DOCUMENT RESUME:
'ED 248 271 : . | - ™ 840 577

’ . » , : '
"AUTHOR _ : Bernhardt Victoria L. . /
-TITLE Evaluatxon Processes of Regxonal and Natxonal , .

. . Educatioh Accrediting Agencies: Implxcatzons for .

' ) " Redesigning an Ev;luatxon Process in Caleorn1a. ’
PUB_ DATE Apr 84

23p.; Paper presented at thé Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (68th ‘New
Orleans, LA, April 23 27, 1984). Small pr1nt in

. a; . .appendix. N

PUB TYPE :!b Speeches/Conférence Papars (150) -- Reports - .

NOTE ‘

-

Descriptive (141) N
~ EDRS PRICE MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. . .
DESCRIPTORS ‘*Accreditation (Instxtutxons) -Accrediting Agencies;
. "Comparative Analysis; *Evaluation Methods: Higher
- Education; *Institutional Evaluation; Standards;
, o *Teacher Education Programs ‘
3 1DENTIFIERS *California;. *California Commission on Teacher

Credentialing; California Qffice of Private .
Postsecondary Educ; National Council for
Accreditation of Teacher Educ; Western Association of
Schools and Colleges :

-

-

ABSTRACT »
v Colleges and universities in Caleorn:a nay be

accredited or approved by four different agencies to offer apéroved
programs of -teacher education: the State Depattnen; of Egucat\on s
Office of Private Postsecondary Education (OPPE) (for private
institutions); the Western Association of Schools and Colleges
(WASC); the Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC); and,
optionally, the National Council for Accreditation of Teécher .
Education (NCATE). This paper attempts to iGentify overlaps and qaps = -
in the accreditation/evaluation processes, and presents .
.recommendations for the redesign of the CTC. All* the agencies us
team visits. In addxtzon, all but the CTC use self—studzes. Standards :
appear to be the major difference between the agencies' approaches. -
OPPE and WASC concentrate on facilities, institytional support, -
faculty, and in a general manner, progrdm content. NCATE's standards
overlap CTC's guxdelxnes in several areas of curriculum. The results
of the comparison indicate that some combination of a self-study. and
candidate-centered evaluation, with more rigor in the initial
approval process, is necessary to achieve more eifxcxency and

. effectiveness in the CTC evaluation process. (Bw)
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EVALUATION PROCESSES OF REGIONAL AN . i
NATIONAL EDUCATION ACCREDITING AGENCIES:
Implications, for Redesigning an ' ,
v Evaluation Process in California - R g
BACKEGROUND F - | | ) -/
./.‘
Co11eges and Univers1t1es in California must be accredited or approved by at j

least ‘three agencies to offer approved programs of teachfr education. Private

&

“institutions must first have the approval of the State Department of Educatzon»s

| Office of Private Postsecondary Education (OPPE) to offer degree programs. Puh]ic
instftutjons must be authprized by their'respecttve Californa State Uhiverefty '
and Universit} 6% Caéiforﬁia systems .Second, institutions Zust he accrédited'

by the Western Associatton of Schools and'Col?Eges (WASC). Then. inst1tut1ons
must submit a document that states that the program is in- compliance with all ¢TC
gu1de11nes in order to gain the approval of the Comfitssion on Teacher Credentialing
cTe). | h -

- ! .
‘. A . .

} . . )
- Evaluation of these programs is conducted at approximately six year intervals,

ahd teacher‘e&ucatioh programs that are initially apprpved'cah éperate'uhinter-
-ruptedly until the CTC eva1uat§oh teams;visit the campus, 1f compliance is
determined hy the eva]uatipniteam, the.fnstitution can cehtinuettp operate for
another, five years. If aspects of the program fai1 to comply with exietihg
criteria,-the ;nstitution'mustAterminatef{hatfpregraﬁ‘_or,reﬁedy defieiehcies
within one year to avoid termination. 1In addftﬁonito dPPE wAsc 'qn&‘crc |
accreditation, educational 1nstitutions often choose tf, be accredltad by the
National Counci1 for Accreditation of Téacher Educat1on (NCATE). _'Q;.

‘- .y
Kl. ] )‘

. . ‘t ~.q ". .L'-“'_:Jﬁr.‘

Redesigmng the CTC Evaluation Process ti J: . *"!'.i;‘«;; . |

Recognizing\that teacher education programs are revxéqﬂﬂ(ﬁy&at ieaeﬁ three and

-

perhaps four agenc1es that rely to some extent on each other, this paper attempts

- to identify over?aps and gaps in the accreditat?on/evaluation processes Further,
> . '
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it presents recommendations for the redesign gfforts of the CTC that will

. | L _ .
«  result in a process that is more efficient and effective.. -

v { b

-

A Y
. .

. There are three major areas of the current CTC evaluation process which are
being addressed 1n the redes1gn effort, and in add1t1on, one constraint Fas

been added to the redesign.

-7%% The current process is tao expenswve to operate under current funding
_ provxszons

\ The CTC must pay for evaluation team visits to approx1mate1y 90
programs per year. Three members are assigned to each program Ffor
three days. Several staff members must be used continuously

. throughout the year. These evaluations are the biggest budget item

. of the CTC, costirrg approximately $800,000 per year. In the past,
this was not a. major problem since the CTC,is funded totally from
credential fees paid by applicants. During the past year, however,
the number of credentials issued has dropped by around 30% with
direttly proportional, loss of fees and the trend is expected to

" continue during the immediate future. {, < -

-

*

2. The current process is not time efficient. ,

The CTC's basic evaluation charge from the California Leg1s]ature is
to ensure that the standards established by the state have been
7 . . implemented in California teacher education programs.. There.‘are
almost 700 programs in 70 institutions in California to evaluate.
Approximately 40% of the programs currently in operation have never
been evaluated by the CTC. The initial evaluation process used by
. _ . the CTC commenced in 1976, and from 1976 to 1981 on]y a few programs
- at selectgd institutions were evaluated. Starting in 1982, all
«  programs at each institution scheduled for evaluation were "evatuated.
. With the current process; it will take four and~gne-half years to
complete evaluations of all the-prugrams that have not at this time
been evaluated .

3. The current process is effective. for -assessing comp]iance'\Qut not
effective in assessing qua]1ty ! 4
The CTC gutde]1nes that institutions use to set up progrags, and
which is used by evaluation team members to evaluate programs, are
written in a compliance mode. The evaluators who are directed to
¥ _ make a¥Sessments of the effectiveness of the programs are volunteers
.of differing backgrounds with'different work ethics and 1deas. This:
‘leads to many inconsistent Judgments of effectwveness. :

4. New Legislation has been introduced that will. constra1n the CTC to
use a candidate-centered evaluation process. -

The current process-is,geared.for program-centered evaluation.
O LA ’ :

L
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

As the tab]é’%n the next eight pages shows, the agéncies that accredit
teacher education programs, or 1nst1tut1ons, in Cal}forn1a utilize the
\ig‘ "team visit" techntque" The three accredxtlng agencies (other than the CTC)

-

use self-studies in addition to the team v1s1t.

There are many strengths and weaknesses inherent with'the team approach, and
representatxves from each agenQy have identified these as listed at.the end

't

of the attached tab1e Standards appear to be the major d1fference betﬁeen ’

‘the'agencies' apprqaches.A OPPE and WASC concentrate on faci]ities, insfitutjona]

support, fach]ty, and in a general manner, pro&?am content. It 'is important
* to.note that NCATE's standards overlap CTé’s guidelines in.several areas of

curricuTunL’

In all the accreditation processes other than CTC's, reviews take place in time

spans no greater than five years; the institutiohs pay %or the team visits.

NCATE has the.only-procees.that is optional. ATl prqcesses provide some sort‘of

1

training for the team members. e

Recommendations

The current CTC process is effective in identifying non-compliant teacher ed&cafion
,hrograms,'in a highly hrofessiona],lrigerous Epproach.' The costs and the - \ o
: logistics of the current CTC eval&ation process, however, inhibit the evaluation
,of teacher educafion progfams that have as yef not been evaluated by the CTC.

From this Study of the accred1t1ng processes used by National and Regional

] -

Accre}\tation Agencies which evaluate California teacher educat}on programs, the

’ f0110w1ng recommendatlons have been s.ubmﬁitted.1

.k ) .‘ ‘ f ‘ N - ) ) ..'
{ . e ' . I \ (: N .

Q . .. &8 ' ' ".




1. CTC-should develop new guidelines which are clear, precise and
-quantifiable. ‘ .

2. The CTC evaluation protess should not put emphasxs on facilities and
. faculty since the accreditation processes do so. “Results of past
evaluations in Califdrnia have shown that strong faculty leadership
always accompanies successful programs; for this reasqf some standard
criteria for evaluating leadership would be apprnpriate _

3. The backlog of program.evaluations in Ca]1fb¥n1a and the success of
the use of the self-study oreintation by Accrediting®Agencies is such’
that self-studies should be used effectively to determ1ne areas where ﬂ\
immediate formal evaluation is necessany '

_) 4. MWith a more rigorous initial approva] proceSs, teacher educatxon programs
can be assessed and d1rectfon extended- ear]y in their development.

. . 5. The candidate- centered evaludtion approach recently enjoined by the
. - California Legislature may be a technique that proves effective in
- avoiding overlaps with the three Accreditation Agencies. Also, the
- candidate-centered approach may provide a method for gathering data* -
. ’ from the programs on a regular basis or a way to use exzstlng data on
| this regular basis. There may also be some benefit occurring from use
R by CTC of an approach differing from that used by the Accred1tatxon
Agenmes since- comp]erfntary data may be obtamed .
. 6. Until CTC has evaluated all teacher education programs once, it will °
probably be desirable to rely on NCATE accreditation results.

CONCLUSION

The results of this study show that some combination of a self-study and
candidate-centered evaluation, with more rigor iﬁ the initial aﬁprovaI.process, :
are necessary to-achieve more efficiency and effectiveness in the CTC evaluation

L ¥

process. . :

Greater rigor in the ifitial ‘approval process will assure the CTC that new programs
are'appropriately developed, that the programs will be implemented in a compliant;?
fashion, or redirected as necessary, and will also assure the CTC that the copteﬁt

-

, ' . ' . . . -
of all teacher education pfograms are reviewed before it is tried with candidaﬁés:




]

* staff or evaluation team visits. - b

- < * '

-5-

»

A synthesis- of the self—study and cand1date centered processes will add -
greater r1gor to the evaluation process and the data produced through, these

‘methods will serve as indicators of quality programs w1th0ut the expense and/or

complicated logistics associated with the team visits. The thoroughness of

& . .
these data, however, could point to problems with programs that may warrant
L 3
- ) ’ f
. . | ¢ 7
The recommendations of this study will be considered along with the recommenda-

[

tions that evolve out of the study of eva]uat1on processes used by professions

>

other than education and the study of processes used in other states. The

redes1gn of thé CTC evaluation process will be completed by March 1985.

-

L

L |



PDescription

EVALUATION

' *

«

Office of Private PosSt-

Caiifornia state Depart-
ment of Education.
Apgroves deqrees offered
in California private

WASC

}
Nestern Asqociation of

-

cCTC

Commission on Teacher

Schools and Colleges. -

Credentialing. The

Voluntary, multi-state,
non-governmental agency
for California, Hawaii,
Guam, and the Trust

postsecondary institutions.Territories, offering

Institutions apply for

for the first time or to
add degrees,

« " The first time degree
approval process re-
quires approximately one
year for completion.
"Institutions wishing to
add degrees go through an
amended approval process.

L)

M

‘State Department of

accreditation for post-
secondary institutions
with one or_more

programs eéxceeding two
years past high school.

An institution applies

approval to offer a degree to become a Candidate

for Accreditation and
has up to § yrs. to
become accredited. .
{Accreditation usually
takes 6 yrs.}“Each year

- & Candidate Institution

must submit a report:
update. In Califernia
the institution must
have the following:

}

1)Approval from the
Education for each {
degree program.

2}A governing board
which inrcludes

representation re-
flecting the public

teacher standards and
practices agency created
by the Californja Legis-
lature, CTC approves
and evaluates pr
teacher preparation
California colleges and
‘universities.

L]

PROCESS hS or AGENCIES THAT ACCRFDITF TFACHLR EDUCATION PROGRAMS !N CALIFORN!

[y

NCAT

_E

Nationar Council _for
Accreditation of .
Teacher Education.
authogized by the
Council ©n, Post-
secondary Accredita-

rams of tion to adopt

standards. and procedures
for accreditation_anq
to determine the
accreditation btatus

of institutional
programs for preparlnq
teachers and other
professional .school
personnej.

The evaluation of teacher.Institution$ apply

- preparation programs in

for- accreditation

California is legislative-after sthey are ful!y

ly mandated. CTC informs operative.
- institutions when they
will be evaluated, usually evidence that:

Ihstitutions must give:

K4

years after their initial 1}Its teather education

approval. In order to
operate an approved CTC

program, an institution
must be WASC accredited

and must submit a docu~
ment that demonstrates
compliance with GTC
standards,

T

programs have the
approval of the
appropriate state
educational agency..
2)I1t is gegionally
accredited.: ‘
3)it does not djs-
criminate on the
basis of race, creed,
colox, or sex.’
4)They have produced
graduates so their
performance can be
evaluated.
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S .OPPE : g wasc - b LT, NCATE
Elibibility . ' ] |
{continued)- N Zxcontinued) . Institutions must
. interest, a ¢hief pay an annual and
. . : - ‘ administrative officer initial membership
' ' : whose major respons- - fee.
’ . ibility is to the )
(' ) : * dinstitution. .
: J)Faculty, library, .
, . AN . media equipment, and ' & -
x S ‘ ' ¢ other evidence of basic .
o . planning. L
! ’ : 4)A report of elibibil- ,
. . ) ey, ’
. . . . ) »
: - : 5)Submit $500 and $100 ©t ‘
' . : for each subsequent ° -
. - LT : o application, or pay \ ‘
’ o . ogge timé application : '
t . , N fg’e of $2,000.
. : - ,
Methodology . Self-study and team visit. Self-study and team visit.Prodram document and Self-study and team
' ' The self-study describes Self-study shows~how the ™ Visit. visit. .
the institution's fin- institution demonstrates CTC does not require The self-study report
ancial stability, compliance with WASC self-study per se. CTC includes:
. facilities, faculty, standards. The self-~ does require that the 1.Strengths and ~
course of study, and study is sent to the IHE present a descrip- -wgazggss:s of the .
L degree requirements. review team. ) tion of the program IHE's teacher
T v . currently operating. A ducation progr
" . program document is educ N program.
; ) + 2.S8teps the IHE has
a usually used for this hi .
purpose. It is also taken to achieve iis
re ' : . ‘ : ~ used for initial - institutional and
) : ™~ , approval. The docu- programmatic
ment states the objectives. ’
‘ : following: J.Description of the
- administrative staff
-~ 1.That the program.is and faculty.
' K ' in compliance with ¢.pescri
- - . ption of
s . ) . . ?gzgéssion guide policies regarding
. . ) : . 4 e ) \ the admission and
- ' P .. . ) S retention of students.
v ' *
& e
, -
- * -
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‘\\;// Proc ess -

3?

Team Composition

PR
.

. visited All members

visiting teams consist of
five members. All" members
are selectad by the
DPirector’ of OPPE. A maxi-
mum of 2 "may be selected
from a list of nomina- '
tions submitted to OPPE.
by the institution to be.
TuSt
have expetkise in the
content area to be .
evaluahnq in altevnate ,
years. the superintendent

seeks nomimations for
the pool from accredited

"private schools.- Addition~

ly, names are added to thé
pool through informal
recomméndations.

-~

-+
.

* pool
mitted by Institutional -

4

2.That

4

ng-!:‘g . -

courses have
assigned to
all of the CTC

been
meet
competenciesr- -

- 3.That a plan exists to

evaluate candidates,
to conduct a low= .
up of graduates and

a, needs analyais. .

.

Size of team is dependent The- majority of CTC .

upon size and cowplexity
of the institution.
Constituency is deter-
wined through consult-
ation with the institu-,
tion. The institution

can accept qr challenge

for cause team members
assigned. WASC keeps
of names sub-

Chief .Administrators.

*

‘teams are experienced

~'in the credential area

as practitioners,

- administrators, higher

educators or laypersons
having, interest in or
reasons to utilize the

- serVices of such creden-

tial holders. They are
selected randomly from -
a pool of interestéa
_people.

Eeams'vaty from 2 to §
depending on the com?

. plexity and sizq of the
. program. Most teams have
'3 team menmbers.

No

CTC 'team has less than 2
different constituencies
-repdiented. The majority
©of the team will have

had p ious evaluation
or aggreditation experi-
a

The +1HEs are given the

. names of the-poténtial

‘team-menibers and their
current professional
position. - They are asid
if there would be a
‘potential conflict of
interest by having any

1
R 3

"persons nominated by

NCATE .

¢

5.0escription of
-resources it has ’
available for use
- in its teacher
preparation programs.
6.1ts plans for the
-long-range future of
its teacher education
curritula., . | .
<
Usually 8 "competent
and knowledgeable”
persons, qualified by’
experience and tralining
are selected in accord- -
ance with non-discrimin-

‘atory practices.

One-third of the team
is selected from P

*

the AACTE, 1/3. from
NEA‘honinhtiqns, and

‘1/3 from personnel

nominated by other = .~

constituent and

associate members of '

NCATE. Half are from

higher education, half
from practioners from
various specialty
areas. Institutions

are allowed to veto

for cauvse the appoint-

ment of ahy team

member. .

’
Rl
e

S



Process
Team Composition
{continued)

Process

Team Training

Guidelines

Used for the"

- Team Visit

e‘\ .

14

All members qo through
orientation agd team

“training.

" One set af - quidel ines ;s

used for all degree

. " programs reviewed. The
‘guidelines are tentered

around the following
areas of study:
1.Financial stability
2.Facilities .
J.Facl ty .
4.Course of stuydy
5.Degree requirements

Evaluvators are® re-

quired to rate the

institution on each
standard using a five-
point scale.’

Team members review
degree programs for

compliance to OPPE

‘. 3-—-—-«—«- Q-quti-<(‘i<‘<d<<<<(1‘v‘“¢“l¢‘Ils(c!c“i-ﬂI(-‘t

Training sessions for
team members and team
chalrs are held once a
year. Chalr training
usually lasts 2 days
and team member train-
ing usually lasta 1
day. Also, once they
are on campus, the _
team members go through
a half day ' orientation
session,

Nine major standards
exist: . :
1.Institutional integrity
2.Purposes
J.Governance ' and Admin-
istration
4.Educational programs
S.Faculty and staff
6.Library, computer ‘and
other learning
resources
7.Student services and
student activities
8.Physical resources
§.Financial ‘resources .

Team :ésponsihilittes

include:
1) Review of instruction~
al self-study.

" Until

,the evaluatiio

¥or -each progtaa.

. g e -

cTC
of these people serve
on a team for their
programs.

-

yearg ago team
lTead were trained in
up to )-day sessions.
Curxrently team leaders

ceding the orientation
of an evaluation visit

that they are serving as -

team members. All team
members have an extensive
orientation sassion {3 to
S hrs.) the night before
visit
begins on campus,

Professional requirements
and field experiences.
guidelines are different
The .

quidelinesy major

NCHATE | .

NCATE offers trdfningf
in sevaegal locations
throughout the

" United States. Team '

& -are trained 2 hours prev: wembers must be

trained. - "

A ]

ok . N

A
NCATE provides two ¢

sets of stapdards:

- one set for Pasic

Programs amd one set
for Advanced programs. .

categorlea wre as followsiBoth sets cover the
1.Institituiongl resources following:

2.Commuftity resources

" 3.Admission and field

experience requirements
4.professional require-
ments (competencies)
5.Candidate evaluation,
follow—up of graduates
_needs analysis

Team visits usually last
for 3 days. Team members
review program documents
and interview faculty,

1.Governance .
2.Curricula v e
3.Faculty - ‘
4.Students
5.Resources and
facilities
6.Evaluation, program
review and planning.

‘visits last.three_

days. While on campus
team members must .
develop a schedule




v
-

Guidelines

sed for Lhe
Team Visit
{cantinued)

T .

-

orrEk

standards- In addition
the team is . asked to
indicate how wall the
standards are being met
and to suggest reémedies.
Specific teanr responsi-
bilities include:
1}Review of the institu-
tion'’s sélf-study.
2)Two days on campus Te— '
viewing uments and
interviewing students,
gradoates, faculty,
administrators.

No cdarification or exit
interview is held, and
the team is not present
when the institition
hears the team recommend-
ation.

An OPPE staff person
accompanies® the team and
writes the final report
based upon the vigsitation
 team findings. - After the
report is written, it is
‘sent to .teadm members for
their editing and sign-
off. The superintendent ,
of public instruction

*

v T

23 d = adipistritors,
viewi . Sgndidate8, graduates,

] . a
administrators ;¥ W)

student representatived.
mefbers of the faculgm"

.- administrators,

imaster teachers, school

employers of graduates,
and advisory personnel,

senate and key faculty ‘scheduled by the .

committees, and the
chief dadministrative
officer,

J)Team evaluates institu-

tion in terms of- purpose
and objectives.

4)Team writes report of
findings-organized
around WASC standards,
with a description ofv
the institution's .
history and progress.

S)Findings and suggestions
‘are shared with the CAO
representatives in a .
final meeting on the
third day. The institu-

* tion does not know what
the team's recommendatio

will be. .

6) Team makes confidengial
recommendation to the

- . WASC commission.
‘7)After the report is

institution prior to
the team's arrival on
cagpus.

he team writes a report
sed on findlngs of

interviews, observations,

feview of materials, and
a' staff monitoring report.
(A staff member monitors
compliance areas prior to
the -visit’) . '
Report includes: '
l.Statement of compliance
with each aspect of the
" €TC guidelines
2.8trengthe
J.Weaknesses
3.Statenent of effect~
fveness of meeting
each requirement .
S.Approval recommendation

The reports are shared
with faculty represent»

NCATE -
for their visit
and then interview

faculty, administra-
tors, students,

*local school district

personnel and other
interested persons.
Team members pre-

“‘pare a report

documenting,
1.5trengths

2.Weaknesses .

3.Areas failing to
meet NCATE
standards

The chief administra-

tive officer is *
given an opportunity
to comment on the
written report and
to file supplemental
materials pertinent

to the facts and
conclusions {nthe*

team's written re-’

. port before NCATE

takes action on the
team's report.

The team report and
the institutional
response are evalu-

determines the final filed,the Commission .
status. S ) meets -to consider the atives. They are qlven a . 4 by an audjt
recormendaticen chance to review & comme":committee of ATE
A WASC staff person is on on the report hefore the ommi tt can !
i ' * team leaves the campus That ¢ ittee then
. campus for the orientatfon mpus. ocommends to NCATE
on the first day only. ‘Team. recommendations and ~ that the institutions
 es X - reports go to the Commis~ teacher education
P _ _ ;ﬁ‘ e : , , , sion for an approval program be accredited
. ' . ) _.«.‘..“_‘__!,.,.,.,.............g..-.--@ Tr;'c.-,c-‘.4nlvl-(-t c.<~-4¢411«-41.<‘-.s-qnméafragzv‘q‘.‘«a-«‘« PN ;eaccrediteﬂ, Or

denied accreditation.

upon the recommenda-

' NCATE hedrs and actsg =
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tion of the audit

committee.
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Categories of gpgroval .y k ]

1.Approval of, all, deqrees
2.Approval of any part of
. the degreeg . .
' J.penial of all degrees
' 4.penjal of any part of
.. the deqrees
S.Approval with cdénditions
{conditions must be

minor)
* L

A ..

.
- . . . s

-6-
WASC

l.Grént céndidacy or
accreditation
2.Extend candidacy or

. reaffirm accreditation

3.Candidacy not renewed
or accreditation
termipated

4.Warning - used when
WASC discovers .
deviations

5.Probation - when
irdstitution fails to

- respond to conditions

6.Show cause - accredita-
tion will be terminated
unless, response or
compliance has satisfied
the WASC Commission
prior to a specified
date.

7.D0enjal of application

crc N \
L ] : .
1.STANDARD-Al]l aspects l.Accreditatidh
of the program must be 2.Reaccreditation
in compliance -and 3.Denial of _
‘ ‘found to be effective accreditation
{no conditions}. - -
2. PROBATION-Any one or
more aspect found to be
"out of compliance. .
3. TERMINATION-Nany aspects
found to be out gf .
compliance, or
ineffective. - . -

€

Terms of Apprcval

s - ' K
. -

Accreditation is valid for
a maximum of three years
for approvals.Conditional
approval is valid for the

8.peferral of application~
until certalin defic~
-iencies are corrected.
. _ ¥ _ , _
A newly accredited insti- STANDARD - No less than
tution is revisited 3 yrs.five years
after the initial visit. PROBATION - one year,
All accredited institu- then standard or .
tions receive an "Abbrev- tenmination

NCATE accre@ltnéibn
is effective for a
period of 7 years.

In the Sth year; an

- .  remainder of the calendar
.- . "9ar plus on additional
alendar year. A staff
‘revisit determines
" whether or .not the
condition has been cleared,.

fated” visit within ten
years, 1f, however, the
Commission hears of
potential problems at an
institution or {f there
are major changel; a
visit can be scheduled.

{nterim accredita~
tion visit is
scheduled, If the
IHE visit fs in .
compliance at that ‘
time, its accredita-
tion will be con-
tinued for another . _
5 yrs. If deficiendies
‘are found, the '
inetitution's visit. -
- will be scheduled
at the end of the ’
7th yr. of the
accreditation cycle,

r
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Stren ths ‘ ‘
as ldentified by

agency representative

wWeaknesses

as identified

by agency representative

Standards are written in
a form that is easy to
follow.

The evaluvation process is

subjective and relles on
volunteers. The abilities
of the team members vary
considerably. Teams tend
to be mostly administr-~
ators because they are
more able to get away for

-’ four days in a row.

——"

CTC

A staff member is

always with the teams
during the visit to
ensure that the team
members understand

their charge,tto ensure
that the logistics are
cared for, and to inter-

pret guidelines.

The process is carried
out in a very pro-
fessional manner. Bad
programs are easily .
identifiable’ through
this psocess,; but.not
through the initial .
approval process.
Therefore, evaluation
is extremely. valuable
for the CTC to under-
stand the programs they
approve, ‘

Guidelines are poorly

NCATE

Accreditation
process generally
uncovers major
problems in
pregrams of pro-
féssional education.

Process is carried .
out in a professjional
manner.

NCATE standards and

written, and not, cbviously their general
measurable. Team members organization are

are volunteers so the
quality of performance
varies. More extensive
training is needed,

~ vague,

T RECELYa15 are not
sufficient.

Eyaluation is the biggest Training sessions,

budget item for the

provide only a - - |

commission that is funded cursory discussion
solely out of~ctedential of the standards. .

funds.

21
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Weakness
s 1ldent

by agency representativc

es
ieB

{continued])

»

<

-

Team members must work
at night to accomplish
all their tasks.
Evaluation i{s currently
on a 6% year cycle and
many programs have never
been evalugted by the
Commission. .

_Procees needs a stronger

emphasis on quality.
-



