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ISSUE #1, 2:  DEFINITIONS OF DISTANCE AND CORRESPONDENCE EDUCATION
WASC Substantive Change Manual, Section II: Substantive Change Policies

Federal Regulations Concerning Substantive Change

Page 12, Paragraph 3:

Additionally, the federal regulations require regional accreditation substantive change policies to address: 1) distance education; 2) correspondence education; 3) branch campuses; and 4) site visits.
Definitions:
Correspondence Education means:


(1) Education provided through one or more courses by an institution under which the institution provides instructional materials, by mail or electronic transmission, including examinations on the materials, to students who are separated from the instructor.

(2) Interaction between the instructor and the student is limited, is not regular and substantive, and is primarily initiated by the student.

(3) Correspondence courses are typically self-paced

(4) Correspondence education is not distance education

Distance Education means education that uses one or more of the technologies listed in paragraphs (1) through (4) below to deliver instruction to students who are separated from the instructor and to support regular and substantive interaction between the students and the instructor, either synchronously or asynchronously. The technologies may include – 

(1) The internet

(2) One-way or two-way transmissions through open broadcast, closed circuit, cable, microwave, broadband lines, fiber optics, satellite, or wireless communication devices

(3) Audio conferencing

(4) Audio cassettes, DVDs, and CD-ROMs, if the cassettes, DVDs, or CD-ROMs are used in a course in conjunction with any of the technologies listed in paragraphs (1) through (3).
Substantive Change Categories

Page 20:
	Type of Review*
	Level of Review
	Site Visit

	NEW MODALITY** 

	Distance Education or Correspondence Education (see definitions, p. 12): Satellite, Internet, or other technology–mediated delivery mode (50 percent or more of a degree program)
	Committee Review
	No


Western Association of Schools and Colleges

[image: image1.emf]Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities


CORRESPONDENCE EDUCATION SUMMARY
[Summary form for correspondence education evaluators. A completed copy of this form should be appended to the team report. Evidence based on the information collected may be integrated into the body of the team report as appropriate.]
1. INSTITUTION

2. TEAM MEMBER(S)/REVIEWER(S):

3. DATES THAT CORRESPONDENCE EDUCATION MATERIALS WERE VIEWED:

VIEWED IN CONJUNCTION WITH (check all that apply):

· CPR

· EER

· Special Visit

· Substantive Change review

· Other (please explain)

4. CONTEXT (for example,  number of programs offered via correspondence education, degree levels offered, FTE enrollment, faculty numbers and composition; average class size)

5. DESCRIPTION OF CORRESPONDENCE EDUCATION INTERACTIONS (what was viewed, description of instructors’ or students’ materials, other details to help describe nature and context of the review):

6. OTHER MATERIALS REVIEWED OR PERSONS INTERVIEWED CONCERNING DISTANCE EDUCATION (prior to visit, on-site, or after the visit):

	 Suggested Lines of Inquiry: Please address  
	 
	Check (X)

	 each of the following. Representative CFRs 
	 
	here if

	 are noted in each cell below.
	 
	follow-up

	 
	Observations and Findings
	is needed.

	 
	 
	 

	Quality of the Learning Infrastructure.  Is the academic infrastructure conducive to the fostering fruitful interactions between faculty and students?  (CFRs 2.1, 2.5, 3.5)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Student Support Services. What is the institution’s capacity for providing advisement, counseling, library, computing services and other student services appropriate to the modalities of delivery? (CFRs 2.13, 3.6)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Connection of Faculty to the Institution. In what ways does the institution ensure that correspondence faculty are oriented, supported, and integrated appropriately into the academic life of the institution? How are both full-time and adjunct faculty involved in curriculum development and assessment of student learning? (CFRs 3.1, 3.2)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Relationship of institution's goals for CPR/EER Reviews to correspondence activities. In what ways, if any, do the institution's efforts to build capacity and enhance educational effectiveness through the reaffirmation process on the home campus carry over to correspondence learning activities?  (CFRs 4.1, 4.8)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Context of correspondence learning to the broader institution. How does the institution conceive of correspondence learning relative to its mission and administrative structure? How is this operationalized? (CFRs 1.2, 3.1, 3.8)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 

	Educational Effectiveness Preparedness. How has the institution organized itself to address student learning and educational effectiveness for correspondence learners? What are the quality and nature of institutional data analysis systems, quality improvement systems and systems to evaluate student learning in correspondence courses and programs? (CFRs 4.6, 4.7)
	 
	 


Additional Findings, Observations, or Comments. Please provide any other information that you believe it is pertinent to note.  Also, if any of the boxes above are checked, elaborate here. Finally, please include any recommendations you might have for subsequent team members/reviewers concerning correspondence education courses and programs.
ISSUE #4 – INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES ON ACCEPTING TRANSFER CREDITS

Transfer and Award of Academic Credit 

The Commission recognizes that each institution is responsible for determining its own policies and practices with regard to the transfer and award of credit. Institutions are encouraged to review their policies and practices periodically to ensure that they accomplish the institution’s objectives and that they function in a manner that is fair and equitable to students. As part of its review for candidacy, initial accreditation, or reaffirmation of accreditation, WASC will confirm that the institution has publicly disclosed its transfer of credit policies, including a statement of the criteria it has established regarding the acceptance of credit earned at another institution of higher education. The following principles and criteria should be considered by an institution as it formulates its policies on acceptance of transfer credit.
Transfer of credit is a concept that involves transfer between dissimilar institutions and curricula and recognition of extra-institutional learning, as well as transfer between institutions and curricula of similar characteristics. As their personal circumstances and educational objectives change, students seek to have their learning, wherever and however attained, recognized by institutions where they enroll for further study. It is important, for reasons of social equity and educational effectiveness, as well as for the wise use of resources, for all institutions to develop reasonable and definitive policies and procedures for acceptance of transfer of credit. Such policies and procedures should provide maximum consideration for the individual student who has changed institutions or objectives. It is the receiving institution’s responsibility to provide reasonable and definitive policies and procedures for determining a student’s knowledge in required subject areas. All institutions have a responsibility to furnish transcripts and other documents necessary for a receiving institution to judge the quality and quantity of a student’s work. Institutions also have a responsibility to advise students that the work reflected on the transcript may or may not be accepted by a receiving institution. 

Accredited Institutions 

Accreditation speaks primarily to the quality of the institution from which the student transfers, serving as the basic indicator that an institution meets certain minimum standards. In reviewing the accreditation status of an institution, special attention should be paid to whether the accrediting agency has received recognition from the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA). Although accrediting agencies vary in the ways they are organized and in their statements of scope and mission, all accrediting bodies that meet CHEA’s standards for recognition function to ensure that the institutions or programs they accredit have met generally accepted minimum standards for accreditation. 

Accreditation affords reason for confidence in an institution’s or a program’s purposes, in the appropriateness of its resources and plans for carrying out these purposes, and in its effectiveness in accomplishing its goals, insofar as these things can be judged. Accreditation speaks to the probability, but does not guarantee, that students have met applicable standards of educational accomplishment. 

Criteria for Transfer Decisions 

Policy and practice for the evaluation and award of transfer credit emanate from an institution’s decision that a student applicant is qualified to successfully engage the receiving institution’s curriculum and benefit from its educational purposes and programs. 

1. Comparability and Applicability: Comparability of the nature, content, quality, and level of transfer credit, and the appropriateness and applicability of the credit earned, to programs offered by the receiving institution are as important in the evaluation process as the accreditation status of the institution at which the transfer credit was awarded. Since accreditation does not address these questions, this information must be obtained from catalogs, course syllabi, and other materials, and from direct contact between knowledgeable, experienced faculty and staff at both the receiving and sending institutions. 

2. Balance in the Use of Accreditation Status in Transfer Decisions: Institutions of postsecondary education that are not accredited by CHEA-recognized accrediting bodies may lack that status for reasons unrelated to questions of academic quality. Such unaccredited institutions, however, cannot provide a reliable, third-party assurance that they meet or exceed minimum standards. It is therefore incumbent on the receiving institution to take special steps to validate credits that have been previously earned at unaccredited programs or institutions. Acceptance of transfer credit should not be made solely on the accreditation status of an institution. This is just one of the factors to be considered in evaluation of transfer credit. After review of the student transcript and any related documentation, if feasible, the receiving institution, upon request, may provide reasonable explanation to student applicants about why work is or is not accepted for credit. 

3. Consistency: Policies and practices that inform transfer decisions are to be applied consistently. This principle becomes even more important in the context of two national trends; that of changing student attendance patterns reflecting higher incidence of transfer rates, and emerging new providers of higher education, with attendant new sources of credits and experience to be evaluated. 

4. Accountability for Effective Public Communication: Full and accurate disclosure of transfer policies and practices is important in ensuring the public that the transfer process is built on a strong commitment to fairness and effectiveness. 

5. Commitment to Address Innovation: Institutions need to be flexible and open in considering alternative approaches to managing transfer when these approaches will benefit students. Distance learning and other applications of technology generate alternative approaches to many functions of colleges and universities, including transfer policy and practice. 

6. Applicability of Credit for Degree Purposes: At some institutions, there may be differences between the acceptance of credit for admission purposes and the applicability of credit for degree purposes. A receiving institution may accept previous work, place credit value on it, and enter it on the transcript. However, that previous work, because of its nature and not its inherent quality, may be determined to have no applicability to a specific degree to be pursued by the student at the receiving institution. Institutions have a responsibility to make this distinction, and its implications, clear to students before they decide to enroll. This should be a matter of full disclosure, with the best interests of the student in mind. Institutions also should make every reasonable effort to reduce the gap between credits accepted and credits applied toward an educational credential. 

Evaluation of Credit from Foreign Institutions: In most cases, foreign institutions are chartered and authorized by their national governments, usually through a ministry of education. Although this provides for standardization within a country, it does not produce useful information about comparability from one country to another. No other nation has a system comparable to voluntary accreditation. The Division of Higher Education of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) is engaged in a project to develop international compacts for the acceptance of educational credentials. At the operational level, four organizations—the Council on International Educational Exchange (CIEE), the National Council on the Evaluation of Foreign Student Credentials (CEC), NAFSA: Association of International Educators, and the National Liaison Committee on Foreign Student Admissions (NLC)—often can assist institutions by providing general guidelines for admission and placement of foreign students. Equivalency or placement recommendations are to be evaluated in terms of the programs and policies of the individual receiving institution. 

Validation of Extra-Institutional and Experiential Learning: Transfer of credit policies should encompass educational accomplishment attained in extra-institutional settings as well as at accredited postsecondary institutions. In deciding upon the award of credit for extra-institutional learning, institutions may find the services of the American Council on Education’s College Credit Recommendation Service helpful. One of the service’s functions is to operate and foster programs to determine credit equivalencies for various modes of extra-institutional learning. The service maintains evaluation programs for formally structured courses offered by the military, and civilian non-collegiate sponsors such as business, corporations, government agencies, and labor unions. Evaluation services are also available for examination programs for occupations with validated job proficiency evaluation systems, and for correspondence courses offered by schools accredited by the National Home Study Council. The results are published in a guide series.   Another resource is the General Education Development (GED) Testing Program, which provides a means for assessing high school equivalency. For learning that has not been validated through the ACE formal credit recommendation process or through credit-by-examination programs, institutions may wish to explore the Council for Adult and Experiential Learning (CAEL) procedures and processes. Pertinent CAEL publications designed for this purpose are available.

ISSUE #5 – TEACH-OUT PLANS AND AGREEMENTS
Teach-Out Plans and Agreements [§602.24(c)] 

If aAn institution accredited by the Commission closes or terminates one or more programs must submit to the Commission for its prior approval a teach-out plan or agreement upon the occurrence of any of the following:


(1) The Secretary of Education notifies WASC that the Secretary has initiated an emergency action against an institution in accordance with section 487(c)(1)(G) of the HEA or an action to limit, suspend, or terminate an institution participating in any Title IV, HEA program, in accordance with section 487(c)(1)(F) HEA, and that a teach-out plan is required


(2) WASC acts to withdraw, terminate, or suspend accreditation or candidacy of the institution.


(3) The institution notifies WASC that it intends to cease operations entirely or close a location that provides one hundred percent of at least one program.


(4) A state licensing or authorizing agency notifies WASC that an institution’s license or legal authority to provide an educational program has been or will be revoked.

A teach-out plan means a written plan developed by that institution that provides for the equitable treatment of its own students if an institution, or an institutional location that provides one hundred percent of at least one program, ceases to operate before all students have completed their program of study, and may include if required by the institution’s accrediting agency, a teach-out agreement between institutions.  A teach-out agreement means a written agreement between two institutions that provides for equitable treatment of students under these circumstances. WASC may require an institution to enter into a teach-out agreement as part of its teach-out plan.

When an institution enters into a teach-out agreement with another institution, the initiating institution must submit the agreement to the Commission for approval prior to its implementation. The teach-out agreement may be approved only if the agreement is between institutions that are accredited by a nationally recognized accrediting agency; is consistent with applicable standards and regulations; and includes, if appropriate, the Commission guidelines on closing an institution. For approval by the Commission, an agreement; and


(a) must be consistent with applicable standards of accreditation and Commission Policies;


(b) must provide for the equitable treatment of students by ensuring that the teach-out institution has the necessary experience, resources, and support services to provide an educational program that is of acceptable quality and reasonably similar in content, structure, and scheduling to that provided by the closed institution that is closing or discontinuing its program(s), to remain stable, carry out its mission, and to meet all obligations to its existing students; 


(c) must ensure that the teach-out institution demonstrates that it can provide students access to the program and services without requiring them to move or travel substantial distances;

(d) must provide for notification of another accrediting agency if the teach-out institution holds accreditation from that agency; and


(e) must specify additional charges, if any, levied by the teach-out institution and provide for notification to the students of any additional charges

If an institution the Commission accredits or preaccredits has granted candidacy to closes without a teach-out plan, the Commission must work with the Department of Education and the appropriate State agency, to the extent feasible, to ensure that students are given assist students in finding reasonable opportunities to complete their education without additional charges. 

The Commission has adopted Guidelines for Closing an Institution, available from the Commission office.
ISSUE #10 – DISTANCE EDUCATION AND CORRESPONDENCE EDUCATION

Protocol for the Review of Distance and Correspondence Education Programs

Effective July 5, 2006

Under federal regulations, WASC is required to demonstrate that it is evaluating distance and correspondence education programs during the comprehensive accreditation/ reaccreditation process. The evaluation of distance and correspondence education programs during the comprehensive review has always been a WASC policy, but we would like to make this practice more explicit given the increase of distance education these programs since the publishing of our 2001 Handbook. To ensure that each team is reviewing distance and correspondence education programs in a consistent manner, we have developed this advisory that details specific elements that should be included in their review of distance education programs. The WASC Standards apply to the review of all distance and correspondence education programs: Considerable attention should be given to Standards 2, 3, and 4 when evaluating distance education these programs.

In addition to these elements, we are enclosing Guidelines for the Evaluation of Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs, which was adopted by the regional accrediting commissions in response to the emergence of technologically mediated instruction offered at a distance as an important component of higher education. Please review this document prior to the site visit.

In keeping with federal policy, WASC requires institutions that offer distance or correspondence education to have processes in place through which the institution establishes that the student who registers in a distance education or correspondence education course or program is the same student who participates in and completes the course or program and receives the academic credit. To meet this requirement, the institution must employ, at its option, methods to verify the student who participates such as:


(1) A secure log-in and pass code


(2) Proctored examinations


(3) New or other technologies or practices that are effective in verifying student identification.

In so doing, the institution must make clear in writing at the time of enrollment or registration that it uses processes that protect student privacy and must notify students of any projected additional charges associated with the verification of student identity.

Prior to the Visit

· From the information provided by the institution, identify the number and types of distance and correspondence education programs offered.

· Review any previous substantive change letters and previous team reports regarding distance and correspondence education programs to determine if issues have been identified for your review.

· Review the institutional report for information provided on distance and correspondence education programs. If additional information is needed, identify that information at the time of the pre-visit team conference call.

· Develop a strategy for reviewing distance and correspondence education programs during the visit, including a schedule for interviews with staff, faculty and students, review of files and archives, and samples of outcomes data as appropriate.

During the Visit

· For the Capacity and Preparatory Review - Using the WASC Standards, the “Two Lenses for Two Reviews” document and Good Practices Guide, evaluate the quality and level of institutional capacity to support distance and correspondence education programs in terms of the following (Standard 3):

− Resources (financial, technological)

− Structures and processes, including those for assessing student learning outcomes

− Faculty and staff qualifications and support

− Student support services

· For the Educational Effectiveness Review - Using the “Two Lenses” document, the Framework for Evaluating Educational Effectiveness and the Good Practices Guide, assess the educational effectiveness of distance education programs, including evidence of the achievement of the stated learning outcomes for the program. To be considered (Standard 4):

− Learning outcomes

− Assessment results

− Student advising and support

− Effectiveness of the quality assurance process for distance education program

· Develop lines of inquiry for the review - Some areas are suggested below:

− How timely and appropriate are interactions between students and faculty, and among students is assured (CFR 2.5).

− How the student’s ability to succeed in distance or correspondence education programs is addressed and linked to admission and recruiting policies and decisions (CFR 2.10).  

− Evidence that student learning resources and support services online or by means of correspondence are consistent with the learning environment provided at the home campus. (CFR 2.13).  

− Technical capacity to support teaching and learning effectively and impact on the information technology infrastructure of the institution – Servers, technical support, etc. (CFR 3.6 and 3.7).

− Evidence of evaluations comparing the educational effectiveness of distance or correspondence education programs (including assessment of student learning outcomes, student retention, and student satisfaction) to ensure comparability to campus-based programs, if applicable (CFR 4.6).

After the Visit

· Work with your team chair and team editor regarding how to organize your comments on distance or correspondence education programs and determine whether they will be integrated into the comprehensive team report or added as a supplement.

We hope this information is helpful in your evaluation of distance or correspondence education programs. Please work with your assigned staff liaison if you have any questions about this memo.
ISSUES #11, 12 – MONITORING STUDENT ACHEIVEMENT 

WASC Annual Report Template: Headcount 

	III. FTE Student Data
	
	

	
	
	

	Please indicate student full-time equivalent in credit-bearing courses as requested.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Fall 2007
	Fall 2008

	On campus undergraduate students FTE
	 
	 

	On campus graduate students FTE
	 
	 

	Off campus correspondence and distance education undergraduate students FTE
	 
	 

	Off campus correspondence and distance education graduate students FTE
	 
	 

	Total student FTE in all degree programs
	 
	 

	
	
	

	Please indicate total institutional headcount enrollment for each year
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


WASC Annual Report

2009 Review Checklist
Institution:  
Staff Liaison:       
CHECK-OFFS:

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Accreditation Resource Manager (ARM) reviews for complete LiveText submission.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Substantive Change Manager (SCM) reviews for anticipated degree programs and off-campus and distance education offerings.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Associate/Assistant Director (AD) reviews the Annual Reports and financial statements.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Check when complete and to confirm LiveText link can be broken (by May 31st).

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Public Information Assistant (PIA) confirms receipt of catalog (online or in hardcopy), checks for appropriate WASC statement in catalog; mission statement and policy on transfer of accreditation.

TRIGGER POINTS:

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Operating deficits for one or more years.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

A qualified or going-concern auditor’s finding.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Serious concerns raised in the auditor’s management letter.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Failure to meet minimum 1.5 composite score to be considered financially responsible by Department of Education.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Other financial indicators from audited financial statement.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

A substantial decline in enrollment.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Increase in total FTES enrollment

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Rapid growth of off-campus or distance education programs.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Anticipated programs that constitute substantive changes and have not yet been calendared for review.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

New programs instituted within the last year that constitute substantive changes and did not receive prior approval.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Sanction by specialized/concurrent accrediting agency.       
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Discrepancy between the number of degrees listed and current data in database.       
FOLLOW-UP:

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No follow-up action was required, as no issues required further information or clarification.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Further information and clarification were requested as follows:

1.  FORMCHECKBOX 
Letter

2.  FORMCHECKBOX 
Phone call

3.  FORMCHECKBOX 
Email

Date of request:     
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Additional information or clarification was obtained on:


 FORMCHECKBOX 

No further action was required with this additional information and clarification.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Serious issues were identified and a request was made in writing for a written report.

Letter date:     
Report due date:     
 FORMCHECKBOX 

The Interim Report Committee was informed by copy of this letter. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Report received?

Other follow-up steps:


ISSUE #13 – SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE

WASC Annual Report Template: New Outsourced Degrees

B. New Degree Programs Planned for Academic Year 2008-2009

List new degree programs planned for 2008-2009.  NOTE: If more than 25% of a new degree program will be delivered under contract with an institution or organization not certified to participate in Title IV, HEA programs, WASC Substantive Change approval must be obtained prior to implementation. Include such programs in this list.
If no new programs are planned, please indicate N/A. If more space is required, attach an Excel spreadsheet with all required information.
WASC Policy Manual, p. 40, “Substantive Change”

Substantive Change 

Substantive changes in candidate or accredited institutions are to be reported to the Commission and approved in advance of implementation. A substantive change is one that may significantly affect the institution’s quality, objectives, scope, or control, or that triggers conditions established in federal law. The Commission regards the following as examples of substantive change: 

· any significant change in the established mission or objectives of the institution; 

· any change in the legal status, form of control, or ownership of the institution; 

· the addition of courses or programs that represent a significant departure, in either content or method of delivery, from those that were offered when the agency last evaluated the institution; 

· the initiation of any degree programs in which 50% or more of the program is offered through distance education or is electronically mediated; 

· the addition of courses or programs at a degree or credential level for which the institution does not have General Approval;. 

· a change from clock hours to credit hours; 

· a substantial increase in the number of clock or credit hours awarded for successful completion of a program; a substantial increase in degree programs at an existing level, on- or off-campus, or mediated electronically; the establishment of an additional location that is geographically apart from the main campus and at which the institution offers at least 50 percent of an educational program. 
· The establishment of a new degree program in which more than 25% of the program will be delivered under contract with an institution or organization not certified to participate in Title IV, HEA programs
______________________________________________________________________

WASC Policy Manual, p. 81, “Mandated Federal Policies”

Prior Approval for Outsourced Programs [§602.22] 

If more than 25% of a new degree program will be delivered under contract with an institution or organization not certified to participate in Title IV, HEA programs, WASC Substantive Change approval must be obtained prior to implementation.  (See also, WASC policy on Contracts with Unaccredited Organizations)
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Substantive Change Manual

Fast Track Authorization 

Definition

The Fast Track Authorization request is a process that allows institutions the opportunity to demonstrate the capacity to effectively design, deliver, and evaluate a cluster of programs within a particular program modality so that such programs can be implemented over a four-year period without seeking prior approval from the Committee.  
Once the Fast Track Authorization approval is granted, the institution obtains the authorization to submit Expedited Proposals which are reviewed by WASC staff. These abbreviated proposals receive accelerated review for substantive changes within the scope of the approval and exemption from the six-month, post-implementation site visit.  

However, at the end of the exemption period, a sampling of the sites implemented under the Fast Track Authorization is required to be visited as per Department of Education regulations. 

An institution may request Fast Track Authorization approval for Bachelor’s or Master’s level degree programs, distance education, correspondence education and/or off-campus programs at either the institutional level or at the academic unit level (school, program, etc.).  

A Fast Track Authorization request usually includes an addendum to the proposal for the review of a specific program within the scope of the Fast Track Authorization request.  
Relationship of a Fast Track Authorization to the Comprehensive Accreditation Review Process

A Fast Track Authorization proposal is required to demonstrate institutional capacity to deliver the proposed cluster of programs within the expectations of the Handbook of Accreditation, and in response to the specific elements requested in this Substantive Change Manual. Proposals must demonstrate that an institution can deliver programs of high quality and rigor in alignment with the Standards and Criteria for Review.  

Advantages of a Fast Track Authorization

One of the tenets of the new framework of accreditation is to reduce institutional burden. Fast Track Authorization proposal offers advantages to institutions that have demonstrated a successful record of approved proposals and institutional capacity to implement additional programs.  Such advantages are as follows:

Degree programs (within the scope of the Fast Track Authorization approval) may be implemented within a four-year period using an accelerated process that avoids full Substantive Change Committee approval for each program within the scope of the Fast Track Authorization approval. 
Site visits are not required after the implementation of each new site.  However, at the end of the exemption period, a sampling of the sites implemented under the Fast Track Authorization is required to be visited per Department of Education regulations. Programs may also be reviewed selectively or comprehensively during the comprehensive accreditation review process.

Preparation of a Fast Track Authorization proposal, including data collection, can be useful in continuous institutional analysis of educational effectiveness of off-campus and distance education programs.

Fast Track Authorization Criteria
The Fast Track Authorization process is available to institutions that have been successful in implementing distance education, correspondence, and/or off-campus programs. An institution must not have any resource or capacity issues to be eligible for a Fast Track Authorization and it must have consulted and received approval from the WASC staff liaison before preparing a Fast Track Authorization proposal.  A change of ownership resulting in a change of institutional control during the authorization period will require a new application and approval by the Substantive Change Committee.
A staff recommendation to develop a proposal is based on, but not limited by, whether an institution has been: 

1) able to demonstrate significant experience in implementing off-campus and/or distance education or correspondence programs normatively measured by three or more approvals by the Substantive Change Committee; and 

2) accredited or reaccredited in its last comprehensive review without receiving a sanction or having serious problems identified affecting the quality of off-campus and/or distance or correspondence education programs. 

Fast Track Authorization proposals should address the general elements noted in the Fast Track Authorization template and, depending upon the nature of the scope of the authorization being proposed, should also respond to the elements indicated within each distinct category of the template.

Expedited Review Process

Once an institution has been granted a Fast Track Authorization approval, future programs within the scope of the approved Fast Track Authorization require only a brief report to be submitted to WASC before program implementation.  The report should describe the new program or site and indicate the capacity of the institution to offer the new program or site. 

Expedited proposals are reviewed and approved by WASC staff.  Therefore, an institution does not need to submit an application form to schedule a review of the report. 

In cases where expedited proposals raise questions about programs falling outside the approved scope of the authorization, or where an institution’s accreditation status has changed, i.e., has been placed on sanction, staff may recommend that the Committee provide schedule an additional review.

The expedited report should be submitted using the electronic Expedite Review proposal template. The template addresses the following issues: 1) program title, location, start-date, modality of instruction and anticipated size; 2) learning outcomes; 3) plan for faculty and other support; 4) physical resources 5) budget (3-5 years); and 6) plan for assessment.  7) MOUs for off-campus programs are also required if academic or support services at the off-campus location are being provided by a 3rd party.
A minimal fee is required to be submitted to the WASC office before program implementation.  Please refer to the WASC Senior website for the Schedule of Dues and Fees.   

Fast Track Authorization Renewal Process

After the four-year period of exemption from Committee approval has terminated, an institution must submit a proposal to renew Systems Review.  The proposal should follow the guidelines for an initial Fast Track Authorization in an abbreviated format and should emphasize the lessons learned from the evaluation of several programs in the past four years.  The proposal should also include updated documentation and assurances of financial resources (as demonstrated by budgetary commitment within the context of a business plan) and a reinforced plan for educational effectiveness.  Please note that the validity of the programs implemented during the four-year period of exemption does not need to be re-evaluated after the four-year period expires.  The intent of the Fast Track Authorization renewal process is for the institution to continue to be able to implement future programs without prior approval from the Committee.

ISSUE #15 – DUE PROCESS AND APPEALS

WASC COMPLAINT POLICY

Complaints Involving Affiliated Institutions:

Accreditation by the Senior College Commission of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges is an expression of confidence that an institution is satisfactorily achieving its mission and educational purposes and that it meets or exceeds the Commission’s standards of quality, integrity, and effectiveness.  The Commission values information provided by students, employees, and others in determining whether an institution’s performance is consistent with the Standards of Accreditation and Commission policies and procedures. The Commission’s interest also is in ensuring that member institutions maintain appropriate grievance policies and procedures and that these are reasonable, well publicized, and administered fairly and consistently. The Commission requires, in accord with federal regulations, that each institution maintain records of complaints and grievances and that these records be made available to the Commission upon request. Records are to be retained by institutions at least as long as the time period between Capacity and Preparatory Reviews.  

The Commission has established procedures for the review of complaints involving candidate or member institutions when complaints address the institution’s failure to comply with Commission Standards of Accreditation. The Commission can consider such complaints against institutions only when the reported conditions are substantially documented and are related to Commission Standards, eligibility requirements, policies or procedures. Individuals interested in submitting information regarding an institution’s accreditability to be considered during an upcoming accreditation review should follow the policy on Third-Party Comment form, available at http://www.wascsenior.org/wasc. The Commission reserves the right to review information under either policy as it determines to be appropriate for the given circumstance. 

Because the Commission’s complaint procedures are for the purpose of addressing any significant non-compliance with the Standards of Accreditation, the procedures are not intended to be used to involve the Commission in disputes between individuals and member institutions, or to cause the Commission to interpose itself as an adjudicatory or grievance-resolving body in individual matters of admission, granting or transfer of academic credit, grades, fees, student financial aid, student discipline, collective bargaining, faculty or staff appointments, promotion, tenure, contractual rights and obligations, and dismissals or similar matters. Nor does the Commission seek any type of compensation, damages, readmission, or any other redress on an individual’s behalf. The Commission does not respond to, or take action on, any complaint or allegation that contains defamatory statements. Further, the Commission does not serve as a review body when the outcome of institutional grievance or appeal processes is unsatisfactory to the complainant.

The Commission expects individuals to resolve individual complaints through the grievance procedures and appeal processes at the institution before submitting a complaint to the Commission. Therefore, the Commission’s usual practice is not to consider a complaint that is currently in administrative proceedings or in litigation. The Commission normally does not review matters involving criminal conduct. However, if it is determined in the preliminary review of the complaint by Commission staff that the complainant raises issues which are so o 

immediate that delay may put the institution’s accreditation in jeopardy, or delay has the potential to cause harm to students or to the campus community, the Commission may, at its discretion, choose to proceed with the review of the complaint. 

Because of the need for information to be current, except in extraordinary circumstances, the Commission will not consider complaints if six months or more have passed since the conclusion of the institution’s own review process for the complaint. 

Procedures for Handling Complaints

1. An individual may make an oral or electronic inquiry regarding complaint procedures or about issues and concerns that could be considered complaints; however, the Commission’s response and its obligation to meet the procedures outlined here will begin only after the complainant submits a formal complaint using the WASC Complaint Form with accompanying documentation. The Commission will not act on anonymous complaints nor or on complaints submitted on behalf of another individual. In rare cases and only when circumstances warrant, the Commission may review confidential complaints. (A confidential complaint is one in which the complainant requests that his or her identity be kept confidential with respect to the institution.)
2. When a complaint form regarding a member institution is received, an assigned staff member acknowledges in writing receipt of the complaint within 30 business days. When a complaint form regarding a member institution is forwarded by another agency, that agency will receive a copy of the acknowledgement.
3. The complainant must complete all applicable sections of the Complaint Form for the complaint to be reviewed. In completing the Complaint Form, it is the complainant’s responsibility to do the following: 
a.
State the complaint in the clearest possible terms.

b.
Describe the details and circumstances of the complaint. The narrative should state relevant and provable facts, moving beyond assertions and allegations to include the necessary information that will inform Commission staff in the review of the complaint. 

c.
List and include the documents that are in the complainant's possession and are necessary to support the veracity of the allegations in the complaint. The Commission expects substantial and sufficient documentation, but care should be taken that the materials are limited to and directly related to the reported case.  Helpful documentation might include a copy of an institutional policy, relevant copy from the college Catalog, letters exchanged with the institution, learning agreements, etc. 

d.
List the steps taken to resolve the complaint, including relevant grievance and appeals processes, and describe the action taken by the institution to date. A copy of the institution’s response to the complainant as a result of following the institution’s grievance process should be included.

e.
Acknowledge awareness that Commission staff may send a copy of the complaint to will notify the institution regarding the complaint and will provide sufficient opportunity for the institution to respond to the complaint before the matter is concluded.

f.
Attest that the matter in question is not under litigation and not a matter involving criminal conduct by the complainant.
g.
Sign and date the complaint. 

4.
The Commission recognizes the importance of timely resolution of complaints as promptly as feasible, consistent with fairness to the complainant and the institution. After acknowledging receipt of the complaint, WASC staff will review the complaint within 30 business days to determine if it is within the scope of Commission policies and jurisdiction and if there is adequate documentation.

a.
If the complaint is not within the purview of the Commission, Commission staff will notify the complainant and the matter will be closed.

b.
If it is not clear whether the complaint appears to be within the purview of the Commission, the complainant will be contacted in writing for further information or documentation in order to determine the status of the complaint. 

c.
If the complaint is determined to identify issues that are substantially documented with appropriate evidence; demonstrate that appropriate institutional appeal procedures have been utilized; and identify issues that may jeopardize the quality of educational programs, the general welfare and integrity of the institution, reveal a lack of due process, or raise other significant questions about the institution’s compliance with Commission Standards, Commission staff will proceed with the review.

d.
If the complaint is within the purview of the Commission but the complaint has inadequate documentation, the complainant will be asked to provide further documentation.  If the complainant fails to provide further documentation, the matter will be closed.
5.
In those cases where there is sufficient substance to warrant further review, Commission staff will forward a copy of the complaint to the Accreditation Liaison Officer of the institution and request a response within 30 business days after receipt of the complaint. The Chief Executive Officer of the institution and the complainant will be copied on the letter to the institution. In consideration of the circumstances of, or issues raised in the complaint, the Commission may, on occasion, request a response within a shorter period.

6.
When the response from the institution is received, Commission staff will review the information provided by the complainant and the institution and will determine one of the following:

a.
If the institutional response satisfactorily addresses the issue(s) raised in the complaint, or if the Commission is otherwise satisfied upon its review that no violation of the Standards of Accreditation, eligibility requirements, policies, or procedures has occurred, the complaint will be closed and the complainant and institution will be notified in writing.

b.
The institution’s response may be determined to have sufficient substance to warrant further review. The Commission staff member may undertake the review or a visiting team to the institution may be asked to investigate the matter further.

c.
Where appropriate, a resolution may be suggested to the complainant and the institution, including recommendations for changes in policies or procedures related to the Standards of Accreditation and policies of the Commission.

d.
If the institutional response is not received by the Commission within the requested time period; or if the Commission does not consider the institutional response to have satisfactorily resolved the issue(s) raised in the complaint; or if the Commission otherwise concludes that a violation of the Commission’s Standards, eligibility requirements, policies, or procedures may have occurred, the Commission may initiate further proceedings as the circumstances warrant, including the initiation of proceedings which may result in an adverse accreditation action. If the complaint raises issues regarding the noncompliance of an institution under Standard One on Institutional Integrity, the Commission may invoke its policy on “Summary Sanctions for Unethical Institutional Behavior.”

7.
The complainant and the institution will be notified of the Commission’s determination regarding the complaint in a reasonably timely manner. In most cases, the complainant will be provided a copy of the institution’s response. Every effort will be made to expedite any further review and/or final decision; however, it is not possible to guarantee a specific time frame in which the process will be completed. If further review is warranted, the time required to conduct the investigation may vary considerably depending on the circumstances and nature of the complaint. 

8.
If a complaint prompts action by the Commission, it is placed in the institution’s file in the Commission office and may be shared with the visiting team at the next regularly scheduled institutional review. All complaint records are maintained in the Commission office for a period of ten (10) years.

9.
The decision as communicated by Commission staff is final. 

10.  The Commission will process complaints as stated under this Policy, using good faith in its review.  If during the processing of complaints, the complainant becomes abusive, threatening, or aggressive in communications with Commission staff or with anyone involved in responding to the complaint, the Commission reserves the right to suspend or terminate any further processing or action on the complaint.  If the complaint process is terminated, such action is final and the case will not be reopened.
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� When FTES enrollments represent an institutional increase of 20% or more for each of two consecutive years, or 30% in a single year, the staff will assess the size of the institution and the growth to determine if it is “significant.”  If it is determined to be significant, the institution will be asked to identify the 3-5 degree programs experiencing the most growth in contributing to the total increase.  Upon review by staff, the institution may be requested to provide a summary of key resources allocated to support this growth, including faculty lines, classroom or computer resources, student affairs and related staff allocations, and other resources essential for student success as identified by the institution. 
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