Summary of Board Actions
NCATE Fall 2004 All-Boards Meeting

NCATE at 50

In 2004, NCATE marks its 50" year as an accrediting body that is characterized by continuous
growth and renewal. NCATE now accredits 588 institutions and has 100 additional institutions
that are preparing for accreditation—the highest number of institutions in the NCATE system in
NCATE’s history. NCATE operates a performance-based system of accreditation that requires
compelling evidence of candidate performance for institutions to become accredited. The system
enhances both accountability and improvement in educator preparation.

R

% NCATE now operates 50 State/NCATE Partnerships that reduce duplication of effort and
strengthen teacher preparation across the nation.

¢ 39 states have adopted/adapted NCATE unit standards as the state standards for teacher
preparation.

% 20 states rely on NCATE’s program review process in lieu of their own for the purposes
of NCATE accreditation and state approval.

«» All partnership states use NCATE’s program standards or standards closely aligned with
them as their state program standards. NCATE has had a strong influence on state
standards.

The NCATE ‘brand’ is increasingly gaining media attention and is included in college guides,
including U.S. News and World Report’s Best Graduate Schools ranking and Guide, where
institutions are identified as NCATE in the first column on the teacher preparation page.
Approximately two-thirds of the nation’s 188 doctoral degree granting education institutions are
now accredited (two-thirds of the 159 reporting in the U.S. News survey). Together with
institutions now seeking NCATE accreditation, the percent of these institutions in the NCATE
system increased to 70 percent of the 159 institutions reporting. U.S. News also has a new
publication, the Ultimate Guide to Becoming a Teacher, in which NCATE accredited institutions
are identified. NCATE material is also included in Kaplan’s popular college guide, and NCATE
is featured in a guide marketed internationally to potential students in other countries (Education
International). NCATE is also featured in Newsweek’s Teacher Education Showcase in the print
magazine and on Newsweek’s website. NCATE’s inclusion in the U.S. News rankings, in other
college guides, and in Newsweek is a significant step forward in public recognition of the
importance of accreditation in teacher preparation.

For a more complete picture, please visit http://www.ncate.org/ncate/m_ncate.htm and click
on the ‘15 Years of Growth’ report.



http://www.ncate.org/ncate/m_ncate.htm

Executive Board

Task Force on Benchmarking Project

The NCATE Executive Board will establish a task force to be named by the Chair of the
Executive Board that would resolve concerns and explore the need for additional information
surrounding the NCATE-ETS Benchmarking Project. The task force is to be co-chaired by a
Chief State School Officer and one member of an NCATE policy board. The Executive Board
will ask the task force to issue a final report at its May 2005 meeting.

Change to Constitution

NCATE is proposing changes to its Constitution to reflect current terminology and actual
practice over the years. The proposed changes will be subject to final review for adoption in May
2005.

Title of Specialty Standards

The Executive Board affirmed a Specialty Areas Studies Board decision that Association for

Educational Communications and Technology Standards have the title "Educational
Communications and Technology Standards,” or similar language.

Unit Accreditation Board

Accreditation Decisions

Seventy institutions were reviewed by the Unit Accreditation Board (UAB) at its meeting on
October 19-23. Thirteen institutions were seeking accreditation for the first time; 53 were
seeking continuing accreditation; and four had hosted a focused visit or submitted documentation
to remove conditions or provisions. The following accreditation decisions were made.

First Accreditation
Accredited 11.0 85%
Provisional Accreditation 2.0 15%
Denial of Accreditation 0.0 0%
Total Seeking First Accreditation 13.0
Provisions Removed 1
Provisions Not Removed 1

Continuing Accreditation
Accreditation Continued 37.0 70%



Accredited with Conditions 13.5%! 25%

Accredited with Probation 2.5 5%
Total Seeking Continuing Accreditation 53.0
Conditions Removed 2.0
Conditions Not Removed 0.0

Criteria for the Delay of Visits

The UAB clarified its policy on postponing an on-site visit. Delays up to one year can be granted
for good cause as determined by NCATE and the state. Good cause may include: desired
concurrent NCATE/state review; new state standards or legislation that require significant
programmatic change; difficulties related to facilities; and other extenuating circumstances.
Changes in personnel, including deans, and restructuring of programs do not necessarily indicate
good cause. Delays beyond one year must be approved by the UAB. The next visit will be
scheduled seven years after the originally scheduled visit (e.g., the original visit was scheduled in
fall 2003; it was delayed to fall 2004; the next visit will be scheduled for fall 2010) for
institutions in states on the seven year cycle. The next visit will be scheduled five years after the
originally scheduled visit (e.g., the original visit was scheduled in fall 2003; it was delayed to fall
2004; the next visit will be scheduled for fall 2008) for institutions in states that remain on the
five year cycle. The revised policy is attached.

Use of Accreditation by Another Accrediting Agency

The UAB further clarified the policy about how BOE teams will use the accreditation decisions
of other national accrediting organizations (e.g., CACREP, ASHA, and NASM).

For programs accredited by one of these organizations, NCATE requires, at a
minimum, units to present (1) the official notice of accreditation from the other
specialized accrediting organization; and (2) data demonstrating that candidates in
these programs meet professional and state standards as expected in NCATE’s

Unit Standard 1: and (3) cvidenee of sufficiently extensive and intensive clinical
practice(-e-student teachingorinternship). The unit head is still expected to

manage and/or coordinate these programs as they are still considered part of the
unit. To reduce the reporting load for these accredited programs, NCATE will not
require the unit to include these programs in its reporting and evidence gathered
for NCATE Unit Standards 2, 3, 4, and 5. Furthermore, BOE teams will not
consider the degree of compliance of these already accredited programs with Unit
Standards 2, 3, 4, and 5 when making unit recommendations regarding these four
standards.

Candidates and faculty members from these nationally accredited programs may
be included in BOE interviews during the on-site visit. Fhese-programs-are
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10.5 is an indication that an institution had a different decision at the initial teacher preparation and advanced
preparation levels.



The UAB also adopted the following criteria and policy for recognizing an accrediting
organization not already grandfathered into the system:

1.  Are recognized by the U.S. Department of Education as an accrediting
agency with the authority to accredit programs in a specified field related to
education and/or are recognized by the Council of Higher Education
Accreditors to accredit programs in a specified field related to education.

2. Have an established set of standards that identify the knowledge, skills, and
dispositions in a specific field that candidates must meet in order to
complete a professional education program. The standards must include
requirements for (a) a conceptual framework or mission that clearly defines
the vision for the program; (b) field experiences that are sufficiently
intensive and extensive; (¢) curriculum and/or experiences that prepare
candidates to work with diverse P-12 students; and (d) the qualifications,
performance, and evaluation of faculty.

If an accrediting organization seeks to be recognized by NCATE, it must submit a
letter from its chief executive officer attesting to that fact and a copy of its current
standards to NCATE’s president. Staff will conduct a preliminary review to
determine the organization’s degree of alignment with the criteria above and
prepare a memo for the Standards Committee of the UAB. Based on substantive
alignment with the criteria, the Standards Committee can recommend that UAB to
recognize or not recognize the organization. Recognition should be reevaluated
every seven years.

Accrediting organizations currently recognized by NCATE need not submit a
letter from the CEO and the organization’s standards, as they are grandfathered
into the system because of long-standing relationships with NCATE. However,
these organizations should be reviewed every seven years, beginning in 2011.

NCATE will require units with programs accredited by NCATE recognized
organizations to submit the information identified in the policy above for the
purposes of unit review.

This policy becomes effective in October 2004.

Representation of NCATE Accreditation to the Public

NCATE’s policy on how institutions represent their accreditation to the public has been changed
to (1) not require a lengthy explanation of NCATE in advertisements and other circumstances
and (2) shorten the required statement by one sentence. In addition, institutions that have been
accredited with a condition or provision requiring documentation before the next UAB meeting
will not be required to notify candidates of the conditional/provisional status. If the
condition/provision is not removed at the next UAB meeting, the institution must disclose the
status to candidates. The revised policy is attached.



Removal of Condition Based on Less Than 80% Pass Rate

The UAB revised NCATE's policies on accreditation with conditions and provisional
accreditation so that Standard 1 test score concerns could be addressed in the same manner (i.e.,
written documentation) and in the same time frame as Precondition 7 test score concerns. The
revised policy is attached.

Review of Consortia in the NCATE Review

The UAB clarified its policy on the inclusion of consortia in the accreditation process and
specified requirements for institutions participating in a consortium program.

A consortium is two or more institutions collaborating in the design,
administration, and delivery of one or more programs in professional education.
All consortium programs for the preparation of school personnel must be included
in the on-site review of each institution in the consortium. When a consortium is
the professional education unit for two or more institutions, those institutions
should seek joint accreditation as a single unit.

Consortium programs must respond to state and professional standards through a
review by either the state or specialized professional associations as described in
the state/NCATE protocol, which is available on NCATE’s website. Consortium
programs will be reviewed in the same manner as other programs. The BOE team
will interview program administrators, P—12 partners, candidates in the programs,
and faculty. The BOE team will also expect to review assessment data,
completion rates, and other performance data for all candidates in consortium
programs. The consortium programs may share exhibits related to the programs.
The BOE team may cite areas for improvement related to consortium programs
within the reports of the individual consortium members.

Privacy Concerns and Access to Information

The UAB recommends adding an item to NCATE's "Ethical Guidelines for Institutions" to
clarify the legality of sharing candidate information with accreditors:

Consistent with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA;
http://www.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/fpco/ferpa/index.html), institutions are
permitted to disclose candidate information to accreditors without consent from
candidates or their parents.

Team Chairs’ Responses to Rejoinders

The UAB decided that BOE chairs’ responses to institutional rejoinders will be disclosed to state
partners and institutions. Team chairs will be informed of this action.



For a complete listing of the revised UAB policies, see Attachment A.

State Partnership Board
New and Renewed Partnerships

= The NCATE State Partnership Board approved new state partnerships with Arizona and
New Jersey at its October 22-23, 2004 meeting. This brings the number of NCATE State
Partnerships to 50.

= As well, the Board renewed State Partnership Agreements with: Hawaii, Kansas,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, New York, North Dakota, Oregon,
Tennessee, Utah, West Virginia and revised State Partnership Agreements with Alabama
and Alaska at the states’ request. Of the 17 new, renewed or revised agreements, 14
states choose to delegate the program review process to NCATE.

Program Review

The Board received a report and recommendations from the NCATE State Taskforce on Program
Review, created in response to NCATE’s new approach to the program review process.

The Board passed the following motion:
The State Partnership Board shall:

1) develop explicit guidelines and timelines for decisions by SPB members when considering
State Partnership Agreements; and,

2) revise “Form 7, Element 3” of the NCATE State Partnership Agreement to state:
The state program review process requires institutions to provide comprehensive
candidate performance data consistent with NCATE Unit Standard 1 on candidate
knowledge, skills, and dispositions so that students learn. State Program reviews include:

a. Written information prepared by the institution that aggregates evidence on

program quality in support of NCATE Unit Standard One.

Reviewers’ use of written information prior to any site visit.

Use of site visits to validate and further analyze written content.

d. A process by which institutions may rejoin a program review, clarify or
correct information regarding content review policies or practices.

e. Procedures that ensure program review decisions are clearly articulated and
communicated to the institution in writing and made available during the on-
site visit.

f. Procedures for resolving conflicts or redressing unfavorable actions.

oo



Specialty Areas Studies Board

The Board approved the National Science Teachers Association standards for initial licensure.

The SASB accepts the recommended Program Recognition Decisions to be used in the new
Program Review Process with minor revisions:

Program Report Decision Matrix

The SASB adopted the following program recognition decisions during its October 2004
meeting.

Nationally Recognized
Criteria for making decision:
e Program may have some areas for improvement, but generally meets standards

Consequences of decision:
e Once the unit is accredited, the program will remain nationally recognized until the
next unit accreditation decision is made.

Nationally Recognized with Conditions
Criteria for making decision:
o Assessments are well designed, of good quality, are aligned with the SPA standards,
and are being implemented. Insufficient data have been collected.

Consequences of decision:
e Program has 18 months from receipt of decision to submit data.
e Once acceptable data has been submitted, the condition will be removed. If the
program does not submit acceptable information within the designated timeframe, the
decision reverts to "Not Nationally Recognized."

Decision Deferred, More Information Required
Criteria for making decision:
e Reviewers are not able to make a decision due to inadequate information submitted to
conduct a valid review (e.g., a missing document, a needed modification of an
assessment, or clarification of information or data).

Consequences of decision:

e Program must submit a Deferred Report within the time frame cited in the NCATE
Program Recognition Report (approximately 2 months). If the program does not
submit a report by the cited deadline the program decision reverts to “Not Nationally
Recognized.” If the faculty submits the report and the information is satisfactory, the
program decision is changed to “Nationally Recognized” or “Nationally Recognized
with Conditions.” If the information is not satisfactory, the decision is changed to
“Not Nationally Recognized” and the program must submit a new program report.



e Ifaprogram is going through a continuing review, the recognition of the program
will continue until a decision is made.

e BOE team automatically cites program in Areas for Improvement. UAB can delete

the program as an Area for Improvement if the program is nationally recognized after
the BOE visit and prior to the UAB meeting.

Not Nationally Recognized
Criteria for making decision:
e The standards that are not met are serious and more than a few in number OR are few
but so fundamental that recognition is not appropriate.

Consequences of decision:
e The unit may submit a revised program report addressing unmet standards within 18
months. [This report will be sent to the original team if at all possible.]

e The unit may submit a new program report for national recognition within 18 months.
[Note: This report will be sent to a new team of reviewers. |

e BOE team automatically cites program in Areas for Improvement.



Attachment A

Unit Accreditation Board Revised Policies

<« Postponement of the On-Site Review

Because the public expects accreditation visits to be conducted on a regular review cycle, all
accredited institutions are assigned a semester and year for their next on-site review. A request
for a delay of a scheduled review may be made in writing to both NCATE’s Vice President of
Institutional Relations and the appropriate state agency. Permission to postpone the visit for a
period of one semester or one year may be granted for good cause, if both NCATE staff and, in
states with partnerships with NCATE, the state agree to the postponement. Good cause may
include: desired concurrent NCATE/State review; new state standards or legislation that require
significant programmatic change; difficulties related to facilities; and other extenuating
circumstances. Changes in personnel, including deans, and restructuring of programs do not
necessarily indicate good cause.

Permission to postpone the visit for a period longer than one year in a given review cycle may be
granted for good cause but must be approved by the state, in states that have partnerships with
NCATE, and by the Unit Accreditation Board. Requests for permission to postpone the visit for
a period longer than one year within a review cycle must be submitted in writing to NCATE one
year before the scheduled visit.

Although requests for a visit postponement may be made as outlined above, delays are granted
infrequently. If a requested delay is not granted, an institution may choose to lapse into a period
of candidacy until such time as an on-site review is viable for the institution. (See “Lapse of
Accreditation” policy.)

For institutions that initiate and are granted delays in states that have moved to the seven-year
cycle, the next visit will be scheduled for seven years from the semester that the visit was
originally scheduled rather than seven years from the actual on-site visit. For institutions that
initiate and are granted delays in states that remain on the five-year cycle, the next visit will be
scheduled for five years from the semester that the visit was originally scheduled rather than five
years from the actual on-site visit.

NCATE also reserves the right to postpone accreditation visits. On occasion a large number of
institutions scheduled for review within a semester makes it necessary to postpone some visits to
the following semester.

In states with which NCATE maintains a partnership that specifies joint or concurrent visits with
a state team, the state may also request postponement of an accreditation visit. In the instances in
which the state initiates the request for a postponement of an accreditation visit to balance its
schedule of state visits and NCATE concurs based on good cause, then the next visit will be
scheduled seven years from the date of the actual visit in states that are on the seven-year cycle
and five years from the actual visit in states that remain on the five-year cycle.




Revised 10/04.

<« Representation of NCATE Accreditation to the Public

NCATE requires institutions to include the following statement in all institutional publications in
which it discloses that the professional education unit is NCATE-accredited.

The [name of the professional accreditation unit] at [name of institution] is accredited by the
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), www.ncate.org. This
accreditation covers [initial teacher preparation programs and/or advanced educator
preparation programs] at [name of off campus sites included in the accreditation]. [Deleted
“NCATE is recognized by the U.S. Department of Education and the Council for Higher
Education Accreditation to accredit programs for the preparation of teachers and other
professional school personnel.”]

Examples of publications in which this statement should appear include catalogs, handbooks, and
the institution's website. It is not necessary to include this statement in advertisements or in
informal reports or presentations; in these cases, the NCATE logo or the phrase "NCATE
accredited" or "an NCATE-accredited institution" is sufficient. Questions about the applicability
of this statement to a particular document should be addressed to NCATE staff.

A unit that is accredited with qualifications to its accreditation status (i.e., accredited with
probation, conditions, or provisions) must disclose that status whenever it makes public reference
to its NCATE accreditation. This disclosure must occur in institutional publications mentioned
above and in all other cases (including advertisements) where a unit makes public reference to its
NCATE accreditation.

In addition, institutions are required to notify candidates currently enrolled in teacher education
of the meaning and possible outcomes of accreditation with probation. Candidates should also
be notified of the meaning and possible outcomes of accreditation with conditions or provisional
accreditation in cases when: (1) a focused visit is required, or (2) the accreditation with
conditions or provisional accreditation decision was issued in response to test score concerns and
the unit will take more than one semester to submit documentation demonstrating compliance. In
any of these circumstances, candidates must be informed of the semester and year in which the
UAB will take action, including the possibility and consequences of revocation of accreditation
that could occur as a result of the UAB’s action at that point. Candidates should also be informed
that accreditation with probation, accreditation with conditions, or provisional accreditation does
not affect the current accredited status of the professional education unit.

Institutions must ensure the adequacy and accuracy of information they make available to the
public. All information released by an NCATE-accredited institution regarding its accreditation
status and the availability and quality of its programs must be accurate and not misleading to
prospective candidates or the public. If an accredited unit or candidate for accreditation
misrepresents its accreditation status to the public, the President of NCATE can make a
recommendation to the UAB to reconsider an institution’s accreditation status.

Revised 10/04.
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<4 Documentation Related to Test Score Concerns

1) This policy language appears in two policies: Continuing Accreditation Decisions and
Accreditation with Conditions.

Accreditation with Conditions. This accreditation decision indicates that the unit has not met
one or more of the NCATE standards. When the UAB renders this decision, the unit maintains
its accredited status, but must satisfy conditions by meeting the previously unmet standard(s).

If accreditation with conditions is granted, the UAB will require (1) submission of
documentation that addresses the unmet standard(s) within six months of the accreditation
decision or (2) a focused visit on the unmet standard(s) within two years* of the semester that
the accreditation with conditions decision was granted. When a decision is made by the UAB to
require submission of documentation, the institution may choose to waive that option in favor of
a focused visit within two years* of the semester that the accreditation with conditions decision
was granted.

If documentation is submitted under the terms specified in the above paragraph, the UAB will
decide to (1) continue accreditation or (2) require a focused visit within one year of the semester
in which the documentation was submitted. If a focused visit occurs under the terms specified
above, the UAB will decide to (1) continue accreditation or (2) revoke accreditation.

If continuing accreditation is granted, the next on-site visit is scheduled for seven years (or, in
some states, five years) following the semester in which the continuing accreditation visit
occurred. This scheduling maintains the unit’s original accreditation cycle.

In cases where the UAB grants accreditation with conditions solely because of concerns with test
scores, the UAB will require submission of documentation that addresses the unmet standard
within two years* of the semester that the accreditation with conditions decision was granted. If
documentation is submitted under these terms, the UAB will decide to (1) continue accreditation
or (2) revoke accreditation. If continuing accreditation is granted, the next on-site visit is
scheduled for seven years (or, in some states, five years) following the semester in which the
continuing accreditation visit occurred. This scheduling maintains the unit’s original
accreditation cycle.

* 18 months, beginning with site visits in fall 2007.

2) This policy language appears in two policies: Accreditation Decisions after the First Visit and
Provisional Accreditation:

Provisional Accreditation. This accreditation decision indicates that the unit has not met one or

more of the standards. When the UAB renders this decision, the unit has accredited status, but
must satisfy provisions by meeting previously unmet standard(s).
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If provisional accreditation is granted, the UAB will require (1) submission of documentation
that addresses the unmet standard(s) within six months of the accreditation decision or (2) a
focused visit on the unmet standard(s) within two years* of the semester that the provisional
accreditation decision was granted. When a decision is made by the UAB to require submission
of documentation, the institution may choose to waive that option in favor of a focused visit
within two years* of the semester that the provisional accreditation decision was granted.

If documentation is submitted under the terms specified in the above paragraph, the UAB will
decide to (1) grant accreditation or (2) require a focused visit within one year of the semester in
which the documentation was submitted. If a focused visit occurs, within one or two years after
the semester of that the provisional accreditation decision was granted as specified above, the
UAB will decide to (1) grant accreditation or (2) revoke accreditation.

If accreditation is granted, the next on-site visit is scheduled for five years following the semester
in which the first accreditation visit occurred.

In cases where the UAB grants provisional accreditation solely because of concerns with test
scores, the UAB will require submission of documentation that addresses the unmet standard
within two years* of the semester that the provisional accreditation decision was granted. If
documentation is submitted under these terms, the UAB will decide to (1) continue accreditation
or (2) revoke accreditation. If continuing accreditation is granted, the next on-site visit is
scheduled for five years following the semester in which the accreditation visit occurred.

*18 months, beginning with site visits in fall 2007.

Revised 10/04.

<« Use of Accreditation by Another Accrediting Agency

The UAB further clarified the policy about how BOE teams will use the accreditation decisions
of other national accrediting organizations (e.g., CACREP, ASHA, and NASM).

For programs accredited by one of these organizations, NCATE requires, at a
minimum, units to present (1) the official notice of accreditation from the other
specialized accrediting organization; and (2) data demonstrating that candidates in
these programs meet professional and state standards as expected in NCATE’s
Unit Standard 1. The unit head is still expected to manage and/or coordinate these
programs as they are still considered part of the unit. To reduce the reporting load
for these accredited programs, NCATE will not require the unit to include these
programs in its reporting and evidence gathered for NCATE Unit Standards 2, 3,
4, and 5. Furthermore, BOE teams will not consider the degree of compliance of
these already accredited programs with Unit Standards 2, 3, 4, and 5 when making
unit recommendations regarding these four standards.

Candidates and faculty members from these nationally accredited programs may
be included in BOE interviews during the on-site visit.
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The UAB also adopted the following criteria and policy for recognizing an accrediting
organization not already grandfathered into the system:

3. Are recognized by the U.S. Department of Education as an accrediting
agency with the authority to accredit programs in a specified field related to
education and/or are recognized by the Council of Higher Education
Accreditors to accredit programs in a specified field related to education.

4.  Have an established set of standards that identify the knowledge, skills, and
dispositions in a specific field that candidates must meet in order to
complete a professional education program. The standards must include
requirements for (a) a conceptual framework or mission that clearly defines
the vision for the program; (b) field experiences that are sufficiently
intensive and extensive; (¢) curriculum and/or experiences that prepare
candidates to work with diverse P-12 students; and (d) the qualifications,
performance, and evaluation of faculty.

If an accrediting organization seeks to be recognized by NCATE, it must submit a
letter from its chief executive officer attesting to that fact and a copy of its current
standards to NCATE’s president. Staff will conduct a preliminary review to
determine the organization’s degree of alignment with the criteria above and
prepare a memo for the Standards Committee of the UAB. Based on substantive
alignment with the criteria, the Standards Committee can recommend that UAB to
recognize or not recognize the organization. Recognition should be reevaluated
every seven years.

Accrediting organizations currently recognized by NCATE need not submit a
letter from the CEO and the organization’s standards, as they are grandfathered
into the system because of long-standing relationships with NCATE. However,
these organizations should be reviewed every seven years, beginning in 2011.

NCATE will require units with programs accredited by NCATE recognized
organizations to submit the information identified in the policy above for the

purposes of unit review.

This policy becomes effective in October 2004.



Accreditation with Conditions

Albany State University (GA) Lock Haven University of Pennsylvania
Augsburg College (MN) (advanced)

Bethune-Cookman College (FL) Marquette University (W1) (initial)
Coastal Carolina University (SC) Minot State University (ND)

Eastern New Mexico University State University of West Georgia
Florida A&M University (advanced) University of Idaho

Guilford College (NC) University of Wisconsin at Platteville
Lees-McRae College (NC) Washburn University (KS)

Accreditation with Probation
Marquette University (WI) (advanced)
St. Andrews Presbyterian College (NC)
University of Scranton (PA)

Conditions Removed

Southern Illinois University at Carbondale Troy State University Dothan (AL)
(advanced)

Provisions Removed Provisions Not Removed

University of Maryland Eastern Shore University of Texas at Arlington

Statistics for October 2004 Accreditation Decisions

By Institution By Levels
Decision Number | Percent | Initial | Percent | Advanced | Percent

First Accreditation 11 84.6% 11 84.6% 10 100%
Provisional Accreditation 2 15.4% 2 15.4% 0 0%
Denial of Accreditation 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Total Seeking First
Accreditation 13 100% 13 100% 10 100%
Accreditation Continued 37 69.8% 38 71.7% 31 72.1%
Accredited with Conditions 13.5 25.5% 13 24.5% 10 23.3%
Accredited with Probation 2.5 4.7% 2 3.8% 2 4.7%
Total Seeking Continuing
Accreditation 53 100% 53 100% 43 100.1%
Conditions/Provisions Removed

3 2 2
Conditions Not Removed,
Focused Visit Required 1 1 1
Conditions Added, Precondition 0 0 0
#7




	* 18 months, beginning with site visits in fall 2007.
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