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HELP: the first step toward accreditation 

Need 

The Hawai’i English Language Program’s (HELP) new director, Joel Weaver, has 

expressed interest in pursuing accreditation for HELP since he was hired in 2008.  Some benefits 

that accreditation might provide HELP include making the program more competitive, increasing 

the viability of the program within the university system, and giving the program the structure 

that accreditation requires.     

 In an initial meeting with the Director and Assistant Director of HELP, the need was 

expressed to begin a self-study required to enter into the American Association of Intensive 

English Programs (AAIEP).  This self-study would be the first steps toward the accreditation 

cycle.  As HELP will be applying for accreditation from CEA or ACCET in the future, we 

propose to align this project with the goals of the three similar self-studies required for these 

accreditation bodies so that the information can be of maximum use in future projects. 

 

Expressed gaps 

In our examination of the accreditation process, HELP meets only a few standards and 

has limited evidence of the processes that accreditation requires.  While there are a few standards 

that have clear yes and no answers, many standards require much research, thought, and planning 

in order to implement the best practices and processes for HELP.  We intend to continually 

engage the primary intended users (PIU) in the process of deciding how HELP can successfully 

implement and evaluate each standard. 
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Primary intended users 

Our primary intended users are the HELP administration, faculty, and staff.  In order to 

maximize the effectiveness of our project, we will work with the PIUs who are the most closely 

associated with this project, the Director and Assistant Director. Our efforts to engage the PIUs 

include meeting with PIUs regularly for reporting the progress and asking for support and 

clarification.  We also strive to make our project goals clear by meeting with the PIUs and 

planning how our information can be used in informing the self study of the future HELP 

accreditation project.  Furthermore, we also intend to provide necessary guidelines and 

suggestions for future development. 

 

Proposed project 

After several meetings with our PIUs deciding which type of membership or 

accreditation we would seek, we decided that AAIEP membership would be the best first step in 

the accreditation process.  Because the AAIEP self study is quite extensive, we propose to do a 

needs analysis of each standard.  This includes several steps to be carried out: 

1. Create a rubric in which to identify the standard, whether we meet the standard, and 

provide documentation or a plan of how to meet the standard. 

2. Create definitions of terms that were used in the rubric, for our own use and for future 

use.  

3. Identify the met standards and present supporting evidence. 

4. Identify the unmet standards and recommend ways in which to improve.   

5. Recommend ways that the project can move forward. 
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Creating a Rubric and Definitions 

 The rubric that we designed evolved quite a bit from the initial rubric that we decided on.  

We had several false starts in making the rubric, which assisted in creating the definitions of the 

categories that we used.  First, we met and decided on a simple rubric and divided the standards 

amongst ourselves to work on.  We soon realized that we needed more categories, and that did 

not completely agree on what information should be placed in each category.  Again, we met and 

clarified the definitions of our categories and reworked the rubric, ensuring that we were taking a 

standardized, mutually agreed upon approach.  Please see Appendix A for our rubric and 

definitions. 

 

Identifying needs for each standard 

 After we had our assigned roles, rubric, and definitions in place, we began to work on 

individual standards.  We read each standard and decided what indicators pointed toward the 

completion of a standard.  Then, we researched whether HELP had any real or written evidence 

of each indicator.  If there was evidence, we documented and appended the evidence.  If there 

was no evidence of the indicator, we recommended how HELP could effectively meet the 

standard and how future collaborators could gather evidence of the completion of the standard.   

 We made several categories for the future use of the PIUs: the amount of time that could 

be dedicated to working on a standard, and who would be responsible for the completion of the 

standard.  These categories were meant to build use into the design of the project, so that future 

users could easily identify the incomplete standard and assign duties to themselves, faculty, or 

staff with a mutually agreed upon amount of time that the person should use for the task.   
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 Finally, we recommended ways in which the standards could be continually revisited, 

revised, and kept up-to-date.  These recommendations are purely hypothetical, and are meant to 

be used by the PIUs to envision a program revision cycle, leading to a more in-depth program 

evaluation plan. 

 

Recommendations for moving forward 

We have completed a needs analysis of the standards that HELP needs to meet in order to 

gain AAIEP membership.  This is only a small step in an ongoing effort to improve our internal 

processes through accreditation.  There are many more steps that need to be taken in completing 

this process.  The next steps that we recommend are as follows: 

1. One PIU assigned to overseeing the process through completion 

2. This PIU should be given time and resources to create a long-term plan and the power 

to assign duties 

3. As standards are worked upon and met, the PIU overseer must monitor that not only 

written evidence is gathered, but ensure that standards are implemented 

4. The PIU overseer should plan a cycle of revision in order to keep everything up-to-date 

In order for this project to continue, PIUs must be informed of the rubric and definitions.  

After one person is charged with the oversight of the project, this person should invest time and 

energy in planning the future accreditation cycle.  This includes reading the standards and the 

rubric, making any necessary adjustments, assigning others to take charge of a standard, and 

keeping track of the information, evidence, and documents that result from the process.  As 

standards are met, the PIU overseer must carefully monitor that standards are not only 

documented but also implemented.   
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Finally, as the project will take several years to plan, implement, document, and complete, 

a cycle of continual revision must be planned and put into place.  If some standards are met now 

or in the near future, the evidence may be outdated by the time the self-study is complete.  This 

cycle of revision can be integrated into HELP’s program evaluation and development plan.   

Appendix A: 
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Definitions for our accreditation rubrics 

 

 

 

 

Category A, B, C, D.. (whatever the letter of the standard): categories described in the AAIEP membership requirement 

 

Indicator: The results or actions (element or factor) that contribute the underlying requirements of the standard. 

 

Do we have it now:  Use “complete” “partial” or “no” 

 

Evidence: Real existing data (that we have NOW) which provide information about or predict whether the standard is being met.  For 

each type of evidence, you should have an appendix.  (Indicator and Evidence could be the same thing or similar) 

 

Recommendation:  If there is no evidence or partial evidence, you must have a recommendation on how to get the evidence or how to 

implement the action that is missing. If you have the evidence, you don’t need a recommendation.  If you don’t have the evidence, you 

need a recommendation.   
 

All evidence should be appended:  If you have info for your recommendation, it should also be appended. 

Please use the consistent term: Appendix A-1-1,2,3... A means the category. First number means the standard falls under the category. 

The number means the sequential order of the appendix.. So, appendix for category D, standard 2, the third appendix in this standard 

will be Appendix D-2-3. Each time, appendices will be re-countered based on a new standard.  

 

Recommendation/ Action plan:  The recommendation of action or evidence that we need in order to complete the standard. 

 

By Whom, Working hours, Timeline: (leave all of these empty.  They are for the HELP administration to make their plans later) 

 

Category A 

  

Statement of 

Purposes and 

Goals 

 

Indicator 

 

 

Do we 

have it 

now 

Evidence Recommendation / 

Action Plan  

By 

whom 

Working 

hours 

Timeline Ongoing self-study 
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Ongoing self study: a recommendation about when and how the evidence should be reviewed.  It is a written plan for maintaining or 

improving the quality of the program (by each standard), including a timeline for implementation.    

 

If there is more than one indicator, all the rest of the categories should be consistently split into rows.  Ongoing self study can be 

one cell if desired. 

 


