[image: image1.jpg]The California State University
OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR







December 5, 2012

To:
Ralph A. Wolff, President, rwolff@wascsenior.org

Jessica Worchel, Accreditation Redesign Project Manager, jworchel@wascsenior.org

Western Association of Schools and Colleges

Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities

From:  Diana Wright Guerin, Ph.D.

Chair, Academic Senate CSU

Professor of Child and Adolescent Studies, CSU Fullerton

Re:
ASCSU Comments on WASC Redesign

The attached comments are forwarded on behalf of the Academic Senate of the California State University (ASCSU).  A committee composed of faculty with recent experience in accreditation, whose members are listed on the next page, reviewed the documents Ralph Wolff provided and jointly authored the attached document.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide a faculty perspective.
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David Hood, CSU Long Beach

Barry Pasternack, CSU Fullerton

Andrea Renwanz-Boyle, San Francisco State University

Mark Wheeler, San Diego State University
Darlene Yee-Melichar, San Francisco State University

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1We comment on the revised WASC Handbook, and provide observations regarding the accreditation process in general.

We note that the role of the faculty in setting and assessing learning outcomes is strengthened throughout the CFRs, which we appreciate.  Given the centrality of faculty and staff to the academic enterprise, we had hoped for an increased focus and more specific guidelines to assess the adequacy of the institution’s commitment in terms of qualifications and quantity of faculty and staff to accomplish the institution’s mission.  

We also note that there is little discussion of how to measure student performance, and we are unsure as to exactly what this involves and how institutions can measure much following graduation. Although we support the notion of evidence of student learning throughout the revisions, such evidence can be very costly to obtain and maintain across time. Institutions will need to make the necessary resources available for assessment, constituting an additional demand on scarce resources.

We suggest that specific terms be defined early in the document. For instance, sustainability is not defined until page 25.

Standard 1: Defining Institutional Purposes and Ensuring Educational Outcomes

In the preamble to Standard 1 and throughout, we applaud the focus on educational outcomes in a learning-centered environment as opposed to objectives.  We suggest inserting the word “appropriate” before “autonomy” at the end of the preamble section to be consistent with section 1.5.
We applaud the addition of the public good to educational purposes. The CSU has included the public good in its dashboard for some time. We are glad you agree with our emphasis. This is an important criterion for all institutions of higher education, particularly given the use of public funds to support student financial aid, research and creative activities, etc.
We were wondering if the various types of data to support the section on public good should be specified in CFR 1.1.  We applaud the publication of institutional data in CFR 1.2, especially in reference to the public good. 

We appreciate the addition of “Transparency” in the section heading preceding CFR 1.3.

In CFR 1.6, we applaud the addition of “costs.”  In an era where for-profit institutions are increasingly under Federal scrutiny, an accurate revelation of the actual costs will be greatly appreciated and helpful to students and families. 
In the last sentence of the guideline for CFR 1.6, we suggest that the word “grade” be inserted before appeal:  “The institution’s policy on grading and student evaluation is clearly stated and provides opportunity for grade appeal as needed.”
Standard 2: Achieving Educational Outcomes through Core Functions

Again, we appreciate the substitution of “Outcomes” for “Objectives” throughout the CFRs.
In the preamble, we have questions about: “The institution achieves its institutional purposes and attains its educational outcomes at the institutional and program level...” Although a small denominational institution may have the same educational outcomes across all its programs, a large, diverse and complex institution cannot possible have the same educational outcomes for every single program unless the “outcomes” are so global as to be meaningless to any specific institution because they are applicable to every institution.

CFR 2.1 (and/or CFR 3.1):  The lack of concrete guidelines to judge the meaning of “sufficient in number” with respect to the faculty and staff educating students leaves this criterion with little power to discriminate among institutions with respect to their commitment to teaching and learning.  To give this criterion more power to discriminate among institutions with low vs. high commitment to student success, we suggest that the guidelines include reference to widely-used metrics such as student-faculty ratio, average class size, staff per student (e.g., counselors per student), or the recommended proportion of instruction delivered by various types of faculty. (For example, using metrics following the AACSB model.) 
CFR 2.2a: We support changes to section 2.2a, and we particularly support the increased specificity. In the accompanying Guidelines, we commend the inclusion of upper division general education courses and a specific unit count. 

CFR 2.2b: We have a concern about this generalized statement: “The institutional student learning outcomes...are clearly stated at the course, program and institutional level.” Without further guidance and specificity, student learning objectives may be so vapid as to be meaningless at the institutional level.

CRF 2.2.b: The increased specificity in the guideline regarding staffing of graduate programs strengthens this criterion. Can specificity be included for full-time faculty staffing for undergraduate programs? Why do you suggest it only for graduate programs? 

CFR 2.3: We appreciate the new guideline because it strengthens quality by requiring oversight of out-of-class  learning experiences. 

CFR 2.4: We appreciate the added emphasis added that learning outcomes and standards are developed by faculty. 

CFR 2.5: Why is there no Guideline for this CFR? 

CFR 2.6: We think wording should be changed from “graduates” to “graduating students.” We have access to graduating students, but graduates are more difficult to track.
CFR 2.7: We suggest requiring the use of external reviewers, if feasible. This measures student performance, but we are unsure exactly what this involves and how institutions can measure much following graduation.
CFR 2.8: We appreciate the addition of students to the section on Scholarship and Creative Activity. 
CFR 2.9:  The terms “teaching, assessment” and “service” are listed.  The title of the section is “Scholarship and Creative Activity”.  Perhaps the title of the section should be broadened to include “teaching and service.” 

CFR 2.10: Some believed that inclusion of data on time to degree or the number of units required for a degree should be reported; however, we were mixed on this recommendation.
CFR 2.13: We suggest the inclusion of computer labs among the support services. 

Standard 3: Developing and Applying Resources and Organizational Structures to Ensure Quality and Sustainability
We applaud the inclusion of “quality” in the standard title.

CFR 3.3: Why does the guideline not include a recommendation of resources to be allocated to these activities or at least some other concrete indicator of professional development/currency of faculty/staff? 

CFR 3.10: We recommend that WASC develop a Policy on Collegial Governance. The addition of “all categories of full and part-time faculty” is likely to create the necessity to revise academic policies on the campuses. We believe that the standard should also include a statement about faculty authority/control over curriculum.
Standard 4: Creating an Organization Committed to Quality Assurance, Institutional Learning, and Improvement

We applaud the inclusion of “Quality” in Standard 4.

CFR 4.4: The standard states, “The institution employs a deliberate set of quality-assurance processes....” Exactly what do you mean by “deliberate?”

2013 Handbook of Accreditation

We have the following comments on the Excerpt of the 2013 Handbook of Accreditation:

Pages 16-17: We commend you for shortening the accreditation process.

Page 18, column 2: You are proposing that the outline of the institutional report occur within 60 days of the IRP workshop. This implies that ALL institutions must attend the Workshop. Not only is the outline due shortly after the workshop, but you imply that the workshop is obligatory.

Focus on Compliance
You have already supplied the outline of the Institutional Report on pages 22-26, and this is really a compliance report. The institutional themes (optional, you say) have always been the heart of our self-study, which you have now renamed “Institutional Report.” The “Self-Study” you have condensed to pages 18-19, and it is now only a preface to the Institutional Report. We object to both the change in nomenclature as well as to the shift in emphasis. The institutional themes are relegated to the very end, page 26, “optional” as you say, and it seems likely that most institutions will be exhausted by the requirement of producing a compliance-based “report” that they will elect to skip the more productive approach through using institutionally-centered themes which could actually help the institutions. Further, the thematic approach increased campus-wide engagement in the accreditation process, and we do not agree with de-emphasizing a self-study based on institutionally-chosen themes. 

Back in the 1980s, institutions were forced to write a compliance-based self-study that demonstrated that they had met all the requirements for renewal of accreditation. Then, WASC’s self-study requirements became more flexible and institutions could decide what problems were confronting them and focus their energies on the study of those problems. This provided a rich institutional conversation that was not formula-driven but institution-driven, based on an institution’s real needs and not on a mandatory “we have so-many widgets and thus we should be accredited” mantra. 

It seems to us that in this respect WASC is going backward, not forward. The issue-based self-studies (as opposed to formula-based institutional reports) stimulated real campus conversations about the meaning of the degree, the benefits of a higher education, and a university’s preparation of students for work, life, and engaged citizenship. The new proposal imposes structure as well as content on the discrete parts of the self-study (renamed the institutional report), which makes its production a duty rather than an opportunity. 

If WASC wants the institutions to approach the reaffirmation of accreditation process as an evolving learning opportunity that will build on intellectually-stimulating discussions of the purposes of higher education and benefit the institutions, WASC needs to retain the former theme-based approach and reject the elaborate WASC-specified Institutional Report proposed in the 2013 Handbook Revision. If, on the other hand, WASC wants institutions to loathe the thought of reaffirmation of accreditation, then WASC should do exactly as it proposes in the 2013 Handbook, and specify a compliance-based question-and-answer format that forces institutions to create less productive reports that will be an agony to prepare and a double agony to read. 

Interaction with the Evaluation Team (page 27)
“The evaluation team, composed primarily of experienced educators from peer institutions as well as other experts identified to address specific needs of the institution....” We will now move from policy to policy administration, and here we have disagreements with the way the policy is applied.

The CSU has used program reviews for at least 25 years. Programs nominate external reviewers, choosing from experts in their field usually from departments with a comparable size and mission. Indeed, the CSU believes that its programs can and should learn from experts in similar departments, and understands that this learning paradigm is often two-way, the program learning from the reviewer and the reviewer learning from the program. 

We note that WASC very often does not pick reviewers for CSU campuses from publicly-funded similar-sized institutions. The Chair of the Review Team for one CSU campus came from an institution with one-third the enrollment of the institution being reviewed. Often, educators from private institutions are appointed to CSU campuses and occasionally a reviewer comes from a for-profit institution. 

The CSU is proud of the diversity both within and between its campuses. As a state-assisted system, the CSU has small institutions that operate more like elite liberal arts colleges as well as large institutions that are among the best of comprehensive metropolitan universities. Our institutions do not favor WASC’s sending reviewers who learn more from our institutions than our institutions learn from them. We look forward to productive dialogues with our reviewers, and we do not like having to explain how we can possibly operate either because we are under the State of California or because we are so large that we intimidate some reviewers. We appreciate the learning that comes from a diversity of experiences and perspectives, but also values learning from peer institutions.   
If a WASC review is to benefit CSU campuses, the reviewers need to be selected from publicly-assisted similar-sized institutions so they can coach our institutions to rise to higher levels. As proposed, when a reviewer from a small private institution is asked to review a large comprehensive university, it is like sending a track and field coach whose specialty is the pole vault to coach a football team. The team has little appreciation for either the coach or the person who recommended this mismatch of backgrounds and skills. 

We recognize the value of diversity in the teams, but also we acknowledge having a majority of representatives from peer institutions is desirable.


