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SYSTEM COUNCIL OF CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS  

 

AGENDA 

 

March 23, 2016 

9:00 am – 9:45 am 
 

 

The System Council of Chief Academic Officers will meet in the Varnes Board Room located in the University of Kansas 

Medical Center School of Nursing, 3901 Rainbow Boulevard, Kansas City, KS.    

 

    

I. Call To Order Jon Marshall, Co-Chair  

 A. Approve Minutes   

   February 17, 2016, Meeting  p. 2 

      

II. Update   

 A. Transfer and Articulation Council Karla Wiscombe  

 B. Credit for Prior Learning Karla Wiscombe  

Connie Beene 

 

      

III. Discussion   

 B. Geographic Jurisdiction Service Area Gary Alexander  

Jean Redeker 

p. 4 

 C. Two Year College Assessment Score Policy Recommendations Susan Fish p. 14 

 D. CLEP Score Proposed Procedure Lorie Cook-Benjamin  p. 17 

 E. HLC Application for  Extension of Dual Credit Faculty 

Qualifications 

Gary Alexander p. 18 

      

      

 IV. Adjournment   
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Kansas Board of Regents 

System Council of Chief Academic Officers 
 

Wednesday, February 17, 2016 

MINUTES 
 

The System Council of Chief Academic Officers met in the Kathy Rupp Conference Room of the Kansas Board of 

Regents at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, February 17, 2016. 

 

In Attendance: 
Co-Chairs: Peggy Forsberg, Highland CC for Jon Marshall, Allen CC 

 Graham Glynn, FHSU 

 

Staff: Gary Alexander Jacqueline Johnson Rita Johnson 

 Susan Fish Jean Redeker Karla Wiscombe 

 Connie Beene Cynthia Farrier  

    

 

Others: Cindy Hoss, Hutchinson CC Andy Anderson, JCCC Lori Winningham, Butler CC 

 David Cordle, ESU Randy Pembrook, Washburn Steve Loewen, FHTC 

 Robert Klein, KUMC Lori Cook-Benjamin, FHSU Howard Smith for Lynette Olson, PSU 

 April Mason, KSU Sara Rosen, KU Tony Vizzini, WSU 

 Kim Krull, Butler CC Peer Moore-Jansen, WSU Brenda Edleston, Cloud County CC 

 Ruth Dyer, KSU Rick Muma, WSU Stuart Day, KU 

 Todd Carter, Seward County CC Bayrom Yildirim, WSU Julie Samuels, PSU 

 Regena Lance, Fort Scott CC Robin Garrett, Barton CC Danny Gillum, Dodge City CC 

 Peter Chung, PSU Lisa Perez Miller, Pratt CC Marilyn Mahan, Manhattan Tech 

 Kurt McAfee, Pratt CC Mike Calvert, Pratt CC Fred Guzek, KSU 

 

Meeting called to order at 8:30 a.m. 

 

Approve January 20, 2016 Minutes 

 

Steve Loewen moved, and Randy Pembrook seconded the motion, to approve the January 20, 2016 minutes as written.  

Motion carried. 

 

Updates  

 

 Transfer and Articulation Council – Karla Wiscombe 

o Approved courses were sent to institutions for course information verification 

o Data collection for Course Inventory must match data with KBOR 

o Reviewing courses for possible inclusion in system wide transfer 

o Kansas Core Outcome Group meeting to be held Sept 23, 2016 at Washburn 

 

 

Credit for Prior Learning 

Connie Beene presented progress report for CPL Task Force.  Currently working with the Army to create a Military 

Articulation process and will extend the process to include other military branches when completed. 

o Worked with Culinary and Food Service departments in December 

o Worked with Diesel and Auto Tech Faculty in January 

o Working with Criminal Justice and Police programs in February 

o Discussing data tracking capabilities of CLEP or Military scores with Data and Research personnel  

o Planning a website to aid personnel in their search for degree options at institutions 
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Discussion 

 

 Transfer and Articulation Policy Revisions 

 Karla Wiscombe presented the proposed Transfer and Articulation Policy revisions.  Suggested revisions were 

included in the proposed policy. 

 

Steve Loewen moved, and Sara Rosen seconded the motion, to approve the Transfer and Articulation Policy as 

written.  Motion carried. 

 

 Cut Score Policy  (AP/CLEP) 

Gary Alexander introduced Senate Bill 388 to SCOCAO members.  Karla Wiscombe presented the revisions that 

were recommended to Senate Bill 388.  

o Applies only to the Universities 

o Requested amendments to Senate Bill 388 shown on handout. 

o Distributed initial draft Cut Score Policy 

o Deadline of January 1, 2017 to be prepared with our policy 

 

Discussion was held regarding various aspects of Senate Bill 388, Cut Score Policy and faculty involvement. 

 

Graham Glynn moved to refer to the Council of Faculty Senate Presidents to develop recommendations on CLEP/AP 

minimum scores to bring back to SCOCAO.  

 

After further discussion, Graham Glenn moved for an amended motion to refer the Council of Faculty Senate 

Presidents develops a process to determine CLEP/AP minimum scores and present said process at the March 

SCOCAO meeting.  Motion carried. 

 

Karla Wiscombe requested updated cut-score information from the universities prior to the next meeting to aid the 

Council of Faculty Senate Presidents.  

 

 Higher Learning Commission Faculty Qualifications 

Gary Alexander presented an update regarding the Higher Learning Commission Faculty Qualifications. 

o Issued a memo to the Governor’s office outlining the HLC Guidelines and the Kansas Board of Regents 

position 

o Notification to Board of Regents when Governor’s office sends the letter to the HLC 

o Expected release date in March for HLC’s extension guidelines 

 

 Other Business 

 

 Performance Agreements 2017-2019 

Jean Redeker informed the SCOCAO Members about the Performance Agreements Review process. 

o Working on AY2017-2019 Performance Agreements 

o Sent Performance Agreements data to Universities 

o Updating data for two year colleges prior to sending 

o Review existing indicators and modify as necessary 

o Deadline of June 20, 2016 for AY 2017-2019 Performance Agreements 

o Deadline of August 15, 2016 for AY 2015 Performance Reports 

o Updated website with calendar and data through AY2019 

     

 

There being no other business, April Mason moved, and Tony Vizzini seconded the motion, to adjourn.  Motion 

carried. 

The meeting adjourned at 9:40 a.m. 
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CHAPTER III: COORDINATION1 - STATE UNIVERSITIES, COMMUNITY COLLEGES, TECHNICAL 
COLLEGES, WASHBURN UNIVERSITY AND/OR THE WASHBURN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
 
A ACADEMIC AFFAIRS (See Chapter II., Section A. for additional academic affairs policies applicable to state 

universities) 
 
. . .  
 
 7 OFF-CAMPUS DELIVERY OF ACADEMIC COURSES AND PROGRAMS 
 

The term “off-campus academic courses and programs,” for the purposes of this section, refers to courses and 
programs offered through off-campus face-to-face instruction, and distance education.  However, for purposes 
of the provisions of this policy dealing with delivery of off-campus academic courses or programs for credit 
outside an institution’s assigned service area, the term shall not include 1) distance education courses or 
programs, as defined herein, or 2) clinical, practicum, internship and similar requirements if the program to which 
the requirement is tied is delivered within the institution’s service area.   

  
Changing demographics and changing workplace demands are among the environmental shifts that are 
challenging traditional requirements for productive employment and enlightened citizenship.  Kansas public 
postsecondary institutions accept the on-going responsibility to 1) identify the configurations of knowledge and 
skills needed by students to compete and thrive and 2) provide programs that assist individuals and groups in 
acquiring the postsecondary education they need. 

 
This policy is accordingly designed to emphasize students' needs.  This philosophy recognizes that students 
seeking off-campus academic courses and programs are a diverse population with differences in educational 
requirements, motivation, constraints, goals, access and opportunities.  To accommodate these differences, 
such academic programs are designed to reach established as well as underserved constituencies. 

 
Using available learning resources, including electronic delivery, off-campus academic courses and programs 
at the Kansas public postsecondary institutions collectively work toward increasing opportunities for the entry 
and reentry of individuals and groups into higher education by assisting them to overcome or minimize 
participatory barriers such as location, employment, finance, and family-social-civic responsibilities.  These 
efforts, which may involve a variety of course and delivery formats, are sustained by a commitment to developing 
and maintaining convenient, quality and affordable services and instruction. 

 
  a General Provisions 
 

College or university delivery of off-campus academic courses or programs is the administrative vehicle for 
extending the institution's instructional and research resources through service to the people of the State.  
Off-campus academic courses and programs may be offered for academic credit or they may be noncredit, 
and they can be delivered via distance education or through off-campus face-to-face instruction. 

 
Delivery of off-campus academic courses and programs is an integral part of higher education and when 
offered for credit should be publicly and institutionally supported commensurate with the needs of society 
and at a level that provides for high quality programs in Kansas. 

 
The Board of Regents expects the public colleges and universities to respond to local educational needs 
within their approved service areas, including workforce training, and noncredit courses and programs. 

 
The Board of Regents also supports the exploration and use of electronic and other media to deliver quality 
distance education courses and programs. 

 
The Board encourages and expects coordinated and cooperative efforts in the planning and delivery of 
off-campus face-to-face academic courses and programs.  The Board’s goal for the Kansas public higher 
education system is to expand education opportunities for students while avoiding unnecessary duplication. 

 

                                                      
1 See Chapter I., Section A.3 for definition of Coordination. 
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 Decisions to offer off-campus academic courses and programs shall be guided by the following: 
 
 i The mission of the institution; 
 
 ii student need for specialization of programs and diversity of formats, time frames or cost structures; 
 
 iii any other educational and economic needs in a particular area, as identified by the Board; 
 
 iv the availability of adequate instructional and fiscal resources; and 
 
 v cooperation between institutions. 
 
 b Definitions 
 
  i "Campus" is defined as the buildings and grounds of each respective state university, Washburn 

University, community college, technical college or Washburn Institute of Technology that are located 
within the institution’s service area. 

 
  ii "Credit" refers to a unit of measure of educational experience within a planned curriculum leading to a 

certificate or degree. 
 
  iii "Noncredit academic off-campus courses or programs" refer to educational activities, such as 

workshops, seminars, conferences and short courses offered for Continuing Education Units without 
academic credit for which a fee is charged.  These activities receive no direct financial support from the 
state. 

 
  iv A “distance education course” is one in which faculty and students are physically separated in place or 

time and in which two-thirds or more of the instruction is provided via some form of mediated delivery 
system (i.e., 10 or more hours of instruction per credit hour are delivered via audio or video recording, 
live interactive video, CD-ROM, the Internet or World Wide Web, etc.). 

 
  v A “distance education program” is one in which fifty percent or more of the program is delivered via 

distance education courses. 
 
  vi “Home institution” means each institution that is assigned, in accordance with this policy, to a particular 

service area.  There may be more than one home institution in a given service area. 
 
  vii “Home university” means each university that is assigned, in accordance with this policy, to a particular 

service area. 
 
  viii “Kansas City metropolitan area” is Johnson and Wyandotte Counties. 
 
 c Administration of Requests for Off-Campus Face-to-Face Academic Courses or Programs to be Delivered 

Outside Assigned Service Areas 
 
  i At the time a state university or Washburn University seeks approval from the Board to offer an off-

campus face-to-face academic course or program outside of its assigned service area, the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs of the Board shall ascertain that the request has been made in 
accordance with Board policy. 

 
  ii At the time a community college, technical college or Washburn Institute of Technology seeks approval 

from the Board to offer an off-campus face-to-face academic course outside its assigned service area: 
 
   (1) If the course is part of a technical program, the Vice President of Workforce Development shall 

ascertain that the request has been made in accordance with Board policy; 
 
   (2) If the course is not part of a technical program, the Vice President for Academic Affairs shall 

ascertain that request has been made in accordance with Board policy. 



6 
 

 
  iii The Vice President for Academic Affairs of the Board shall also: 
 
   (1) Coordinate systematic assessment of state need for off-campus academic services; 
 
   (2) be responsible for maintaining appropriate off-campus academic services records; 
 
   (3) be responsible for producing state-level reports as assigned; and 
 
   (4) be responsible for monitoring the execution of Board policy system-wide. 
 
 d Maintenance of Quality 
 
  i It is the responsibility of the chief academic officer of each institution to ensure that institutional 

procedures, including new program approvals and existing program reviews, result in high standards 
of quality in off-campus academic courses and programs. 

 
  ii The selection of qualified faculty for off-campus academic courses and programs shall follow 

established campus appointment and operating procedures. 
 
  iii Instructional and student support services for off-campus academic courses and programs, including 

library and laboratory resources, shall be appropriate to the needs of the course and program. 
 
 e State Universities and Washburn University 
 
  i Credit awarded by a state university or Washburn University for off-campus academic courses shall be 

accepted for transfer by one another.  Application of transfer credit toward fulfilling degree requirements 
shall remain the prerogative of the faculty of the receiving institution. 

 
  ii Service Areas 
 
 (1) In-State Responsibilities and Requirements 
 
  (a) The State shall be divided into three geographic areas to ensure that needs for off-campus 

face-to-face courses and programs are met without unnecessary duplication.  These areas shall 
be served dually by the University of Kansas and Pittsburg State University, Wichita State 
University and Emporia State University, and Kansas State University and Fort Hays State 
University. These geographic service areas shall be established by the Board.  (See "Map of State 
University and Washburn University Service Areas" at the end of this policy.)  In addition, the 
University of Kansas, Kansas State University, Emporia State University, and Washburn 
University will share responsibility for serving Shawnee County.  Instances of apparent duplication 
in Shawnee County among the state universities and Washburn University shall be evaluated and 
resolved by the Board’s Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

 
  (b) Assignment of particular service areas to specific state universities and Washburn University 

applies only to off-campus academic courses and programs that are offered for credit and 
delivered on a face-to-face basis. These service areas do not apply to distance education courses 
or programs or to credit courses offered as part of a conference. 

 
  (c) The universities that share a service area have primary responsibility, in coordination with 

one another, for meeting the needs of the area that are within the university’s mission, and have 
priority in offering off-campus face-to-face academic courses and programs within the area over 
other state universities and Washburn University. 

 
  (d) The universities that share a service area have the responsibility, in coordination with one 

another, to request that other public institutions in Kansas serve identified or expressed needs in 
that area when the home institutions are unable to do so. 
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  (e) With the exception of the Kansas City metropolitan area, off-campus face-to-face academic 
courses that are not part of an approved off-campus academic specialty program and offered by 
a state university or Washburn University outside the university’s service area must be approved 
by the home universities and by the Vice President for Academic Affairs prior to any public 
announcement of the course or program. 

 
  (f) Off-campus face-to-face academic courses and programs that are not part of an approved 

off-campus academic specialty program and offered by a state university or Washburn University 
outside the university’s service area in the Kansas City metropolitan area must be approved by 
the Board and require additional documentation concerning the need/demand and a justification 
for any duplication.  Animal health and food safety and security courses and programs may be 
offered by Kansas State University at its Olathe location in accordance with the approval 
requirements of K.S.A. 19-5001 et seq. 

 
  (g) Institutions shall maintain a record of off-campus academic courses and programs and 

provide information to the Board as requested. 
 
 (2) Out-of-State Offerings 
 
  (a) Courses to be offered by a state university or by Washburn University outside the State of 

Kansas must be approved by the Vice President for Academic Affairs prior to public 
announcement of the course; out-of-state degree programs must be approved by the Board prior 
to public announcement of the program. 

 
  Exceptions: 
 
   (i) Courses and programs qualifying as distance education courses or distance education 

programs as defined in paragraph b.iv. or paragraph b.v. are exempt from this provision. 
 
   (ii) Field study courses are exempt from approval even when the "field" component 

includes offering of instruction at a location outside an institution's service area. 
 
   (iii) Study abroad courses are exempt from approval. 
 
   (iv) Noncredit off-campus academic courses and programs offered by a state university or 

Washburn University outside the State of Kansas are exempt from approval but must be 
reported as requested. 

 
  (b) Any university offering courses and programs in other states shall comply with those states’ 

statutes, rules and regulations.  If compliance is not feasible, the course or program shall not be 
made available in that state and any students enrolled shall be withdrawn. 

 
  (c) Direct costs, including cost of instruction, must be supported by restricted fees with the 

following exception:  credit off-campus academic courses offered to an institution's regularly 
enrolled students at an out-of-state location or locations, including abroad, which take advantage 
of unique educational resources critical to the instruction, may be included in the instructional 
base. 

 
  (d) Except for royalties payable under the university’s intellectual property policy, out-of-state 

instruction designed to produce a profit for any individual who is an employee of the State of 
Kansas is prohibited. 

 
 (3) Approval of Off-Campus Academic Specialty Programs 
 
  (a) An “off-campus academic specialty” is a program unique to a state university or Washburn 

University that may be offered at approved locations or statewide for a period not to exceed ten 
years. 
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  (b) Approval Procedures 
 
   (i) A state university’s written request for approval of an academic specialty must be made 

to the Council of Chief Academic Officers through the Board staff.  Washburn University’s 
written request for approval of an academic specialty must be made to the System Council 
of Chief Academic Officers through Board staff. 

 
   (ii) The request must contain the following information: 
 
 1) Name and CIP code of the proposed program; 
 
 2) degrees that may be awarded through the program; 
 
 3) statement of need for the program substantiated with data; 
 
 4) purpose of the program; 
 
 5) students likely to enroll in the program and estimated enrollment; 
 
 6) unique and distinguishing features of the proposed program, such as its faculty, 

facilities, resources, and history sufficient to support designation as an off-campus 
academic specialty; 

 
 7) curriculum, including the department, number, name, and a brief description of 

content for each course within the program; 
 
 8) other information the institution may wish to provide in support of its request; 
 
 9) name, title, address, and telephone number of the designated representative of 

the program; 
 
 10) signature of the chief academic officer of the institution authorizing the request; 
 
 11) date of the request; 
 
 12) specific locations where the program will be offered; and 
 
 13) requested approval period. 
 
     (iii) By a majority vote, the Council of Chief Academic Officers (or System Council of Chief 

Academic Officers in the case of Washburn University) shall recommend approval or denial 
of the proposed specialty program, including the curriculum, to the Board’s Vice President 
for Academic Affairs. 

 
     (iv) Any substantive changes in the approved curriculum must be approved by the Council 

of Chief Academic Officers (or System Council of Chief Academic Officers in the case of 
Washburn University) and the Vice President for Academic Affairs. 

 
     (v) Board staff will maintain information about the curriculum and courses of approved off-

campus academic specialties for use in reviewing requests to offer courses outside the 
university’s service area. 

 
     (vi) Subsequent to institutional identification of specific courses comprising the curriculum, 

and approval by the Council of Chief Academic Officers (or System Council of Chief 
Academic Officers in the case of Washburn University) and the Vice President for Academic 
Affairs, a university’s off-campus face-to-face program will be designated as an “off-campus 
academic specialty program” and may be offered at approved locations or statewide for a 
period not to exceed ten years. 
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     (vii) In the tenth year after its approval by the Council, or at the end of the approved period, 

the university may indicate its desire to continue an off-campus academic specialty by 
following the approval procedures outlined in (3)(b)(i) and (3)(b)(ii).  

  
 f Community Colleges, Technical Colleges and Washburn Institute of Technology 
 
  i The provisions in this policy dealing with community colleges, technical colleges and Washburn Institute 

of Technology are adopted pursuant to the Board’s authority conferred by K.S.A. 71-601, 71-609, 71-
620, 71-1801 et seq., 72-4480, 72-4482, and 74-3205d. 

 
  ii Service Areas; In-State Responsibilities and Requirements 
 
   (1) The areas shown in the "Map of Service Areas for Kansas Community Colleges" and the “Map of 

Service Areas for Kansas Technical Colleges,” both of which are at the end of this policy, shall be 
considered the service areas for community colleges and technical colleges for purposes of this policy.  
The service area for the Washburn Institute of Technology shall be Shawnee County for purposes of 
this policy. 

 
   (2) Assignment of particular service areas to specific colleges and the Washburn Institute of 

Technology applies only to off-campus academic courses and programs that are offered for credit and 
submitted for state reimbursement, and delivered on a face-to-face basis. These service areas do not 
apply to distance education courses or programs.  These service areas and this geographic jurisdiction 
policy do not apply to courses, whether face-to-face or distance, delivered on a military reservation, 
installation or enclave pursuant to a contract with the federal government.   

 
   (3) The community college and technical college in a service area have primary responsibility for 

meeting the needs of that area that are within the college’s mission, and have priority over other 
community colleges and technical colleges in offering off-campus face-to-face academic courses and 
programs within that area. 

 
   (4) The colleges in a service area have the responsibility to request that other public institutions in 

Kansas serve identified or expressed needs in that area when the home institutions are unable to do 
so. 

 
   (5) To maintain eligibility of the course for state reimbursement, prior to offering any off-campus face-

to-face academic courses for credit in a service area other than its own, each community college, 
technical college and Washburn Institute of Technology shall seek approval for offering the course or 
program from the chief executive officer of each two-year college assigned to that service area.   In 
addition, to maintain eligibility of the course for state reimbursement, prior to offering any new off-
campus face-to-face academic courses for credit in a service area other than its own and in a county 
in which the main campus of a state university or Washburn University is located, each community 
college, technical college and Washburn Institute of Technology shall seek approval for offering the 
course or program from the chief executive officer of that university. Each institution from which 
approval is required shall have the option to offer the course or program itself, approve the request of 
the out-of-service-area institution, or reject the request of the out-of-service-area institution.  If each 
home institution is unable or chooses not to offer the course or program and approves the request, or 
does not respond to the request within 30 days, then the out-of-service-area institution may proceed in 
accordance with Board policy.  If a home institution rejects the out-of-service-area institution’s request, 
the out-of-service-area institution may appeal in accordance with paragraph g. 

 
   (6) Institutions shall maintain a record of off-campus academic courses and programs and provide 

notice to the Board of all agreements allowing off-campus face-to-face academic courses outside an 
institution’s service area, including those agreements with the federal government for delivery of 
courses on a military reservation, installation or enclave. 

 
 g Appeal Process 
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  i Each home institution shall reply within 30 calendar days of having received a request for an off-campus 
academic course or program to be offered in its service area.  Failure to reply within 30 calendar days 
of receiving a request shall be deemed an approval. 

 
  ii If an institution is denied approval to offer an off-campus academic course or program in the service 

area of another institution, the requesting institution may appeal the denial to the Board of Regents 
President and Chief Executive Officer, who shall have ultimate authority to decide the issue.  Factors 
to be considered in arriving at a decision shall include: 

 
   (1) Whether there is student need for the course or program in the service area that is not being met 

by the home institution(s); 
 
   (2) whether one or more of the home institutions intend to offer the course or program within a 

reasonable time period; 
 
   (3) the extent to which the requesting and home institutions have attempted to reach a cooperative 

agreement with regard to deliverance of the course or program; 
 
   (4) the feasibility of a cooperative effort between the interested institutions; 
 
   (5) whether the course or program is within the mission of the institution that wishes to offer it; and 
 
   (6) whether the course or program is within the mission of any of the home institutions. 
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MAP OF STATE UNIVERSITY AND WASHBURN UNIVERSITY SERVICE AREAS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Service Area University 
 

County of Main Campus 

 Fort Hays State University 
Kansas State University 

Ellis County 
Riley County 

   
 Wichita State University 

Emporia State University 
Sedgwick County 
Lyon County 

   
 University of Kansas 

Pittsburg State University 
Douglas County 
Crawford County 

   
 Washburn University 

 
Shawnee County* 
 

 
*KU, KSU, ESU, and WU share responsibility for serving Shawnee County 
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MAP OF SERVICE AREAS FOR KANSAS TECHNICAL COLLEGES 
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Proposed Policies for Placement Assessment in Two-Year Colleges 

March 23, 2016 

The Kansas Board of Regents recommends these policies for student course placement in the public two year 

colleges, effective January, 20172. 

These recommendations apply to degree or certificate-seeking students.  

1. Institutions should administer placement tests prior to student enrollment. 

2. Institutions should communicate the high-stakes nature of placement testing to students  

 

3. Institutions should have published re-test policies.  

 

4. Institutions should promote and provide test and re-test preparation materials.  

5. In order to assess reading, writing, and math skills, institutions should use one of the following: 

 College admissions tests, e.g., ACT or SAT 

 Transcript(s) of transfer courses 

 ACCUPLACER 

 GED® 2014 Test 

 

6. For technical programs (certificate and/or AAS levels), institutions should use one or more of the following 

to assess the reading, writing, or mathematics skills as required by the technical program students intend 

to pursue. If students change programs, they should be required to take any additional placement portions 

required. 

 College admissions tests, e.g., ACT or SAT 

 Transcript(s) of transfer courses 

 ACCUPLACER 

 GED® 2014 Test 

 

7. Institutions should follow the testing procedures given by the test publisher in order to increase the 

likelihood of accurate placement. 

  

                                                      
2 Scores earned on nationally recognized placement assessment tests including ACCUPLACER, ASSET, and COMPASS between 

January 1, 2014 and January 1, 2017 can be used for placement, but should be used in conjunction with another measure if placement 

occurs after January 1, 2017.  
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8. Institutions should use the cut-scores below for placement in the courses listed. 

 

Placement into ACCUPLACER 

Subtest 

Score Range 

Intermediate Algebra Elementary Algebra 60-80 

College Algebra Elementary Algebra 81 or above 

College Composition 1 Sentence Skills 69-120 

College level reading  Reading Comprehension 69-120 

College Composition 1 ESL53 441 or above 

 

(These scores will be reviewed by the Placement Assessment Policy Committee after at least two full years of 

implementation.) 

 

9. Institutions should use at least one other measure in addition to placement testing before placing students in 

remedial instruction. (See attached list of Nationally Recognized Measures of Student Readiness.) 

 

 

10. Students who do not demonstrate the academic skills (reading, writing, or math) for the degree/certificate 

sought should begin developmental courses in the first semester (if courses are available or during the first 

year if courses are not available) and continue in each subsequent semester of enrollment until all 

developmental requirements are completed. 

 

  

                                                      
3 ESL 5 refers to the combinations of four ESL sub-tests: Language Use, Listening, Reading Skills, and Sentence Meaning.  
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Nationally Recognized Measures of Student Readiness 

 

These measures are nationally recognized for the purpose of placement in postsecondary coursework and should be used 

in addition to a single placement test score. 

 

Skills Assessment Tools 

ACCUPLACER sub-tests not named in the placement assessment policy, e.g., Write Placer, Arithmetic, or 

College-Level Math 

ACCUPLACER Diagnostics 

Standardized tests used for college admissions, e.g., ACT or SAT  

Locally developed tests that predict performance in college’s curriculum 

College grades from accredited institutions 

High School GPA (Not more than three years old) 

Grades in relevant high school courses (Not more than three years old) 

Military records 

Score of 165 or above on relevant GED® sub-test 

 

Noncognitive Assessment Tools  

ETS Success Navigator 

ACT Engage 

Smarter Measure  

Wonderlic Admissions Risk Profile 
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TO:  Gary Alexander, Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Cc:   Karla Wiscombe, Associate Director, Academic Affairs/Transfer Coordinator 
FROM:  CoFSP - Lorie Cook-Benjamin, Chair 
SUBJECT: Proposed Process for AP & CLEP Scores 
DATE:  March 10, 2016 
 
The CoFSP proposes the following five-step method to be utilized in response to the SCoCAO charge "to 
develop a process to determine AP and CLEP cut scores":  
 
1- KBoR staff will compare the current AP cut scores, compare the current CLEP cut scores, and compute both 
the maximum and median cut scores for each course across the KBoR universities. Steps 2-5, below, would 
then be used for both AP and CLEP scores.   
 
2- Establish the highest cut score for each course from among the KBoR university cut scores as the default 
system-wide cut score for that course. 
 
3- Charge the members of CoFSP to distribute the default system-wide cut scores in draft form, to the 
department heads whose faculty members are responsible for each of those courses at each of the applicable 
universities. 
 
4- If no university's department objects to the default cut score for a given course, let that default cut score be 
established as the system-wide cut score for that course. 
 
5- If one or more departments object to a particular default cut score, let all of the university department 
heads responsible for that particular course discuss the issue by email or conference call, facilitated by the 
chair of the CoFSP, with the objective of reaching consensus. If a consensus cannot be reached, convene a 
meeting of the university department heads responsible for the course in question at the Kansas Core 
Outcomes Group annual meeting in September. If consensus still cannot be reached, let the Council of Chief 
Academic Officers set the system-wide cut score for that particular course. 
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GUIDELIN ES  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Determining Qualified Faculty Through HLC’s 

Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed Practices 

Guidelines for Institutions and Peer Reviewers 
 

 
 

7ÈÁÔȭÓ New 
 

These guidelines have been revised twice in Academic Year 2015–2016 (October 2015 and March 2016) in response to the 

interests and needs of Higher Learning Commission (HLC) member institutions and peer reviewers following the adoption of 

a policy revision to Assumed Practice B.2. by HLC’s Board of Trustees on June 26, 2015. This policy revision restated HLC’s 

longstanding expectations regarding the qualifications of faculty and the importance of faculty members having appropriate 

expertise in the subjects they teach. Of particular note, the March 2016 revision to these guidelines makes more explicit how 

HLC intends to review institutions and how peer reviewers will examine contextual nuances regarding faculty qualifications, 

including as they apply to dual credit faculty. 
 

 

Introduction 
 

The following information provides guidance to institutions and peer reviewers in determining and evaluating minimal faculty 

qualifications at institutions accredited by HLC. These guidelines explain the Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed Practices 

that speak to the importance of institutions employing qualified faculty for the varied and essential roles that faculty members 

perform. 
 

HLC’s requirements related to qualified faculty seek to ensure that students have access to faculty members who are experts 

in the subject matter they teach and who can communicate knowledge in that subject to their students. When an institution 

indicates that a faculty member is qualified by means of an offer of employment, it is asserting its confidence in the faculty 

member’s content expertise along with the ability of the faculty member to help position students for success not only in a 

particular class, but also in their academic program and their careers after they have completed their program. 
 

The following guidelines apply to all faculty members whose primary responsibility is teaching, including part-time, adjunct, 

dual credit, temporary and/or non-tenure-track faculty. An institution committed to effective teaching and learning should be 

able to demonstrate consistent procedures and careful consideration of qualifications for all instructional faculty. This 

demonstrates academic integrity and is verifiable through peer review processes. 

"ÁÃËÇÒÏÕÎÄ ÏÎ (,#ȭÓ 1ÕÁÌÉÆÉÅÄ Faculty Requirements 
 

Together, HLC’s Criteria for Accreditation and Assumed Practices define the quality standards that all member institutions 

must satisfy to achieve and maintain HLC accreditation. 
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In June 2015, HLC revised Assumed Practice B.2. to assure academic quality by requiring institutions to demonstrate that 

faculty members who deliver college-level content are appropriately qualified to do so, and to ensure that institutions establish 

clear policies and consistent procedures to achieve such quality. It must be noted that the revisions to Assumed Practice B.2. 

reflect longstanding HLC expectations that had appeared in various written forms in previous years and that through this 

revision process, HLC sought to support its mission of assuring and advancing the quality of higher learning. 
 

When HLC’s Board of Trustees approved the revisions to Assumed Practice B.2. in June 2015, it also extended the date of 

compliance to September 1, 2017, to allow institutions time to work through the details of the requirement and to bring their 

faculty into compliance through individual professional development plans. Later, during its meeting in November 2015, the 

Board acted to allow institutions with dual credit programs to apply for an extension of up to five additional years. Information 

about the extension application is available on HLC’s website. 
 

In this March 2016 revision to the guidelines, HLC seeks to offer important additional perspective on Assumed Practice B.2. 

and to convey its expectations and timeline for compliance. Many clarifications were made throughout this guidelines document 

based on inquiries from the membership, including significant new information related to earned faculty credentials, tested 

experience, and dual credit. Further, these guidelines seek to clarify the role of peer reviewers in determining the minimal 

qualifications of faculty teaching at institutions accredited by HLC. 
 

(,#ȭÓ #ÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ )ÍÐÏÒÔÁÎÃÅ ÏÆ 1ÕÁÌÉÆÉÅÄ Faculty 
 

Core Component 3.C. refers to “the faculty and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and student services,” which 

entails, in part, a faculty member’s ability to understand and convey the essentials of a specific discipline in a collegiate 

environment. Minimally qualified faculty should be able to engage professionally with colleagues regarding the learning 

objectives for program graduates, as well as possess the knowledge, skills and dispositions appropriate to the credential awarded. 

HLC expects that through the curricula and learning contexts that faculty develop, the exercise of intellectual inquiry and the 

acquisition, application and integration of broad learning and skills are integral to an institution’s educational programs. 

Qualified faculty should also be aware of student learning through the ongoing collection and analysis of appropriate data, 

because an institution should be able to demonstrate its commitment to educational achievement and improvement through 

ongoing assessment of student learning. It is important to note that none of these abilities are intended to substitute for content 

expertise or tested experience, as described below. 
 

Note: See HLC’s Criteria 3 and 4 (specifically, 3.B. and 4.B.) for more information on expectations regarding teaching and learning. 
 

 

Relevant Criteria and Assumed Practices 
 

Criterion Three speaks to faculty qualifications, specifically Core Component 3.C., subcomponents 3.C.1., 3.C.2., and 3.C.4. 

Assumed Practice B.2.a. and B.2.b. are central to this topic and are presented below as they will be effective September 1, 2017. 
 

Criterion Three. Teaching and Learning: Quality, Resources, and Support 
 

[Effective January 1, 2013.] 
 

The institution provides high quality education, wherever and however its offerings are delivered. 
 

Core Component 3.C. The institution has the faculty and staff needed for effective, high-quality programs and student 

services. 

3.C.1. The institution has sufficient numbers and continuity of faculty members to carry out both the classroom and 

the non-classroom roles of faculty, including oversight of the curriculum and expectations for student performance; 

establishment of academic credentials for instructional staff; involvement in assessment of student learning. 
 

3.C.2. All instructors are appropriately qualified, including those in dual credit, contractual, and consortial programs. 
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3.C.4. The institution has processes and resources for assuring that instructors are current in their disciplines and adept in 

their teaching roles; it supports their professional development. 
 

Assumed Practice B. Teaching and Learning: Quality, Resources, and Support 
 

[Effective September 1, 2017.] 
 

B.2. Faculty Roles and Qualifications 
 

a.  Qualified faculty members are identified primarily by credentials, but other factors, including but not limited to 

equivalent experience, may be considered by the institution in determining whether a faculty member is qualified. 

Instructors (excluding for this requirement teaching assistants enrolled in a graduate program and supervised by faculty) 

possess an academic degree relevant to what they are teaching and at least one level above the level at which they teach, 

except in programs for terminal degrees or when equivalent experience is established. In terminal degree programs, 

faculty members possess the same level of degree. When faculty members are employed based on equivalent experience, 

the institution defines a minimum threshold of experience and an evaluation process that is used in the appointment 

process. Faculty teaching general education courses, or other non-occupational courses, hold a master’s degree or higher 

in the discipline or subfield. If a faculty member holds a master’s degree or higher in a discipline or subfield other than 

that in which he or she is teaching, that faculty member should have completed a minimum of 18 graduate credit hours 

in the discipline or subfield in which they teach. 
 

b.   Instructors teaching in graduate programs should hold the terminal degree determined by the discipline and have a 

record of research, scholarship or achievement appropriate for the graduate program. 
 

 

Quality Assurance Expectations in Determining Minimally Qualified Faculty 
 

Accreditation agencies expect that accredited institutions will use credentials as the primary mechanism to ascertain minimal 

faculty qualifications. HLC recognizes that experience also may be considered in determining faculty qualifications. (See page 

4.) In some situations, a combination of these may be appropriate. 
 

Using Credentials as a Basis for Determining Minimally Qualified Faculty 
 

Faculty credentials refer to the degrees that faculty have earned that establish their credibility as content experts and thus their 

competence to teach that content in the classroom. Common expectations for faculty credentials in higher education include 

the following: 
 

•  Faculty teaching in higher education institutions should have completed a program of study in the discipline or subfield* 

(as applicable) in which they teach, and/or for which they develop curricula, with coursework at least one level above that 

of the courses being taught or developed. Completion of a degree in a specific field enhances an instructor’s depth of 

subject matter knowledge and is easily identifiable. 

•  With the exception noted in the bullet immediately following, faculty teaching in undergraduate programs should hold a 

degree at least one level above that of the program in which they are teaching. If a faculty member holds a master’s degree 

or higher in a discipline other than that in which he or she is teaching, that faculty member should have completed a 

minimum of 18 graduate credit hours in the discipline in which he or she is teaching. If an individual faculty member 

has not achieved 18 graduate credit hours in the discipline in which he or she teaches, the institution should be able to 

explain and justify its decision to assign the individual to the courses taught. These decisions should be supported by 

policy and procedure that are acceptable to the professional judgment of HLC peer reviewers. See the following 

subsection for more information about how experience may be considered in determining faculty qualifications. 

•  Faculty teaching in career and technical education  college-level certificate and occupational associate’s degree programs 

should hold a bachelor’s degree in the field and/or a combination of education, training and tested experience. (Note:  
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See the Tested Experience section below.) Such qualifications are allowable even in instances where 

technical/occupational courses transfer, which HLC recognizes is an increasing practice. 

•  Faculty teaching in graduate programs should hold the terminal degree determined by the discipline and have a record of 

research, scholarship or achievement appropriate for the graduate program. 

•  Faculty guiding doctoral education should have a record of scholarship and preparation to teach at the doctoral level.  

Research and scholarship should be appropriate to the program and degree offered. 
 

* Assumed Practice B.2. refers to academic subfields. An academic subfield refers to a component of the discipline in which the 

instruction is delivered. The focus, in the context of HLC accreditation, is on the courses being taught and the general appropriateness of 

faculty qualifications with reference to such courses. The key consideration is whether  a degree in the field or a focus in the 

specialization held by a faculty member  appropriately  matches the courses the faculty member  would  teach in accordance with the 

conventions of the academic field. 
 

Using Tested Experience as a Basis for Determining Minimally Qualified Faculty 
 

Tested experience may substitute for an earned credential or portions thereof. Assumed Practice B.2. allows an institution to 

determine that a faculty member is qualified based on experience that the institution determines is equivalent to the degree 

it would otherwise require for a faculty position. This experience should be tested experience in that it includes a breadth and 

depth of experience outside of the classroom in real-world situations relevant to the discipline in which the faculty member 

would be teaching. (Note: Tested experience, as is explained in the following section on dual credit, is typically not based 

exclusively on years of teaching experience, although other experiential factors as noted below may be considered on a case-

by- case basis.) 
 

The value of using tested experience to determine minimal faculty qualifications depends upon the relevance of the individual 

faculty member’s experience both to the degree level and to the specific content of the courses the faculty member is teaching. 

An institution that intends to use tested experience as a basis for hiring faculty must have well-defined policies, procedures and 

documentation that demonstrate when such experience is sufficient to determine that the faculty member has the expertise 

necessary to teach students in that discipline. In their policies on tested experience as a basis for hiring faculty members, 

institutions are encouraged to develop faculty hiring qualifications that outline a minimum threshold of experience and a 

system of evaluation. Tested experience qualifications should be established for specific disciplines and programs and could 

include skill sets, types of certifications or additional credentials, and experiences. Documented qualifications would ensure 

consistency and transparency in hiring and human resources policies. The faculty hiring qualifications related to tested 

experience should be reviewed and approved through the faculty governance process at the institution—a step that should be 

highlighted for peer review teams, as appropriate. 
 

 

Determining Minimally Qualified Faculty in the Context of Dual Credit 
 

The subject of dual credit** was the focus of HLC’s national study completed in 2012. This research entailed the analysis of 

dual credit activities across 48 states and revealed the dramatic expansion of dual credit offerings. Citing research conducted 

by the National Center for Education Statistics, HLC’s study reported that by 2010–2011 dual credit enrollments had 

reached 2.04 million students, up from 1.16 million in 2002–2003, an increase of 75 percent. Even though the study was a 

descriptive analysis of dual credit and by design did not advocate a position, it did report on both the benefits and the 

drawbacks of dual credit arrangements and prompted HLC to address some critical concerns, including inadequate 

instructor qualifications. 
 

(See Dual Credit for Institutions and Peer Reviewers for additional information.) 
 

To address these concerns, HLC determined that accredited institutions awarding college credit by means of dual credit 

arrangements must assure the quality and integrity of such offerings and their comparability to the same college credit offered 

on the institution’s main campus or at the institution’s other locations. As such, the faculty members teaching dual credit 

courses should hold the same minimal qualifications as required by the institution of its own faculty. These expectations 21 
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extend to minimally qualified dual credit faculty, as stated in Criterion Three (3.A., 3.C.2.), Criterion Four (4.A.4.), and 

Assumed Practice B.2. 
 

This requirement is not intended to discount or in any way diminish the experience that the high school teacher brings into 

a dual credit classroom. Such classroom experience alone, however lengthy or respected, is not a substitute for the content 

knowledge needed for college credit. 
 

HLC recognizes that many high school teachers possess tested experience beyond their years in the classroom that may account 

for content knowledge for the dual credit courses they may teach. These teachers may have gained relevant experience while 

working in other sectors or through professional development or other relevant experience that now informs their teaching. 

They may be active in professional organizations and learned societies through presentations and publications on topics relevant 

to the dual credit courses they may teach. In combination with other credentials and/or tested experience, they may be able to 

provide direct evidence of their students’ achievement on college-level tests that reflects a level of teaching and learning akin to 

a college classroom. However, evidence of students’ achievement, on its own, is not sufficient to demonstrate minimal 

qualifications. 
 

HLC also recognizes that dual credit faculty members who have obtained a Master of Education degree but not a master’s 

degree in a discipline such as English, Communications, History, Mathematics, etc., may have academic preparation to 

satisfy HLC’s expectations. In this context, the curricula of graduate degrees in the field of Education, when inclusive of 

graduate-level content in the discipline and methods courses that are specifically for the teaching of that discipline, satisfy 

HLC’s dual credit faculty expectations. In other words, the attainment of a Master of Education degree does not 

demonstrate a qualification to teach dual credit courses in a particular discipline unless it is demonstrated that the content 

of that faculty member’s Master of Education degree is sufficiently related to the discipline of the dual credit course. 
 

Accredited institutions should monitor closely the earned credentials along with the tested experience of dual credit faculty 

with the understanding that allowances for tested experience may occur. 
 

** Dual credit refers to courses taught to high school students at the high school for which the students receive both high school credit and 

college credit.  These courses or programs are offered under a variety of names; HLC’s Criteria on dual credit apply to all of them, as they 

involve the accredited institution’s responsibility for the quality of its offerings. 
 

 

The Centrality of Peer Review in Evaluating Faculty Credentials 
 

)Î ËÅÅÐÉÎÇ ×ÉÔÈ (,#ȭÓ ΣΤΡ-ÙÅÁÒ ÃÏÍÍÉÔÍÅÎÔ ÔÏ ÐÅÅÒ ÒÅÖÉÅ× ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÅÓȟ ÉÔ ÍÕÓÔ ÂÅ ÓÔÒÅÓÓÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÆÅÓÓÉÏÎÁÌ ÊÕÄÇÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ (,#ȭÓ ÐÅÅÒ 

review teams has always been and remains central to the evaluation of member institutions and the credentials of the faculty members 

who work there. (,#ȭs reliance on the expertise of its peer corps membersɂreviewers who are drawn from the member 

institutions themselves based upon their knowledge and expertiseɂis an honored and time-tested tradition . It is as much valued as 

it is necessary given the wide range of institutional types that HLC accredits across an even wider array of geographical and political 

contexts. Such diversity presents incredible opportunities for advancing learning and deeper understanding among higher education 

professionals by means of accreditation, although it also makes especially challenging (if not impossible) the enforcement of 
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Continued.... 

ȰÏÎÅ-size-fits-ÁÌÌȱ requirements. HLC and its peer reviewers understand that there may be circumstances that will need to be explained 

and justified to the peer review teams charged with assuring the quality and integrity of educational offerings within an institution. 

Peer reviewers are charged to evaluate the entire institution and its compliance with policy and not to evaluate the hiring of specific 

faculty members. If systemic non-compliance is identified, the peer team will seek additional information and, possibly, recommend 

HLC follow-ÕÐ ÔÏ ÅÎÓÕÒÅ ÔÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÓÔÉÔÕÔÉÏÎ ÍÅÅÔÓ (,#ȭÓ ÅØÐÅÃÔÁÔÉÏÎÓȢ Several specific scenarios are outlined in the next section. 
 

(,#ȭÓ 2ÅÖÉÅ× ÏÆ &ÁÃÕÌÔÙ 1ÕÁÌÉÆÉÃÁÔÉÏÎÓ Related to the Revised Assumed Practice 
 

HLC has identified circumstances under which the revised Assumed Practice, once in effect, will influence the review of an 

institution. These descriptors are intentionally brief, as information about HLC’s processes is documented on hlcommission.org. 
 

Institutions  Hosting Comprehensive Evaluations 
 

Institutions in good standing hosting routine comprehensive evaluations, whether on the Standard, AQIP or Open Pathway, 

need not write specifically to the Assumed Practices. However, all institutions preparing for a comprehensive evaluation must 

write specifically to Core Component 3.C. 
 

1. Peer review teams conducting comprehensive evaluations may randomly select a sample of faculty members and request 

to see their personnel records (i.e., curriculum vitae and transcripts) in conjunction with the list of courses to which said 

faculty members are assigned. 
 

2. Peer reviewers may also legitimately probe what process the institution uses to determine that its faculty members are 

appropriately credentialed to teach the courses to which they are assigned. 
 

3. Reviewers may evaluate the institution’s policies and procedures for determining qualified faculty, particularly when tested 

experience is a determining factor. 
 

Institutions Previously Identified as Having Met Core Component 3.C. With Concerns 
 

As of September 1, 2017, those institutions identified previously as at risk of non-compliance with Core Component 3.C. (i.e., 

placed on Notice) and those institutions previously subject to interim monitoring related to Core Component 3.C. should take 

the revised Assumed Practice on faculty qualifications into account in their Notice report or Interim report (as applicable). 

Although institutions on Notice or subject to interim monitoring on the basis of Core Component 3.C. must write explicitly 

to that Core Component prior to September 1, 2017, such institutions need not write explicitly to the revised Assumed 

Practice. Peer review processes for evaluating faculty qualifications will mirror those described for comprehensive evaluations.  

 

Institutions for Whom HLC Receives Complaints Related to Faculty 
 

After September 1, 2017, HLC may request information about institutional conformity with Assumed Practice B.2. if the HLC 

staff’s review of a complaint received about a faculty member’s credentials is deemed to merit additional inquiry. Following 

HLC’s complaint protocol, this inquiry may take place even though the institution has not yet hosted a comprehensive 

evaluation after the revised Assumed Practice became effective. As is typical for complaints meriting additional inquiry, the 

institution may be asked to provide documentation that is responsive to HLC questions about the perceived accreditation issue. 

Should the response be deemed sufficient, HLC will conclude the complaint process with a response letter. Should the outcome 

of the complaint review be a determination that the institution is not in conformity with the Assumed Practice, HLC will follow 

up with monitoring. 
 

Institutions Not in Conformity With the Revised Assumed Practice After September 1, 2017 
 

Should an institution be found not to be in conformity with the revised Assumed Practice B.2. after September 1, 2017, or 

an HLC-approved extension date (if applicable), HLC will seek an interim report within three months that either explains 
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how the situation has been rectified or indicates how the situation will be rectified within two additional years. The latter 

case may require additional follow-up in the form of a second report or an on-site evaluation to confirm the issue has been 

fully remedied and the institution is in full compliance. An institution acting in good faith to meet the revised Assumed 

Practice after September 1, 2017, or an HLC-approved extension date (if applicable) will not be at risk of losing its 

accreditation solely related to its conformity with Assumed Practice B.2. (As noted previously, during its meeting in 

November 2015, the HLC Board acted to allow institutions with dual credit programs to apply for an extension of up to 

five additional years. Information about this application is available on HLC’s website.) 
 

 

Limitations on the Application of HLC Requirements Related to Qualified 
Faculty 

 

It is important that institutions review these limitations carefully in implementing HLC’s requirements related to 

qualified faculty: 
 

•  HLC requirements related to qualified faculty, including recent revisions to Assumed Practice B.2., are in no way 

a mandate from HLC to terminate or no longer renew contracts with current faculty members. HLC expects that 

institutions will work with faculty who are otherwise performing well to ensure that they meet HLC’s requirements 

(whether through credentials or tested experience or a combination there of ). HLC also expects that institutions will 

honor existing contracts with individual faculty or collective bargaining units until such time as institutions have had 

an opportunity under the contract to renegotiate provisions that relate to faculty credentials if such revisions to the 

contract are necessary for the institution to meet HLC’s requirements. HLC recognizes that in many cases such 

renegotiation or revision may not be able to take place until the contract expires or at the contract’s next renewal date. 

•  As a part of its ongoing evaluation of faculty, institutions may determine that there need to be changes in faculty hiring 

requirements and to new or existing institutional policies pursuant to best (and emerging) practices in higher education 

related to faculty (not necessarily related to HLC’s requirements). Institutions may also determine that certain faculty 

members have not performed well according to the institutions’ expectations related to faculty performance and should 

not be retained. Such decisions are within the institutions’ purview. They should not be handled differently than they 

would have been prior to the promulgation of the revised Assumed Practice B.2. Under no circumstances should 

institutions use HLC’s requirements as a pretext to eliminate faculty members who have not performed well or who do 

not meet institutional hiring requirements for faculty members and would otherwise have not been retained for these 

reasons. 

•  The implementation date for the revised Assumed Practice B.2. is September 1, 2017, unless the institution has sought an 

extension related to dual credit that was subsequently approved by HLC. No institution will be held accountable for 

compliance with the revised Assumed Practice in any HLC evaluation prior to that date. Institutions are free to set a 

more aggressive timetable  for compliance with this revised requirement, but must make clear to the institutional 

community that the more aggressive timetable  is their timetable, not that of HLC. 

•  These requirements, including recent changes to Assumed Practice B.2., in no way apply to staff members at accredited 

institutions; they apply to instructional faculty and faculty responsible for developing curriculum only. To 

understand HLC’s requirements related to staff members, institutions should review subcomponent  3.C.6., which 

requires that “staff members providing student support services, such as tutoring, financial aid advising, academic 

advising, and co-curricular activities, are appropriately qualified, trained, and supported in their professional 

development.” HLC has no further requirements identifying what the appropriate qualifications are for staff members; 

rather, it is up to each accredited institution to determine what appropriate qualifications are for such personnel. 

 

Questions? 
 

Please contact your liaison.  
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Application for Extension  

Dual Credit Faculty Qualifications  

 
 
 
Name of Institution or Organization Representing Multiple Institutions:       
 
  
Contact Person:                                         Title:           
 
  
Email:                                                         Phone:       
 
  

1.      Complete this question only if submitting this application on behalf of a group of institutions accredited by HLC. If 
submitting as an individual institution, skip question 1. 

a.     List each participating institution and attach evidence of its commitment to be coordinated in this 
fashion in Appendix A. 

                     

b.     Describe the capacity of the organization to coordinate the efforts of the institutions represented. 

                     

  

At its November 2015 meeting, the Higher Learning Commission (HLC) Board of Trustees resolved to 

provide an opportunity for member institutions with dual credit programs to apply for extensions related to 

compliance of faculty qualifications in these programs with Assumed Practice B.2. Dual credit refers to 

courses taught to high school students at the high school for which the students receive both high school 

credit and college credit. These courses or programs are offered under a variety of names; HLC’s Criteria 

on dual credit apply to all of them, as they involve the accredited institution’s responsibility for the quality 

of its offerings. 

 

This application is designed for institutions accredited by HLC, or an organization representing a group of 

such institutions, to apply for an extension of the September 1, 2017, effective date of the revised Assumed 

Practice. While HLC realizes that significant supporting material may have been generated to address the 

questions below, this application form is intended to be, in most cases, no more than 3 or 4 pages for 

individual institutional applications. As such, materials not specifically requested (e.g., faculty resumes, 

transcripts) should not be included. If the person completing this application on behalf of a single 

institution is not the CEO or the ALO of the institution, it is understood that the person completing and 

submitting this application has consulted with those individuals. Institutions seeking an extension must 

submit applications by December 15, 2016, to Cecilia Torres, Accreditation Processes Coordinator, at 

ctorres@hlcommission.org. 

 

HLC will review applications to determine if the information provided satisfies HLC’s expectations. 

Institutions or organizations representing a group of institutions will receive a letter of outcome within two 

months of applying. There is no fee for this application. 
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Answer questions 2ï4 for each institution so that each institutionôs scope, processes and capacity are clear. Question 
5 is assumed to be the same for each institution in the group; if it is not, each institution must instead submit separate 
applications. 

 

2.     Provide information about the scope of the institution’s dual credit operations. If there are more than 
three institutions in the group, please attach Appendix B with the answers to this question for each 
institution. 

a.     Institution A:       

                                                    i.     Number of high schools offering dual credit:         

                                                   ii.     Number of dual credit faculty:        

                                                  iii.     Number of dual credit students:                  

                                                 iv.     Number of credit hours produced yearly via dual credit:       

b.     Institution B:       

                                                    i.     Number of high schools offering dual credit:         

                                                   ii.     Number of dual credit faculty:        

                                                  iii.     Number of dual credit students:                 

                                                 iv.     Number of credit hours produced yearly via dual credit:                  

c.      Institution C:       

                                                    i.     Number of high schools offering dual credit:         

                                                   ii.     Number of dual credit faculty:        

                                                  iii.     Number of dual credit students:                 

                                                 iv.     Number of credit hours produced yearly via dual credit:       

3.     Describe the processes and capacity that the accredited institution currently has in place to ensure that 
there is oversight of its dual credit operations and that dual credit faculty meet HLC’s faculty 
qualifications expectations. (Include a description for each institution.) 

                     

4.     Provide information regarding dual credit faculty and compliance with HLC’s faculty qualifications 
expectations.  As noted in HLC’s Qualified Faculty Guidelines for Institutions and Peer Reviewers, 
institutions may use a combination of credentials and tested experience in determining whether a 
faculty member satisfies the requirement. This approach, which should be guided by a consistent and 
documented process, may be used in determining how many credits a faculty member needs to 
reasonably equate with the requirement of a master’s degree and 18 graduate credits in the discipline. 

Provide the anticipated number of dual credit faculty who will need to earn additional credit hours in 
order to satisfy the requirement of having a master’s degree and 18 graduate credits in the discipline as 
of September 1, 2017: 

a.     No additional credits needed:       

b.     1 to 6 credits needed:       

c.      7 to 12 credits needed:       

d.     13 to 18 credits needed:       

e.     19 or more credits needed:       
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5.     Describe the plan and timeline for ensuring that all anticipated dual credit faculty as of September 2017 
will be in compliance with HLC’s faculty qualifications expectations. Plans should not extend more than 
five years after policy implementation begins on September 1, 2017, and should reflect the needs 
identified in question 4. 

      

 


