PAB INTERIM REPORT FOR THE COUNCIL ON HIGHER EDUCATION ACCREDITATION (CHEA)
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Planning Accreditation Board (PAB)
2334 W. Lawrence Avenue; Chicago, Illinois 60625
Phone: 773.334.7200
Fax: n/a
smerits@planningaccreditationboard.org
www.planningaccreditationboard.org
Shonagh Merits, Executive Director
Graduate and undergraduate degree programs only; PAB does not accredit nondegree programs.
 87 programs at 75 institutions accredited as of April 2011
 86 programs at 75 institutions accredited as of June 1, 2016
I. Date of most recent CHEA recognition: October 2013
J. Date of final report submission: October 13, 2016

II.

SCOPE OF ACCREDITATION
A. Provide the organization’s current CHEA-recognized scope of accreditation.
No change: PAB accredits academic programs in North America leading to bachelor’s and master’s
degrees in urban and regional planning.
B. If applicable, identify and describe any accreditation activity conducted by the
organization that is not part of its current CHEA-recognized scope of accreditation,
e.g., institutions or programs outside the United States, consortia of providers,
professional or continuing education, internships, residency programs, postdoctoral certification.
None
C. If applicable, describe any accreditation activity authorized by the accrediting
organization's charter, bylaws or mission statement, but wherein the organization
is not currently active.
None
D. Describe any plans, initiatives or pilot projects that may result in the submission of
a formal request for a change to the CHEA-recognized scope of accreditation and an
approximate time frame for making the request. (See Paragraph 11, 2010 CHEA
Recognition Policy and Procedures.)
None
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III.

NARRATIVE REPORTING MAJOR CHANGES THAT RELATE TO THE CHEA ELIGIBILITY AND
RECOGNITION STANDARDS AND DEMONSTRATING THAT THE ACCREDITING
ORGANIZATION CONTINUES TO MEET CHEA ELIGIBILITY AND RECOGNITION
STANDARDS

PAB most recently applied for CHEA recognition in 2011; recognition was awarded in 2013. At
the time of the application, PAB had released a draft overhaul of its accreditation standards.
Part of this process included addressing all CHEA eligibility and recognition requirements. As
PAB was concurrently underdoing CHEA recognition, CHEA’s then Committee on Recognition
(COR) reviewed the proposed standards and the process for changing them. COR took issue
with the process; PAB’s recognition was delayed until a new process, demonstrating sufficient
independence from all sponsoring organizations, was approved and in place. The standards
were approved in 2012 and implemented in 2013. The 2012 standards addressed any
perceived CHEA compliance challenges, specifically by introducing a new criterion requiring
public information on accredited programs’ websites regarding student achievement and
institutional performance.
In 2012 PAB adopted a new 5-year strategic plan, which contains goals related to: improving
Site Visitor training; motivating programs to achieve excellence; achieving impact regarding
planning program outcomes; enhancing data collection, analysis, and dissemination; ensuring
operational procedures are efficient and effective, and outcomes / output relevant; and others.
Concurrent with the implementation of the strategic plan and the new standards, PAB reviewed
all of its policies and procedures and made a material number of changes. Reviews were done
and changes were made with the input of stakeholders whenever possible, as well as with an
eye towards what we felt were exemplary practices of other specialized accreditors.
9. ELIGIBILITY. To be eligible for CHEA recognition, the accreditation organization:
A. demonstrates that the organization’s mission and scope are consistent with the
CHEA Institutional Eligibility and Recognition Policy (Appendix B), including that a
majority of the institutions and programs accredited by the organization grant
higher education degrees. The Policy provides, in part, that the recognition process
will place increasing emphasis on the effectiveness of accrediting organizations in
assuring academic quality of institutions or programs;
B. is non-governmental;
C. accredits institutions or programs in institutions that have legal authority to confer
higher education degrees, whether U.S. or non-U.S. institutions;*
D. accredits institutions or programs at generally accepted higher education levels;
E. has written procedures that describe, officially and publicly:
1. the organization’s decision-making processes, policies, and procedures that
lead to accreditation actions, and
2. the scope of accreditation that may be granted, evaluative criteria (standards
or characteristics) used, and levels of accreditation status conferred;
F. has procedures that include a self-evaluation by the institution or program and onsite review by a visiting team, or has alternative processes that CHEA considers to be
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valid;
G. demonstrates independence from any parent entity, or sponsoring entity, for the
conduct of accreditation activities and determination of accreditation status; and
H. is operational, with more than one completed accreditation review, including action
by the accreditation decision-making body at each degree level, or for each type of
program, identified in the statement of proposed recognized scope of accreditation.
*For non-U.S. institutions in countries in which legal authority to award degrees is not available, the accrediting organization
meets this requirement if it demonstrates that it accredits only those institutions that have standing and significant support
in the local community or other communities of interest, e.g., well-known professional organizations and other respected
entities that support the institution.

9A – has mission and scope are consistent with the CHEA Institutional Eligibility and Recognition
Policy
no change since the last review
9B – is non-governmental
no change since the last review
9C –accredits programs with legal authority to confer degrees
no change since the last review
9D – accredits programs at higher education levels
no change since the last review
9E - has written procedures
At the time of its recognition application, PAB’s Accreditation Document was the single document that
contained PAB’s history, its standards, accreditation decisions, a detailed description of the Site Visit
process, and a majority of PAB’s policies. PAB has since replaced this document with a comprehensive
Policies and Procedures Manual and a separate standalone document that contains the standards and
preconditions for accreditation. Both documents are available as PDF downloads from on the homepage
of the PAB website. PAB also used some of the text from the Accreditation Document to supplement
the revised Site Visit Manual, now available in two versions, one for program administrators and one
for Site Visit Team members.
9F – has procedures including program’s self-evaluation and on-site review by a visiting team
no change since the last review
9G – demonstrates independence from any sponsoring entity
no change since the last review
9H – is operational
no change since the last review
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12.
RECOGNITION STANDARDS. The following six standards are applied to
accrediting organizations seeking CHEA recognition:
A. advances academic quality;
B. demonstrates accountability;
C. encourages, where appropriate, self-scrutiny and planning for change and for
needed improvement;
D. employs appropriate and fair procedures in decision making;
E. demonstrates ongoing review of accreditation practices; and
F. possesses sufficient resources.
12A. ADVANCES ACADEMIC QUALITY. Advancing academic quality is at the core of
voluntary accreditation. “Academic quality” refers to results associated with teaching,
learning, research, and service within the framework of institutional mission. To be
recognized, the accrediting organization provides evidence that it has:
1. a clear description of academic quality in the context of institutional or program mission;
2. standards or policies that the institutions or programs will have processes to
determine whether quality standards are being met;
3. standards or policies that include expectations of institutional or program quality, including
student achievement, consistent with mission;
4. standards or policies that focus on educational quality while respecting the institution’s
responsibility to set priorities and to control how the institution or program is structured
and operates, and that incorporate an awareness of how programs function within the
broader purposes of the institution; and
5. standards or policies designed to foster desired or needed student achievement and that
refer to resources only to the extent required for students to emerge from institutions or
programs appropriately prepared, or to address health and safety in the delivery of
programs.
12A1 - a clear description of academic quality
no change since the last review
12A2 - standards or policies re: processes for quality standards
no change since the last review
12A3 - standards or policies re: program quality
no change since the last review
12A4 - standards or policies re: educational quality
no change since the last review
12A5 - standards or policies re: student achievement
no change since the last review
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12B. DEMONSTRATES ACCOUNTABILITY. The accrediting organization demonstrates public
accountability in two ways. It has standards that call for institutions to provide
consistent information about academic quality and student achievement and thus to
foster continuing public awareness, confidence, and investment. Second, the accrediting
organization itself demonstrates public involvement in its accreditation activities for the
purpose of obtaining perspectives independent of the accrediting organization.
Representatives of the public may include students, parents, persons from businesses
and the professions, elected and appointed officials, and others. To be recognized, the
accrediting organization provides evidence that it has implemented:
1. accreditation standards or policies that require institutions or programs routinely to
provide reliable information to the public on their performance, including student
achievement as determined by the institution or program;
2. accreditation standards or policies that focus only on the institutions or programs
seeking accreditation and do not extend to other offerings;
3. accreditation standards or policies that require institutions to distinguish accurately
between programs that have achieved accredited status and those that have not;
4. policies and procedures that include representatives of the public in decision
making and policy setting;
5. policies or procedures, developed in consultation with institutions or programs, to
inform the public of the basis for final decisions to grant or reaffirm accreditation
and, in the case of denial or withdrawal of accreditation, to provide specific reasons
for the decision accompanied by a response, related to the final decision, from the
institution or program;
6. policies or procedures that call for substantive and timely response to legitimate
public concerns and complaints;
7. policies or procedures that call for appropriate consultation regarding, and
resolution of conflicts between, accreditation standards and state or local laws
governing the institution or program seeking accreditation;
8. standards, policies, or procedures that, when the accrediting organization engages
in international activities, assure reasonable efforts to communicate and consult
with appropriate governmental and nongovernmental accreditation or quality
assurance entities in other countries;
9. policies that call for the substantially equivalent application of standards and
policies to U.S. and non-U.S. institutions and programs alike; and
10. a practice of informing the public about the harm of degree mills and accreditation
mills.
12B1 – standards or policies re: information to the public
PAB’s 2012 standards include a new criterion 7D/Public Information, added to insure compliance with
CHEA requirements. The criterion states:
The program shall routinely provide reliable information to the public on its
performance. Such information shall appear in easily accessible locations including
program websites. Information shall include, but not be limited to:
1. student achievement as determined by the program;
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2. the cost (tuition and fees) for a full-time student for one academic year;
3. student retention and graduation rates, including the number of degrees
produced each year, the percentage of master’s students graduating within 4
years, and/or the percentage of bachelor’s students graduating within 6
years
4. the percentage of master’s graduates who pass the AICP exam within 3 years
after graduation and/or the percentage of bachelor’s graduates who pass the
AICP exam within 5 years of graduation; and
5. the employment rate of fulltime graduates in a professional planning or
planning-related job within 1 year of graduation.
The PAB website listing of accredited programs includes the url to “Public Information” for each
accredited program. Attached as Exhibit A is a list of all PAB accredited programs together with the
urls for the public information.
PAB reviews this information annually. Accredited programs complete an online annual report each
January 31 wherein they provide the url for this information on their websites. In February of each
year PAB staff reviews each individual website, using the rubric attached as Exhibit B, and assesses
compliance as met, partially-met, or unmet. (Note: while Exhibit A provides current urls, the
information on those webpages was most recently assessed for compliance in February 2016.) Each
program chair receives a hard copy letter wherein PAB either accepts its annual report or requests
additional information, and shares the individualized assessment for Criterion 7D/Public Information
with a deadline for addressing information to be out-of-date or not in the format required by the
criterion.
PAB developed two guides to assist programs in presenting accurate and easy to understand
information: one guide provides feedback on Student Achievement; one guide provides recommended
formats for the presentation of the other information. The guides are currently available as PDF
downloads from on the Program Chairs and Educators webpage of the PAB website.
PAB views as exemplary the quality and consistency of information its accredited programs make
available to the public regarding their performance, as well as the efforts the organization puts forth to
ensure information is current, comparable, and easy to find.
12B2 - standards or policies that focus only on programs seeking accreditation
no change since the last review
12B3 - standards or policies that distinguish accredited status
no change since the last review
12B4 – policies or procedures that include representatives of the public
Since its inception the PAB 8-member board has included a Public Member appointed by the American
Planning Association (APA). Since undergoing recognition PAB amended its Articles of Incorporation
and Bylaws to better define the qualifications of its appointee, and recently executed a Memorandum
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of Understanding (attached as Exhibit C) to provide added detail regarding the Public Member
appointee. Although it does not alter historic or current appointees or practice, the MOU will provide
clarification for future generations of elected APA leadership.
12B5 – basis for final decisions
PAB went through recognition under the 2006 CHEA Recognition Policy and Procedures, which did not
include this requirement. In 2014 PAB compiled and reviewed this information for all then-CHEA
recognized accreditors. Based on this review, PAB developed a policy and procedure for publishing the
basis for its accrediting decisions and implemented the policy concurrent with its October 2014
meeting. The most current information can be found on the PAB homepage under The Summary of
Recent Actions.
12B6 - policies or procedures re: concerns and complaints
no change since the last review
12B7 - policies or procedures re: standards vs. state or local laws
no change since the last review
12B8 - standards, policies, or procedures re: international activities
no change since the last review
12B9 - policies regarding substantially equivalent standards and policies
no change since the last review
12B10 – information re: degree and accreditation mills
no change since the last review
12C. ENCOURAGES, WHERE APPROPRIATE, SELF-SCRUTINY AND PLANNING FOR CHANGE
AND FOR NEEDED IMPROVEMENT. The accrediting organization encourages, where
appropriate, ongoing self-examination and planning for change. Such self- scrutiny and
planning entail thoughtful assessment of quality (especially student achievement) in the
context of the institution’s mission. Encouragement of such self- scrutiny and planning
should not be confused with solely a demand for additional resources, but rather should
enable institutions and programs to focus on effective ways to achieve their institution and
program goals. Such self-scrutiny and planning are means to enhance the usefulness of
accreditation to institutions and programs. To be recognized, the accrediting organization
provides evidence that it has implemented standards or policies that:
1. stress self-examination and self-analysis by institutions or programs for planning,
where appropriate, for change and for needed improvement, in the context of
institutional mission;
2. enable institutions and programs to be creative and diverse in determining how to
organize themselves structurally, how best to use their resources, and what personnel
and other policies and procedures are needed to attain their student achievement
goals;
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3. encourage institutions or programs to innovate or experiment; and
4. require the accrediting organization to distinguish clearly between actions necessary
for accreditation and actions that are considerations for improvement.
12C1 - stress self-examination and self-analysis
no change since the last review
12C2 - enable creativity and diversity
no change since the last review
12C3 - encourage innovation
no change since the last review
12C4 – distinguish between actions
Concurrent with the implementation of its 2012 standards, PAB revised the templates for the SelfStudy Report as well as the Site Visit Report (SVR – attached as Exhibit D). Part 3 of the SVR
(Assessment and Recommendations) includes the team’s recommendations for each criterion assessed
as partially-met or unmet. In Part 5 of the SVR (Furthering Excellence) the team will provide
suggestions for general improvement generally and/or those that focus on excellence as it relates to
the mission and goals of the Program or Institution.
The impact of the redesigned SVR has been very positive – as expressed by both the Site Visit Teams
and the program administrators. Consistency among teams and the Board in its granting of terms, has
increased as supporting detail is now required for all assessments, including “met,” as opposed to just
for “partially-met” or “unmet” assessments. The format also allows for simple cutting and pasting in
the event a program is required to submit an interim report to document progress on any specific
criterion/a.
12D. EMPLOYS APPROPRIATE AND FAIR PROCEDURES IN DECISION MAKING. The
accrediting organization maintains appropriate and fair policies and procedures that
include effective checks and balances. The accreditation process includes ongoing
participation by higher education professionals and the public in decision making about
accreditation policies and procedures. To be recognized, the accrediting organization
provides evidence that it has implemented standards, policies, or procedures that:
1. require participation by higher education professionals and the public;
2. foster reasonable consistency in reviews of institutions or programs while
respecting varying institution or program purposes and mission;
3. assure that the process to deny or remove accreditation is specified and fair, and
inform the institution or program about the process to be used and actions that may
be taken; and
4. assure a specified and fair appeals process when there is an action to deny or
remove accreditation; inform the institution or program about the process by which
the appeal will be conducted, the grounds for appeal, and any costs associated with
an appeal; and continue the current accreditation status of the institution or
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program until an appeal decision is rendered.
12D1 - participation by professionals and the public
no change since the last review
12D2 - foster reasonable consistency
no change since the last review
12D3 - and fair denial of accreditation
no change since the last review
12D4 – specified and fair appeals process
In 2014 PAB conducted a comprehensive benchmarking of other accreditors’ appeal processes. This
effort followed a PAB appeal, following a process that had never been tested. Based on that
experience PAB determined that a need for change was warranted. As a result of the benchmarking
exercise, PAB redesigned its appeal process (attached as Exhibit E) using what it viewed as the
exemplary practices of other programmatic accreditors. Material changes to the process include: the
process a program follows to provide notification of intent to appeal; the nature by which the appeal
panel is formed; clarification regarding the scope of the appeal panel; the location and duration of the
appeal panel meeting; and the creation of a template for the appeal panel report.
As there have been no appeals filed under the new process, its impact cannot be ascertained.
12E. DEMONSTRATES ONGOING REVIEW OF ACCREDITATION PRACTICES. Even as higher
education institutions and programs undertake ongoing self-scrutiny to maintain and
improve quality, accrediting organizations need self-scrutiny of their accrediting practices.
Such review should also include examination of the accreditor’s impact on institutions and
responsiveness to the broader accreditation and higher education community. To be
recognized, the accrediting organization provides evidence that it sustains ongoing:
1. critical self-review that can further responsiveness, flexibility, and accountability
when the accrediting organization works with institutions, programs, and the public;
2. initiatives that enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of services to institutions or
programs;
3. review of its value to the institution in its entirety and to the higher education
community; and
4. review, within its resources, of the impact of its standards and procedures on
institutions or programs.
12E1 - critical self-review that further responsiveness, flexibility, and accountability
no change since the last review
12E2 - initiatives that enhance the efficiency and effectiveness
One of the strategic goals in PAB’s 2012 strategic plan is “Ensure operational procedures are efficient
and effective, and outcomes / output relevant.”
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In 2014 PAB hired a former PAB board member and ACSP President to conduct training of site visitors
and program administrators, with a focus on student learning and programmatic outcomes. Training
evaluation forms and post-Site Visit evaluations have been extremely positive since that time. The
Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning (ACSP) has recently agreed to “take over” such training
for program administrators, so that PAB can dig down deeper in its training of site visitors.
PAB’s two staff members serve on ASPA Committees (membership and professional development) and
one serves as the convener for two Chicago Area Accreditor meetings each year. The relationship with
other accreditors is enhanced with regular benchmarking exercises, which ensure PAB’s policies and
practices are current and modeled after exemplary practices. Such reviews have resulted in the
following changes: an overhauled appeals process; revisions to decision categories; development of
the policy and format for making public the basis for accreditation decisions; proposed modifications
to standards related to faculty and student diversity;
PAB has not raised its annual fee since 1998. Cost containment efforts include moving out of
downtown Chicago, which resulting in an immediate 30% reduction in rent expense. PAB
surveys Site Visitors to determine the need for hard copy Self-Study Reports. This has resulted
in significant savings for the programs undergoing review as more than half of the visitors
receive electronic documents only.
12E3 - review of its value
Site Visitors and program administrators complete an online survey immediately after a Site Visit.
Results for the past 3 academic years (attached as Exhibit F) indicate a steadily increasing overall value
of the Site Visit to the program, and a steadily increasing value of the Site Visit as a learning
experience. These surveys also provided feedback on the implementation of the new standards as well
as suggested changes regarding the Site Visit process itself. This feedback was considered when
changes were made to the Self-Study Report template, the Site Visit schedule, and the in-process
amendment to the accreditation standards.
In the 2015 Annual Report, required of all accredited programs, PAB added survey questions regarding
both the value and impact of its accreditation activities. In 2016 PAB adopted a policy whereby review
of these items would take place no less frequently than every 5 years, which is the timeframe for
comprehensive review of accreditation standards. A regular and periodic assessment of this
information will enable PAB to identify any trends or material changes that warrant further
investigation and potential action.
On the following page is a table with a general overview to the value and impact of PAB accreditation,
generated from results of the 2015 Annual Report. Generally speaking, individual programs agreed or
strongly agreed that the accreditation process provided value and impact to their individual programs.

10

Value and Impact of Accreditation
RESULTS
The accreditation process fulfilled the function of providing public assurance of the quality of my program
The accreditation process fulfilled the function of promoting quality at my institution
The recommendations of the Site Visit Team were valuable
The standards are achievable
The PAB accreditation process motivates my program to focus more on assessment of student learning
The quality of planning programs nationally would deteriorate if the accreditation process were to end
The benefits of the accreditation process are more readily seen in the long-term than in the short-term
The quality of my planning program would deteriorate if the accreditation process were to end

1.6
1.8
1.8
2.0
2.2
2.2
2.4
2.6

1
2
3
4
5

Strongly Agree
Agree
Not Certain
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

In addition to these multiple choice questions, the survey contained an open-ended question regarding
the benefits of PAB accreditation to a program. Exhibit G summarizes the 115 responses into topics.
The most commonly cited benefits of PAB accreditation were:





justification/leverage for or maintenance of resources – 17% of responses;
Self-assessment of key factors/goals and objectives – 17% of responses;
Enhanced program reputation/quality/prestige, both internally and externally – 16% of
responses; and
Improved student recruitment/quality assurance to prospective students – 16% of responses.

12E4 – review of the impact
The survey referred to above also included an open ended question regarding the impact of PAB
standards and procedures on a program. Exhibit H summarizes the 131 responses into topics. The
most commonly cited impact of accreditation standards and procedures were:





Burdensome workload/resource drain/labor intensive/tedious/limits innovation – 18% of
responses;
Periodic self-assessment and structured reflection – 11%;
Curriculum assessment/curricular decisions – 10%; and
Reminder of the need for institutional and student learning outcomes assessment – 9%.

It’s not surprising that accreditation is seen as a burdensome process: it takes a great deal of time and
effort to prepare a Self-Study Report and collect the additional data required therein. PAB is,
nonetheless, looking to ways to address the perceived tedium. As an example, a summer 2016
benchmarking project among other specialized accreditors will focus on shortening the Site Visit while
making it more efficient.
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12F. POSSESSES SUFFICIENT RESOURCES. Accreditors must have and maintain
predictable and stable resources if they are to meet the expectations of institutions,
programs, and the public. To be recognized, the accrediting organization presents
evidence that it:
1. has adequate financial, staff, and operational resources to perform its accreditation
functions efficiently and effectively;
2. conducts ongoing review of its capacity to support its accreditation mission; and
3. sustains independent authority and capacity to deploy resources in the service of its
mission.
12F1 – has adequate financial resources
Attached as Exhibit I is the PAB budget for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2016 as well as the
audit for the year ended September 30, 2015. PAB’s revenue is derived from annual fees from
accredited programs, which are matched on an institutional basis by the American Planning
Association/American Institute of Certified Planners. In fiscal 2015 PAB introduced supplemental fees
for institutions with two accredited programs and add-on fee to the cost of Site Visits.
While the match-funding arrangement has existed since PAB’s inception as an independent
organization, a recent Memorandum of Understanding (attached as Exhibit J) formalizes the
relationship and financial obligations of the three sponsoring organizations.
12F2 - conducts ongoing review of capacity
no change since the last review
12F3 - sustains independent authority and capacity
no change since the last review
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