Emergency Management Higher Education Program Accreditation Focus Group
Panel Participants

Tony Brown, Oklahoma State University

Jessica Jensen, North Dakota State University

David A. McEntire, University of North Texas

Daryl Spiewak, Vice President of the Foundation for Higher Education Accreditation

Stacy Willett, University of Akron
Sandy Smith, Arkansas Tech University 

Emily Bentley, Savannah State University 

Sepideh Yalda, Millersville University 

Randy Egsegian, Durham Technical Community College
Emergency Management Institute, Emmitsburg, MD

August 12-13, 2013

Preface

During the 15th Annual Emergency Management Higher Education Conference (held on June 4-7, 2012 at the Emergency Management Institute in Emmitsburg, MD), two presentations covered the subject of program accreditation.  One of the breakout sessions pertained to the efforts of the Foundation for Higher Education Accreditation and the other dealt with the activities of the International Fire Service Accreditation Congress.  After hearing these presentations and discussions, many individuals with a vested interest felt that a focus group should be held in a neutral setting to facilitate a discussion of what currently constitutes the emergency management standards and how the accreditation process should proceed in the future.  The FEMA Higher Education Program graciously agreed to host an accreditation focus group meeting on these subjects.  The first accreditation focus group convened at the Emergency Management Institute on September 12-13, 2012, to discuss the status of accreditation and make suggestions to the academic community on how to improve emergency management academic programs in the future.  

A white paper was written with the findings and posted for community review and comment on the EMI Higher Education page. A follow up survey was conducted by Dr. Jessica Jensen along with support from the accreditation focus group to further provide collaboration and insight into the accreditation process. The FEMA Higher Education Program once again graciously agreed to host the accreditation focus group for a second time to continue this important work. The meeting was held on August 12-13, 2013.  A brief description of survey results as well as a summary of the August accreditation meeting will be provided in this report.

Prior goals established from September 2012 meeting
The 2012 focus group recommended some additional steps to move the accreditation process forward.  This included: 
•
A focus group on the organization of the Foundation for Higher Education Accreditation should be held, with specific reference to the relation of the accrediting body to a professional association for the discipline, honors society, research activities, professional outreach, etc.  It would be helpful if the focus group examined what other organizations like IFSAC and NASPAA are doing.

•
A focus group should also address FFHEA by-laws to determine governance issues, membership voting, the updating of standards, fee structure for membership and accreditation, etc.

•
A focus group (or series of focus groups) could be convened on standards to determine what exists and how they should be changed to reflect accreditation requirements at all levels of higher education as well as for certificate programs and on-line programs.  

•
A focus group could be formed regarding the process of accreditation, to include discussions about the self-study, site visits, qualifications and training of evaluators, etc.

•
A focus group on the accreditation of homeland security programs could be developed, since this may be similar to and different than accreditation of emergency management academic degrees.

•
The promotion and strengthening of accreditation should be continuously pursued in the future.  For example, if FFHEA obtains CHEA accreditation, will existing accredited programs seek accreditation under new standards?
Since this is quite an extensive list, the August 2013 focus group chose to conduct a survey of the Emergency Management higher education community to focus on those issues most relevant to the academic community. The accreditation survey results will be briefly summarized here, although they have already been published on the EMI Higher Education webpage. 

Accreditation Survey Description

According to the Accreditation Survey Report authored by Jensen (2013): 

After the September 2012 accreditation focus group meeting, the group determined that it was necessary to survey institutions offering degree programs in emergency management and gauge their support for its recommendations regarding accreditation and an accrediting body. This determination was made because the group collectively believed institutions beyond those represented in the group needed to have the opportunity to indicate their preferences and provide feedback. The group thought that meaningful progress regarding accreditation, as well as other important issues with respect to emergency management education, would rely on such an inclusive, transparent, and purposeful approach. The group agreed that it would be difficult to schedule a follow up meeting on accreditation without insightful feedback from the community on their last efforts. Regardless of whether the data indicated agreement with its recommendations, the group’s intent was to use it to inform future work regarding accreditation (p.1).  
Thus, a short survey was developed and participation of degree offering institutions was enlisted.  The results of the survey found that “Eighty percent of the institutions represented in the data are in favor of accreditation” (Jensen, 2013, p.3).  However, 69% preferred an internal accrediting organization, while 31% supported having an external accrediting body (Jensen, 2013).  Based on the survey results, the standards and procedures of accreditation were examined for the August 2013 meeting since these were overarching areas. The accreditation focus group left the issues of whether this should be an internal or external organizational process on the side in order to focus on moving the accreditation work forward in a meaningful way to those interested in accreditation.  This report is broken up into the draft work conducted on the general accreditation procedures themselves, and accreditation standards. 
Accreditation Procedures Draft
Timeline and Activities

Step 1: The institution notifies ______ of their intent to become accredited. 

Upon receipt of an institution’s intent to become accredited, ​​​​_______ staff shall send an Application for Accreditation, Criteria for Accreditation of Emergency Management Degree Programs, and Self-Study Guide for Accreditation to the institution.  

Step 2: The institution receives, from _______, an Application for Accreditation, Criteria for Accreditation of Emergency Management Programs, and Self-Study Guide for Accreditation. 

Step 3: The institution returns the completed Application for Accreditation to the _____________ with the appropriate application fee. When an institution is requesting accreditation for more than one degree program, it must submit an application for each degree to be considered.   Upon receipt of the completed application and application fee (may be invoiced) for accreditation from the institution, ________ shall verify the degree(s) to be accredited and establish dates for the site visit.  

Step 4: _____________ determines the configuration of the site visit team for each program seeking accreditation. (*Note: the team configuration process/ procedure will be separate from this list. Teams for multiple degree levels would also need examined). 
Step 5: The institution conducts the self-study. (See self-study guidance document). The institution must complete and provide to ___________ an electronic copy of the self-study at least 90 work days prior to the requested site visit start date.  
Review of Self Study

1. If there are major deficiencies found during the reading of the self-study, the onsite evaluation will be postponed and the entity will be asked to provide a more complete self-study. 

2. If there are criteria found during the reading of the self-study that need further explanation prior to the onsite evaluation, the Evaluation Team Leader will contact __________ to request the additional information in writing from the program. 

3. If perceived deficiencies, recommendations, or requirements were due to unclear or incomplete information in the self-study, but it is found that the entity is actually meeting the criteria, then these items will not be noted in the Program Evaluation report or on a Final Action Report. 
Site Visit

Onsite visits for accreditation will typically cover three days depending upon the size and complexity of the program. An agenda for the onsite evaluation should be arranged between the evaluation team leader and the program director (or other program official) representing the entity seeking accreditation. 

The agenda outlines important events which should take place during the onsite evaluation.  The agenda may be modified by the evaluation team leader in coordination with the host entity due to local circumstances.  This should be done well before the visit is to take place.  The evaluation team leader should then furnish a copy of the agenda to each member of the onsite evaluation team prior to arrival.  Officials representing the entity seeking accreditation should take part in the preparation of the agenda so that it accommodates the characteristics of campus facilities and allows for scheduled interviews with appropriate faculty, students, and administrators. 

Arrival 
Immediately before departure or upon arrival, the evaluation team leader will contact the entity representative for any final modifications to the schedule.  After arrival and check-in, site team members should have a private meeting to discuss any strategies or assignments for the onsite evaluation.  The schedule should be reviewed at this time as well. 

Site Team Work Area 
The onsite evaluation team should be provided a private work area (e.g., conference room) where they can discuss issues without interruption. If possible, the room should also have a telephone and a computer connected to the internet.  

Preliminary Meeting with Leadership
Following an opening conference with institution and program leadership to state the purpose of the evaluation and onsite evaluation team expectations and needs, onsite team members may conduct separate interviews and visits with individuals and groups within the program and the institution. Onsite team members should plan to come together for conferences and interviews as necessary. 
Visit and Review of Support Services 

The team should take the time to review any support services that may be relied upon by the program to carry out its mission.  Onsite team members should feel comfortable that these services provide the support indicated by the entity. 

Program Interviews 

During an onsite evaluation, onsite evaluation team members should interview the dean, chairperson, program coordinator, program faculty and staff, students, and any other pertinent stakeholders. 
Program Leadership 
The dean, chairperson, and the program coordinator should be interviewed separately. The program coordinator also should be interviewed separately from faculty and staff. 
Faculty 
The onsite evaluation team members should interview enough instructors to ensure overall entity understanding and commitment to written policies and procedures as well as consistency with each other and the program coordinator. Faculty interviews may be conducted individually, collectively, in-person and/or via electronic means (for distance learning programs).

Students 

Interviews with students should be conducted without the presence of representatives of the program seeking accreditation. A minimum of five students will be interviewed from each undergraduate degree program seeking accreditation. A minimum of two students will be interviewed from each graduate program seeking accreditation. Student interviews should be scheduled in groups based on the program in which they are enrolled. If applicable, student interviews may be conducted via electronic means.

Program Stakeholders 
The onsite evaluation team members should meet with advisory board members or other stakeholders to ensure that stakeholders have input into program planning.  
Draft Report and Exit Conference
Before leaving the entity’s site, the onsite evaluation team completes a rough draft of the report. Each onsite evaluation member must approve and sign the report form.  The onsite evaluation team will hold a private meeting before the exit conference to reach consensus on findings, to continue preparation of the final report, and to designate onsite evaluation team member roles for the final conference.  The onsite agenda should also indicate prompt closure at the end of the exit conference, with the immediate departure of the team. (Note: this closure should also be listed in the agenda section).  
Deficiencies, Recommendations and Requirements

The evaluation site team leader will make the determination of when to disclose any deficiencies, recommendations, or requirements that are discovered during the onsite evaluation to the entity requesting the program evaluation.  

If deficiencies, recommendations, or requirements are found during the reading of the self-study or during the onsite evaluation, but are corrected before the end of the onsite evaluation, they should still be noted in the Final Report.  

The following shall serve as guidelines of when and how the deficiencies, recommendations, or requirements are revealed and recorded. 

After the Site Visit

The evaluation team will return home and the team leader will prepare the final draft.  The report is to include: 

1. Narrative report 

2. Final Action Reports for any recommendations or requirements noted in the narrative    

    report 

3. Completed Self-Study and Evaluator Checklist 

4. Supporting documentation as appropriate 

The final draft report should then be mailed or emailed to the remaining onsite evaluation team members for concurrence. Before endorsing it by signature, each onsite evaluation team member must review the final report.  The team should ensure that the final report: 

1. Is legible, clear and accurate, without important omissions. 

2. has omitted personal or unverified observations. 

3. Includes Editorial improvements as necessary. 

4. Cites deficiencies which are supported in the body of the report, each references one or more specific standard and the deficiencies (recommendation or requirement) are noted on a Final Action Report
The evaluation team leader is responsible for the completion and filing of the draft final report with ____________ within thirty (30) days of the site visit.  
Categories of Accreditation

The draft report will include one of three recommendations:
Accreditation 
If the program achieves all required standards, it will be awarded accreditation for a period of five years. 
Conditional Accreditation
If the program achieves the general intent of accreditation, although minor deficiencies are identified, the program will be given conditional accreditation. If this is the case, program achievement of the performance criteria is near the required level for accreditation, and deficiencies identified may be few. The program will be required to report progress toward improvement toward meeting Full accreditation. An interim on-site review may be required to evaluate progress.  

Non-accreditation  

If the program does not achieve accreditation, critical areas of deficiencies will have been identified. In this case, deficiencies are of such a nature, in the judgment of peers, that the intent of the accreditation is not met, nor near enough the required level to be considered for conditional accreditation. If a program does not meet accreditation, the program will not be accredited, but ___________will provide feedback to aid in the program’s future development. 

________ is responsible for forwarding the report along with any comments that were received from the program seeking accreditation to the _________ thirty (30) days prior to the next scheduled meeting of the ______.  The report and any correspondence received will be reviewed by the _______; who will then make a decision. The program will then receive notice of the ________’s decision in writing thirty (30) days after the meeting. 
Draft of Accreditation Standards
Introduction
Accreditation statement (importance of accreditation)
· Improve quality of education

· Increase professionalism

· Add to discipline and profession of emergency management in minds of leaders in higher education 

Scope

These standards are voluntary for degree program accreditation.  These standards are intended for degree programs that are face-to-face, blended/hybrid, and wholly online. 
Institution

Institution must be accredited by a regional accrediting body approved by the US Department of Education in the United States. In the case of foreign universities by a generally accepted international higher education institution accrediting body (e.g., X, X, X)…see language from IFSAC document on page 7, G.23.1.4
Facilities and Other Resources

The institution provides program specific services to support the programs mission where needed (e.g., if the program has an EOC, then support for maintaining and equipping the EOC is provided by the institution).
Office space

Office space shall be provided for program faculty and the program coordinator. An area for private meetings is provided and an area for group meetings. Instructional space, technology, and materials are provided, maintained, and updated consistent with program goals, course content, and delivery platforms. Other critical materials to support instruction are provided as needed. The program regularly assesses the adequacy of program instructional space and equipment including the extent to which the space and equipment available is compatible with the instructional needs of the program. 
Equipment and Supplies
Equipment and supplies to support office operations is provided as appropriate to support faculty responsibilities and effectively accomplish program objectives and goals given program delivery model.
Technical Support

Technical support for information technologies is provided as appropriate to help faculty meet their responsibilities and effectively accomplish program objectives and goals given program delivery model

Library 

The library shall make available emergency management scholarly journals and books to students and faculty. The library shall make these journals and books easily accessible to students and faculty given the delivery format of the program. Instruction and assistance in the use of the library will be readily available and accessible to students. There should be mechanism for faculty review and input regarding titles for acquisition.
Program

The program provides clear, consistent, and reliable information to the public regarding:
1. There should be a statement of purpose that conveys in the statement that emergency management is focus of degree being offered in order for standards to apply. 

2. Orientation of program (theoretical vs. applied, disciplinary, interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary?)

3. If there is a specialty/concentration/area of focus of the program it should be identified in the program’s statement of purpose

4. Institution shall have publicly stated description of the degree or degrees offered including learning outcomes for each degree
5. Description of admission process and policies 

6. Description of program faculty and their qualifications

7. Description of curriculum structure and requirements

8. Examples of student research and practical experiences while in the program, where students go on to be employed, and student achievement post-graduation
Organization

The institution clearly identifies the program and its organizational structure including its location and relationship to the broader institution

The program faculty shall determine the program’s design and development, implementation, evaluation, and revision of program curriculum in accordance with the institution’s policy and procedures.
The program must have a coordinator designated in writing who has authority and responsibility for managing the program. 
The coordinator position must have a detailed job description that establishes the percentage of time dedicated to program coordination. The program coordinator must receive adequate compensation in the form of additional salary or course release.
The coordinator must be a full-time faculty member qualified for program management by virtue of their education and experience 

The coordinator working with other emergency management faculty shall have input in the recruitment and hiring of faculty who will teach within the degree program

Budget

The program coordinator must have influence in the formal budget process relative to the degree program in accordance with the institution’s policy and procedures. The program’s budget should provide adequate funding to accomplish the program’s goals and objectives and these standards.
Human Resources

Faculty

The program shall have a sufficient number of faculty to implement program objectives. The program shall have a minimum of three full-time faculty lines dedicated solely to a bachelor’s degree program, one full-time faculty line dedicated solely to a master’s degree program, or one full-time faculty line dedicated solely to a doctoral degree program. If the institution offers more than one degree program, it shall meet the largest faculty requirement rule. The requirement is not cumulative. (Note: This is not to imply that it is cumulative and imply that those who teach in bachelor’s degree programs and are dedicated to it cannot be dedicated to other levels or teach in them.) 
An associate’s degree program shall have a minimum of one full-time faculty line dedicated solely to the program. 
In bachelor’s and graduate degree programs, at least 25 percent of the emergency management course hours in the academic year are taught by faculty with a doctoral degree in emergency management or a closely related field. *Subject to later review, by 20xx, 25 percent must be taught by faculty members holding a doctorate degree in emergency management.

In an associate’s degree program, at least 25 percent of the emergency management course hours in an academic year are taught by faculty with at least at master’s degree in emergency management or a closely related field. *Subject to later review, by 20xx, 25 percent must be taught by faculty members holding a master’s degree or higher in emergency management. 
Faculty duties and responsibilities shall be defined. Faculty workload shall be defined including program administration duties, instructional load, service, research, and other duties as applicable.

Faculty training, education, and expertise shall be appropriate to assure high quality experiences in all phases of the program. A formal system of faculty training and orientation should be documented. Institutional support is provided for ongoing professional opportunities to increase knowledge and skill. 

Faculty providing instruction via distance learning are provided opportunities for appropriate additional training in instructional methodology, course delivery platform, and pedagogy related to online delivery.
Full-time faculty 
Full-time faculty shall have academic and/or professional experience appropriate to their areas of responsibility. Full-time faculty shall participate in relevant professional and/or scholarly associations. Full-time faculty shall engage in scholarly research, practice, and/or creative activity leading to professional growth and the advancement of the profession.  Full-time faculty shall demonstrate continuing professional development related to their areas of teaching and research interests.
Adjunct faculty
Adjunct faculty teaching degree courses have emergency management-related education, training, and experience: 

· have a minimum of 18 graduate semester hours in the teaching discipline or closely-related field; OR

· have earned a master’s or doctor’s degree in emergency management, or related field; 

AND
· have earned a state or international emergency management certification, honors and awards, documented excellence in teaching, or other demonstrated competencies or achievements.
Graduate Teaching Assistants/Teaching Fellows
Graduate students with responsibilities for associate or bachelor’s course instruction:
· have a minimum of 15 graduate semester hours in emergency management 
· work under the supervision of a full-time faculty member

Will have their instructional performance evaluated and documented, in accordance with department or university policy.
Administrative assistance

Administrative support (including the preparation and processing of materials, correspondence, and records) is provided as appropriate to help faculty meet their responsibilities and effectively accomplish program objectives and goals given the program delivery model. 
Assessment 
The program maintains an ongoing process, documented in written procedures, for assessing achievement of program learning outcomes. The program uses input from various groups (for example, enrolled students, faculty members, employers, alumni, Advisory Board, local emergency managers). The program uses input and assessment results to develop and implement strategies to improve curriculum, course content, and instructional delivery. 
Future Steps and Recommendations
Major steps were taken to advance accreditation in both standards and procedures over the two day focus group meeting on August 12-13, 2013.  Some follow up steps for the accreditation focus group would be to send a letter with an invitation for the academic community to examine the work formally and discuss it with their faculty. Much work remains to be done along with obtaining the feedback necessary to move the Emergency Management accreditation process forward in a meaningful way for all involved. If granted another focus group meeting, further accreditation aspects need discussed. 

This includes: 
· Membership cost
· Site visit costs 
· Compliance/deficiency correction period

· Accreditation categories/ determinations

· Conditional accreditation periods
· The accreditation period or time frame 

· The “must” indicators for compliance need to be identified
· General indicators of each standard need identified (specific and measurable indicators for each need identified). 
Conclusion
The focus group once again expresses sincere thanks and gratitude to Houston Polson and Barbara Johnson of the FEMA Higher Education Program for their willingness to continue to convene and support the work of the FEMA Higher Education Accreditation Focus Group.  The focus group also extends special recognition to Dr. Jessica Jensen for her work on the accreditation survey, institutional contact points, and thorough results in assisting to inform the focus group. 

The participants of the focus group also further acknowledge that the findings presented here are a point for further discussion, rather than a final determination of where the higher education community is headed.  The focus group welcomes any comments and suggestions to assist this process. It is hoped that the focus group and this document will help shape the future of emergency management education in a positive and collaborative manner.  
