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Commission Invites Comment on New Standards
New standards for accrediting colleges and universities will go into effect in February 2002. A draft of the standards, Characteristics of Excellence in Higher Education, has been made available to the public, and the Commission now invites comments on the proposed revisions.

The first institutions to be affected by the new standards will be those scheduled for on‑site evaluation in the 2003‑04 academic year.

The proposed new standards reflect the work of over 70 representatives from member institutions who served on four task forces and a steering committee.

The Commission reviewed the draft at a special meeting in September 2000 and mailed it to the presidents of all member institutions in mid‑November. It may be downloaded in PDF format from the Special Services section of the Commissions web site at www.msache.org.

The task forces relied on guiding principles approved by the Commission, information from the Commissions surveys of member institutions, and a report on interviews with students, alumni, trustees, education policy‑makers, and employers.

Changes
The revised Characteristics reflects the fundamental values of the Commission, especially its commitment to examine each institution in the context of its own mission. However, several important changes in emphasis are notable.

The most evident change is a clearer format and more guidance on what the Commission expects of institutions. The document presents the elements that are required to meet each standard, clearly distinguishing them from additional suggestions useful for institutional self‑analysis and evaluators. These changes were introduced at the request of members in order to assist institutions throughout the self‑study process and to ensure consistency among accreditation reviewers.

The draft also places greater emphasis on student learning in an effort to improve quality assurance, focusing more on results than on inputs and processes. This shift recognizes the capacity of some institutions to provide academic excellence with limited resources.

Public Comment
As part of the standards review process, the Commission has planned extensive opportunities for comment and revision.

Two sessions at the Commissions annual Accreditation and Quality Assurance Conference (AQA) will be dedicated to discussion of the standards. Information about the AQA and registration information is available on‑line at www.msache.org. 

The draft will be distributed again early in 2001, after revisions are made based on comments received in fall 1999 and at the annual conference. In addition, the Commission will hold several field hearings throughout the region, beginning in March 2001, to discuss the standards. A detailed schedule and further information will be distributed early next year.

Comments also can be submitted to staff by e‑mail to Characteristics@msache.org, through the Commissions web site, or by letter mail addressed to either Dr. John Erickson, Deputy Executive Director, or Ms. Mary Beth Kait, Assistant Director for Policy Development.

After the Steering Committee considers the comments, the revised draft will be sent to the Commission and the membership for additional comment. The Commission expects to submit the final draft to member institutions for approval in January 2002.  Meanwhile, the Commission is initiating a process to review its accreditation processes.

Uniform U.S. Distance Learning Guidelines Drafted
All of the eight U.S. regional commissions for institutional higher education accreditation have developed a common set of Guidelines for the Evaluation of Electronically Offered Degree and Certificate Programs.

As institutions across the country establish or expand distance learning courses and programs, the accreditors realized that they needed uniform protocols to review and evaluate activities, such as distance learning, that extended beyond the geographic boundaries that have traditionally limited regional activities.

The Guidelines are not standards. They supplement each regional associations requirements for distance learning and serve as a secondary resource for evaluation teams. Developing them also was an opportunity to reinforce a commitment to cooperation, consistency, and, quality assurance for all educational programs, regardless of the method of delivery, across regions.

The document was prepared by the Council of Regional Accrediting Commissions (C‑RAC), which includes the executive directors and chairs of the various commissions. Sally Johnstone of the Western Cooperative for Educational Telecommunica‑tions assisted the regions in preparing the draft by examining current practices.

The Guidelines address five institutional activities in distance education: Institutional Context and Commitment; Curriculum and Instruction; Faculty Support; Student Support; and Evaluation and Assessment.

The Guidelines were mailed to all Middle States members in October for comment. The Commission expects to consider members feedback at its fall 2000 meeting. 

C‑RAC will consider comments from all of the regions in early 2001.

New Data On Middle States Members Now On‑line
Summary data from the Annual Institutional Profile (AIP) of member and candidate institutions for 1999 are now available on‑line at www.msache.org.

The data provide information about the extent of distance learning courses and programs in the region, as well as non‑degree programs, the use of part‑time faculty, and  the mix of institutional types.

Enrollment
There are 490 members and 20 candidates among the regions two‑year, liberal arts, comprehensive, doctorate‑granting, research, and specialized institutions.

A new category of Adjusted Enrollment was created this year to reflect the headcount of full‑time students, plus the number of part‑time students equivalent to a full‑time student. Previously the Commission collected full‑time equivalent (FTE) data but found that many institutions utilized different formulas for computing their FTE, making it impossible 

to develop a consistent regional perspective.

Institution Types
Approximately 40 percent of the members and candidates are public institutions, 56 percent private non‑profit, and 4 percent private for‑profit. The largest number of candidates (11) are private non‑profit, and seven are for‑profit institutions.

Faculty
There are approximately 102,606 full‑time faculty and 95,638 part‑time in the region. Research universities have the largest percentage of full‑time faculty (68 percent), and two‑year colleges have the least (31 percent).

Distance Learning
Over 51 percent of the institutions (259) report that they offer distance learning courses for credit. However, of the 1,651,670 students (headcount) enrolled in the region, only 134,260 (or 8 percent) are enrolled in their institutions distance courses.

Eighty‑nine two‑year and 75 comprehensive institutions lead the number of institutions offering distance learning courses, but specialized institutions have the largest percentage (36) of their total headcount taking distance learning courses.

Non‑degree Programs
In an effort to begin tracking the extent and growth of non‑degree programs, the Commission finds that 223 institutions (44 percent) offer non‑degree programs.

It appears that 55 percent of the students enrolled in non‑degree programs are taking courses that are recreational or avocational in nature, whereas 33 percent are professional continuing education courses.

Revising Next AIP
A group of 13 institutional researchers met in August to discuss the AIP and volunteered to assist the Commission in refining some of the questions that will be asked on the 2000 AIP. Four of them then met with three Commission staff in October to discuss several sections of the 1999 profile.

The panel included: Arnold Gelfman, Brookdale Community College; Richard Parrish, Ocean County College; Barbara Erdsneker, Bergen Community College; and Marilyn Feingold, Camden County College.

The 2000 AIP will be available to members on the Commissions web site at www.msache.org in the Special Services section.

Thanks to Outgoing Commissioners
The Commission recognizes the commitment and service of the following members whose terms expire in December 2000:

Public members Ms. Leslie Glass, Novelist (who now is  a Middle States Association trustee); and Mr. Milton Goldberg, Executive Vice President of the National Alliance of Business. Also outgoing is an institutional representative, Dr. A. Zachary Yamba, President, Essex County College, Newark, NJ.

Commissioners in New Positions
Dr. Judith Gay, Vice Chair of the Commission, is now Vice President for Academic Affairs at the Community College of Philadelphia.  Dr. Gay previously was Division Chair, Social Sciences, Montgomery County Community College, in Blue Bell, Pennsylvania. She has served on the Commission since 1997.

Msgr. David A. Rubino, Ph.D., formerly the president of Gannon University, is now Scholar‑in‑Residence at Seton Hall University.  Msgr. Rubino, who has served on the Commission since 1998, is a member of the Executive Committee.

Welcome, New Commissioners
Appointment
Dr. Gerald Heeger, President of the University of Maryland University College, was appointed to complete the unexpired term of Dr. Stephen McClain, which expires on December 31, 2001.  

Dr. Heeger has extensive experience in adult continuing and professional education. Prior to assuming the presidency at the UMUC in 1999, he served as Dean of the School of Continuing and Professional Studies at New York University and was responsible for NYUonline.

A graduate of the University of California at Berkeley, Dr. Heeger received his masters and Ph.D. degrees from the University of Chicago. He is the author of numerous publications and presentations on non‑traditional and continuing education.

Elections
Representatives of Middle States member colleges and universities elected three new members to serve on the Commission from January 1, 2001, through December 2003. Their complete biographical statements appeared in the ballot mailed to members.  They include:

Dr. Barbara Ellen Black, Public Member, General Manager, National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.; Dr. Carlos Hernandez, President, New Jersey City University; Dr. Carmen Neuberger, Executive Director, American College Personnel Association.

In addition, two members, appointed in January 1999 to complete unexpired terms, were elected to serve their own three‑year terms: Dr. Saul Fenster, President, New Jersey Institute of Technology, and Dr. Kathleen Gavigan, a Public Member and Attorney at Law.

Re‑elections
Five commissioners, whose terms expire in December 2000, were eligible to serve another term and were reelected:  Dr. William B. DeLauder, President, Delaware State University; Dr. Mark Jacobs, Professor of Biology, Swarthmore College; Sister Mary Reap, I.H.M.,   President, Marywood University; Dr. Martha A. Smith, President, Anne Arundel Community College; Dr. Ronald C. Watts, Program Coordinator and Professor, Wilmington College.

The Commission invited  nominations in January, the Committee on Membership considered the nominees in April, and the Commission discussed the Committee recommendations in June.

New Initiative Focuses on Learning Outcomes
The relationships among learning outcomes in the core disciplines, general education, and information literacy will be the focus of a new initiative, Learning Outcomes in the Millennium.
Small planning meetings are being held from October to December to design local activities intended to stimulate campus dialogues on learning outcomes. Workshops are expected for 2001, culminating in one or more regional conferences in 2002.

The planning meetings recognize the possibility of eight micro regions within Middle States, following the Commissions advice to staff to take more workshops into the field, closer to member institutions.

Six meetings will be held during 2000. One in upstate New York will include four‑year and two‑year institutions in that area. Three others will include only four‑year institutions: New York City (for southern NY, NYC, and northern NJ); Central and eastern Pennsylvania; and Maryland (for DE, MD, and DC). One in Trenton will be exclusively for two‑year institutions regionwide. The final 2000 meeting in San Juan will be for all institutions in Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands. Two additional meetings may be scheduled in the spring for four‑year institutions in western Pennsylvania and New Jersey.

In June 2000, Commission staff sent library directors in the region a survey and a concept paper on the Millennium initiative. The survey asked library directors to identify instructional librarians, faculty members, and administrative staff who have been involved in information literacy programs on their campuses. The survey also collected data on two major types of information literacy instruction, which led to a list of the top 10" disciplines those having the largest number of institutions with information literacy programs.

Representatives from the top 4, representing institutions where the greatest progress has been made, were invited to the planning meetings in 2000. The objective is to identify and build on their successful strategies, which can be offered as suggestions to others in the next two years.

The staff contact for the Millennium initiative is Oswald Ratteray, Assistant Director for Constituent Services and Special Programs. Copies of the survey results are available 

by e‑mail from oratteray@msache.org.

Regional and Specialized Accreditors Meet
The executive staffs of the eight regional  commissions and representatives from the Association of Specialized and Professional Accreditors (ASPA) met on August 2730.  Part of the retreat included joint sessions to discuss common issues and concerns, and the two groups met separately for other sessions.  Representatives of the Council for Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) also participated.

Discussions at the retreat included collaborative reviews of regional and specialized accreditors; increased cooperation among regional accrediting agencies, and among regional and specialized accreditors; distance learning guidelines; new standards for accreditation; improving relations with external constituencies and stakeholders; responding to new federal guidelines; and best practices and new approaches to quality assurance.

The goals of this biennial professional development activity were information sharing, networking, staff development, discussion of issues, and problem‑solving.

The next biennial regional staff retreat will be held in summer 2002.

Bobby & Sipple Named CHE Fellows
Two higher education professionals now serve as CHE Fellows: Dr. Carol I. Bobby, who will assist with the process of collaborative reviews by specialized and regional accreditors, and Dr. Jo‑Ann Sipple, who will be involved in the redesign of procedures to implement the proposed new accreditation standards.

The position was created in 1997 to provide the Commission with the expertise of distinguished colleagues and to offer professional development opportunities for other educators and graduate students who wish to experience peer review and the accreditation process.

Dr. Bobby is currently Executive Director of the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP) in Alexandria, Virginia. She will serve with Middle States for six months, while on leave from her present position, effective November 1, 2000.

She will assist Commission staff in coordinating  collaborative reviews with specialized accrediting organizations. She will be involved in developing instruments and strategies for evaluating the effectiveness of past collaborative reviews in the Middle States region; conducting interviews and qualitative analyses; making suggestions for changes in the present guidelines; working with other regional accreditors, as appropriate; time permitting, co‑authoring an article on the collaborative experience in the Middle States region; and observing the other work and meetings of the Commission.  Dr. Bobby will be working primarily with Dr. George Santiago, Jr., Executive Associate Director.

Dr. Sipple has more than 34 years experience in higher education as both a faculty member and administrator. Most recently, she served the higher education community in the New England and Middle States regions as a consultant. During the 1999‑2000 year, she was Vice President for Academic Affairs at her alma mater, Merrimack College, in Andover, Massachusetts. Prior to that, she spent more than 32 years at Robert Morris College in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, where she was Vice President for Academic and Student Affairs and where she still maintains the faculty rank of professor of communications.

Dr. Sipple will conduct interviews of member presidents and other constituents to explore ways in which the Commission may need to change its accreditation processes when the revised standards become effective in 2002.  She will work primarily with Dr. Elizabeth H. Sibolski, Executive Associate Director, on this project.

Weinstein Ends 20 Years of Service
Dr. Minna F. Weinstein, Senior Executive Associate Director, retired after 20 years of service to the Commission.  She was honored by over 200 colleagues from member institutions and friends in the region at a Dinner Tribute on June 16 at the Philadelphia Marriott Hotel.

Special tributes were delivered by Dr. Stuart Steiner, President, Genesee Community College; 

Bro. Patrick F. Ellis, F.S.C., President Emeritus, The Catholic University of America; Sr. Marian William Hoben, President Emerita, Immaculata College; and 

Dr. John H. Erickson, CHE Deputy Executive Director. 

Commission Actions
June 21, 2000
A Statement of Accreditation Status is available for each institution listed below. Submit requests in writing to the Executive Director, Middle States Commission on Higher Education, 3624 Market Street, Philadelphia, PA 19104.
The Commission on Higher Education took the following actions at its meeting on June 21, 2000.

Request to Apply for Candidacy Granted
[3 institutions]

Capital University of Integrative Medicine, DC

United States Army War College, PA

University College of Criminal Justice of Puerto Rico, PR

Candidate for Accreditation Status Granted
[3 institutions]

Practical Bible College, NY

St. Elizabeth College of Nursing, NY

Technical Career Institute, NY

Accreditation Reaffirmed via Evaluation Visit
[27 institutions]

Albany Medical College, NY

American Academy of Dramatic Arts, NY

Broome Community College, NY

California University of Pennsylvania, PA

The Catholic University of America, DC

City University of New York ‑ Bernard M. Baruch College, NY

City University of New York ‑ Graduate School and University Center, NY

Evangelical Seminary of Puerto Rico, PR

Felician College, NJ

Franklin College Switzerland

Lock Haven University of Pennsylvania, PA

Manhattanville College, NY

Middlesex County College, NJ

Millersville University of Pennsylvania, PA

New York Medical College, NY

North Country Community College, NY

Nyack College, NY

Pennsylvania College of Optometry, PA

Ramapo College of New Jersey, NJ

Rosemont College, PA

The Sage Colleges, NY

State University of New York at Albany, NY

State University of New York at Fredonia, NY

Strayer University, DC

Temple University, PA

Union College, NY

Valley Forge Military College, PA

Reaffirmation of Accreditation Deferred

[2 institutions]

Southeastern University, DC

Wilkes University, PA

Warning Removed

[1 institution]

Albany Medical College, NY

Follow‑up Reports/ Candidate Reports/Visits/ Developments
[56 institutions]

[(*) Reference to these institutions appears more than once in the Summary of Actions.  Reports and/or visits were required prior to CHE action.]
*Albany Medical College, NY

The American College, PA

The American University of Paris

Berkeley College, NY

Bowie State University, MD

Bucks County Community College, PA

Cambria County Area Community College, PA

*Capital University of Integrative Medicine, DC

Central European University, Hungary

Chestnut Hill College, PA

Clarkson University, NY

College of Aeronautics, NY

Columbia Union College, MD

Corcoran College of Art and Design, DC

Delaware State University, DE

Eastern College, PA

Garrett Community College, MD

Georgetown University, DC

Herkimer County Community College, NY

Hood College, MD

John Cabot University, Italy

Keystone College, PA

Kutztown University of Pennsylvania, PA

Lincoln University, PA

Manhattan School of Music, NY

National Labor College, MD

Northwest Pennsylvania Technical Institute, PA

*Nyack College, NY

Onondaga Community College, NY

Pace University, NY

Paul Smith's College, NY

Ponce School of Medicine, PR

Pontifical Catholic University of Puerto Rico ‑ Ponce Campus, PR

*Practical Bible College, NY

Pratt Institute, NY

Reading Area Community College, PA

Roberts Wesleyan College, NY

Rochester Institute of Technology, NY

San Juan Bautista School of Medicine, PR

*St. Elizabeth College of Nursing, NY

St. Joseph's College, NY

State University of New York ‑ Institute of Technology at Utica/Rome, NY

*Technical Career Institute, NY

Touro College, NY

*United States Army War College, PA

Universidad Central Del Caribe, PR

*University College of Criminal Justice of Puerto Rico, PR

University of Maryland College Park, MD

University of Puerto Rico Humacao, PR

University of the Sciences in Philadelphia, PA

Utica College, NY

Valley Forge Christian College, PA

Wadhams Hall Seminary College, NY

Warren County Community College, NJ

Westchester Business Institute, NY

William Paterson University of New Jersey, NJ 
Commissions Web Site Offers New Features
The Commissions World Wide Web site has a new look for members and the public.  In addition to an enhanced design, with new colors and layout, on‑line conference registration and publications sales are now available, there is a new section on Special Services, and several publications are now available in full text.

Conference attendees may register on‑line, using their credit cards. A special feature recognizes constituents who are already in our database for fast registration, and confirmations are generated automatically by separate e‑mail. Each conference section has a direct link for room reservations when hotels offer this service through their Web sites.  Publications also may be purchased on line for secure credit card transactions.

The Special Services tab is for announcements and short‑term access to material that changes on a regular basis. For example, until the end of 2001, there will be a section where the public can download the current draft of proposed revisions to accreditation standards in Characteristics of Excellence and send their comments directly to a special address at the Commission.

The Commission now provides summaries of data aggregated from the Annual Institutional Profile that members and candidates are required to file each year in order to maintain their accreditation. The summaries offer a regional perspective of institutions in selected areas likely to be of general interest to institutions and the public.

A number of publications are now available in PDF format, because the Commission wishes to make them more widely available. Member and candidate institutions involved in the self‑study process may make multiple copies for this purpose, but other requests for copyright release should be submitted to the Commission in writing.

The Commissions newsletter, located under Publications, is available on‑line in MSWord format. In addition to news about current activities in the region, each issue has a complete list of all accreditation actions. The file includes an archive of past issues from 1999 to the present.

Presidents Surveyed on Recent Self‑Studies, Team Visits, and Accreditation Reviews
Each year, the Commissions executive director surveys the presidents of institutions that completed the self‑study and peer review process during the past academic year. The responses this year will be utilized in the Commissions review of its accreditation standards and processes.

The following comments were received from over one‑half of the 40 institutions involved.  Participants were asked to rate each question on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the highest value response. The mean response appears after each question, followed by additional comments that were provided.

Usefulness of Self‑Study
One question asked how useful the self‑study process was to the institution, in terms of its major strengths and weaknesses or disappointments (Mean Response: 4.7).

The members also responded that their self‑study became a part of their strategic planning process, sharpened the focus of discussions on campus issues, and ensured that all topics were addressed. It had a unifying effect, with broad college involvement, promoting a wider understanding of the process, and enhancing honest communication among various constituencies. There was a high level of faculty involvement and strong leadership.

Their disappointments included the fact that it was a labor‑intensive, two‑year process; the excitement of the process was lost once it had concluded; and one institution should have allowed itself more time for reflection and feedback. Others found it either difficult to get team members to move from description to analysis, or data were limited, or not all committees were as committed as they could have been, or there were too many committees that included people who were not knowledgeable about the topics. Others gained no new insights from the visiting team. At smaller institutions, there was limited expertise to examine every area critically, faculty involvement in self‑study was curtailed so as not to have a negative impact on the teaching mission, and data collection on outcomes was the single greatest challenge. Some were concerned about the amount of editing required to produce the report and the need to ensure that key volunteers involved in other planning processes were not overburdened.

Return on Investment
The second question asked if the institution would receive an appropriate return on the time and money invested in the self‑study process (Mean: 4.5).

Members said that the combination of self‑study and strategic planning resulted in some important advances and improvements and helped prioritize issues.  Another saw greater value from the self‑study than the team visit. The assessment process that was designed for the self‑study at one institution will be ongoing and provide many benefits in the coming year, and another institution realized the importance and difficulty of outcomes assessment.  Other institutions said they saw a tangible response from changes that were prompted in specific areas and validated by the team visit.  Significant numbers of faculty and staff were energized not only to examine the campus but also to understand and appreciate activities outside their own areas of expertise.

Improving Teaching and Learning
The third question, asking if the current self‑study/ team‑visit process promotes the cooperation needed to improve teaching and learning, elicited mixed responses (Mean: 3.8).

Some of the responses were that the process can only assist, not promote cooperation, which is a day‑by‑day continuous process. However, the extra effort and serious thought required by self‑study created a spirit of adventure that leads to cooperation and consensus building.  Several respondents indicated that self‑study did promote cooperation, although there was a greater impact on administrative activities, such as planning, than on teaching.

The Team, Chair, and Team Report
Institutions appreciated the strengths, preparation,  professionalism and insights of the visiting teams (Mean: 4.1).

In a few instances, institutions had reservations about particular team members who appeared to have their own agenda.  The chairs were also widely praised (Mean: 4.7).

They were variously described as being excellent, even‑tempered, leading with great facility and forged a strong sense of commonality, understanding of the institution, and being a consummate collegial evaluator. One chair was criticized as not in good control of the team and uninspiring in his lengthy oral report.

The respondents generally felt that the team reports were consistent with the visit and oral reports (Mean: 4.8). 

One respondent felt that the observations, while well written, needed more depth of inquiry, and another said that the report had an inordinate focus on some items with subjective interpretation. However, another found the written report instructive for future action and supportive of actions to achieve even greater levels of excellence.

Commission Staff
The respondents gave high ratings to the Commission staff (Mean: 4.6).

Members frequently described staff as excellent, seasoned professionals, helpful in developing a self‑study design that met the institutions needs, or gracious and generous in providing assistance and guidance when requested. One institution was concerned about delays in creating the team and another had received conflicting information.

Improving Process
Finally, an open‑ended question requested members views on the relevance, utility, and effectiveness of the self‑study and peer‑review process in general (as opposed to the specific self‑study just experienced).

The presidents offered a number of comments and suggestions. Some of the positive comments included: as long as the right people are involved, it represents a process that has earned respect and appropriate attention; nothing is on the horizon that can match the benefit of having a team of colleagues assess an institution and give it the benefit of their individual and collective wisdom; self‑studies and peer reviews perform a useful function; and the process is excellent; preserve and protect it.

Some comments sugested specific changes: a three‑day visit is a minimal experience for the team, and a longer visit or two short visits might be an alternative; the results should be made more public; an audit approach might be more focused and rigorous than the current process; allow small colleges to empower a smaller committee to prepare the self‑study report to minimize the impact on the teaching mission but retain the requirement for broadly circulating the drafts for comment; and increase the training of team members.

Some of the reservations that were expressed included: the self‑study is more valuable than the team visit; the process seems unduly long; it can be expensive; and it can take personnel away from other tasks.

