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ACPE Accreditation Commission
Site Team Orientation and Training
Introduction

Welcome to training for the ACPE Accreditation Commission and its work in review cycles with Accredited Member Centers of ACPE, Inc.  

This training manual will guide you through the process of the entire site visit process, giving you insight about history along the way. Though the focus of this training is persons who have been selected as National Site Team Chairs, it will also be used for other persons in the Site Team, the Site Team Members. 
The Commission welcomes your feedback on this manual and on all aspects of the accreditation process.  Your insight will be helpful as the process continues to develop.
A Short History of ACPE Accreditation
It might strike you as unusual for a training manual to start with a story, but this one does so for a reason:  the story of accreditation in ACPE
 tells us how you, a National Site Team Chair, came to be involved.
The Association for Clinical Pastoral Education, Inc. (ACPE) was actually birthed from the work of several organizations, all of which proceeded from the work of Dr. William Bryant, Rev. Anton Boisen, and Dr. Helen Flanders Dunbar.  These, with others, are widely known to be the founders of the clinical pastoral education (CPE) movement.  Each of these recognized that something substantial occurred when people are in crisis and, from Rev. Boisen in particular, that these moments of anxiety and despair held possibilities for growth, change and healing.  
As the movement grew throughout the United States, four distinct organizations emerged, each following Boisen’s first practices with Drs. Bryant and Flanders Dunbar in different contexts.  They were the Council for Clinical Training of Theological Students, the Institute for Pastoral Care, the Lutheran Advisory Council, and the Southern Baptist Association of Clinical Pastoral Education.
ACPE, formed in 1967 from the joining of these four separate organizations, included certification and accreditation processes drawn from their separate but common theories and experiences.  Though reviews of quality have always been a part of ACPE, the ways in which they were done during the first years of its existence have changed dramatically to the current time.  What is now the accreditation review process is a much more complex process than in those early days, growing as has ACPE from its inception.  
The beginning divergence between certification and accreditation began in at least one of the organizations prior to the formation of ACPE, Inc.  In the late 50s and 60s, the Council for Clinical Training began to have discussions about not only certifying supervisors, but certifying Centers as well, which they called “accreditation.”  Clearly, the idea of accreditation had emerged; the process of how it would be done in a consistent fashion had not.  Even after 1967, the focus of accreditation was still forming:  accreditation’s main function then was to check “as to whether or not there were resources in the institution and a willingness to have a Center.”

Within ACPE, these processes were gathered into one committee, which was called “Certification and Accreditation,” or “C&A,” as it was commonly known.  In 1967, the prevailing thought was that all ACPE Centers belonged to ACPE, and that once certified, supervisors were also accredited, “never to be reviewed again,”
and that they could provide units of CPE anywhere they desired.  “In the early years ACPE focused upon certification of supervisors with the assumption that good supervisors would insure quality CPE Centers.  But it began to recognize that it needed to diversify Centers and monitor the outcome of Centers in order to ensure quality.”
 
ACPE was granted status as an accrediting agency by the United States Office of Education of Health, Education and Welfare in 1968.  This recognition was welcome, and it may point to one of the factors that challenged ACPE members to consider that accreditation required something more than verification of resources and openness to a Center.  
Two early ACPE, Inc. leaders are particularly influential in the development of separate certification and accreditation processes at the national level.  Rev. Charles Hall, Jr., the first Executive Director of ACPE, Inc., served from 1968 to 1984.  As the new organization was growing and expanding, Rev. Hall “called for a ‘rigorous assessment of the organizational philosophy and structure” of ACPE.
  Part of what emerged from that call was the separation of certification and accreditation as unique processes.

The other influential leader in the development of separate accreditation processes and procedures was the Rev. Dr. Jasper Keith.  Dr. Keith had been chair of the C&A Committee in the Southeast Region, one of the nine ACPE regions, from 1972 to 1974.  For functional reasons, the region’s leadership had separated certification and accreditation processes, mainly due to the need for reviewers.  Dr. Keith began to see accreditation as “the best way we could be supportive of colleagues, exchange ideas about supervisory methodology, gain good will of administrators, and accomplish a consultative peer review.  At least during the time of a site visit, we broke up some of the loneliness and isolation we were all experiencing after we had been fully certified.”
  

Dr. Keith was a member of the ACPE C&A Committee in 1974, when the chair of the committee, Rev. James L. Gibbons, asked him and Rev. Al Anderson if they would organize the next meeting of accreditation and certification separately at the national level.  That first step, with resistance from some, resulted in a decision of the leadership of ACPE to separate those functions and to create discreet commissions, the Certification Commission, and the Accreditation Commission.  Dr. Keith was elected as chair of the newly separated Accreditation Commission in 1975.  These now separate functions of the organization began to clarify the difference between certification and accreditation.  Both Dr. Keith and Rev. Hall were instrumental in learning from other professional groups about accreditation processes and found support in these organizations in the creation of Standards and procedures for ACPE, Inc.
Since 1975, accreditation reviews have changed as ACPE has become more mature and complex. Stories have often been told of accreditation reviews that involved confrontational meetings between visiting supervisors and Center supervisors, challenges to administrators, subjectivity of reviewers, and inconsistency of processes.  Throughout ACPE’s history, leaders and members of the Accreditation Commission and regional accreditation committees have attempted to attend to these criticisms, sometimes by resisting the feedback, but usually by instituting more specific requirements and expectations.  Since the early 1980s, the Accreditation Commission’s response to attempt improved quality, professionalism, and consistency has often resulted in varied forms, checklists, and appendices.  These interventions built a complicated Accreditation Manual and accreditation process that alas, rather than assisting in the creation of a better “accreditation” process, created a process that tended to be increasingly subjective and, some felt, retributive.  During the late 1990s and into the early 2000s, the Accreditation Commission was often publicly and privately referred to as the “policeman” of ACPE.  As such, the Accreditation Commission was often pointed to as the “problem” of ACPE.  
A watershed event occurred in November of 2002 when the Accreditation Commission met at the ACPE Leadership Meeting in Atlanta.  During his report to the Board of Representatives, Dr. Greg Stoddard, then Chair of the ACPE Accreditation Commission, presented a draft of a revised Accreditation Manual.  The ACPE Board of Representatives rejected it and provided the Commission an editor to simplify it.  Though devastating to the Commission, this event began a turn-around of accreditation processes.  During that board meeting, Dr. Stoddard shared that “as long as ACPE elects to do its Center reviews via a voluntary peer review process, it will have a degree of ‘messiness,’”
 a view that had been emerging within the Commission for some years.
Responding to significant criticism leveled at the Accreditation Commission, Rev. James L. Gibbons, president of ACPE from 2002 to 2003, created a taskforce in response to the calls from many to simplify the accreditation process.  The members of the taskforce were Rev. Jay Foster, Member, the Standards Committee; Ms. Alicia Lau, Public Member, the ACPE Accreditation Commission; Rev. Dr. David Johnson, Chair of the ACPE Accreditation Commission; Rev. Karrie Oertli, Chair, ACPE Southwest Region Accreditation Committee; Rev. Deryck Durston, Associate Director, ACPE, Inc., and Rev. Art Lucas, Chair of the Standards Committee.  Dr. Lucas served as the taskforce chair.  This group was asked to streamline the accreditation process.  Both Dr. Johnson and Rev. Oertli resisted the initial reactions to simply intervene with quick fixes for a “shorter” and “easier” accreditation process.  Instead, they encouraged the taskforce to take advantage of the opportunity to look at the larger issues of accreditation.  These would include a system-level review of broader ACPE concepts and a discussion around consistency, objectivity, and collegiality.  
Dr. Stoddard, Dr. Johnson, and the Accreditation Commission became clear that the most influential persons involved in accreditation site visits were the chairs of Site Teams.  Thus, with the support of the Accreditation Commission, the taskforce adopted and recommended to the ACPE Board of Representatives that competent reviewers be trained and then paid to chair the site visits.  The taskforce believed also that a wholesale revision of the accreditation process should parallel this shift.  That belief resulted in taking the regional review out of the re-accreditation or accreditation process, so that the National Site Team Chairs would move Center reviews directly to Commission-assigned national reviewers.  This freed up regional accreditation committees to have more time and energy to mentor centers and assist them with issues related to preparation for review cycles. 
Since 2002, the ACPE Accreditation Commission has been working diligently to achieve these goals.  Throughout difficult conversations and revisions of manuals, policies, and procedures, the Commission is developing an accreditation process that supports and encourages supervisors in a collegial process, expands the depth and breadth of the CPE model, ensures a consistent level of quality throughout all ACPE CPE Centers, and substantiates a center’s compliance with ACPE Standards.  The 2010 revision of the Accreditation Manual represents a concerted shift toward mutual responsibility between Centers and the Commission, to work together to affect consistent quality and creativity within CPE Centers.  Your involvement as a National Site Team Chair is a demonstration of this achievement.  You are invited to further this story in ACPE’s history.
The Concept and Framework of the ACPE Accreditation Site Visit
As you have read previously, ACPE accreditation reviews are a significant part of the process of the organization’s work.  Because ACPE CPE is based on a relational model of continuous adult learning, the essence of accreditation must be relational as well, with an expectation that the Accredited Member Center (Center) is also learning.  For this reason, accreditation visits, accomplished by the Site Team (the National Site Team Chair and Site Team Members) on-site and in person, are central to the entire accreditation process.
Centers provide documentation to verify how they meet the requirements of the ACPE Standards, as they capture in written form their work with students, institutions, and other professionals.  This work is reviewed by members of a Site Team, usually three, qualified persons led by one of the members, the National Site Team Chair.  The reviews are followed by site visits, either when a Center desires to become an Accredited Member Center of ACPE, Inc., or once every ten years when it desires to maintain accreditation.  It is during these in-person visits to the Center that the Site Team completes the process of verification.  

Because of that, one may believe that the Site Team is the center of this visit.  Actually, the Center is the nexus of the site visit.  The Site Team is its facilitator, supporter, encourager, challenger, reviewer, and advocate.  The Site Team is to be seen as group of colleagues who come to first support and then inquire of the ACPE Supervisors and Associate Supervisors at an accredited center, asking these professionals to reflect on their learning as Supervisors and to demonstrate the quality of their educational Centers, as required by the ACPE Standards.  Site Team Members are expected to adhere themselves to the Code of Ethics as described in the ACPE Standards and to demonstrate professional behavior during their work.

The primary purpose of the Site Team is to assist the Center in maintaining its high standard of education, through its continued adherence to the Standards as an Accredited Member Center of ACPE, Inc.  The Site Team is responsible to ensure that the documents it receives are ready to be reviewed, and it is bound to provide reviews that are professional, consistent, competent, and collegial.
The Center has concomitant responsibilities as it prepares for and experiences the site visit, with its primary task to demonstrate how and what it has learned about its process of educating students in CPE.  A Center is expected to reflect upon its educational acts, to find its strengths and weaknesses, to report about its learning and improvements, and to open itself to review by colleagues who have been trained to take on the work of the site visit.   

Every CPE supervisor believes that some kind of narrative—in stories, in verbatim, in dialogue—is essential to the educational process.  Likewise, every Center has a narrative that expresses its identity, function, and stance toward education and accreditation.  In this emerging accreditation process that seeks to value the historical context, the current state, and the future dreams of each Center, the Accreditation Commission believes Site Teams must listen for and hear Center stories as part of an accreditation review.  By doing this, the ACPE Accreditation Commission can remain true to the relational patterns of narrative and pastoral interactions and interventions that are foundational to the identity, function, and stance of ACPE, Inc.  
While the Site Team evaluates how the Center’s self study or feasibility study and its student handbook(s) comply with ACPE Standards, it also seeks to understand the Center’s story and its on-going, developing narrative of its history and work, and to use this information to discern how the Center is complying with ACPE Standards.  This will require that the Site Team is flexible, inquisitive, and creative in its discernment process, and that Site Team Members use their best skills as pastoral educators to both hear and understand the Center.    
Stories alone do not provide all the insight that Centers and Site Teams need for a complete accreditation review, so necessary foundational tools, such as checklists and surveys, remain to undergird the process.  Site Teams will use critical evaluation tools that have been determined by the Accreditation Commission and the Standards Committee to be worthwhile in evaluating Centers’ accreditation.  However, these tools must never overshadow the imperative for site visits, that they: 
· are collaborative and collegial 
· capture the unique, creative work of individual CPE centers, 
· support the work done with students and the institution, 
· encourage further creativity, 
· undergird the importance of the center for the institution, 
· affirm Centers that meet the Standards and challenge those that do not to meet them, and 
· encourage the supervisors.  
A significant expectation of your training as a National Site Team Chair is that you become an expert in hearing Centers’ narratives and, through a dynamic process of struggling with a narrative model, you lead the Site Team to discern how Centers are being successful in meeting ACPE Standards.  Site Teams must cultivate and maintain their function, above all, as advocates for the work of ACPE CPE.  Because most of the Site Team Members will be either ACPE Supervisors or Associate Supervisors, they have a primary responsibility to be, themselves, professional pastoral educators who use the processes which they have found to be trustworthy in their work during the site visit.  As such, the Site Team is expected to use the action/reflection process during the site visit and to encourage the center—with its supervisors, students, professional advisory committee members, and administrators—to demonstrate its story of how it is achieving its stated goals of providing CPE to its students.  

Because Site Team Members, and especially the National Site Team Chair, are more highly trained regarding accreditation matters, these persons are expected to assist and help Center supervisors.  Thus, during the course of the visit, Site Team Members can give consultation to supervisors, professional advisory committees, and administrators regarding the quality of the Center’s CPE programs.  They may also suggest ways to strengthen or improve current practice, based on the Center’s unique narrative of its context and history and in relationship to the Standards of ACPE, Inc.  

Site Teams will encounter Centers in which this dynamic of action/reflection will be much more of a struggle than with other Centers, as some Centers or supervisors may be resistant.  Still, we “trust the process,” using a phrase that has become known as reliable throughout those who practice CPE.  We believe that when humans come together with a desire to hear and be heard in the action/reflection process and bring themselves as authentic participants, that process works.  
Part of the hope of working in a more narrative way with Centers is that the Accreditation Commission will need to assign fewer notations, require fewer called reviews, and experience less animosity in the accreditation review cycle, even with resistant Centers.  A larger hope would be that shifts such as these in the accreditation process might set the ground work for a shift in ACPE, so that the organization as a whole might continue to reach out to new kinds of CPE in varying and expanding settings.  
The work of the Site Team, led by the National Site Team Chair, is important.  The outcome of the Site Team’s observations, conversations, and deliberations influence Commission decisions.  The Site Team will write reports and make recommendations for the Commission’s decisions.  Further, it will be expected to provide feedback, insight, and counsel to the Commission for its deliberations regarding policies, procedures, and appropriate referrals to other Commissions and Committees regarding the work of ACPE, Inc. 
When reviewed in depth and used as a guide, this training document prepares the Site Team to complete high-quality, on-site accreditation reviews. Site Teams’ thorough understanding of the following instructions and material prior to commencing the on-site review process can assure CPE Centers, administrators, and ACPE Supervisors and Associate Supervisors that Site Teams are well prepared in advance of the visit.  Thank you for your willingness to participate in this important work. 
The Purpose of the On-Site Visit

As a required part of the ten-year re-accreditation review process and as part of the review of a prospective Accredited Member Center, an ACPE site visit offers a direct, face-to-face meeting between representatives of ACPE and the personnel involved with CPE at a Center. 
The goals of the site visit are to:

· support, encourage, and enhance the work of ACPE Supervisors and Associate Supervisors; 

· hear the unique narrative of the Center and how it understands the process of CPE within its context; 

· observe the clinical environment in which students learn pastoral skills and self- knowledge necessary to become caring pastors; 
· ensure that students in all levels of CPE are receiving quality education and ethical treatment; and, as an outcome of the above, 

· substantiate the Center’s compliance with ACPE Standards.
The Site Team will use the processes of CPE—the action/reflection process focused on the narrative of the center and its work, through clarification, support, and confrontation—not to supervisor, but to discern with the Center how it is maintaining the Standards in its unique environment.  ACPE expects that all site visits will be done in a manner that provides collegial consultation coupled with personal and profes​sional support.

Types of Site Visits

Within the purview of the ACPE Accreditation Commission, three types of site visits exist:

· Ten-year reaccreditation site visits to current Accredited Member Centers

· Initial site visits to prospective Accredited Member Centers (either via Candidacy or a Satellite Program)

· Called Reviews
National Site Team Chairs participate in only the first two of these site visits:  ten-year reaccreditation site visits and initial requests to become an Accredited Member Center of ACPE, Inc.
Though the ACPE Accreditation Commission also requires site visits during the Called Review process, this process is attended to by members of the ACPE Accreditation Commission, and National Site Team Chairs do not participate in these actions.
The Role of the National Site Team Chair

The National Site Team Chairs are persons in whom the ACPE Accreditation Commission has placed its confidence as those who are competent in using ACPE CPE tools and methods, such as the action/reflection model, active listening, critical thinking, and reflection.  They are also persons who have had specific, extensive training in the accreditation process, as the Commission seeks to demonstrate competency and consistency in accreditation reviews.  The demonstrated expertise of such people in these areas means that they can conduct accreditation site reviews in a professional manner.  

Qualifications to Become a National Site Team Chair

The National Site Team Chair is the primary person responsible for the execution of the Site Team Visit for Ten-Year Accreditation Reviews and Candidacy Reviews.  The process for selection as a National Site Team Chair is a rigorous process to determine the best possible candidates to lead Site Team visits.

Persons who serve as National Site Team Chairs must meet the following qualifications:

· An ACPE Supervisor who demonstrates superior skills in using the tools and methods of the ACPE CPE process
· Documented experience as a member of a Site Team
· Demonstration of leadership

· Excellent writing and communication skills
· May not be a current member of the ACPE Accreditation Commission
Members of the pool of National Site Team Chairs will not be asked to review accreditation decisions outside of on-site visit reviews for ten-year reaccreditation and new Accredited Member Center requests.  Thus, they will not be invited to perform national reviews of on-going accreditation processes (e.g., Commission-level post-site-visit reviews), nor will they be co-opted to chair Called Review site visits.  
Selection Process
The selection process for National Site Team Chairs is the purview of the Chair of the Accreditation Commission.  The Commission Chair selects the pool, based upon the recommendations of the Commissioners, for approval by the Commission, and the Commission follows the process below in attending to the work of the National Site Team Chairs.
· An internal Commission sub-group, led by the Chair or one of the at-large Commissioners, will orient and provide continuing education to the pool members.  Most of this will be accomplished via e-mail and conference call.  When necessary, the entire pool will meet during the ACPE Leadership meetings.

· A member of the internal sub-group reviews the site visit processes and Center feedback with each National Site Team Chair after each site visit
· The Commission member will provide written reports to the Commission Chair at least thirty (30) days prior to each Commission meeting
· The Commission Chair reviews processes and feedback to audit the work of the pool on an annual basis, with reports to the Board.

Based upon performance and competency demonstrated during a review process, and from feedback by colleagues and the sites reviewed, National Site Team Chairs may be released from service, using the following process:
· Based upon feedback and process reviews, the sub-group will note national pool members who are not functioning effectively in the process and inform the Commission Chair.
· The Commission Chair, in dialogue with the sub-group and the Commission, may de-select persons to serve in the national pool based on the reports and with a vote of the Commission. 
· The Commission Chair will notify the National Site Team Chair of the decision and suspend assignments to that person immediately.

Conflicts of Interest
Because National Site Team Chairs are representatives of ACPE, Inc. and the ACPE Accreditation Commission, certain limitations regarding conflicts of interest apply.  The conflicts of interest can impair the way a National Site Team Chair or Site Team Members “hear” the story of the center and can influence its recommendations.  So, with mutual responsibility, the National Site Team Chair and the primary Center supervisor are responsible to determine and avoid conflicts of interest. 
Conflicts of interest involve situations in which personal and/or financial considerations may compromise judgment in a professional activity or where the situation may appear to provide benefits or favors for the Center being reviewed. National Site Team Chairs must demonstrate the highest degree of integrity and objectivity in their work, and they must assure that Site Team Members do the same.  As professionals, they must notify the Chair of the Accreditation Commission of any ways in which they may experience a conflict of interest. 

Specifically, National Site Team Chairs will:

· Refrain from serving as consultants to any Center for which they were a member of the Site Team until after the final accreditation decision for that Center has been rendered by the ACPE Accreditation Commission
· Declare themselves ineligible to serve as Chairs for any Center for which they have previously served as consultants

· Disclose all previous relationships with the Centers they review or with the supervisors of those centers

· Refuse any gifts or other economic benefits of significant value from Centers being visited, and instruct Site Team Members to refuse gifts or economic benefits from Centers or institutions being visited
· Refrain from recruiting staff members from the institutions being visited for their own Centers within one year of the site visit.

Responsibilities toward the ACPE Accreditation Commission
National Site Team Chairs report directly to the Chair of the Accreditation Commission and are expected to fulfill the following duties throughout each site visit.

· Confirm Commission assignments with the Commission Chair

· The Center sends the document to the National Site Team Chair thirty (30) days prior to the site visit.

· Determine the acceptability of an Applicant/Center’s Materials

· If Center materials are not of sufficient quality for a review, return the material to the Center and advise the Regional Accreditation Committee Chair of the need for consultation or mentoring for the Center.

· When the documents are of sufficient quality to merit a site visit, work in conjunction with the Chair of the Regional Accreditation Committee in which the Center is located to form a Site Team.  The Site Team Members will be selected from the region in which the primary site of the Center to be reviewed resides.

· Choose enough Site Team Members to support the review; a full review usually requires three persons, including the Chair, to complete tasks.

· Confirm that at least one Site Team member is experienced in the type of Center offered by the Center being reviewed.

· The National Site Team Chair orients the members to the accreditation process to ensure competency on the part of the team.
· Confirm that each Site Team member understands the responsibilities outlined in the section in this manual, “The Role of Site Team Members”

· Advise the Center of the Site Team Membership (the Center may contest some members, but the National Site Team Chair makes the final decision) 

· Confirm Site Team Members as qualified, unbiased, and without conflicts of interest

· Have Site Team Members sign a non-disclosure agreement

· Review the Code of Conduct regarding expected Site Visit Behavior

· Emphasize the Site Team’s behavior as collegial and consultative

· Ensure that Site Team Members adhere to financial guidelines
· The National Site Team Chair works directly with the primary Center Supervisor to create an agenda for the visit (see Appendix III, “Sample Agenda”) and to dialogue about the material’s readiness for review.

· Negotiate arrangements for the site visit with the Center
· Propose a date for the visit 

· Express needs of hotel space and transportation

· Outline review of Center site, component sites, satellite programs, and placements
· Negotiate an agenda
· Ensure common agreement of financial responsibilities of Site Team and Center
· Review the Center’s material with Site Team Members
· Arrange conferences with Site Team Members by phone or e-mail to discuss the Center’s material
· Review all Center review documents for compliance with ACPE Standards
· Identify areas of concern and make a plan to attend to these areas

· Identify areas of excellence and consider commendation(s)

· Plan an itinerary to accomplish the visit by beginning with the primary Center location and moving outward to other sites, programs, and placements.

· Attend to the on-site visit

· Meet as a team at the beginning and the end of the site visit

· Delegate assignments to Site Team Members for portions of the review  

· Ensure that the Site Team has understood and heard the center’s narrative and that it understands the center’s context

· Ensure that findings are objective and focused on meeting Standards 

· Confirm that issues of non-compliance are related to a specific ACPE standard
· Lead in discussion and finalization of findings by the Site Team in the exit report 
· Prepare Site Visit Report, Part I for delivery to the Center within 14 days of the site visit

· Delegate portions of the report to the team for writing

· Ensure that all written sections are edited into a final document of post-graduate quality and accuracy 

· Compile the final report and send a copy to the primary Center supervisor 
· Receive the Center’s response to the Site Visit Report, Part I, within 30 days of its receipt of the report

· Prepare Site Visit Report, Part II for delivery to the Center and Commission Chair
· Provide Center Evaluation Form to the primary Center Supervisor 
· Forward all Center documentation to the Commission Chair 
· Ask Site Team Members to complete Peer Evaluation Forms and return to Commission Chair 
· Complete Evaluation Form on each Site Team Member and return to the Commission Chair 

· Receive feedback via the Commission sub-group, the Center, and the Commission Reviewer regarding performance, impressions, and leadership.  
· Respond to all feedback.
Compensation

National Site Team Chairs are compensated for their work through the ACPE Accreditation Commission.  Payment per site visit is $500, plus expenses related to airfare, hotel, and meals, in accordance with ACPE expense guidelines.     
The Role of the Regional Accreditation Committee Chair
The chair of the regional accreditation committee (regional chair) serves an important function in the process of a site visit.  The regional chair assists in two particular ways:  to coordinate the formation of a Site Team with the National Site Team Chair, and to support the Center with consultation and mentoring to bring about a successful site visit.
Support of Site Team Formation
Regional chairs work with National Site Team Chairs to form Site Teams that will best support the Centers being reviewed.  Because of the importance of forming teams that will be unique to the Centers’ needs, regional chairs should become aware of regional members’ abilities and competency in using the tools and methods of ACPE CPE, such as the action/reflection model.  In consultation with National Site Team Chairs, regional chairs suggest persons they believe will be capable of hearing the unique stories and narratives of Centers being reviewed, as well as those who will be competent to judge how Centers are meeting ACPE Standards. 

In short, regional chairs should be prepared to:
· Suggest members of the region to serve as Site Team Members
· Instruct appointed members of their role and relationship with National Site Team Chairs  

· Support and mentor strong Site Team Members through on-going regional training, education, and feedback
· Provide consultation and mentoring to Centers being reviewed

· Stay in touch with Centers in regard to accreditation matters
Preparation for Ten Year Reviews, Candidacy, or Accredited Member Center Requests
Regional chairs serve importantly during the process of ten-year reviews, candidacy reviews, or Accredited Member Center requests.  When regional chairs engage themselves in the early stages of these review processes, Centers achieve better outcomes in review processes.  Regional chairs:
· Assist Centers and National Site Team Chairs in scheduling the review for a Spring or Fall Commission Decision

· Select Site Team Members to complete the team in collaboration with the National Site Team Chair assigned by the Chair of the ACPE Accreditation Commission
· Ask for copies of communications during the process for regional Center files 
· Provide mentoring and/or consultation to the Center as it moves through its review.
The Role of Site Team Members
Within each region, regional accreditation committees provide frameworks for the committee’s work in that region, and the chair of that committee is the person responsible for working with the National Site Team Chair to form Site Teams.  The chairs of the regional accreditation committees regularly appoint members of their committees or qualified members of the region to serve as a member of a Site Team.  
Serving as a Site Team Member

Serving as a Site Team member is a major responsibility within the process of the ACPE Accreditation Commission.  This work is crucial to the success of ACPE’s entire accreditation process.  

The Site Team provides recommendations about Centers that they review for ten-year reaccreditation or for accredited member status.  The Site Team reports are sent to the Commission for a national review.  Once the Commission has made a decision, the decision is binding.  Prior to that time, an effective Site Team can work with a Center to assist it in improving how it meets Standards, to celebrate its successes and to consider on-going improvements to its programs.
Conflicts of Interest
Site Team Members must demonstrate the highest integrity in their work and are expected to divulge any kinds of conflicts of interest that they may encounter.  Specifically, Site Team Members shall:

· Refrain from serving as consultants to any Center for which they were a member of the Site Team until after the final accreditation decision for that Center has been rendered by the ACPE.
· Declare themselves ineligible to serve as Site Team Members for any Center for which they have previously served as consultants.

· Disclose all previous relationships with the centers they review or with the supervisors of those centers.

· Refuse any gifts or other economic benefits of significant value from the Center being visited

· Refrain from engaging in any discussions regarding employment by the Center for which they served as a Site Team member until after the Commission has rendered its decision.

· Refrain from recruiting staff members from the institutions being visited for their own Centers within one year of the site visit.

Competency
All Site Team Members are expected to have demonstrated the capacity to use the tools and methods of ACPE CPE in their work as supervisors, and they must be adept at hearing the center’s unique story.  This, along with a working knowledge of the ACPE Standards, accreditation processes, policies, and procedure, and responsibilities as a Site Team member, will give both the Site Team and the Center a good experience during the process.  Site Team Members shall:
· Demonstrate a working knowledge of:

· Current ACPE Standards
· Current ACPE Accreditation Manual 
· The Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual 

· Sign and honor the terms of the nondisclosure agreement 

· Demonstrate competence to use all the forms in the Accreditation Manual and the Accreditation Commission Policy & Procedure Manual
· Study the “Site Team Review Check List” pertaining to visits

· Participate as a Site Team observer participant when newly appointed, if possible
· Complete regional orientation and training as required
· Identify conflicts of interest 

· Identify your familiarity with the types of programs and Centers 
· Understand the unique context and narrative of the CPE Center 

· Participate in annual accreditation continuing education through workshops or self-study

· Thoroughly understand each accreditation document of centers you review

· Help the team verify a center’s documentation consistency with practice

· Sharpen skills in hearing narratives of Centers and determining how Centers meet ACPE Standards, particularly for practices outside commonly held practices
· Discover how best to evaluate the quality of educational Centers reviewed

· Assist with the accurate identification of Standards of noncompliance

· Complete assignment(s) from the National Site Team Chair 

· Assist preparing and presenting an exit summary report at close of the site visit

· Ensure that written document is of post-graduate quality

· Accept mentoring from the National Site Team Chair and more experienced members 

· Mentor new Site Team Members 
· Share feedback with the Accreditation Commission about policies and practices that may need review, based on experiences with Centers

Hearing a Center’s Story
The mission of ACPE describes the organization as:

A professional association committed to advancing experience-based theological education for seminarians, clergy, and lay persons of diverse cultures, ethnic groups and faith traditions.  We establish Standards, certify supervisors, and accredit programs and centers in varied settings.  ACPE programs promote the integration of personal history, faith tradition and the behavioral sciences in the practice of spiritual care.

 Its vision statement is, 

As the Association for Clinical Pastoral Education, Inc., we will be distinguished as the premier provider of CPE and recognized by the United States Department of Education: 

· encouraging creative response to the changing context of spiritual care in the communities we serve; 

· modeling professional competence, integrity and high ethical Standards; sustaining a welcoming organizational culture in which members are encouraged to learn and grow; 

· embracing diversity, collaboration, and accountability on a national and international level; 

· prophetically advocating for excellence in pastoral education and the practice of spiritual care.

ACPE is committed to providing theological education and learning about itself and its context in the process of that education.  The basis for all theological education is the narrative of the group’s beliefs, presented to its followers in written holy books, myths, oral traditions, and the sacred journey with individuals of the group within those narratives.  Though theological beliefs vary among belief systems, the central focus of narratives and stories are common to all beliefs, as is the process of joining.  In the telling of these narratives and stories along the journey, the tradition is furthered and expanded, individual nuances are included and excluded, concepts are challenged, and truth is explored.  These large theological stories retell the tradition’s values and form the on-going future narrative of its hopes and dreams.

As we listen to ACPE’s story of its journey toward its future, we have to recognize that story as one of an organization, widespread throughout a nation and world.  ACPE’s story has been formed through input from myriad decision makers and practitioners who do not always communicate and who often disagree.  It is in this crucible that ACPE has become the premiere provider of clinical pastoral education, with a focus on learning and reflecting.  The Accreditation Commission wants to impress upon you that keeping ACPE’s own story in mind is critical to understanding each Center you visit.  Variations occur within the organization, and that is a gift and benefit:  the Commission wants to hear those variations.  ACPE has national Standards, which are valued by most, as well as questioned by others.  Part of hearing the story is hearing this dimension of agreement and dissention.  Every Center is formed out of ACPE’s larger story.
In a parallel way, a central belief in all ACPE CPE processes is that the individual story is formed out of a larger story that has merit and value.  Students are encouraged to “reflect on their religious heritage and the theological understanding that informs their ministry,” as well as to “identify and discuss major life events, relationships, and cultural contexts that influence personal identity.”
  They are taught to use verbatim formats to capture the stories of those they serve, in order to reflect upon their own learning and develop their use of the action/reflection process.  By engaging their stories and those of others in the process of growth and change—or by distancing themselves from their stories and refusing to hear those of others—they form their future narratives of how they will provide care as leaders within their own traditions.  Supervisors journey with students as both move into their futures.
In the same spirit, a Center’s story has merit and value. Just as CPE Supervisors encourage students to share their stories while learning through reflection, and just as CPE Supervisors learn to “hear” students in their processes of becoming certified, so do reviewers encourage Centers to learn through reflection upon their stories and to “hear” themselves in their processes of being accredited.  Though not supervised by the National Site Team Chair or the Site Team Members, Centers use the self-study or feasibility study to engage a process of reflection upon their educational processes, to draw conclusions about their strengths and weaknesses, to open themselves to feedback from others, and to form plans for an on-going future narrative of growth and change.  As well, Centers may choose not to engage fully in the process and may resist demands of the organization, its Standards, and its work with others.  Collegially, the National Site Team Chair and Site Team Members make themselves adept at hearing whatever Centers’ might suggest about these resistances and how to help those Centers’ integrate their experiences into fuller meaning as supportive of accreditation processes and ACPE Standards.  
As well, ACPE, Inc. functions as a learning organization through accreditation processes.  It receives feedback through its Commissions and Committees, through its Board of Representatives, and through the supervisors who offer its concepts and practices to students.  This gives the organization ample opportunity to frame its on-going future narrative, to reach into changing contexts, and to expand the course of theological education in practice.  This on-going process of encouraging Centers to form and tell stories well, to hear them fully, and to influence the enduring formation of ACPE, Inc. is part of the continuing education of the National Site Team Chair.
“Hearing” a story is not a simple proposition, as any CPE Supervisor knows.  Those who hear must understand their own stories well in order to be present with others’.  In accreditation reviews, the Site Team must make itself available in these ways to hear the larger story.  This larger story can be presented not only in the written material, but also in the ways in which the Center works with the Site Team, how the Site Team experiences the context of the Center, and how the Site Team understands the uniqueness of how CPE is done within that context.

What is of particular significance is for reviewers to set aside their own theories and practices of framing and accomplishing programs of CPE, so that they might better understand how other supervisors accomplish ACPE CPE in different yet acceptable ways. Just as CPE Supervisors use unique theories to become certified and practice, CPE Centers develop unique theories and practices to offer units of CPE.  National Site Team Chairs’ pre-work in separating their way of going about CPE from that the way another colleague might accomplish it is necessary to create a kind of “kenosis”—an emptying of self to be an available vessel for the information they receive. A “kenotic” listener will be able to identify, clarify, and discuss such uniqueness, to celebrate its success, and to challenge its deficits, even when they are very different.

When we listen well to stories, we begin to “create order” and “construct texts in particular contexts” so that we might “investigate the story itself.”
  The accreditation process within ACPE uses this outline through the receipt of center materials (creating order), going to the Center and seeing for oneself (constructing texts in particular contexts), and engaging in conversations with members of the Center (investigating the story itself).  See Appendix II, “Strategies for Hearing a Center’s Story,” for more details in using narrative evaluation methods.
Centers may have stories that are long and complex, and the telling of their stories as Accredited Member Centers of ACPE, Inc., requires that Centers relate themselves to the context of the organization, which is defined by the Standards of ACPE.   Thus, the starting point for hearing all Center stories is the reviewers’ knowledge and understanding of ACPE Standards as the basis for commonality within the community of ACPE and its accreditation process.  
Centers may have stories that are rich in dynamic presentations of educational programs.  National Site Team Chairs must remember that the accreditation review is to understand how a Center meets—not exceeds—a Standard.  In rare cases, some exemplary Centers may exceed Standards in such a profound way that they do, indeed, demonstrate “best practice” within their own institutions and within ACPE.  As such, these may be recommended for commendations if their practices bear themselves out to be superior.  

In all narratives within a Center, reviewers listen to understand common and unique ways of Standards compliance, hearing how and why the Center has created itself as it has, and how that Center, while meeting Standards, also provides the kind of CPE experience it does.

These “Center-centric” variations are dynamics that the Accreditation Commission wishes to respect.  Standards have been designed to outline what is required of a Center to call itself an ACPE Accredited Member Center.  Every Accredited Member Center member must meet these, though every Center meets them uniquely.  Because ACPE works with “living human documents,” and, by extension, the Accreditation Commission works with “living Center documents,” the accreditation process must make use of the skills of CPE Supervisors to recognize how the theological, spiritual, historical systems within a center have impacted its development and practice.
In faithfulness to its own story, the Commission acknowledges that some Center stories will not be easy to hear.  Just as supervisors often experience students for whom the process is more difficult, so National Site Team Chairs and Site Team Members will experience with some Centers that their process is more difficult, too.  Their stories may be too unformed to be told well; their past experiences of pain and suffering may preclude a full tale; their institutional dynamics and challenges may limit willing disclosure.  During such reviews, the National Site Team Chair and Site Team Members can continue to trust the process and rely on the tools that have been developed over the course of ACPE’s existence, as described in the Standards and Manuals of ACPE.  The Accreditation Commission hopes that all Centers can complete a successful review and demonstrate how they meet Standards.  When such cannot be done, the process remains present through the recommendation of notations to the Accreditation Commission and further mentoring from the regional accreditation committee.   In rare cases, Centers may be assisted in withdrawal of accreditation, if they remain unable to meet ACPE Standards.
The Site Team Visit

The Site Team visit is integral to the ACPE Accreditation Commission’s accreditation process.  
National Site Team Chairs

National Site Team Chairs are key leaders in the on-site accreditation process.  The site visit is an essential and unique step in the accreditation process. The site visit enables members of the team to gain insight into relevant data within the context of the Center that is often not conducive to a written description and that can be obtained only by direct observation. Because the site visit and report are very important and valued elements of the Center evaluation process by the ACPE, the Accreditation Commission has developed a plan for the selection, training, and evaluation of National Site Team Chairs as key leaders for the accreditation process.  As such, these persons are expected to demonstrate leadership in creating a successful site visit.
Site Team Composition and Appointment
Site Teams should include one member who is familiar with the kinds of Centers offered at the Accredited Member Center or center to become accredited.  For example, if a center is requesting accreditation to provide Supervisory CPE, someone on the Site Team should have competence in that area.  As well, if a center is a system center with a complex administrative structure, one person on the Site Team should be conversant in institutional dynamics. Observers may accompany the Site Team, if agreed upon by the Center and the National Site Team Chair.
The Center is given the roster of a proposed Site Team by the National Site Team Chair.  The supervisors at the Center may identify any persons on this roster who may present a conflict of interest.   The National Site Team Chair and the Center supervisor must agree upon any modifications before a site visit can be scheduled.
Some persons are not eligible to serve as Site Team Members for certain Centers, because they:

· Work at a center in close geographic proximity to the Center being reviewed and are competitors;

· Have been a member of the faculty/instructional staff of the Center;

· Have been a student at the Center; 
· Have served as a consultant or as a Site Team member at the Center during its last accreditation review, 
· Are employed at a Center which had an accreditation review within the past five years on which a faculty member of the Center being reviewed served as a Site Team member.

Both Regional and National Site Team Chairs monitor these criteria when creating each Site Team, though the responsibility for disclosing conflicts of interest is the mutual responsibility of the Center being reviewed, the National Site Team Chair, and invited participants. All persons involved in a site visit must make objective observations, reports, and recommendations. When persons are unable to do this, they must recuse themselves from the review of that particular Center.  Each Site Team has responsibilities, which are detailed below, and all Site Team Members are expected to:
· Understand the current ACPE Standards and ACPE Accreditation Manual. The Manual is a guide to assessing how Centers meet ACPE Standards.  It includes specifics about procedures and practices of accreditation.  

· Review all Center application materials, any correspondence pertaining to the review, and any other information provided by the ACPE Office on behalf of the Commission or by the Commission Chair. Because a primary purpose of the site visit is to verify information in the application, all information must be checked for completeness. 

· Review the site visit agenda and discuss any areas of concern prior to the visit, so that the National Site Team Chair can request additional information or agenda modifications prior to arrival at the Center.  

· Notate items in the application and supporting documentation for clarification. These should be discussed with the National Site Team Chair prior to the visit, so that they can be understood and then verified during the visit. 

· Arrange arrival travel plans to allow sufficient time to meet with all members of the Site Team prior to the visit.  Usually, this occurs the evening before the start of site visit. This time is used for the team to define roles, distribute work, strategize approaches, and plan the writing of reports. 

· Arrange departure travel plans to ensure that the Center receives a full review. The full review includes an exit report and for any other report development tasks currently required by the ACPE. Sufficient time should be allowed at the end of the site visit to confer with the Center supervisor to obtain clarification and additional information, as necessary.  For most Centers, an evening before and a full day (from 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m.) is required for a review.  For other, more complex Centers (e.g., system centers or institutional centers with many placements or satellites), more than two days may be necessary to review the entire site.  If the return flight would shorten the site visit, contact the National Site Team Chair to request permission to remain an extra night. The Chair will consult with the Commission Chair if necessary.  Prepare the site visit report in accordance with current ACPE guidelines and time lines. 

· Complete and return to the ACPE all required evaluations. 

· Respond to all National Site Team Chair requests for information and dates of availability, and make every effort to participate actively as a Site Team member on a regular basis.

Accordingly, the National Site Team Chair has specific responsibilities, and is expected to:
· Communicate with the other team member(s) regarding the agenda, establishment of a time for a preliminary meeting, and observations/concerns about the Center.

· Communicate with the Center director regarding necessary changes in the agenda, access to Center materials, and logistical considerations. 

· Assume a leadership role regarding observation and reporting procedures, roles and responsibilities, general format of the visit, and explanations of the process for team members and observers.

· Submit a completed site visit report developed in cooperation with the team members. Current ACPE procedures, format, and time lines for preparation of this report should be adhered to closely. The Accreditation Commission has determined a Visit Report Template and you should have it in advance of the visit. As a document of the Commission, Site Visit Report One should reflect post-graduate quality. It should be reviewed for grammar, consistency, and clarity by the National Site Team Chair before being sent to the Center. Timely completion and return to the Center for response are essential to ensure so the accreditation process proceeds smoothly.  

· Complete Site Team Report Two and send all material to the Commission Chair , who will assign it to a National Reviewer
· Respond to all feedback.

Expectations of Site Team Member Conduct
Site Team Members are representatives of the ACPE Accreditation Commission, and typically, they are the only official representatives of ACPE that Centers see, outside of Center supervisors. 
Site Team Members are expected to demonstrate themselves as professionals, in that they:
· Dress professionally. 

· Are prompt, allowing sufficient time to satisfy all commitments of the visit and avoiding late arrivals and early departures. 

· Exercise tact and care in all encounters.  Remember that Site Team Members are invited guests of the institution that has paid for a professional service. 

· Exhibit collegiality, which can allow for both encouragement and challenge in respectful ways.  
· Maintain confidentiality at all times.  Issues may be discussed within the Site Team, with the Commission Chair, with the Associate Director of ACPE, and with the Chair of the Regional Accreditation Committee.  
· Are calm and confident. If you have questions or concerns, ask them privately of the National Site Team Chair.
· Are sensitive that the site visit is often a time of anxiety.  Be respectful and supportive of those involved in the visit, particularly with those persons not familiar with ACPE methods, such as administrators, leaders, staff members, students, alumni, and the public. 

· Use extreme caution to avoid situations that might be construed as affecting integrity or objectivity in the site visit process. 
· Challenge one another when any concern might arise that the Center’s story is not being heard or valued.
· Refrain from involvement in social activities outside the agreed upon agenda for the site visit.  Focus on conferring with Site Team Members, attending to observations about the center, planning for the visits, and creating the site visit report. 

· Refrain from recruiting staff members during a site visit.   

· Refrain from offering consultation or seeking contractual or permanent employment with the Center until the Commission has voted on the Center’s accreditation. 

· Refuse gifts of the work of the institution, such as books, curriculum, products, services, unless necessary for the site visit report. 

· Are mindful that Centers are reviewed in terms of the mission and goals of the Center and institution.  Site Team Members will avoid biased comments or suggestions. 

· Refrain from indicating whether or not the Center will be accredited or re-accredited. The Site Team will remind centers that the Accreditation Commission is the only body that makes such determinations.
· Manage payment of all expenses according to policy.  

Training of New Site Team Members
The ACPE recognizes that training new Site Team Members is a challenge.  Not only must all persons on Site Teams be familiar with ACPE Standards, but they must also understand how site visits occur.  Additionally, they must develop increasing capacity to discern Centers’ sometimes unusual or unique ways of complying with ACPE Standards. In recognition of this need for training, newly appointed Site Team Members will participate in a series of educational experiences designed by the regional chair to prepare them to serve as effective visitors.

Following appointment to a Site Team, Site Team Members are given copies of certain documents that support an effective ACPE site visit.  These will include, at least, copies of the current:

· ACPE Accreditation Manual

· ACPE Accreditation Commission Policies and Procedures Manual

· ACPE Standards
· ACPE Accreditation Commission Training Guide for National Site Team Chairs
Site Team Members’ training will address the entirety of the on-site review process as described in this manual.  
All new Site Team Members will engage in initial on-site reviews as “trainees.”  In this capacity, the new member will depend upon the National Site Team Chair to give clarification and feedback throughout the planning meetings and on-site visit. At the end of the site visit, the National Site Team Chair will provide a written evaluation of the all the Site Team Members to the member, the regional chair, and the Commission Chair. If serious concerns are raised about aspects of the new Site Team member’s performance, the regional chair may choose a variety of options to extend the training process or to withdraw invitations to that member for future on-site visits.  Once new Site Team Members have demonstrated competence to function well, they will assume full responsibility as Site Team Members. 

This entire training process is intended to be a positive experience that provides the new Site Team Members with sufficient hands-on experience and feedback to feel confident in site visits. 
Evaluation of Site Team Members
ACPE Site Team Members make a significant contribution to the profession through their outstanding volunteer efforts to ensure the maintenance of high Standards in the education of all served by ACPE CPE.  To assist Site Team Members in performing their responsibilities effectively and to ensure that the site visit portion of the accreditation process is conducted in an exemplary fashion, the ACPE maintains confidential records on Site Team member performance. These evaluative records are reviewed on a regular basis by the Commission Chair and feedback is provided to Site Team Members.
After the site visit, both the National Site Team Chair and Site Team Members will be evaluated on their performance, using the process below.
· The primary Center Supervisor completes the Center Site Visit Questionnaire to evaluate the members of the Site Team as well as the process and forwards the completed questionnaire to the Accreditation Office. 

· All members of the team complete a Site Team Peer Evaluation on their team mates and forward the evaluations to the attention of the Commission Chair at the ACPE, Inc. office.
· The National Site Team Chair completes evaluations of all Site Team Members using the Peer/Self-Evaluation, giving special attention to new Site Team Members.  The National Site Team Chair is encouraged especially to provide feedback to new Site Team Members within one week of the visit to discuss their conduct and performance. These evaluations should be forwarded to the attention of the Commission Chair at the ACPE, Inc. offices.
These written Site Team member evaluations serve as the basis of an ongoing assessment carried out by ACPE, and they are used to inform regional and national leaders about persons who may serve as Site Team Members or National Site Team Chairs.  

Removal from Service
At times, Site Team Members may be removed from service in accreditation processes.  Criteria for removal as a Site Team member include, but are not limited to:

· a change affecting eligibility (e.g., status as a Supervisor);

· consistent substandard performance as reflected in written evaluations;

· failure to participate in annual training updates or complete continuing education assignments;

· documented violation of the ACPE’s Code of Ethics; 
· continued unavailability for visits; 

· receipt of consistent complaints (over more than one site visit); and,  
· consistently late submission of reports.

In addition to completing the Center Site Visit Questionnaire, any ACPE Supervisor or Associate Supervisor from Centers being reviewed may contact the National Site Team Chair assigned to the Center or the Commission Chair at any time to discuss specific concerns regarding a National Site Team Chair or Site Team member(s).

Scheduling the Site Visit

The National Site Team Chair assigned to the Center being reviewed will work with the primary Center Supervisor to determine a date that meets the needs of the Center.  The primary Center Supervisor will determine the availability of instructional staff and administrators and work with the National Site Team Chair to determine dates for the visit.  Once those dates have been agreed upon, the Center will provide written documentation for the site visit at least thirty (30) days prior to the agreed-upon date.  

Site visits typically occupy two full days, including travel time; however, these visits may be extended to three or even four days to accommodate Center size and needs or travel requirements of Site Team Members.   Site Team Members must avoid scheduling late arrival and early departure times.
Occasionally, special circumstances make it necessary to cancel or postpone a site visit. In such instances, the National Site Team Chair will reschedule the site visit in consultation with the primary Center Supervisor and will notify the Commission Chair of the change. If a Site Team member withdraws from the Site Team more than forty-five (45) days prior to the visit, the National Site Team Chair will replace the Site Team member or offer to reschedule the date of the visit with the Center.

Travel Arrangements and Expenses

After a site visit has been scheduled, the National Site Team Chair will provide Site Team Members with detailed information regarding travel arrangements and expected expenses. Site Team Members are responsible for making their own travel arrangements and are encouraged to maximize discounts. The primary Center Supervisor makes and confirms hotel reservations for the Site Team Members. Before the visit, Site Team Members should communicate with the National Site Team Chair regarding their arrival and departure times, and the National Site Team Chair will communicate the entire Site Team’s travel information to the primary Center Supervisor. During the site visit, Site Team Members are responsible for their own expenses, including hotel costs, unless the Center prefers to pay. Site Team Members’ expenses will be reimbursed following the policies and procedures of ACPE, Inc.
Payment of expenses relating to a site visit varies from region to region.  Some regions assess one accreditation fee, and the site visit is included within this charge; other regions require payment for site visit expenses separately.  Consult the Chairperson of the Regional Accreditation Committee for more information.
The Site Team’s Review of Documents
At least thirty (30) days before the site visit, the Center will provide the National Site Team Chair and Visitors copies of all documents required for the site visit, as described in the ACPE Accreditation Manual.  

In preparation for the site visit, each team member is expected to be thoroughly familiar with the Center material.  The National Site Team Chair will provide orientation, lead the team’s process of preparation, and shape plans for the actual visit; this will include assigning work to individual Site Team Members.  Site Team Members are expected to evaluate, critically, the documents they receive and to be prepared to discuss areas of concerns.  Site Team Members can expect to spend time prior to the on-site visit in conference calls or e-mails as they develop the process for the on-site review.  
Center documents should be reviewed for compliance with ACPE Standards.  Site Teams will find it useful to keep a copy of the ACPE Standards and the ACPE Accreditation Manual close by to determine areas that are clearly in compliance with Standards and those that may be in partial compliance or non-compliance.  Site Team Members should highlight any areas they note, including those areas that seem to be of exceptional quality.

Through a careful examination of the Center documents, the National Site Team Chair and Site Team Members can discern the elements of review that are necessary for that particular Center.  The Site Team will use this information to draft an agenda for the site visit.

Development of the Site Visit Agenda
Once the Site Team has begun review of the material, the National Site Team Chair will lead the Site Team in developing a specific site visit agenda.  Working with the primary Center Supervisor, the National Site Team Chair will suggest an agenda based on the specific needs and issues of the Center.  

During the development of the agenda, the National Site Team Chair will ensure that the entire Center, including component sites, satellite programs, and placements, will be reviewed.  Site Team Members should conduct all interviews agreed on in advance with the primary Center Supervisor. The greater number of individuals that the Site Team interviews, the more data it collects. The review of Center documents may have highlighted areas that need further review, so the National Site Team Chair may request additional relevant materials that should be made available on-site.  The National Site Team Chair will make all such requests in a timely fashion, so that the primary Center supervisor has time to gather them prior to the site visit. 
Generally, the agenda should have a structure that allows for the Center to demonstrate its compliance with Standards and allows it to be seen in its best light.  The needs of the Site Team Members should be considered, so time should be allotted for breaks.  A sample agenda is located in Appendix III.  
A successful agenda will include opportunities for the team to:

· Inspect the Center’s physical facilities 

· Discuss with supervisory staff the educational and clinical aspects of the Center 

· Confer with the administrators about their attitudes toward and plans for the Center 

· Review course materials, syllabi, continuing education records, library access, etc. 

· Confer with the Center’s professional advisory group

· Review a representative sample of student records

· Review financial budget or audit summary to confirm support and sponsor viability 

· Review clinical placement for educational experiences 
· Review educational placements for units of CPE
· Visit any off campus sites or placements is if practical 

· Interview off-campus administrative supervisors; 

· Interview current and former students of the Center
· Prepare for exit report 

· Conduct the exit report session with primary Center supervisor and any others s/he may wish to invite

Required Interviews
Some latitude exists in forming an agenda, but specific meetings are required in every agenda in order to discern compliance with Standards.  Required interviews must be held with:

· Primary Center Supervisor

· All ACPE Supervisors and Associate Supervisors 
· Administrators
· Current and Former Students
If the Center documentation highlights other persons who are integrally involved in the Center, these persons should be interviewed.  The National Site Team Chair and the primary Center Supervisor should avoid changes in the agenda on the day(s) of the site visit to accommodate additional interviews, if at all possible.  Site Team Members should strive to stay on schedule as a matter of professional courtesy and to move in and out of interviews with graciousness and efficiency.
Consultation within the Site Team 
The schedule should allow adequate time for consultation among Site Team Members.  The National Site Team Chair should make ample time available for team consultations, mentoring of new Site Team Members, and adhering to the site visit agenda. Time allocations must be balanced to take account of the needs of the team and the desires of the Center. 
Time Allocation

Because they take place during common business hours, most site visits occur between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. An hour should be included for lunch, at least two breaks during the day, and at least thirty minutes for team consultation prior to the exit interview. 
The National Site Team Chair and the primary Center Supervisor should identify exact start and end times to allow for completion of interviews, review of documents, travel between sites, provision of the exit report, and departure times of Site Team Members. If the complexity of the Center being reviewed necessitates a third day, the primary Center Supervisor and the National Site Team Chair should negotiate how this will be accomplished.
Not all Site Team Members take part in every activity during a site visit.  The National Site Team Chair will assign activities and responsibilities for interviews, reviews, and off-site visits equitably between Site Team Members. 

Preliminary Meeting of the Site Team
The Site Team meets prior to its initial visit with the primary Center Supervisor and other persons to ensure that the Site Team is of one mind as it prepares for the on-site visit.  
Evening before the Site Visit

The evenings before and during the site visit are considered working time for the Site Team, and all Site Team Members are expected to be present and to participate.  The Site Team generally holds a planning session the evening before the site visit. If additional changes in the agenda are required, the National Site Team Chair should communicate with the primary Center Supervisor during this time to arrange a shift in the agenda.  
The Site Team will meet to:

· Discuss the agenda 

· Outline the responsibilities and assignments of each Site Team member 

· Review targeted areas for examination emerging from the Center’s materials  

· Identify areas needing more thorough review 
· Identify any missing information to be gathered from the Center
· Review the names of the instructional staff associated with the Center 

· Arrange time to confer with one another periodically throughout the visit

This meeting can generally be accomplished within one hour and is used to develop strategies for carrying out interviews in an efficient and diplomatic way.  Together, the Site Team should generate specific questions for the entire site visit, based on information from the Center’s documentation, and should the same questions in multiple interviews, to determine reliability of answers.  

Because the Site Team knows in advance whom it will interview, it can set goals for each interview.  These goals should be based on the ACPE Standards.  A list of sample questions, located in Appendix II, can guide the Site Team’s strategy.  Thoughtful preparation during this time can assist Site Team Members to conduct each interview effectively. The National Site Team Chair assists the Site Team in prioritizing the goals for each interview.

Conducting the Site Visit

The Site Team should follow the established agenda. 
Though the Center should be given sufficient opportunity to highlight its strengths, the Site Team must spend time on all aspects of the Center to meet the objectives of the site visit review.  Center supervisors and other staff members should be able to articulate both the strengths and weaknesses of the Center, and a review of documents should also demonstrate this.   Many Centers can highlight strengths, but some may not be as forthcoming in regard to limitations.  The Site Team must keep in mind that a Center’s ability to recognize its limitations and develop constructive strategies to attend to them is an important aspect of a Center’s assessment and development.  This recognition and plan development is an important part of Site Visit Report Part I, in which the Site Team indicates the Center’s potential for attending to limitations. Throughout the site visit, the Site Team should encourage all persons being interviewed to converse freely about the Center and to reflect on all aspects of the Center’s functioning, including its limitations.

Not all Centers comply with each of the Standards in the same manner. Some Standards, such as 308.8.1 (“Supervisor’s evaluation will be available to the student within 45 calendar days of the completion of the unit”), are very specific, allowing little latitude in the approaches that may be used for compliance; other Standards, such as 308.6.3 (“clearly written syllabus”) are less specific, permitting greater variation in acceptable approaches. This is where the use of narrative and deep listening will assist a Site Team in discovering how a Center meets Standards.  The National Site Team Chair will assist Site Team Members in exploring and recording in detail alternative approaches, their philosophical bases, and the observed results. The Site Team should adopt an open, inquisitive, and objective attitude about Center practices and avoid expressing personal philosophies about CPE. Site Team Members must refrain from comparing the applicant Center or Center with their own Centers or other Centers in which they trained.

Internal matters of concern to a Center may arise in the course of document review and interviews. The Site Team should consider only matters that may influence how the Center meets Standards. If internal Center problems are raised, the Site Team must avoid being drawn into mediation. It should record and report to the Commission only factual information and refrain from drawing conclusions or recommending solutions to issues not related to ACPE Standards.

Information from Documents and Data
Although much of the site visit time is taken up with interviews with key persons associated with the CPE Center, considerable data can be gathered through direct observation of facilities and from review of relevant records and printed or electronic documents. 

Conducting Interviews

All interviews and meetings have certain common purposes and should be guided by basic principles of timeliness, confidentiality, and efficient information gathering. All site visit interviews are conducted with one or more of the following purposes in mind, to:

· Verify information contained in the material 

· Clarify information contained in the materials 

· Obtain information not included in the materials 

· Clarify any discrepancies discovered in the materials or through gathered information.
The Site Team should be aware that certain interviews and meetings are particularly crucial during the purpose of the site visit. These interviews, which are discussed in greater detail below, include:

· Initial interview with the Center Director; 

· Meetings with faculty, staff, administrators, consultants, and 

· Exit report.

Confidentiality

The National Site Team Chair and all Site Team Members must sign a copy of the “Non-disclosure Agreement for Information from Student Records,” located in the Accreditation Commission Policy & Procedure Manual.  The National Site Team Chair should ensure that the Site Team has left the original, signed copies of the forms with the Center and that copies of the signed forms are included in the Center materials.  The National Site Team Chair should make a statement about the importance of confidentiality during interviews with all persons during the initial meeting at the Center and in all subsequent meetings and interviews. The Site Team must be able to meet with individuals without the primary Center Supervisor. Individuals being interviewed should be free to speak candidly.

Forms of Interviews

As part of the planning of the visit, the National Site Team Chair will discuss what each member’s role will be in facilitating interviews. Team members may be asked to conduct interviews independently. The team may determine that certain interviews (e.g., groups of students and alumni or clinical supervisors) may be better managed with all team members present.

All Site Team Members should be present for the initial interview and exit report with the Center Director and any other persons invited. All faculty should be interviewed either individually or, if necessary, in small groups. In large Centers, there may not be time for an individual interview with every faculty member. A small-group meeting without the Center Director may be a more efficient way to gather the pertinent information from each person.

Content of Interviews

Site Team Members should briefly make introductions, make a statement about the importance of confidentiality during interviews, answer any questions the interviewee may have, and then proceed to their own questioning. The manner of questioning should direct the interviewee to provide information pertinent to the site visit. Questions should be open-ended whenever possible.

Recording the Interviews

During ACPE site visits, notes are recorded through writing only; electronic recording of speech is not permitted.  Note-taking is an integral part of the interview process and is crucial to ensuring an accurate report.  Record the name and position of each person interviewed together with their comments. Discrepancies in reports on specific issues should be recorded and, if possible, resolved before the end of the site visit. Visitors may wish to keep personal notes for reference after the visit. The Site Team will be asked to comment, as appropriate, on the Center’s response to the site visit report.  The notes taken by a Site Team are the property of the person serving on the Site Team and should be destroyed after the report is written.
Suggested Questions for Surveying

There is a variety of lines of inquiry to determine compliance with Standards. Appendix II of this manual contains some sample questions that Site Team Members may use during the on-site survey. 
With administrators and executives, the Site Team can explore such areas as financial support of the Center, communication channels and mechanisms, plans for the development and continuation of the Center, perception of services, teaching, students, and faculty, perceptions of how the Center compares with similar ones in the institution, and clarification of the relationship of the institution and Center missions. The Site Team should remember that interviews with administrators and executives are primarily a time for advocacy of the Center.  
Primary Center Supervisor
In interviewing the Supervisor who is primarily responsible for the CPE Center, the Site Team provides support, encouragement, challenge, and should focus on its assessment of the supervisor’s authority in the Center, the level of integration of the Center into its setting(s), budgetary support or lack thereof, faculty and student ratios, participation of faculty in Center and institution (e.g., service on committees, etc.), productivity like graduation rates, student units completed, types of CPE, etc., how the Center compares with similar ones in the institution, requests for advocacy for specific Center needs, quality of how multiple Centers are managed (satellite/branch campus, distance education), technical support and training, management of diversity, quality of Center evaluation and quality assurance mechanisms, admission decisions: how made, by whom, in-service and continuing education, organizational chart and infrastructure, community relationships, and, as appropriate, long-term planning for the Center.
Other Center Supervisors

In Centers where more than one supervisor is employed, the Site Team should interview all ACPE Supervisors and Associate Supervisors.  These interviews may take some of the same form as that of the primary Center Supervisor, though they will focus more on the educational aspects of the Center rather than its administration.  As always, all Center supervisors should feel free to share any thoughts or insights with the Site Team.
Faculty
In Centers where many persons serve as faculty members, the Site Team should interview as many faculty members as time allows.  It is important for the Site Team to discern who is teaching and who is supervising, and interviews can identify how students understand the provision of supervision.

As one might expect in larger contexts, some dynamics may exist between Center Supervisors and other faculty members as colleagues; these dynamics are not necessarily the purview of the Site Team, as long as the Site Team can determine that the supervision of CPE (Level I/Level II) and Supervisory CPE students are not inhibited by these dynamics.  Site Team Members must refrain from involving themselves in internal conflicts or seeking to mollify these dynamics.  
Faculty should be asked to speak to development and achievement of Center goals, the adequacy of the budget, teaching and supervisory loads, clarity of responsibilities, the balance of service and educational responsibilities, community and consultation relationships, equipment adequacy, opportunities and support for continuing education, Center evaluation/quality assurance, curriculum development,  mechanisms for addressing multicultural diversity, technical support and training space, and the quality of collaboration to achieve the mission of the department and Center.  If contract Supervisors are involved, the Site Team will seek to discern their relationship to Center, their view of Center strengths and weaknesses, how educational and administrative lines of reporting are defined and kept, and relationships with on-site faculty, Center Supervisors, and Center administration.  
If the Site Team determines that the internal conflicts impact the educational process with students and or administrators, the Site Team should note such in the reports, specifying an ACPE Standard that is violated by the conflicts.
Interviews with Executives
The Site Team must take care in its interviews with administrators, in that these meetings must be conducted with the greatest sensitivity and discernment possible.  Typically, administrators have very tight schedules and are responsible for a wide range of areas, of which the Accredited Member Center may be only one.  Even administrators who have had responsibility for CPE Centers for some time may not be completely knowledgeable about ACPE and the nuances of other Centers.  The Site Team Members who interview administrators should keep this in mind.  Some sample questions to use with administrators are found in Appendix II, and the Site Team may develop other questions from its review of Center documents.  Most administrators understand accreditation reviews and can dialog at length about the Center.  The Site Team should strive to be respectful.
Students and Alumni
The most important persons in any CPE Center are the students.  When interviewing students and or asking about students, the Site Team should focus its inquiry on how communications about progress during training occurs, the type and format of Centers offered,  graduation rates and requirements, the extent of student knowledge about professional issues  like the right to complain, preparation for future certification, adequacy of preparation for ministry after CPE, the quality and frequency of supervision, adequacy of materials, equipment, and office space, access to faculty, department, and clinical staff, strengths and limits of the Center, exposure to current information while in the Center and suggestions for change or improvement

The Consultation Group and other Support Staff 
Other staff members in the Center can provide significant information regarding the Center.  Professionals, such as those who support the work of the Center by staffing offices or providing consultation to the Center, should be interviewed.  Office staff may be questioned in terms of confidentiality and record keeping; consultation group members may be asked about their support of the Center to administration and contributions to the educational process.  If public members are part of the consultation group, they may be asked about how the Center cooperates with the community, prepares students for service, and develops competent graduates.    

Exit Report

At the close of Site Visit process, the Site Team must meet with the primary Center supervisor and any other Center-invited faculty, staff, or personnel. The primary objective of the exit report is to provide an oral report of the Site Team’s findings as they relate to the Center’s compliance with the ACPE Standards.  The Exit Report must include four components: 
· Summary of Findings:  areas of compliance, partial compliance, and non-compliance;

· Review of Center Strengths and Limitations; and
· Recommendations for Center Development and Improvement
· Any concerns that will be included in the Site Team Report—Part I.
The Center may request consultation from the Site Team during the Exit Report, though such consultation is not a part of the Exit Report.
The Site Team should review the Center’s strengths, limitations, and areas for improvement that will be noted in the Site Visit Report—Part I and as they relate to ACPE Standards.  Though the Site Team may become very specific about a Center’s accreditation process, the Site Team may not express any opinion about the Commission’s final accreditation decision for the Center. The National Site Team Chair will share the Site Team’s observations and how it verified the Center’s compliance with ACPE Standards. 
The National Site Team may share consultation about the program, at the Center’s invitation, but will note that this section does not include material that will be reflected in reports about the Center’s accreditation. 
The primary Center Supervisor should be reminded that ACPE welcomes suggestions for the improvement of its accreditation process. The Center Director should be urged to complete the Center Site Visit Questionnaire as soon as possible after the site visit.  The Site Team should make every effort to leave the following impressions:

· The Site Team Members were professional, friendly, well-prepared colleagues who thoroughly reviewed the Center to confirm the information provided in the materials.

· The Site Team Members were methodical, maintained their schedule, and caused minimal interruption in the Center’s regular activities.
Following the site visit, the National Site Team Chair and Site Team Members may discuss the site visit, orally or in writing, only between themselves or with the Commission Chair, the Associate Director of ACPE, the national reviewer, and ACPE office staff assigned to accreditation matters. 
Identifying and Attending to Areas of Concern 
The Site Team should be aware of certain proven bellwethers within Centers.  The Site Team should become aware and be alert for these during the on-site visit.  These areas, listed below, are those that require immediate attention and, if left unattended, will result in notations.  
· Completion of supervisor’s evaluations within 45 days of the end of the unit 
· Inadequate faculty to support the Center’s programs 
· Unclear lines of authority in placements
· Missing contracts and agreements

· An imbalanced education and service mix
· Inadequate facilities with limited equipment and personnel 
· Insufficient or inaccurate public information about accreditation 
· Breaches of confidentiality

· Inaccessibility of student records
· Inadequate management of student files according to Center policies 
· Inadequate documentation of on-going Center program evaluation 
· Inadequate financial support for continuing education 
· Inadequate curriculum to meet ACPE Objectives and Outcomes for programs offered
· Inadequate individual and group supervision
· Concerns of professional ethics, supervisory competency, or supervisor impairment
· Violations of boundaries
In cases where Center personnel disagree with the Site Team’s recommendations or when Center personnel raise questions, challenge reports, or question processes, the Site Team should complete the entire site visit process.  Issues may arise at a Center level that have implications at the Commission level, so the Site Team should allow concerns, disagreements, or challenges to move forward through the writing of the Site Visit Report—Part I, the Center Response, the Site Visit Report—Part II, and the national review.  If the matter has not been resolved using the review process, the Center may choose to engage in a complaint against the Accreditation Commission, once the Commission has voted on the Center’s accreditation.  
On rare occasions, the National Site Team Chair, a Site Team Member, or the entire Site Team may be refused access or information, or they may encounter special problems that limit or prevent completion of the site visit.  In such cases, the National Site Team Chair will suspend the site visit and call the Commission Chair immediately to determine a course of action. If the Commission Chair is unavailable, the National Site Team Chair will contact the Associate Director of ACPE, designated to act on behalf of the Chair in such matters. Commission contact information is available on www.acpe.edu and is provided to the Site Team before the site visit.

Appeals of Accreditation Commission Decisions and Complaints
Centers and Supervisors may appeal decisions made by the Accreditation Commission.  Complaints against the Commission may only be filed based on alleged violation of education Standards by the Commission or its representatives.  
When the Accreditation Commission has decided upon adverse action for a Center, the Center may engage the process to appeal this decision.  The process for appeal is described in the Accreditation Manual, Appendix 9, “Appeal of Adverse Accreditation Decision(s).”  
If a Center believes that the Accreditation Commission or its representatives have failed to follow its processes or misapplied the Standards of ACPE (Standards 300), it may file a complaint against the Accreditation Commission as outlined in the “Policy for Complaints against the Accreditation Commission,” found at www.acpe.edu.   

While National Site Team Chairs are not responsible for the administration of these appeals or complaints, they should be aware that the processes are available for Centers and refer them, when called upon, to the processes described above. 

Site Visit Reports
Site Visit Reports are made to the Center in two parts, using outlines in the Accreditation Commission Policy & Procedure Manual.  This section describes their purposes, details expectations for the reports, and instructs as to their distribution.
Purposes of the Site Visit Reports
For the Site Team, Site Visit reports provide a means of documenting findings and of recording comments and factual data. For the Commission, the site visit reports lead to final documentation of the verification of content in the written materials. After regional review, these observations become the basis of a decision regarding accreditation. For the Center, site visit reports provide a summary of the findings of the Site Team relative to each Standard for Accreditation, as well as noted strengths and limitations. A copy of the report is also sent to the Senior Executive to whom the Center reports. 

Writing the Site Visit Reports
National Site Team Chairs oversee preparation of a rough draft of Site Visit Reports Part I and Part II. They have final responsibility for their content and quality. A Chair may assign authorship of various separate parts to Site Team members and combine them in final form and may also assign the responsibility to draft the reports to one member of the team. In any case, the reports must be edited by the team but finally approved and signed by the National Site Team Chair before submittal to the applicant or Center reviewed.  Because a Center must meet all ACPE Standards, it is essential that each Site Team Report include accurate statements accompanied by the fitting ACPE standard. 

The reports must clearly differentiate between conclusions based on factual evidence and conclusions based on impressions. The Commission’s final decision as to whether a Center is in violation of a Standard is based, in part, on documentation provided by the Site Team.  The section on recommendations for Center development should address Center limitations, and therefore must relate accurately to specific ACPE Standards. Although Site Team Members may be asked their opinions as how to remedy a problem or to suggest improvements, it is inappropriate to include any opinions in the site visit reports. This aspect of the site visit should only be provided by request of the Center and after the conclusion of the exit report.

The site visit reports should supplement and validate the information given in the materials and other information provided in advance of and at the time of the site visit, such as a substantive change plan. Site visit reports are sent to primary Center Supervisor and Center administrators, so it is imperative that they be of post-graduate quality and professional in their presentation and content. In addition to the behavior of the Site Team, the site visit reports are the tangible products on which the Center and the institution will judge the quality of the evaluation process.

The Site Visit Report—Part I 
The Site Visit Report—Part I should indicate how Site Team Members verified that the Center meets ACPE Standards. If the Site Team has determined that the Center is meeting all ACPE Standards, this report should state such.  If the Site Team has discovered that there are areas in which the Center is in partial compliance or non-compliance with Standards, this report should identify those areas in relation to specific Standards and state expectations for the Center to bring itself into compliance with those Standards.  
The format for the report will have a section that includes a description of the institution, agency, or corporation, and any components, significant placements, and satellites and a summary of the individuals interviewed by the team, including titles of administrators and supervisory faculty, as well as a demographic description of the group interviews. Student names should not be included in the site visit report to protect confidentiality. 

All documents produced by the Site Team should be of professional quality, reflecting post-graduate writing and thinking, and demonstrating the professionalism and credibility of ACPE as an organization. If a National Site Team Chair allows the Site Team to produce a poor-quality document, the National Site Team Chair may be released from service.
The Site Visit Report—Part I follows the form described in the Accreditation Manual, which expects the report to contain: 

· A description of the Site Team’s pre-visit orientation to its role and responsibilities and actions taken to familiarize the team with ACPE Standards and accreditation procedures.

· A summary of the history of the institution and its pastoral care and pastoral education programs;

· Special attention should be paid to this section, as it is the location of how the Site Team captured the unique narrative of the Center

· The Site Team’s observations about the context of the Center are welcome here.
· A summary of the center’s prior accreditation history, noting any deficiencies or notations that were assigned, how they were attended to.

· This is another opportunity for the Site Team to capture part of the Center’s narrative

· An assessment and evaluation of the Center’s self study (Accredited Member Center) or feasibility (candidacy center) process and report;

· A description of each component of the site visit;

· An evaluation of the Center’s strengths and limitations, which will include: 

· An assessment of the Center’s financial viability to offer programs of CPE as reflected in financial audit statements;

· A description and assessment of the Center’s measurement of students’ achievement after completing CPE (Level I/Level II) and Supervisory CPE

· A summary of how the Center is meeting ACPE Standards. 

· The Site Team should note areas of compliance, partial compliance, and non-compliance.  When a Center is in compliance, the Site Team need not identify each Standard in compliance.  Areas of partial compliance or non-compliance are those Standards that the Site Team has determined that the Center has not addressed sufficiently.  Many issues of partial and non-compliance can be resolved during the review process; they may also be resolved in the Center’s reply to The Site Visit Report—Part I.  When non-compliance issues are not resolved through the Center Response or before the Site Team writes the Site Visit Report—Part II, the Site Team may recommend a notation be assigned by the Accreditation Commission.
· Any requests from the Site Team for additional information from the Center.
The site visit report should be sent to the Center within two weeks after the visit or a time agreed upon by the Center, Site Team and chair of the Accreditation Commission. After receiving the site visit report, the Center must respond within four weeks unless the Center, Site Team, and Accreditation Commission Chair agree to a different time. 
The Center Response
The Center Response is the document provided by the Center or Candidacy Center after it has received The Site Visit Report—Part I.  The Site Team should expect to receive the Center Response within 30 days from the time the Center has received the Site Visit Report—Part I.  The National Site Team Chair can encourage the Center to respond as fully as possible to the Site Visit Report—Part I.  Once the Site Team Members receive the Center response, the Site Team will discuss and review it.  A Center that replies fully and sends additional information, correcting errors or demonstrating that it has met Standards, can avoid further notations or difficulties in the accreditation process.  It is imperative that both the Site Team and the Center remember that this portion of the review is a consultative process and that when Site Teams and Centers work together to attend to any issues of concern, the outcome is often accreditation without notation or deficiency.  
The Site Visit Report—Part II
Upon receipt of the Center Response, the National Site Team Chair will share it with the rest of the Site Team.  The Site Team Members determine whether or not they believe the Center’s response has answered sufficiently the concerns raised in the Site Visit Report—Part I and whether the Center now meets the minimum requirements of all ACPE Standards. If the Site Team Members do not believe that concerns have been answered, they will determine which notations they will recommend about specific Standards.

The Site Team will write the Site Visit Report—Part II based on its first report and the Center Response.  Led by the National Site Team Chair, the Site Team will write a report in which it:
· Comments on the Center’s written response to the Site Team visit and Part I Site Visit Report. Assess the center’s compliance or feasibility for compliance (candidacy) with ACPE Standards. Make additional comments if necessary to document points of non-compliance. Summarize specific issues for review by the national reviewer.

· Prepares a separate document, listing any commendations (See Appendix 3 of the Accreditation Commission Policy & Procedure Manual, Commendations for Centers) that may be appropriate for the center. Describe the portion of the center’s documentation, operations, or program design and execution found to be exemplary, as related to a specific Standard.

· Gives recommendations for action to the national reviewer. 
· Recommend accreditation with no notations (for Accredited Member Centers) or deficiencies (for Candidacy Centers).
· Recommend deficiency when a Candidacy Center has not adequately addressed one or more Standards in its material, during the site visit, or in the Center Response.  The Site Team is recommending that the Accreditation Commission review and possibly take further action. 
· When deficiencies are recommended, The Site Visit Report—Part II must:
· specify the Standard that has not been met using the exact language from the ACPE Standards in its entirety, 
· detail the ways that the Standard has not been met, and 
· include clear instructions regarding the action or change required to bring the Candidacy Center into compliance.  
· The Site Team should recommend a length of time in which a deficiency must be answered, of either six months or a year, taking into account student safety.
· Recommend notations when the Site Team finds that, after the Center’s response to the Site Visit Report—Part II, a Center remains either partially or wholly out of compliance with one or more Standards.   The Site Team makes recommendations that the Accreditation Commission assign notations. 
· When notations are recommended, The Site Visit Report—Part II must:
· specify the Standard that has not been met using the exact language from the ACPE Standards in its entirety, 
· detail the ways that the Standard has not been met, and 
· include clear instructions regarding the action or change required to bring the Center into compliance.  
· The Site Team should recommend a length of time in which a notation must be answered, of either six months or a year, taking into account student safety.
· Suggest recommendations as collaborative consultation.  They are not to be confused with issues of compliance with ACPE Standards.  They are the Site Team’s suggestions for improvements or further thought and reflection.

· Record the Site Team’s vote on its recommendation for action.

· Combine Site Visit Report—Part I, the Center Response, Site Visit Report—Part II, center materials, and any recommendations for commendation(s) and submit to the national reviewer, as assigned by the Commission Chair.

The National Site Team Chair will send the completed Site Visit Report—Part II to the Candidacy Center or Accredited Member Center. The chair sends a final copy of the completed Site Visit Report—Part II to each Site Team member. This report must be in the Center’s hands within 14 days after the Site Team receives the Center Response.  Site Team Members should remember that all reports become part of the documentation for the Center’s accreditation.  The Commission will not act on a Center’s accreditation until it receives all of the Center documentation related to the review, including Site Visit Report—Part I, the Center Response, Site Visit Report—Part II, and the national reviewer’s report.  
Referral of Material to the National Reviewer
The Commission decides based on a thorough review of application materials, the Site Visit Report—Part I, the Center’s response to that report, the Site Visit Report—Part II, and the national reviewer’s report to the Commission. After the Commission has voted upon the Center’s request, the national office sends a letter on its behalf to the primary supervisor at the Center and the administrator responsible for the CPE Center within 30 days of its decision. In addition, the final Commission accreditation decision and rationale regarding a specific Center may be provided to the individuals who conducted that Center’s site visit on behalf of the Commission, with a request to not disclose any of the information that is not otherwise made public as required by the U.S. Department of Education, in order to provide Site Team Members with ongoing training and opportunities for self-assessment.   
Appendix I:
Job Description for National Site Team Chairs

I.
Position Summary 
The National Site Team Chair shall be the primary person responsible for the execution of the Site Team Visit for Ten-Year Accreditation Reviews and Candidacy Reviews.  

II.
Essential Functions
· Understand ACPE, Inc., its Standards, the accreditation process, and the Accreditation Manual.  
· Works directly with the Center supervisor to create an agenda for the visit and to dialogue about the material’s readiness for review
· Determines whether Center material is ready for review and returns inadequate material to the Center for further work.
· Works with the Chair of the Regional Accreditation Committee in which the Center is located to form a Site Team whose members will be from this region.
· Orients Site Team Members to the accreditation process to ensure competency on the part of the team. May train Site Team Members.  Determines Site Team travel expectations, and sets times for Site Team consultations prior to the actual Site Team visit. 
· Coordinates the schedule for travel of the Site Team Members.
· Completes the Site Visit Report—Part I and II
· Ensures that the Center returns the feedback tool to the Commission within 30 days of the Center receiving the Site Visit Report—Part II.
· Completes site visits, site visit reports, and feedback documents on time.  
III. 
Accountability
Reports to the Chair of the Accreditation Commission and collaborates with the Associate Director, ACPE, Inc.

IV. 
Selection Criteria
· An ACPE Supervisor in good standing with ACPE, Inc.

· Documented experience as a member of a Site Team
· Demonstration of leadership

· Excellent writing and communication skills
· Must demonstrate consistently good feedback from site visit evaluations
V. 
Required Physical Demands:  
· Strength (Lift/Carry/Push/Pull):  Must be able to lift 20 pounds

· Standing/Walking: Frequently; must be able to travel

· Keyboarding/Dexterity: Frequently; activity required in writing reports and accessing on-line database

· Talking (Must be able to effectively communicate verbally): Yes

· Seeing:  Yes

· Hearing:  Yes

· Color Acuity (Must be able to distinguish and identify colors): No
Appendix II:  
Strategies for Hearing a Center’s Story
· Prepare to read the material:

· Remember you are coming as a colleague to support, encourage, affirm and challenge, not as a supervisor to instruct or correct. 

· Set aside thoughts as to the “right” way to do CPE.  Become “kenotic” for this Center, emptying yourself and opening to its individuality.
· Review again the ACPE Standards and the ACPE Accreditation Manual. 

· Contemplate non-traditional ways in which Centers may meet ACPE Standards.

· Read and discern themes from the Center’s story in the material provided:
· Consider its history.  Think about the changes it has experienced.  For groups seeking accreditation, consider the preparation for this request.

· Consider how its past accreditation processes have occurred.  Were there notations?  Were there difficult experiences?  Has the Center had a Called Review?  Think about how it might be approaching this review.

· Take into account the size of the Center, its resources, and its location in the broader context of ACPE, Inc.

· Think about the primary supervisor and the other supervisors at the Center.  How do you understand their stances toward CPE?

· Think about its context in relation to the kinds of CPE it offers.  Does its location afford it many resources and students, or require flexibility and creativity in order to remain viable? How do you understand the Center’s experience as related to the larger story of the institution with which it is connected? How does this show up in its work (e.g., its curriculum, its graduates, its ministry setting)?
· Look for ways in which the CPE program has informed or led the institution, if it is located within one.  How do you understand the Center’s story in the larger context of the institution’s story?

· If it is a free-standing Center, how is it influencing its community?

· Peruse the material again, looking this time for ways in which you see the Center successfully meeting the ACPE Standards:
· When you encounter ways in which the Center has met Standards, consider if it is a minimum, or if the Center has created an exemplary way of meeting Standards.  (In the latter case, consider a commendation for the Center.)
· Celebrate with the Center its meeting Standards.

· When you begin to question if a Center has met Standards:

· Question yourself first.  Have you set aside the “right” way?

· Affirm variation as a demonstration of creativity and celebrate the ways in which Centers meet Standards.

· When you cannot find no connection or only a partial connection with Standards, inquire as to the ways you find it lacking.  Ask questions of the Site Team.  Prepare questions for the Center supervisors, faculty, and other Center personnel.

· Be specific in the areas that are lacking and encourage the Center to demonstrate compliance.

· Write the reports with these steps in mind, remembering to support, encourage, affirm and challenge the Center.
Appendix III:
Sample Questions for Site Team Reviews

For Primary Center Supervisor
· Do you have autonomy in attending to the program needs of this Center?
· What priority does this Center have in the medical center, community, or population served?

· What would you say are the strengths of the Center?  Its weaknesses?
· What is your biggest concern at this time about this Center? 
· What changes are planned for the future and the Center? 
· What would you like us to inquire about when we speak with administration?

· What do you see as the present greatest need for the CPE program?

· What is your opinion of the: quality of the Center, faculty, budget, clinical operation, facilities, professional opportunities, supervisory leadership, commitment/dedication, satellite Center, distance education opportunities? 

· What is your attitude toward making changes in the Center that may be necessary to meet the accreditation Standards or to improve the Center? 

· How do you use Center evaluation data in future planning? 
· Do you feel supported by administration?
· Do you feel that you are limited in any way in what you offer in this program?
For Administrators
· How has the CPE program enhanced or supported the patient care delivered at your facility?

· How does having a CPE program impact your facility?

· Do you see the program as an asset or deficit to your financial resources?

· Are you and your board committed to the present and future funding for the CPE program supervisor and secretarial staff?

· What do you see as the present greatest need for the CPE program?

· Do you believe that the CPE program is the right size for your facility or does it have a potential for growth?

· How do you understand the relation between education and service in your facility?

· Do you and the CPE supervisor meet to discuss the CPE Program?  How frequently?

· Is the CPE Supervisor included in facility management meetings?

· How do you see the role of Chaplaincy?

· How do you see the relation between education and service in your facility?

For ACPE Supervisors
· Do you like it here?  How do you see the learning needs of students changing? 

· How do you understand the relation between education and service in your facility?

· Do you believe that the CPE program is the right size for your facility or does it have a potential for growth?

For the Consultation Group Member
· What is your understanding of CPE?   What is your role in the program? 

· What type of relationship do you have with the department in general and the CPE supervisors in particular? 

· Do you believe that the CPE program is the right size for this facility or does it have a potential for growth?

· What do you see as the present greatest need for the CPE program?

· What impact do you believe that the CPE program is having on the facility services?

For Current and Former Students
· Who were your supervisors?

· What did you learn in this program?   

· How have you used the Outcomes and Objectives of CPE (Level I/Level II) in your learning?

· How do you understand the relation between education and service in the CPE program?  How was the balance between education in theory and education in clinical practice?  

· Do you know what the ACPE Standards are?  Where would you find them?  Do you see any connection between Standards and the program of CPE in the Center?
· Were you emotionally or spiritually touched by anything during the program? 

· Did you ever file a grievance about the program?  If so, how did you do that?  If not, did you feel you had the right to do that?

· Were you given the opportunity to provide feedback to the Center about is program?

General Questions for Everyone
· What do you see as the strengths of the program?  

· What would you change about the program? 
· Would you recommend it to someone seeking CPE?
Appendix IV:
A Sample Site Visit Agenda
This sample Site Visit agenda is the most commonly used in site visits.  For more complex site reviews, an additional day may be required at the beginning or the end of the site visit to accommodate visits to component sites, satellite programs, or placements.
Day 1--Site Team Arrival and Preparation

1400 
Site Team arrives at hotel and meets to confirm all members have received and reviewed the required material and discuss initial impressions.

1800  
Site Team has dinner meeting with Center supervisor(s) to review the schedule and to discuss the supervisor(s) expectations for the visit.

2000  
Site Team meets to complete a final review of agenda, the team’s work, and a preliminary evaluation of the Center’s materials.

Day 2—The Site Visit

0800
Site Team gathers at a room designated by the Center.

0830
Site Team meets with administrator responsible for program to assess the Center’s financial and institutional support base.

0900
Site Team Members split up to review specific aspects of the Centers operation.  

· One member reviews student records, 

· Another member reviews past budgets and auditors reports, 

· A third space.

1000
Site Teams meets with department staff to discuss their involvement with CPE students. 

1100
Site Team meets with supervisor(s) to discuss the Center’s programs.

1200
Site Team meets with the consultation group for lunch to discuss its role in the Center.

1330
Site Team meets with some alumni to discuss their experience of the Center and the ways in which they have used their learning.

1430
Site Team meets with current students to discuss their orientation process, their knowledge of Center policy and procedures, and their experience of the curriculum.

1530
Site Team meets to organize its remarks for the exit interview. It makes a list of program strengths, any Standards non-compliance and the steps needed to address them.

1630
The Site Team holds an exit interview to provide a preliminary report of its findings.  The Site Team explains next steps in the review process and answers questions.

1700
Site Visit Ends
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