
ACE Program Review 

1.  Mission 

 
ACE Mission Statement: The Andrews Core Experience Program aims to develop students 
notable for their culture, civility, integrity, and intellect within a Christian milieu. 
 
Review Question #1: How does the program contribute to the mission of Andrews University and 
the Seventh-day Adventist Church? How does the program fulfill the stated mission?  
 
The Andrews Core Experience program aligns with the mission of Andrews University 
and the Seventh-day Adventist Church. The ACE program contributes to the mission of 
Andrews University by developing students notable for their culture, civility, integrity, and 
intellect within a Christian milieu. The mission statement identifies the stakeholders as 
the students and employers. The mission statement describes the ACE program as it is 
currently provided and clearly indicates the aim of the program. We have benchmarked 
against general education programs with Andrews peer institutions as well as industry 
standards by ACE staff and faculty attending general education and higher education 
conferences. 
 
2017 Conference Attendees 
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5S29KdjFqSmZGYkU 
 

The current Andrews Core Experience Program at Andrews University includes an 
explicit emphasis on multiculturalism and diversity. This emphasis recognizes the 
historical development of various cultures and groups in the United States, the global 
nature and mission of the Seventh-day Adventist Church, and the diverse student body 
and faculty of the university with more than ninety countries from around the world 
represented on campus. The focus on multiculturalism and diversity includes specific 
emphasis in some courses (History, Communication and English Writing). Diversity at 
Andrews is a distinction and implementing our international advantage requires a global 
component of our ACE curriculum. We thus differentiate our general education program 
from other GE programs by emphasizing diversity as an added advantage.  

 
In addition, ACE could be enhanced with learning experiences that occur outside of the 
classroom, such as field trips, tours, service activities, co-curricular experiences, etc. 

 
ACE continues to examine whether the major courses are served well through 
assessment and mapping of learning outcomes and skills. ACE learning outcomes also 
continue to be taught throughout the majors. Additional monitoring in ACE learning 
outcomes being considered within the major would make the connections clearer 
between ACE and employer-desired skills. 

 

 

 

 

 



2.  History  
 

Review Question #2: How does the history of the program define the contributions of the 
program to Andrews University? When and how was the program established? What were the 
motivations that led to the establishment of the program? What major changes in the program’s 
curriculum, focus, and/or constituency have occurred since its establishment? 

 
The history of the ACE program has defined its contributions to Andrews University 
through central coordination and reform of the General Education (GE) program. A 
unified approach to GE began in 1994, which marked a major change from a Cafeteria 
approach in the 1960’s to a Modified Core. By 1998 assessment was introduced as a 
requirement, which included the senior exit survey, alumni survey, and evaluation of 
course objectives and syllabi. During this time a revision was also made to account for 
the change from quarter to semester. 

 
As an addition to the traditional GE program, May Express was created in 2007 to 
encourage students to take their GE courses from our institution in order to reduce the 
volume of GE courses being taken from other institutions. In 2008, the harmonization of 
the GE requirements for professional programs resulted in three distinct tracks with a 
common core (BA/BS/Professional).   

 
From 2010 to 2014, General Education focus was given from moving the GE 
requirements to an ACE program. In 2014, a pilot of the Explore Andrews Program 
began to help students find a desired academic plan, career and life goals through 
intentional support and personal advising (ACE courses primarily taken by Explore 
students). The 2016 school year began with a comprehensive review of the ACE (GE) 
program in preparation for the HLC visit. This year was also the first time that a team of 
faculty and administrators attended the AAC&U conference. 

 
 
 



3.  Impact   
 

Review Question #3: How does the program contribute to the academic success of Andrews 
University?—Students? 

 
Currently, work is being done on UFOs to bring mapping and goals together. This will 
assist in how GE impacts majors and academic success.  For many majors, it is 
assumed that the General Education courses start students down a path that the major 
courses can build upon.  For example, college writing will be used by most majors on 
campus to prepare students for major writing requirements.  

 
Presently, there are some generally stated contributions for general education, one of 
them is breadth and academic skills. Both foundational and breadth courses must 
coordinate in order to achieve successful outcomes for students. 

 
The work on the AU Unified Framework of Outcomes will inform additional improvement 
on the alignment between foundational courses, breadth courses, majors, and student 
success in employment and graduate work. 

4.  Demand 

 

Review Question #4: What is program enrollment and state of demand for graduates of the 
program? What institutions do we compete with for students in this program? 

 

ACE is preparing students with some of the required skills for employment or graduate 
studies; and ACE also prepares students for their major work. 
  
The competition for ACE as a program is broad and varied. General education is turning 
into a commodity. Within the university, varied programs may be seen as competition to 
full tuition ACE courses: May Express, Seize the Summer, online courses, Early College, 
Dual Enrollment, etc. These programs are designed to recapture Andrews registrations 
that are going elsewhere - community colleges, etc. But they are still seen by many as 
challenges.  
 
Externally to the university, students have multiple options to address their scheduling 
and financial concerns for completing their degree in a timely manner. Community 
colleges, sister institutions, online opportunities, industry disruptions such as 
StraighterLine, all provide financially attractive options to students. In addition, family 
emergencies that cause them to turn to external options. 
 
Regarding demand, the package price for tuition at Andrews encourages students to 
take 16 credits since the price of 12-16 credits are the same, and this increases the 
likelihood that students would take Andrews ACE courses. Presently, general education 
is taken primarily within the student’s first two academic years. However, we have not 
designed our total curriculum based on the 2+2 academic model, thus students tend to 
take a minimum of two general education all four years. Regarding departments’ 
demand for ACE offerings, it is not clear that the majors require the Andrews general 
education courses.  
Additional assessment may provide an understanding of the differences in student skills 
when they take Andrews ACE courses vs. courses from another provider. Additional 
assessment would help us understand how well general education courses serve as 



preparation for upper division major courses; and how ACE supports other programs’ 
goals as they work to support their graduates. It would be helpful to have data to better 
understand the percentage of general education courses taken at Andrews University 
vs. other institutions; which courses they are taking at other institutions; and when 
students take their GE courses. With assessment and further alignment, the demand for 
ACE courses by majors may increase. 
 

Figure 1 shows the number of sections offered for the demand of foundational courses. 

 

 

Criterion 2:  Program Quality   

1. Inputs and Processes 

a. Human & Physical Resources 

 

Review Question #5: Describe how the available human and physical resources relate to what is 
necessary to have a strong program of high quality that mentors students to succeed. How many 
faculty, staff, and student workers are assigned to the program? What are the 
degrees/qualifications of the faculty to teach in the discipline (how many have discipline 
appropriate terminal degrees)? What percentage of instruction is offered by full-time faculty?  Is 
the number of faculty sufficient to mentor students adequately? What are the equipment, facilities, 
and other resources used by the program? Are there sufficient resources of high enough quality 
to maintain an excellent program?  Where might resources be strengthened and/or reallocated to 
strengthen the program?  



 
The following documents shows the top ten ACE courses by course registrations from 
2016-2017, which faculty taught the courses, their rank, and their qualifications for 
teaching the course. 
 
Top ACE Courses 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5N2dlLVgwUHZUQ0U 
 
Faculty Rank and Qualifications 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5V1dpZ1ZiZGxNYjg 
 
(091 needs to be here) 
 
Average student evals for this set 
 
The following documents shows the top ten ACE faculty by credits generated and their 
qualifications, and rank. 
 
Top Ten ACE Faculty by Credits Generated 
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5Z0F5OW9hRGU3Vmc 
 
Faculty Rank and Qualifications 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5aFJkZjRzcGtDblE 
 
Average student evals for this set 
 
Currently, departments are responsible for hiring faculty and staffing ACE courses. In 
order to provide a high quality program, careful consideration must be given when 
departments hire new faculty and who instructs our ACE courses. Tension may exist 
between the needs of ACE and the needs of departments. Oftentimes, departments may 
hire faculty/staff with a priority towards growing individual programs and a successful 
graduate rate of students in those programs. Possibly, the faculty skill in teaching ACE 
isn’t a top criteria. Students have identified their favored faculty for ACE; but that data 
isn’t always used to assign faculty for teaching ACE courses.  
 
Sample set of courses that fill quickly for ACE. This data isn’t the only measure of quality 
- rigor, access, etc are others to be considered. But this provides a snapshot. 
 
DATA HERE [GINA].   
 
Note: Physical resources required for ACE courses are generally the responsibility of the 
department offering the course. 
 

b. Library Resources 

 

Review Question #6: Are library holdings adequate for the program, and to what extent are they 
available and utilized? 
 
It is our opinion that library holdings are requested through program/department specific 
oversight, thus the question of adequacy for the ACE program is not applicable. 
However, with the UFO work, an information literacy component will in the future allow 



for assessing the extent library resources are taught and used within ACE courses. 
 

c. Curriculum & Technology 

Data Source 

Review bulletin documentation for 
accuracy Academic Records 

Program Guides and Handbooks  

Curriculum map, showing required 
courses and sequencing 

(For assistance, call the Office of 
Institutional Effectiveness X3308) 

Other documents describing the 
program  

Comparisons with benchmarked 
programs  

External accreditation reports  

 
 
Review Question #7: How rigorous is the curriculum for the preparation of graduates with skills 
necessary for a global workplace, who are able to adapt to changing environments and 
technology within their field?  How well does the program engage students in collecting, 
analyzing, and communicating information, and in mastering modes of inquiry or creative 
work?  (Please note if the program is taught online or off-campus) 
 
For Discussion: What is the nature of your program’s curriculum?  How does it compare with 
similar or competing programs? What is the scope of the program (its breadth and depth)?  Are 
the curricula current and appropriate for preparing graduates for their careers? How adaptable is 
the program to anticipated changes in technology and in other areas? Does the program 
successfully provide for the intellectual, social and spiritual development of students?  
 

The first part of the review question are best applied to specific programs and how they 
fit into the programs curriculum. The nature of the ACE program’s curriculum is shown 
within the ACE mission statement and UFOs for ACE. The ACE program has not yet 
identified a tight set of global workplace skills that is achieved by each Andrews 
undergraduate student. 
  
In comparison with similar programs, the ACE program covers the same curriculum plus 
additional when compared to other institutions [GINA add data?].  

 
A twelve credits requirement in Religion, makes it comparable to other Adventist 
universities, however our ACE total credit requirements (BA/BS) is significantly larger 
than most general education packages throughout the nation. 
  
The scope and sequence of the ACE program may be determined by its breadth and 
depth and will be measured through UFOs of ACE. Careful consideration must be taken 
in the sequencing of ACE courses. Certain courses should be taken in the first year; 
other courses can be fit in as appropriate; however this distinction isn’t consistently 
implemented. Coordination among first year courses would strengthen the total first year 
experience. 

 



There are concerns about the current measures of NSSE and the senior exit exam to 
measure whether ACE successfully provides intellectual, social and spiritual 
development of students. It does allow for benchmarking against other institutions; 
however, a tighter mapping between the ACE outcomes and measures such as NSSE 
and the senior exit exam; or a different assessment measure would better provide 
knowledge of how ACE provides intellectual, social and spiritual development of 
students. Sequencing is being addressed in the next year with the pilot First Year 
Experience; and scheduling is being addressed, first with math. Other departments are 
still in progress of aligning with proposed coordinated scheduling.   

2. Outputs and Outcomes 

a. Outputs 

 

Review Question #8: How do the various measures of outputs demonstrate the quality of the 
program? 
 

Current measures of outputs are varied across courses and sections, and driven by 
departmental curriculum guidance. Individually, ACE courses may have objectives, but 
as a program ACE does not have a set of measurements. ACE is a collaboration 
between the department and the ACE program to benefit students across the whole 
campus. The department ownership of courses makes it difficult for ACE as a program 
to design the equipment and set the outcomes. This program review process, as well as 
work on initiatives such as the Freshmen Experience and coordinating scheduling of 
courses, are moving ACE towards design a program.  

b. Student Learning Outcomes 
Program goals connect the mission statement to the student learning outcomes.  Goals should 
convey the focus and expectations of the program, and give direction for implementation of the 
mission. The program has clearly stated, meaningful, and measurable learning 
outcomes.  Assessment data is used to inform decision making and improve student 
learning.  (HLC Criteria 3 & 4) 
 
Data 

● Curriculum Map: ACE does not have a curriculum map yet; but AU UFO will inform the 
creation of it in the future. 

● ACE program goals and student learning outcomes are listed below. Currently they are 
not annually assessed. 

● ACE student learning outcomes mapped to the University Goals 
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5UjRaT1FUSUN2NWs 

● Later in this document the pilot assessment of select ACE courses using the VALUE 
rubrics is included. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Andrews Core Experience Learning Outcomes 
 
Seek Knowledge 
• Strengthen the ability to communicate effectively. Oral and Written. 
• Develop the ability to think critically, observe accurately, analyze quantitatively, draw reasonable 
inferences, perceive relationships, and show the ability to discriminate among alternatives and 
design creative strategies to solve problems. 
• Enjoy the cultural achievements of humanity and foster participation in creative and aesthetic 
activity. 
• Master content knowledge across the academic disciplines identified in the General Education 
tables. By specifying courses to that end, Andrews University recognizes the learning outcomes 
foundational to developing thoughtful citizens of the world. 
 
Affirm Faith 
• Construct a thoughtfully conceived worldview that recognizes the roles of Scripture, nature, and 
human discovery as sources of truth. 
• Consciously make Christian convictions explicit and apply them ethically, as well as articulate 
individual values from the viewpoint of one’s chosen profession. 
• Understand the heritage and mission of Andrews University in furthering the teachings of Christ 
within the context of Seventh-day Adventist faith and practice with a view to the heritage and 
mission of Andrews University. 
• Exhibit compassionate behavior towards other individuals and show respect for the dignity of all 
people, affirming the Biblical view of all persons being created in the image of God who in Christ 
wants all human beings to be one, independent of gender or ethnic background. 
 
Change the World 
• Enjoy camaraderie with many individuals and form enduring friendships within the diverse 
campus community. 
• Evaluate one’s interpersonal effectiveness, including the ability to work in groups while 
maintaining the ability to think for oneself, and strive to enlarge the scope of all personal abilities. 
• Understand one’s role and responsibilities as a citizen in a secular society and as a member of 
a religious community; and then, beyond understanding, to respond with thoughts, with emotion, 
and with action to the needs of one’s wider community.  
 
 
Review Question #9: How well are students meeting the program’s learning outcomes? 
 
For Discussion: How do student learning outcomes compare with benchmark programs? How 
appropriate are your program’s student learning outcomes to the degree level(s)? Are multiple 
assessment measures used? Is there external validation of quality? Evaluate the strengths of the 
processes for assessment of learner outcomes and use of data for program improvement.   
 

Currently student success in the ACE outcomes is not assessed in a systematic manner. 
If students are missing their targets (learning outcomes), there is less accountability 
compared to how majors/programs operate. If a student is not learning effective 
communication skills, for example, it is more difficult to fix the deficit compared to 
addressing it within a departmental program. The current outcomes need revision. 
 
Work on the AU UFO will help clarify outcomes for all Andrews students to achieve upon 
graduation. The ACE committee next needs to review the AU UFO outcomes and 
narrow them to the UFO outcomes that will apply to every Andrews undergraduate [LINK 
to a draft comparison of ACE and UFO outcomes], as well as add specific content as 
appropriate. Then a process needs to be developed where a department can apply for a 
course to meet the outcomes; and the ACE committee will review how the course meets 
the outcomes using criteria such as qualifications, expertise, experience, benchmarking, 
fiscal viability, transferability, and other criteria as appropriate. The ACE committee 



would also decide on the method used to assess each outcome (i.e. the piloting of 
VALUES rubrics). 
 
Benchmarking is currently occurring by reviewing VALUES rubrics and the Degree 
Qualification Profile (DQP). The DQP is being used to analyze the ACE Associate’s level 
requirements. 
 
Currently, we are unable to evaluate the strengths of the processes for assessment of 
learner outcomes and use of data for program improvement. There is not any formal 
external validation of quality. 
 
A Preliminary Analysis of the ACE and UFO Outcomes 
https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5Y0V2WHJ0S1JrQUk 
 
The following examples show faculty reflection and evaluation on using the VALUE rubrics to 
assess their ACE course from the 2016-2017 school year pilot program. 









 
 

 



c. Student & Employer Satisfaction 
 
Review Question #10: How successful are program graduates in seeking graduate and 
professional admission?  What is the level of satisfaction among students, alumni, and employers 
of alumni with the program and its outcomes? 
 
For Discussion: Do alumni records and placement data give insights into program success? 
 

ACE is a building block for successful programs and the success of ACE needs 
feedback from the programs it feeds into. Programs may collect employer satisfaction 
data. The program is currently the intermediary between ACE and the graduate’s 
success in their workplace.  

 
Student satisfaction is measured by course evaluations. Further evaluation on student’s 
understanding of how ACE is part of their holistic learning experience could provide 
additional insights on the value of ACE. 

 
Another aspect of student satisfaction is the change to general education becoming a 
commodity. Due to the increasing costs of higher education students are motivated to 
take their general education requirements elsewhere. It is increasingly difficult to make 
the case to students that ACE is an extremely vital part of their Andrews education. This 
ties directly into the level of satisfaction students feel about general education as a 
whole, when it is viewed more as a benchmark to get past, as opposed to a foundation 
to their major. 

 

d. Program Improvement 

 

Review Question #11: How have the above data contributed to decisions for program 
improvement? What impacts have these evidence-based changes had on student learning and 
student success? 
 
For Discussion: In what innovative ways is the program responding to changes and needs? 
 

In the past we have not significantly used outcome data to make decisions for program 
improvement. However, with the establishment of the ACE Comprehensive Review 
committee, we are identifying areas of need for data, and beginning to collect and 
analyze the data so that it can be used to make decisions about the future of the ACE 
program. Currently, this is the starting point to review and improve the ACE program and 
there is a pressing need for additional data about the effectiveness of ACE. 

A few innovative ways the program is responding to changes and needs is through May 
Express, Seize the Summer and Early College Experience. These are all initiatives 
intended to address the loss of ACE course registrations to multiple sources. 

 

 

 



Criterion 3: Financial Analysis 

1.  Cost & Income 
 

Review Question #12: What is the relationship between the cost of the program and its income 
and how has that been changing over time? 
 
For Discussion: Does the revenue from tuition, fees, and other sources of income such as 
entrepreneurial activities associated with the department offering the degree cover the direct 
costs of the program as well as an appropriate contribution to institutional overhead?  
 

The landscape of higher education has changed significantly; there are many modalities 
and opportunities for acquiring college credit, particular general education credits. 
Currently, Andrews appears to emphasize majors over ACE when analyzing the tools 
used to measure curriculum productivity (credits generated, number of majors, student-
teacher ratios, and hiring practices) within departments serving ACE needs. 
 
It is difficult to consider ACE as a money-making venture for the university.  
 
Within the last 10 years several GE initiatives have been started to provide Adventist 
education alternatives to competing opportunities for general education courses, such 
as:  
 

● Online courses 
● Very low cost online courses 
● Intensive courses 
● Early college 
● Dual enrollment 
● Major/Program scholarships 

 
ACE has not been expected to track finances nor is ACE provided with financial 
information regarding its offerings. 
 
A sampling of the most frequently taken ACE courses over the past five years providing 
a snapshot enrollment.   
The data would suggest, fewer students are taking some of these foundational ACE 
courses at Andrews [GINA add data here]: 
 

o RELT 100 

o MATH 145 

o ENGL 115 

o ENGL 215 

o COMM 104 

o PSYC 101 

o HLED 120 

o PHYS 115 

 
However, we are confident the 30 most frequently taken ACE courses at Andrews are 
covering direct costs and contributing to the institution’s overhead. The administration 
has recently set a target for service courses to contribute to overhead. Courses beyond 
these 30 may not be meeting the direct costs but primarily are taught for the purpose of 



the major (and satisfy ACE requirements). 
 
30 most frequently taken ACE courses 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5T0djUkptQ3pVVzQ 
 
Major capital and operating expenses, such as lab and research costs are currently 
supported by the department, and used both for ACE and for majors. ACE uses existing 
infrastructure, physical, and technical and personnel resources. 
 
The paragraphs above answer the questions for program review; however, there are 
many other financial questions surrounding ACE. 
 
The ACE Program Review Committee recommends that the ACE Program manage 
scheduling and teaching assignments for a subset (say 5-10) core ACE courses; but the 
productivity (and implied fiscal viability) for those courses are primarily the department’s 
responsibility. 

Departments offering both ACE and major course requirements - a percentage should 
be determined to describe the contribution of a department toward majors and service 
courses it teaches. This would inform the administration the focus of a department and 
the primary role it serves to the university. 

 
Considering scheduling, frequency courses being offered and reducing the list of ACE 
courses per term would improve efficiency of our ACE offerings.  
 

[GINA] Can we any data on ACE courses getting transferred in. Is there any kind of data 
on how we much we lose with that? (Transfer courses are likely to make up a larger and 
larger portion of student records/transcripts, ways of fulfilling ACE). 

 

2.  Overall Financial Health 

 

Review Question #13: What is the (financial and other) impact of the program on the University 
and, based on trends, how is that likely to change in the future?  How adequate is University 
support to maintaining the health of the program? 
 

See review question #12 
 
 

Criterion 4: Strategic Analysis 
Program faculty have a clear understanding of their program’s strengths and weaknesses, 
opportunities and capacity for growth and/or prestige, and changes in market or customer base 
that may threaten the health of the program.  They have benchmarked similar programs and have 
considered changes within the discipline as well as emerging technologies and the global 
marketplace. Areas for improvement have been identified by a thorough analysis of program 
objectives, student learning outcomes, and market data.  A strategic plan has been developed, in 
accordance with the strategic goals of the university, which will maintain or bring the program into 
a position of strength in the coming five years that supports the mission of Andrews 
University.  (HLC Core Component 5.C.) 



1.  Strengths 

 

Review Question #14: Describe the strengths of the program. 
 
For Discussion: What examples of exemplary performance does the program demonstrate? 
Consider academic strengths, financial strengths, and the holistic development of student 
potential.  What positive impacts does the program have on the University?  What positive 
impacts does the program have on students? 

The ACE program has a solid impact on students within its core courses, which are 
personal, integrated, and faith-based. We offer three distinct tracks, which are flexible 
portable and transferable; BA/BS, Professional and Honors/SAGES packages. A 
significant number of the courses are taught by full professors. Andrews has not chosen 
to have its own ACE with a dean. 

ACE courses are smaller than state schools providing a good student teacher ratio. 
However, they still represent the largest classes we offer at Andrews. Our courses also 
allow students to learn, study, and grow with others outside their major. We need to be 
more intentional about these interactions (professors offering the courses and students 
taking these courses). 

 

Knowing that a significant number of our GE credits are in Religion, students have a 
positive response to the outstanding religion professors, which emphasizes the core 
mission of the University. 
 
We offer a hybrid General Education program--Core and distributed.  

2.  Weaknesses 

 

Review Question #15: Describe the weaknesses of the program and the plans that are in place 
to address them. 
 
For Discussion: In what areas could the program be improved?  Consider weaknesses in 
academic and financial areas as well as weaknesses in student development. 

Bullet Point Response 

 

● Sizable number of teachers instructing General Education courses are contract 
teachers. Can contract teachers be mentored by full time tenure track professors 
and/or creatively include them in the academic community? 

 
● Perceived by some advisors and students as “something to get out of the way” 

 
● Departments not generating sufficient credits seek to offer ACE courses to 

increase their credits generated. 
 

● Consider changing how credits are “credited” to a department 
 

● Currently, GE is not constructed as a component of an overall freshmen 



experience. 
 

● We have ACE course requirements, thus we are not student learning driven 

 
● Generally the idea of a “GE teacher” at Andrews is based on who actually 

teaches an ACE course. 
 

● For faculty, advancement opportunities revolve around research, not teaching 
pedagogy 

 
● Student/Teacher ratio 

 
● Disjointed...No common theme? Look at a set of skills needed. Concerns with 

basic skills (writing, verbal, communication, etc) 
 

● Not yet mapped. To AUUFO? SLO? 

 
● No clear Program Learning Outcomes (how do they fit within a major to support 

that program)? 

 

3.  Opportunities 

 

Review Question #16: Describe the opportunities likely to present themselves to the program in 
the coming years and the changes and resources necessary to take advantage of them. 
 
For Discussion: What are the opportunities for growth or expansion of the program?  In what 
ways might the program need to change to address trends or future opportunities? What external 
factors will affect the program and demand for its graduates? Can restructuring and/or 
technological innovations be implemented that will more effectively utilize educational best 
practice and the newest information technology while containing costs? What is the relationship 
of the program to emerging trends in distance and asynchronous learning? How might 
cooperative or collaborative relationships with other programs/institutions contribute to future 
opportunities, service, and effectiveness? Is this program poised to transform itself in new and 
different ways in order to meet the needs of twenty-first century learners?  What resources would 
be necessary to take advantage of opportunities? 
 

● Consider being prescriptive (i.e., Notre Dame’s first year plan), a trend in 
education 

 
● Evaluate total credit counts (professional vs. regular BS/BA) for ACE 

requirements 

o Can we institutionally reduce to the more streamlined professional plan? 

 
● What about online gen ed? An opportunity or threat?   

 
● Determine Purpose, rebranding (why ACE at Andrews?) 

 
● Develop a First Year Experience 

 
● Diversity/Global Studies 



 
● Employability- ready for a job. 

 
Andrews is in the process of reviewing itself for the future. The ACE program should be 
a part of this initiative, based on discussions from recent Blue Ocean meetings. 

 
We must be more purposeful if we choose to develop and improve our program, through 
clarification and implementation of our program learning outcomes. The First Year 
Experience could be a good development to determine why ACE at Andrews? What are 
national current trends in General Education? We should more clearly articulate the 
heritage and mission of Andrews in the context of the Seventh-day Adventist Church in a 
striking word within a General Education curriculum. 

 
Evaluation of the total credits of the program in regards to professional vs. BS/BA ACE 
requirements may need to be considered. Can we institutionally reduce to be more 
streamlined? 
 

4.  Threats 

 

Review Question #17: Describe the threats that may negatively impact the program in the 
coming years and the changes and resources necessary to mitigate them. 
 
For Discussion: What are the threats to the continued viability of the program? What external 
factors might negatively impact the program and demand for its graduates? What threats are 
there to program quality?    
 

Because of the growing number of professional programs (requiring additional credits for 
the major), pressure is added to reduce the total number of GE credits required.  
 
Using adjunct faculty with ample FTE Andrews faculty -cost and quality.  
 

Being recognized as an international school without an international/global component 
represented in the GE requirements.   

 

What about face-to-face and an online general education program? An opportunity or 
threat?   

 

What can we convert to streamline our ACE program? Should we?   

  
During the summer there are several opportunities for students to take general 
education courses both on campus and from other institutions. 
 
We must also consider the total number of credits in our program. It may be viewed as 
credit heavy, particularly due to the 12 credits of Religion. Financial cost can also be 
viewed as a threat, considering the cost of delivering each course with the current 
student/teacher ratio. We have also seen a decrease in SDA college enrollment. 

 



5.  Strategic Plan 

 

Review Question #18: What should be the future direction of your program and what steps and 
resources are necessary to take your program in that direction? How might changes and trends in 
technology, student demographics, and enrollment impact this direction? 
 
For Discussion: In light of all of the Review Questions you have answered so far, in what 
direction should the program be moving?  Should the program be discontinued, expanded or 
changed?  Should a new program be initiated?  What steps are necessary to implement your 
plans?  What resources are necessary? 
 

The administration proposed the possibility of making a route to finish general education 
courses within the first two years; however very few programs can put all of their 
requirements into the last two years of a four-year degree. Perhaps he means 
“foundational” GenEDs, like English composition, Communication, and Math? 
 
Team taught or collaboration across courses could add to interdisciplinary opportunities.  
 
Courses in Global Thinking would add to our Core. 
 
We have considered the First Year Experience and what that might that look like. It is a 
way to make a more cohesive student experience. Challenges include difficulties with 
varied student needs and what different students bring in when they come to Andrews. 

● First Year Experience Pilot to Roll out in Fall 2017: 

o Freshman volunteer group to take ESP? exam (Lynn Merklin) and then 

the following classes together:  Engl Comp I, Math (merkier where they fit 

here), God and Human Life, and Communication Skills.  This would allow 

a follow-up with another exam for cohort results. 

 

ACE is a significant number of credits, thus it is challenging for students to complete 

along with their other major coursework within four years. To solve this challenge, we 

suggest a reduction in what is ACE as well as careful planning of when ACE courses 

should meet to best allow students to take them in a meaningful way. Going forward we 

recommend ACE be reduced to 39 credits, the same for all Bachelor’s degree programs.  

We also recommend that the courses become the following: 

 

Proposal ACE Table 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5T2RlZWVGbGVNMmc 

 
How does the periphery (Honors, Leadership, etc) fit in with ACE? 
 
Considerations: 

● Core 

● Expanded core, electives 

● Where do others drawn the line between gen ed and other 

The future direction of the ACE programs leads towards an integration of ACE with co-
curricular student learning outcomes (SLOs) and a meaningful, structured first-year 
experience. This would also include the alignment of ACE SLOs with AUUFOs. 



Additional Information & Recommendations 

 

Review Question#19: Give any additional information that should be included in the self-study. 
Describe program recommendations. 
 
For Discussion: Is there additional information that should be given to reviewers or 
administration that was not addressed elsewhere?   
 

Additional information that could be useful for the ACE program review is to analyze the 
data from Andrews’ admissions standards and the relationship with ACE learning 
outcomes. This information can be utilized to determine the relationship between ACE 
learning outcomes and admissions standards. 

We must identify the Andrews Program Learning Outcomes and determine whether our 
standards for incoming students match our outcomes. Currently, incoming students are 
accepted with a 2.5 GPA, which ranks approximately in the 30th percentile nationally. Is 
this something we are ok with? Are outcomes requirements too high for incoming 
students? 

We recommend: 

● The ACE program has the ability to limit courses/programs as needed to promote 
variety. ...but does this reduce quality by reducing options where students can 
choose a good class? 

 
● Careful scheduling to allow a first year experience that include specific courses:  

Math 
 

● To encourage students to complete their first year experience courses in their 
first year, no student will achieve sophomore (or junior) status until they have 
successfully completed math. 

 
● *****to decouple financial credit of ACE courses from departments *****  

. 
● Faculty hired for service oriented departments take into account ACE needs 

when hiring 
 

● Reduce total credits required for ACE. Our recommendation is a maximum of 39 
credits….perhaps this answers the ***financial question*** above 
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Religion Language    /    Communication History Fine    Arts    /    Humanities Life    /    Physical    Science Mathematics Global Social    Sciences Fitness    /    Wellness Student    Life

Academic Reading Skills IS.FND.2a 

Articulates the difference between 

primary and secondary material 

and practices task-appropriate 

reading techniques (e.g. close 

reading, hermenutics, skimming).      

IS.FND.2b. Paraphrases written 

material accurately and identifies 

underlying assumptions.

Information Literacy    IS.FND.1. 

Access, identifies, categorizes, 

evaluates, and cites information 

resources (including written, 

audio, visual, and social media, 

etc.) so as to create projects, 

papers, or performances in 

either a specialized field of study 

or with respect to a general 

theme.

Information Literacy   IS.FND.1. 

Access, identifies, categorizes, 

evaluates, and cites information 

resources (including written, 

audio, visual, and social media, 

etc.) so as to create projects, 

papers, or performances in 

either a specialized field of study 

or with respect to a general 

theme.

Engaging Diverse Perspectives       

At Andrews University, diverse 

perspectives include, but are not 

limited to culture, race, gender, 

ability, age, and religious 

diversity.       IS.FND.4. 

Articulates and demonstrates 

self-awareness, empathy, 

curiosity, and knowledge of 

diverse frameworks, power 

structures, and worldviews. 

Demonstrates openness through 

interaction, communication, and 

civil discourse with others by 

means of appropriate learning 

experiences. 

Quantitative Literacy IS.FND.3a. 

Interprets quantitative 

information, communicates 

evidence about that information 

in applications or projects, and 

uses mathematical methods to 

solve problems and analyze data 

in context. Describes 

assumptions or limitations of 

these methods.         IS.FND.3b. 

Makes a reasonable estimate, 

uses appropriate tools, and 

verifies the reasonableness of 

the result in context when 

working with quantitative 

information.               IS.FND.3c. 

Creates, interprets, and 

translates between numerical, 

graphical, symbolic, and verbal 

representations of quantitative 

information. 

Quantitative Literacy    

IS.FND.3a. Interprets 

quantitative information, 

communicates evidence about 

that information in applications 

or projects, and uses 

mathematical methods to solve 

problems and analyze data in 

context. Describes assumptions 

or limitations of these methods.   

IS.FND.3b. Makes a reasonable 

estimate, uses appropriate tools, 

and verifies the reasonableness 

of the result in context when 

working with quantitative 

information.               IS.FND.3c. 

Creates, interprets, and 

translates between numerical, 

graphical, symbolic, and verbal 

representations of quantitative 

information. 

Engaging Diverse Perspectives At 

Andrews University, diverse 

perspectives include, but are not 

limited to culture, race, gender, 

ability, age, and religious 

diversity.       IS.FND.4. 

Articulates and demonstrates 

self-awareness, empathy, 

curiosity, and knowledge of 

diverse frameworks, power 

structures, and worldviews. 

Demonstrates openness through 

interaction, communication, and 

civil discourse with others by 

means of appropriate learning 

experiences. 

Information Literacy   IS.FND.1. 

Access, identifies, categorizes, 

evaluates, and cites information 

resources (including written, 

audio, visual, and social media, 

etc.) so as to create projects, 

papers, or performances in 

either a specialized field of study 

or with respect to a general 

theme.

Information Literacy   IS.FND.1. 

Access, identifies, categorizes, 

evaluates, and cites information 

resources (including written, 

audio, visual, and social media, 

etc.) so as to create projects, 

papers, or performances in 

either a specialized field of study 

or with respect to a general 

theme.

Engaging Diverse Perspectives 

At Andrews University, diverse 

perspectives include, but are 

not limited to culture, race, 

gender, ability, age, and 

religious diversity.       

IS.FND.4. Articulates and 

demonstrates self-awareness, 

empathy, curiosity, and 

knowledge of diverse 

frameworks, power 

structures, and worldviews. 

Demonstrates openness 

through interaction, 

communication, and civil 

discourse with others by 

means of appropriate learning 

experiences. 

Ethical Reasoning           IS.FND.5a. 

Describes, evaluates, and applies 

ethical concepts in different 

contexts.          IS.FND.5b. 

Demonstrates basic understanding 

of the legal and ethical use of 

sources (including written, visual, 

audio, artistic, and other media).       

IS.FND.5c. Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical principles for interpersonal 

relationships.

Academic Reading Skills  

IS.FND.2a Articulates the 

difference between primary and 

secondary material and 

practices task-appropriate 

reading techniques (e.g. close 

reading, hermenutics, 

skimming).                 IS.FND.2b. 

Paraphrases written material 

accurately and identifies 

underlying assumptions.

Academic Reading Skills 

IS.FND.2a Articulates the 

difference between primary and 

secondary material and 

practices task-appropriate 

reading techniques (e.g. close 

reading, hermenutics, 

skimming).                 IS.FND.2b. 

Paraphrases written material 

accurately and identifies 

underlying assumptions.

Ethical Reasoning      IS.FND.5a. 

Describes, evaluates, and applies 

ethical concepts in different 

contexts. IS.FND.5b. 

Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical use of sources (including 

written, visual, audio, artistic, 

and other media).                        

IS.FND.5c. Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical principles for 

interpersonal relationships.

Ethical Reasoning       IS.FND.5a. 

Describes, evaluates, and applies 

ethical concepts in different 

contexts. IS.FND.5b. 

Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical use of sources (including 

written, visual, audio, artistic, 

and other media).                        

IS.FND.5c. Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical principles for 

interpersonal relationships.

Analytical Inquiry        IS.FND.6. 

Frames a problem or question in 

selected areas of study. 

Identifies ideas, concepts, 

theories, or practical approaches 

to the problem or question. 

Ethical Reasoning     IS.FND.5a. 

Describes, evaluates, and applies 

ethical concepts in different 

contexts.  IS.FND.5b. 

Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical use of sources (including 

written, visual, audio, artistic, 

and other media).                        

IS.FND.5c. Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal and 

ethical principles for 

interpersonal relationships.

Analytical Inquiry        IS.FND.6. 

Frames a problem or question in 

selected areas of study. 

Identifies ideas, concepts, 

theories, or practical approaches 

to the problem or question. 

Quantitative Literacy IS.FND.3a. 

Interprets quantitative 

information, communicates 

evidence about that information 

in applications or projects, and 

uses mathematical methods to 

solve problems and analyze data 

in context. Describes 

assumptions or limitations of 

these methods.          IS.FND.3b. 

Makes a reasonable estimate, 

uses appropriate tools, and 

verifies the reasonableness of 

the result in context when 

working with quantitative 

information.                IS.FND.3c. 

Creates, interprets, and 

translates between numerical, 

graphical, symbolic, and verbal 

representations of quantitative 

information.  

Ethical Reasoning     

IS.FND.5a. Describes, 

evaluates, and applies ethical 

concepts in different 

contexts.  IS.FND.5b. 

Demonstrates basic 

understanding of the legal 

and ethical use of sources 

(including written, visual, 

audio, artistic, and other 

media).                        

IS.FND.5c. Demonstrates 

basic understanding of the 

legal and ethical principles for 

interpersonal relationships.

Holistic Wellness and Life Skills At 

Andrews University, we define 

wellness broadly, including 

spiritual, mental, physical, financial, 

environmental, emotional, and 

social well-being.                

IS.FND.8a. Describes the ideas, 

theories, skills, and practices for 

each component of personal 

wellness.                          IS.FND.8b. 

Prioritizes and practices the 

components of personal wellness.     

IS.FND.8c. Practices care and 

concern for the wellness of others.    

IS.FND.8d. Sets personal wellness 

and life skills goals, and identifies 

skills or modifications of lifestyle 

that may be needed to pursue 

those goals.

Communication         IS.FND.7a. 

Writes organized, logical, 

coherent, substantially error-

free, and well-sourced and cited 

works targeted for general and 

specialized audiences.                  

IS.FND.7b. Chooses and cites 

visual representations that 

effectively communicate ideas 

targeted for general and 

specialized audiences. IS.FND.7c. 

Delivers organized, logical, and 

coherent oral presentations to 

general and specialized 

audiences. IS.FND.7d. 

Demonstrates effective 

interactive communication by 

listening actively, preparing to 

speak with informed 

compassion, and responding 

constructively in discussion and 

dialogue. 

Engaging Diverse Perspectives At 

Andrews University, diverse 

perspectives include, but are not 

limited to culture, race, gender, 

ability, age, and religious 

diversity.       IS.FND.4. 

Articulates and demonstrates 

self-awareness, empathy, 

curiosity, and knowledge of 

diverse frameworks, power 

structures, and worldviews. 

Demonstrates openness through 

interaction, communication, and 

civil discourse with others by 

means of appropriate learning 

experiences. 

Communication         IS.FND.7a. 

Writes organized, logical, 

coherent, substantially error-

free, and well-sourced and cited 

works targeted for general and 

specialized audiences.                  

IS.FND.7b. Chooses and cites 

visual representations that 

effectively communicate ideas 

targeted for general and 

specialized audiences. IS.FND.7c. 

Delivers organized, logical, and 

coherent oral presentations to 

general and specialized 

audiences. IS.FND.7d. 

Demonstrates effective 

interactive communication by 

listening actively, preparing to 

speak with informed 

compassion, and responding 

constructively in discussion and 

dialogue. 

Analytical Inquiry         IS.FND.6. 

Frames a problem or question in 

selected areas of study. 

Identifies ideas, concepts, 

theories, or practical approaches 

to the problem or question. 

Communication          IS.FND.7a. 

Writes organized, logical, 

coherent, substantially error-

free, and well-sourced and cited 

works targeted for general and 

specialized audiences.                  

IS.FND.7b. Chooses and cites 

visual representations that 

effectively communicate ideas 

targeted for general and 

specialized audiences. IS.FND.7c. 

Delivers organized, logical, and 

coherent oral presentations to 

general and specialized 

audiences. IS.FND.7d. 

Demonstrates effective 

interactive communication by 

listening actively, preparing to 

speak with informed 

compassion, and responding 

constructively in discussion and 

dialogue. 

Communication        IS.FND.7a. 

Writes organized, logical, 

coherent, substantially error-

free, and well-sourced and cited 

works targeted for general and 

specialized audiences.                  

IS.FND.7b. Chooses and cites 

visual representations that 

effectively communicate ideas 

targeted for general and 

specialized audiences. IS.FND.7c. 

Delivers organized, logical, and 

coherent oral presentations to 

general and specialized 

audiences. IS.FND.7d. 

Demonstrates effective 

interactive communication by 

listening actively, preparing to 

speak with informed 

compassion, and responding 

constructively in discussion and 

dialogue. 

Holistic Wellness and Lifestyle 

Skills                                           At 

Andrews University, we define 

wellness broadly, including 

spiritual, mental, physical, 

financial, environmental, 

emotional, and social well-being.  

IS.FND.8a. Describes the ideas, 

theories, skills, and practices for 

each component of personal 

wellness.    IS.FND.8b. Prioritizes 

and practices the components of 

personal wellness.     IS.FND.8c. 

Practices care and concern for 

the wellness of others.                    

IS.FND.8d. Sets personal 

wellness and life skills goals, and 

identifies skills or modifications 

of lifestyle that may be needed 

to pursue those goals.

Holistic Wellness and Lifestyle 

Skills                                           At 

Andrews University, we define 

wellness broadly, including 

spiritual, mental, physical, 

financial, environmental, 

emotional, and social well-being.  

IS.FND.8a. Describes the ideas, 

theories, skills, and practices for 

each component of personal 

wellness.      IS.FND.8b. 

Prioritizes and practices the 

components of personal 

wellness.      IS.FND.8c. Practices 

care and concern for the 

wellness of others.                         

IS.FND.8d. Sets personal 

wellness and life skills goals, and 

identifies skills or modifications 

of lifestyle that may be needed 

to pursue those goals.

Holistic Wellness and Lifestyle 

Skills                                           

At Andrews University, we 

define wellness broadly, 

including spiritual, mental, 

physical, financial, 

environmental, emotional, 

and social well-being.       

IS.FND.8a. Describes the 

ideas, theories, skills, and 

practices for each component 

of personal wellness.      

IS.FND.8b. Prioritizes and 

practices the components of 

personal wellness.      

IS.FND.8c. Practices care and 

concern for the wellness of 

others.                         

IS.FND.8d. Sets personal 

wellness and life skills goals, 

and identifies skills or 

modifications of lifestyle that 

may be needed to pursue 

those goals.

ACE    Learning    Outcomes    by    Discipline    &    AUUFO



 

 

  

Proposal: ACE & AU UFO 

  
Religion  

Language/ 

Communication 
History 

Fine Arts/ 

Humanities 

Life/Physical 

Science 
Mathematics Global 

Social 

Sciences 

Fitness/ 

Wellness 

Student 

Life 

1. Information 

Literacy 
  x x         x x   

2. Academic 

Reading Skills 
x x x               

3. Quantitative 

Literacy 
        x x     x   

4. Engaging Diverse 

Perspectives 
    x x     x     x 

5. Ethical Reasoning x     x x   x     x 

6. Analytical Inquiry         x x   x     

7. Communication   x   x   x x       
8. Holistic Wellness 

and Life Skills 
x             x x x 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



and BS degrees (Policy no. 5-2:1, 2003 Manual). 

 

 

2nd, Ahlberg 

 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

  

A motion that each of the core fields have at least three credit hours of content 

in order to satisfactorily meet the ACE learning outcomes. 

 

 

2nd, Zork; 1, opposed 

MOTION (Moushon) 

 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

  

 

 

         

Donald May, Andrews Core Experience Chair 

 

 

         

Gina Gutierrez, Recorder 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

ACE Comprehensive Review Committee Minutes 

June 23, 2017 

 

 

Don May; Lisa Ahlberg, Sherine Brown-Fraser, Harvey Burnett, Ivan Davis, 

Janine Lim, Aaron Moushon, Ruben Perez-Schulz, Ralph Trecartin, Steve 

Yeagley, Susan Zork 

PRESENT 

  

Daniel Gonzalez, Paul Kim, Lynelle Weldon REGRETS 
  

Don May WELCOME & 

PRAYER 
  

Karl Bailey presented a handout he provided regarding The AU UFO –Visual 

Guide to Mapping. 

 

Yeagley raised the point, If we reduce ACE credits who will guard the total 

number of credits for majors and minors leaving credits for electives? 

 

By reducing the ACE requirements it may allow for more flexibility. 

 

Electives need to come from outside of the major. 

 

ACE may not meet all components of the AU UFO—but the rest will be covered 

by the programs. 

 

  

Move that we have one ACE package, which would imply a reduced number of 

credits—something like the professional package. 

 

 

2nd, Davis 

MOTION (Ahlberg) 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

  

Recommendation that UGC review the existing policy regarding the limit of the 

maximum number of credits required by programs (Policy no. 5-2:2.2, 2003 

Manual). 

 

**It should be clear to UGC that we are protecting elective space. 

RECOMMENDATION 

(Yeagley) 

 

 

  

Accept the newly formed table as the ACE learning outcomes. (See table 

below). 

 

 

2nd, Ahlberg 

MOTION (Burnett) 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

  

The ACE requirements do not dictate whether a BA or BS degree is earned.  

 

 

2nd, Moushon ; 1, opposed  

MOTION (Ahlberg) 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

  

The UGC review the UGC Policy Manual as it pertains to the distinction of BA MOTION (Moushon) 



Additional Information & Recommendations 

 

Review Question#19: Give any additional information that should be included in the self-study. 
Describe program recommendations. 
 
For Discussion: Is there additional information that should be given to reviewers or 
administration that was not addressed elsewhere?   
 

Additional information that could be useful for the ACE program review is to analyze the 
data from Andrews’ admissions standards and the relationship with ACE learning 
outcomes. This information can be utilized to determine the relationship between ACE 
learning outcomes and admissions standards. 

We must identify the Andrews Program Learning Outcomes and determine whether our 
standards for incoming students match our outcomes. Currently, incoming students are 
accepted with a 2.5 GPA, which ranks approximately in the 30th percentile nationally. Is 
this something we are ok with? Are outcomes requirements too high for incoming 
students? 

We recommend: 

● The ACE program has the ability to limit courses/programs as needed to promote 
variety. ...but does this reduce quality by reducing options where students can 
choose a good class? 

 
● Careful scheduling to allow a first year experience that include specific courses:  

Math 
 

● To encourage students to complete their first year experience courses in their 
first year, no student will achieve sophomore (or junior) status until they have 
successfully completed math. 

 
● *****to decouple financial credit of ACE courses from departments *****  

. 
● Faculty hired for service oriented departments take into account ACE needs 

when hiring 
 

● Reduce total credits required for ACE. Our recommendation is a maximum of 39 
credits….perhaps this answers the ***financial question*** above 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5.  Strategic Plan 

 

Review Question #18: What should be the future direction of your program and what steps and 
resources are necessary to take your program in that direction? How might changes and trends in 
technology, student demographics, and enrollment impact this direction? 
 
For Discussion: In light of all of the Review Questions you have answered so far, in what 
direction should the program be moving?  Should the program be discontinued, expanded or 
changed?  Should a new program be initiated?  What steps are necessary to implement your 
plans?  What resources are necessary? 
 

The administration proposed the possibility of making a route to finish general education 
courses within the first two years; however very few programs can put all of their 
requirements into the last two years of a four-year degree. Perhaps he means 
“foundational” GenEDs, like English composition, Communication, and Math? 
 
Team taught or collaboration across courses could add to interdisciplinary opportunities.  
 
Courses in Global Thinking would add to our Core. 
 
We have considered the First Year Experience and what that might that look like. It is a 
way to make a more cohesive student experience. Challenges include difficulties with 
varied student needs and what different students bring in when they come to Andrews. 

● First Year Experience Pilot to Roll out in Fall 2017: 

o Freshman volunteer group to take ESP? exam (Lynn Merklin) and then 

the following classes together:  Engl Comp I, Math (merkier where they fit 

here), God and Human Life, and Communication Skills.  This would allow 

a follow-up with another exam for cohort results. 

 

ACE is a significant number of credits, thus it is challenging for students to complete 

along with their other major coursework within four years. To solve this challenge, we 

suggest a reduction in what is ACE as well as careful planning of when ACE courses 

should meet to best allow students to take them in a meaningful way. Going forward we 

recommend ACE be reduced to 39 credits, the same for all Bachelor’s degree programs.  

We also recommend that the courses become the following: 

 

Proposal ACE Table 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5T2RlZWVGbGVNMmc 

 
How does the periphery (Honors, Leadership, etc) fit in with ACE? 
 
Considerations: 

● Core 

● Expanded core, electives 

● Where do others drawn the line between gen ed and other 

The future direction of the ACE programs leads towards an integration of ACE with co-
curricular student learning outcomes (SLOs) and a meaningful, structured first-year 
experience. This would also include the alignment of ACE SLOs with AUUFOs. 



 
● Employability- ready for a job. 

 
Andrews is in the process of reviewing itself for the future. The ACE program should be 
a part of this initiative, based on discussions from recent Blue Ocean meetings. 

 
We must be more purposeful if we choose to develop and improve our program, through 
clarification and implementation of our program learning outcomes. The First Year 
Experience could be a good development to determine why ACE at Andrews? What are 
national current trends in General Education? We should more clearly articulate the 
heritage and mission of Andrews in the context of the Seventh-day Adventist Church in a 
striking word within a General Education curriculum. 

 
Evaluation of the total credits of the program in regards to professional vs. BS/BA ACE 
requirements may need to be considered. Can we institutionally reduce to be more 
streamlined? 
 

4.  Threats 

 

Review Question #17: Describe the threats that may negatively impact the program in the 
coming years and the changes and resources necessary to mitigate them. 
 
For Discussion: What are the threats to the continued viability of the program? What external 
factors might negatively impact the program and demand for its graduates? What threats are 
there to program quality?    
 

Because of the growing number of professional programs (requiring additional credits for 
the major), pressure is added to reduce the total number of GE credits required.  
 
Using adjunct faculty with ample FTE Andrews faculty -cost and quality.  
 

Being recognized as an international school without an international/global component 
represented in the GE requirements.   

 

What about face-to-face and an online general education program? An opportunity or 
threat?   

 

What can we convert to streamline our ACE program? Should we?   

  
During the summer there are several opportunities for students to take general 
education courses both on campus and from other institutions. 
 
We must also consider the total number of credits in our program. It may be viewed as 
credit heavy, particularly due to the 12 credits of Religion. Financial cost can also be 
viewed as a threat, considering the cost of delivering each course with the current 
student/teacher ratio. We have also seen a decrease in SDA college enrollment. 

 



experience. 
 

● We have ACE course requirements, thus we are not student learning driven 

 
● Generally the idea of a “GE teacher” at Andrews is based on who actually 

teaches an ACE course. 
 

● For faculty, advancement opportunities revolve around research, not teaching 
pedagogy 

 
● Student/Teacher ratio 

 
● Disjointed...No common theme? Look at a set of skills needed. Concerns with 

basic skills (writing, verbal, communication, etc) 
 

● Not yet mapped. To AUUFO? SLO? 

 
● No clear Program Learning Outcomes (how do they fit within a major to support 

that program)? 

 

3.  Opportunities 

 

Review Question #16: Describe the opportunities likely to present themselves to the program in 
the coming years and the changes and resources necessary to take advantage of them. 
 
For Discussion: What are the opportunities for growth or expansion of the program?  In what 
ways might the program need to change to address trends or future opportunities? What external 
factors will affect the program and demand for its graduates? Can restructuring and/or 
technological innovations be implemented that will more effectively utilize educational best 
practice and the newest information technology while containing costs? What is the relationship 
of the program to emerging trends in distance and asynchronous learning? How might 
cooperative or collaborative relationships with other programs/institutions contribute to future 
opportunities, service, and effectiveness? Is this program poised to transform itself in new and 
different ways in order to meet the needs of twenty-first century learners?  What resources would 
be necessary to take advantage of opportunities? 
 

● Consider being prescriptive (i.e., Notre Dame’s first year plan), a trend in 
education 

 
● Evaluate total credit counts (professional vs. regular BS/BA) for ACE 

requirements 

o Can we institutionally reduce to the more streamlined professional plan? 

 
● What about online gen ed? An opportunity or threat?   

 
● Determine Purpose, rebranding (why ACE at Andrews?) 

 
● Develop a First Year Experience 

 
● Diversity/Global Studies 



1.  Strengths 

 

Review Question #14: Describe the strengths of the program. 
 
For Discussion: What examples of exemplary performance does the program demonstrate? 
Consider academic strengths, financial strengths, and the holistic development of student 
potential.  What positive impacts does the program have on the University?  What positive 
impacts does the program have on students? 

The ACE program has a solid impact on students within its core courses, which are 
personal, integrated, and faith-based. We offer three distinct tracks, which are flexible 
portable and transferable; BA/BS, Professional and Honors/SAGES packages. A 
significant number of the courses are taught by full professors. Andrews has not chosen 
to have its own ACE with a dean. 

ACE courses are smaller than state schools providing a good student teacher ratio. 
However, they still represent the largest classes we offer at Andrews. Our courses also 
allow students to learn, study, and grow with others outside their major. We need to be 
more intentional about these interactions (professors offering the courses and students 
taking these courses). 

 

Knowing that a significant number of our GE credits are in Religion, students have a 
positive response to the outstanding religion professors, which emphasizes the core 
mission of the University. 
 
We offer a hybrid General Education program--Core and distributed.  

2.  Weaknesses 

 

Review Question #15: Describe the weaknesses of the program and the plans that are in place 
to address them. 
 
For Discussion: In what areas could the program be improved?  Consider weaknesses in 
academic and financial areas as well as weaknesses in student development. 

Bullet Point Response 

 

● Sizable number of teachers instructing General Education courses are contract 
teachers. Can contract teachers be mentored by full time tenure track professors 
and/or creatively include them in the academic community? 

 
● Perceived by some advisors and students as “something to get out of the way” 

 
● Departments not generating sufficient credits seek to offer ACE courses to 

increase their credits generated. 
 

● Consider changing how credits are “credited” to a department 
 

● Currently, GE is not constructed as a component of an overall freshmen 



the major (and satisfy ACE requirements). 
 
30 most frequently taken ACE courses 

https://drive.google.com/open?id=0B8l5_NnHW4a5T0djUkptQ3pVVzQ 
 
Major capital and operating expenses, such as lab and research costs are currently 
supported by the department, and used both for ACE and for majors. ACE uses existing 
infrastructure, physical, and technical and personnel resources. 
 
The paragraphs above answer the questions for program review; however, there are 
many other financial questions surrounding ACE. 
 
The ACE Program Review Committee recommends that the ACE Program manage 
scheduling and teaching assignments for a subset (say 5-10) core ACE courses; but the 
productivity (and implied fiscal viability) for those courses are primarily the department’s 
responsibility. 

Departments offering both ACE and major course requirements - a percentage should 
be determined to describe the contribution of a department toward majors and service 
courses it teaches. This would inform the administration the focus of a department and 
the primary role it serves to the university. 

 
Considering scheduling, frequency courses being offered and reducing the list of ACE 
courses per term would improve efficiency of our ACE offerings.  
 

[GINA] Can we any data on ACE courses getting transferred in. Is there any kind of data 
on how we much we lose with that? (Transfer courses are likely to make up a larger and 
larger portion of student records/transcripts, ways of fulfilling ACE). 

 

2.  Overall Financial Health 

 

Review Question #13: What is the (financial and other) impact of the program on the University 
and, based on trends, how is that likely to change in the future?  How adequate is University 
support to maintaining the health of the program? 
 

See review question #12 
 
 

Criterion 4: Strategic Analysis 
Program faculty have a clear understanding of their program’s strengths and weaknesses, 
opportunities and capacity for growth and/or prestige, and changes in market or customer base 
that may threaten the health of the program.  They have benchmarked similar programs and have 
considered changes within the discipline as well as emerging technologies and the global 
marketplace. Areas for improvement have been identified by a thorough analysis of program 
objectives, student learning outcomes, and market data.  A strategic plan has been developed, in 
accordance with the strategic goals of the university, which will maintain or bring the program into 
a position of strength in the coming five years that supports the mission of Andrews 
University.  (HLC Core Component 5.C.) 



Criterion 3: Financial Analysis 

1.  Cost & Income 
 

Review Question #12: What is the relationship between the cost of the program and its income 
and how has that been changing over time? 
 
For Discussion: Does the revenue from tuition, fees, and other sources of income such as 
entrepreneurial activities associated with the department offering the degree cover the direct 
costs of the program as well as an appropriate contribution to institutional overhead?  
 

The landscape of higher education has changed significantly; there are many modalities 
and opportunities for acquiring college credit, particular general education credits. 
Currently, Andrews appears to emphasize majors over ACE when analyzing the tools 
used to measure curriculum productivity (credits generated, number of majors, student-
teacher ratios, and hiring practices) within departments serving ACE needs. 
 
It is difficult to consider ACE as a money-making venture for the university.  
 
Within the last 10 years several GE initiatives have been started to provide Adventist 
education alternatives to competing opportunities for general education courses, such 
as:  
 

● Online courses 
● Very low cost online courses 
● Intensive courses 
● Early college 
● Dual enrollment 
● Major/Program scholarships 

 
ACE has not been expected to track finances nor is ACE provided with financial 
information regarding its offerings. 
 
A sampling of the most frequently taken ACE courses over the past five years providing 
a snapshot enrollment.   
The data would suggest, fewer students are taking some of these foundational ACE 
courses at Andrews [GINA add data here]: 
 

o RELT 100 

o MATH 145 

o ENGL 115 

o ENGL 215 

o COMM 104 

o PSYC 101 

o HLED 120 

o PHYS 115 

 
However, we are confident the 30 most frequently taken ACE courses at Andrews are 
covering direct costs and contributing to the institution’s overhead. The administration 
has recently set a target for service courses to contribute to overhead. Courses beyond 
these 30 may not be meeting the direct costs but primarily are taught for the purpose of 


