of the Seventh-day Adventist Church.

Therefore, if an institution does start a program before receiving the required approval, the General Conference Department of Education, acting on behalf of AAA will contact the parent organization and ask for both an explanation and that the situation be rectified.  If there is no resolution within 90 days of the initial communication from the Department of Education to the relevant bodies, the institution will be considered out of compliance and AAA informed.

When an institution is considered out of compliance and dialogue has been attempted with the institution and its parent organization, AAA will normally immediately place the institution on probation.   If the voted terms of probation are then not met, AAA accreditation will be revoked.

APPENDIX A
Adventist Accrediting Association
PROGRAM CHANGE SUBMISSION

(Level Two)

Name of Institution:

Date of Submission:

New Program Name:

Relationship of Proposed Program to Existing Accredited Programs:

What internal mechanisms/committees have guaranteed the marketability, cost-effectiveness and quality of this program?  Provide dates of approval dates by these committees, including the Board of Trustees.
What external accreditation/validation has been received for this program?  (Provide dates of approval)

What external accreditation/validation will be sought for this program?  (Provide dates of application)

Are other similar programs offered by other accredited Adventist colleges and universities in your division territory?  If so, what study has been undertaken to ensure that your program will not undermine the success of the program of the other institution(s)?
Name of submitting administrator:   


 

Signature:
Authorizing name from division:
Signature:






Date:
The division education director should attach any additional comments or recommendations to this sheet.
APPENDIX B

Adventist Accrediting Association
Program Proposal Instrument
(Level Three Addition/Change)
Institution Submitting Proposal:  

Department Making Proposal:

Date of Proposal:

Name of Degree to be Offered:

Proposed Starting Date:

____________________

Date Approved by Institutional Board

____________________

Date Approved by the Division
____________________

Date Received by GC Education Department


Abstract of Proposal

Provide a brief summary of the application.   This should include a clear statement of what the institution wants to offer, why it considers this program important, and the relationship between this program and existing campus programs.
Proposal
The proposal should consist of replies to the questions which follow. Replies should follow the same sequence as the questions. 

A.  Objectives of the Program.

1. Please state the specific objectives of the program.

2. How would this program help achieve the mission and objectives of your institution in terms of its role and scope within the total system of Seventh-day Adventist higher education in your union or division?

3. Enumerate any indirect benefits which, in your opinion, may result from the establishment of the program.

4. Please state the impact of the new program on your institution in terms of institutional size and how it affects existing programs. If the new program will modify existing programs in the institution, please explain these modifications.

B.  Course of Study Leading to the Proposed Degree.

1. List the courses (title and term credits) that would constitute the course requirements of the proposed program. Place an (x) next to those courses already given at the institution and a (+) next to proposed new courses which will be offered.

2. In summary form, state the number of courses required for the program, the number of courses already available, and the number of new courses to be added with the amount of term credits for each group.

3. In summary form, please state your strengths in related major fields which would serve as service courses to the new degree program area.

C.  Justification for the Initiation of the Proposed Program.

1. What are the needs: of your constituent territory, the nation, and the church for people trained in a program such as the one proposed? Please describe job opportunities. Refer to any national or church studies on need. (Please supply data from studies used.)

2. If there is a territorial, national, or church need for more people to be trained in this field, and at the level in the proposed program, are there special reasons why it should be offered at your institution rather than at one of the other institutions in your union or division? What special competence does your institution have for offering this program?

3. Is there interest on the part of local industry, agencies, institutions, etc. in the proposed program?

4. Please state other justifications for the initiation of this program which may not have been included above.

5. What priority would you place on the need for the initiation of this program at your institution? Please give a brief rationale for the rating. Make comparisons with the importance of several selected existing programs in your institution.

· High

· Medium

· Low

D.  Similar Programs Presently Offered in the SDA system.

List degree programs offered in this specialty at other Seventh-day Adventist  institutions in your union or division.  Explain what study has been done to ensure your program will not undermine the success of these other programs.

E.  Student Interest in the Proposed Program.

1. Please provide any indication you might have about student interest in the proposed program from inside and outside your institution. What is the basis for this opinion? Indicate the enrollment you anticipate during the first four years of the program by year.

2. What do you think will be the source of most of the students that you expect to enroll in this program?

F.  Faculty.

1. Estimate the number and qualifications of faculty members that would have to be added during the first year if this program were implemented. (Please estimate salary and fringe benefits.)

2. How many new faculty members, with what qualifications, will be needed for this program for each of the next five years? (Please estimate salary and fringe benefits.)

3. What additional clerical or support personnel will be needed during the first five years of the program? (Please estimate salary and fringe benefits.)

G.  Facilities.

1. Please list facilities, such as (1) buildings, (2) space, or (3) equipment, which are currently available at your institution for use in the proposed program.

2. What additional facilities, such as special (1) buildings, (2) additional space, or (3) equipment, are needed for the proposed program?

3. What is the anticipated cost of these additional facilities prior to the initiation of the program and for each of the next three years?

4. What are the anticipated sources of funds?

H.  Library Resources.

1. What is the anticipated cost of any additional library resources needed to initiate this program and for each of the next three years?

2. What are the anticipated sources of funds?

I.  Other Institutional Needs.

Are there other institutional needs in relation to the program which have not yet been described?  If so, please list them; estimate their initial cost and the annual cost for the following three years.

J.  Accreditation.

1. Does the program meet the requirements of appropriate accrediting associations and/or professional societies?

2. Name the accrediting agencies and/or professional societies which would be concerned with the proposed program.
3. Identify any external accreditation already procured for the proposed program, or the state of any application.
K.  Evaluation of Proposed Program.

1. Please name faculty committees or councils of your institution which have reviewed and approved the proposed program.
2. If outside consultants/assessors have been employed, list their manes and their current positions and titles; please append a copy of their reports.  Include an institutional response to the issues raised by each report.
L.  Organization and Administration.

1. How and by whom was the proposed program structured? 

2. What is the normal procedure by which curricular change is made?

3. Who is directly responsible for administration of the program?

· Vice president

· Dean

· Curriculum Coordinator

· Director

· Division Chairman

· Department Head

· Other

4. To whom does this administrator report?

5. If the proposal is for a graduate program explain how the institution is organized to offer graduate education?  Is there a graduate council? A graduate faculty?

M.  Summary of Estimated Costs of Program.

Summarize the estimated costs of the proposed by completing the table on the following page. Include only costs which are additional to those programs currently in operation.

3-YEAR FINANCIAL PROJECTION

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

	Administration (salaries and fringe benefits)


	
	
	

	Faculty (salaries and fringe benefits) 


	
	
	

	Clerical and Support Personnel (Total Costs)


	
	
	

	Phased Capital Development Costs (new construction, major renovation, etc.)
	
	
	

	Plant Services, Maintenance, & Depreciation 

(additional costs)
	
	
	

	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 C
ADVENTIST ACCREDITING ASSOCIATION
ON-SITE TEAM VISIT
NEW PROGRAMS/SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE
Name of Institution:

Address of Institution:

Name of Proposed Program:

Date of proposed start of program:
Date of survey visit:

Members of the survey team, including qualifications and present job responsibilities:

Date reported submitted to AAA:
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 recommendations can be made:
1. Recognition and recommendation to AAA for regular accreditation.  This action should be recommended when the proposal is solid and the applying institution has a strong accreditation history with the church and rigorous internal and external quality assurance processes in place.    It is unlikely that a site visit will take place for applications that fall into this category.

2. Authorization/recognition and recommendation to AAA for candidacy.  The team will usually recommend this action when the applying institution has presented a solid proposal and the committee has confidence in their ability to introduce the proposed program/change in program effectively.  However, the program change may represent a significant shift for the institution, or other internal and external factors could potentially interfere with the successful introduction of the new or changed program.  Candidacy would normally be for a two-year period and the institution would be expected to initiate an application to AAA for full accreditation at the end of that two year period.  Comments or suggestions may be made to the institution, but there would be no formal recommendations.

3. Authorization/recognition and recommendation to AAA for candidacy with proposal recommendations. If AAA accepts this recommendation it will authorize/recognize the new/changed program and will recommend candidacy status to AAA for usually a two-year period, with the institution initiating a request for full candidacy at the end of this period.  Specific recommendations will also be included in the vote, and if approved by AAA, the institution will need to ensure it responds to the recommendations before the time of the next full AAA visit.  The institutional term of accreditation may be impacted if they are not satisfactorily met by that time.  This recommendation will normally be made if the team considers the institutional proposal sound, but agrees there remain some areas of weakness that will need to be addressed during a candidacy period.

4. Authorization/recognition and recommendation of candidacy, with conditions. The team should make this recommendation if in the opinion of the members there is good reason to support the institutional proposal, but there are still some significant hurdles to its success.  These could relate to issues such as finance, availability of qualified and appropriate faculty, or inadequate development of a quality curriculum.  If AAA votes this recommendation, it will expect certain conditions to be met before the new program can begin, and will only grant candidacy when the conditions are met.  Candidacy will normally be for a two year period, and institutions will need to initiate a change to full accreditation status at the end of that two-year period.  The Education Department will act on behalf of AAA to confirm conditions are met and will report the date of completion back to AAA at its next regular meeting.
5. Recommendation for denial of authorization or recognition. The team should make this recommendation if it concludes that the institutional proposal is not supportable for quality or philosophical reasons.  If supported by AAA, a rationale for the denial will then be sent to the relevant institution and its division.
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 draw on information given throughout the New Program Proposal Instrument, supported by interviews and observations made by the team.  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 resources.”

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 authorization 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 authorization with conditions.

If the team consider areas of the proposal are completely inadequate so that the program 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 (denial).
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.

The Need

1. What are the evidences that this new degree program is needed at this time and in this area of the world?
2. Has there been a reliable needs-assessment?
3. How well does this proposed program fit within the institution's statement of mission and in what way does it further that institutional mission?
4. In what specific manner does the new degree program support the mission of the Seventh-day Adventist Church?
5. What is the evidence that there will be enough qualified students applying for admission now and in the near future?

6. What bodies have recommended that the new program be offered at this institution?

The Program
1. Is the proposed program sound and balanced?
2. Does it have clear focus and objectives?
3. Is it responsive to the needs of the constituency served by the institution?
4. Does the program provide for both theoretical study and relevant practical experience?
5. To what extent does it reflect Adventist educational philosophy?
6. Does it compare well with similar degree programs offered by other Adventist institutions?
7. Are the admission requirements reasonable?
8. Is there evidence that a majority of the students admitted will be Seventh-day Adventists?  If not, explain why this meets your institutional mission.
9. Will the program and the degree have credibility among the educational authorities and the professionals in the country where it will be offered?
10. If this program does not lead to a terminal degree, is its curriculum designed in such a way as to provide graduates with a solid foundation for further studies?

The Commitment
1. What is the evidence that the board, the administration, and the faculty are fully committed to the success of this new program?
2. Are the union and the division departments of education on record supporting this program?  Provide signatures from relevant education boards.
3. Is there a reasonable plan to provide financial support, as needed, for faculty development, facilities, library holdings, research, equipment, etc.?
4. What specific plans does the institution have to promote and market this new program?

The Resources

1. What evidence can be provided that the launching of this new degree program constitutes the best use of the institution's resources? Or are there existing programs that deserve strengthening before expanding the number of degrees offered by the institution?
2. Does the institution have the qualified faculty required to offer the courses for the new degree program?  If not, is there evidence that new faculty will be available to deliver the new program?
3. In addition to their degree, do the teachers have the necessary teaching skills?  What faculty development plans are in place to improve teaching skills if this is necessary?
4. Who are the core, full-time faculty?

5. If contract teachers are to be involved, do they have the necessary qualifications and the commitment to Adventist educational philosophy?
6. Is the faculty fully aware of what is expected of them in connection with this new program?
7. Are the projected faculty loads reasonable in view of the requirements of this program?
8. Will the faculty have enough time for course preparation, student contact, research, publication, and service?
9. Is the institutional administrative structure conducive to the success of the program?
10. To what extent are the library collection, equipment, and services adequate to support study and research connected with this program?  Have additional projected resources accounted adequately for the likely needs of the program?
Projections
1. Are there sufficient evidences to expect that the proposed program will have continuity, both in incoming students and administrative support?
2. Are the enrollment and financial projections sound?
3. Specifically, what will students of this program be expected to do upon completing their studies: employment, further studies? What assurance can be provided that these are realistic expectations?
4. Why is it reasonable to expect that this program will be viable in the foreseeable future?
5. At what point in the future will the content of the new program be reviewed and by what body, in order to make necessary adjustments?
6. Is there a mechanism to evaluate the quality of the program on the basis of its graduates?  Give examples.
APPENDIX D
Adventist Accrediting Association
Independent Assessor Report

Name of Institution:

Program being Assessed:

Name of Assessor(s) (Include qualifications and job titles):

Signature of Assessor(s):

Date of Assessment:

Date Assessment Received by Institution:

Date of Institutional Response:

Was the assessment off-site or on-site?

ASSESSMENT REPORT

Please provide a brief (3-5 page) assessment of the proposal you have received.  In particular, please provide your objective position on as many of the following issues as you feel able:

· Is the proposed program equitable to similar programs in other institutions (either within the region of operation, or the SDA church system)?  Please consider curriculum and educational standards.
· Is there evidence that qualified faculty, committed to the mission of the institution will be available to deliver the proposed program?
· Are the facilities sufficient to deliver the proposed program effectively?
· Do the plans provide for the necessary increase in educational equipment, technology and library resources?
· Is the proposed budget for set-up and operation adequately funded?
· Are you convinced that there will be a market for the program?
· Is it likely that graduates from the program will be employable, or able to access graduate education in the country of operation?
· What are the overall strengths of the application?
· Are there any weaknesses, and do you have recommendations on how the institution can alleviate these?
� New programs, or substantive changes to programs in theology and pastoral education are processed through the International Board of Ministerial and Theological Education  Please see instructions in their handbook.


� If multiple degrees were offered through an affiliation with another institution, an institutional change of status application should be completed. (See Section II of the IBE Handbook)
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