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LOGOS SPECIAL VISIT TEAM REPORT 
 
 

SECTION I – OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT  

On March 5-7, 2012, a WASC evaluation team composed of three members 

visited Logos Evangelical Seminary (Logos) of El Monte, California, on a special visit 

scheduled with consideration of Logos for initial accreditation as stated in the 

Commission letter dated June 24, 2010. This visit followed the Educational Effectiveness 

Review conducted March 10-12, 2010, which led to the Commission’s granting of 

candidacy.  Two members of the current team participated in both visits.  The Logos 

community demonstrated openness, candor, and cooperation at all times.  Preparation and 

accommodations for the site visit were appropriate and served the team well.    

A. Description of Institution and Visit 

 Logos Evangelical Seminary was founded in 1989 by the Evangelical Formosan 

Church General Assembly (EFCGA).  An agreement reached on December 4, 1999, 

between Logos and the EFCGA granted the institution “total autonomy.”  Logos was 

subsequently legally incorporated and the most recent Articles of Incorporation, dated 

March 14, 2002, identify the institution as a nonprofit corporation organized exclusively 

for religious and educational purposes (CFR 1.6).   

The campus occupies 3.6 acres and consists of four well-maintained buildings 

with 49,962 square feet of space located at 9346-9386 Telstar Avenue in El Monte, CA.  

These facilities provide accommodation for classrooms, offices, bookstore, library, and 

chapel/assembly area.   Since the initial visit, no physical changes have taken place on the 

campus.  Approximately 25% of the office space is currently rented to other entities and 

is available for future occupation as the seminary increases in enrollment.  A fifty-unit 
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student housing apartment complex owned by the seminary is located approximately 15 

minutes north of the campus.  Four additional two-bedroom apartments are provided by a 

church member for use by students. 

In the academic year of 2011-2012, 176 students (FTE 132) attended Logos, 

enrolled in the following four degree programs: Master of Arts, Master of Theology, 

Master of Divinity, and Doctor of Ministry.  This represents an increase of 22% in FTE 

since the last visit, credited to more full-time D.Min. students and the growth in the 

Chicago site.  In 2011, eighteen masters degrees and eight doctoral degrees were 

awarded, a fairly consistent average for the last decade, with the exception of 2009 (the 

year of the last visiting team report).  The seminary offers occasional classes at one off-

site location and a limited number of online courses.  Two team members visited the 

Chicago site in February 2012 and found a state-approved program at a viable ten-year 

site, closely connected to the main campus in its M.A.C.S. curriculum and instruction, 

and in providing advising and oversight to the thirty students (see Appendix for full 

report).  The team suggests that Logos maintain disaggregated data for its off-campus 

program.    

Logos applied for WASC Eligibility in December 2007, and on February 19, 

2008, was granted Eligibility status for a period of three years through the fall 2010.  

Logos submitted a letter of intent to pursue accreditation on May 12, 2008.  The 

Commission Action letter indicated compliance with all the necessary requirements and 

scheduled the Capacity and Preparatory Review for spring 2009.  The Commission letter 

dated June 9, 2009, acknowledged the progression of the candidacy application process 

and provided feedback to Logos as guidance in preparation for the Educational 
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Effectiveness visit, which was conducted March 10-12, 2010.  Candidacy was granted in 

June 2010, with this Special Visit scheduled to determine if Initial Accreditation were to 

be granted.  Logos also holds accreditation with the Association of Theological Schools 

(ATS) in United States and Canada, receiving a ten-year reaffirmation in 2004, and is the 

only Chinese seminary in the United States to hold this status. 

This Special Visit was conducted to determine Logos’ progress in three areas 

identified by the Commission: completion of the strategic plan, extension of learning 

outcomes and assessment to all academic programs, and completion of the program 

review process. 

B.  Quality of the Special Visit Report and Supporting Evidence  

The preparation of the Special Visit report was guided and drafted by committees 

on strategic planning and program review, with significant participation of faculty in each 

part of the review.  The Institutional Research Coordinator and the Chair of the Strategic 

Planning Committee played key roles in the preparation and writing of the report.  The 8-

page report is organized into three sections -- completion of the strategic plan, extension 

of learning outcomes and assessment to all programs, and completion of the program 

review process. 

Upon review of the institutional report and supporting documents, the team found 

that once again, as in the previous EER visit, the self-study report initially submitted by 

Logos did not contain a number of documents necessary for the Team to complete its 

preliminary assessment.  The character of the report is primarily a chronology and 

narrative of the actions that the institution took to show progress on the three issues of the 

visit.  Further, with the exception of the detailed discussion of the M.A.C.S. program 
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review (pp.5-6), the writing of the report did not cite or utilize in its presentation 

appropriate supporting data, data analysis, and illustrations or conclusions based upon 

such data. Those materials were requested of Logos and provided via electronic files or in 

the team resource room during the visit.   

Fortunately, the team found that the faculty and administration made ample use of 

data and data analysis in their preparation for the visit.  The materials made available to 

the team were substantive, and provided sufficient and appropriate information for the 

team to make its assessment of institutional progress on the three focal issues of the visit. 

The team concluded that the self-study was primarily descriptive of the work done, rather 

than an analytical presentation of their progress vis a vis the standards and CFRs, which 

would have been the preferred approach by the team and the Commission.   

C.  Description of the Team Review Process  

In preparation for the visit, team members agreed to assign strategic planning to 

Lingenfelter (Team Chair), learning outcomes and assessment to Llovio, and program 

review to Chiang, both of whom reviewed these issues in the EER visit.  Each member 

prepared a preliminary assessment of institutional progress based upon the team report 

and supporting documents, which were shared and discussed in the pre-visit conference 

call.  After the conference call, each prepared a written draft section for the team report, 

based upon the pre-visit data, and Llovio (Assistant Chair) combined these document into 

an initial draft report to be tested, rejected and revised during the visit.  Lingenfelter then 

shared with the ALO, Dr. Ekron Chen, some of the critical questions for the review, and 

requested additional supporting documents for the review.  In a subsequent conference 

call with Dr. Ekron Chen, the team and institution agreed to a schedule for the visit with 
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two hours (8-10) set aside on Tuesday, March 6, 2012, for the team to review new 

supporting documents.   

The visit began with dinner and a team meeting with Dick Osborn at the Hilton 

Hotel in San Gabriel, 3 miles from the campus.  The members conferred on the issues to 

be explored and the schedule for following day.  On Tuesday, March 6, the team met as 

planned with two hours review of supporting documents.  This proved to be a very 

profitable use of team time, providing much new data and insight into institutional 

processes and documentation of their progress.  Out of this review members drafted new 

questions for follow-up in the scheduled interviews.   

All members of the team participated in the first interview with the President’s 

Council on strategic planning, and in the second interview with the Program Review 

Committee on assessment and program review.  Following lunch, Lingenfelter met with 

the CFO, Librarian, and Faculty Chairs of the Ph.D. and M.A. in Intercultural Studies 

(M.A.I.C.S.) program initiatives to discuss the integration of budgeting into academic 

planning.  Llovio and Chiang met at the same time with faculty to discuss program 

review and assessment.  After another hour of selected interviews, the team met in 

executive session for approximately two hours to discuss the confidential team 

recommendation and to revise earlier drafts of the team report.   

The team convened again at 9:30 am at the hotel, reviewed and approved a draft 

of findings, commendations and recommendations, and then proceeded to Logos for the 

exit interview with the President at 10:00 am, and with the Cabinet and supporting 

faculty and staff at 10:30 am. 
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SECTION II – TEAM ANALYSIS OF THE ISSUES 

A. Completion of the Strategic Plan 

In the Commission letter to Logos of June 24, 2010, the Commission asked that 

the institution give further attention and development to the “Completion of the Strategic 

Plan,” involving board, faculty and administration.  Toward that end, the letter identified 

three areas for special attention:   

1. Integrate assessment and evaluation findings into the Strategic Plan by identifying 

action steps that connect to the strategies and objectives,  

2. Develop a process for reporting accomplishments of the strategic plan on a 

regular basis.   

3. Shift culture from one based upon verbal to one grounded in evidence that can be 

easily shared.   

In its report for this special visit, the institution reports two phases of work to 

address the issues raised.   Early in 2011, President Liu and his team launched Phase I, 

revisiting and revising the vision statement.  The purpose of this phase was to seek 

“broader involvement and better consensus” on the statement of vision and the resulting 

strategic plan.  The President and his staff included board, faculty and administration in 

this process, resulting in a new vision statement made public on April 27, 2011, and 

approved by the Board of Directors on May 7, 2011 (CFR 4.1).  

Phase II of the process -- formulation of key initiatives and actions plans -- began 

on July 18, 2011, when the newly appointed planning council drafted a process plan and 

calendar for the next steps.  The Institutional Research Coordinator prepared 1) an 

environmental analysis (8/11), reviewing data from peer institutions, market and 
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advertising, trends in higher education, and factors of demographics, economics, and 

technological changes; and 2) an internal analysis (8/11) of basic facts on enrollment, 

FTE faculty, staff, finances, technology and physical plant.  The President’s Council and 

faculty met to review this data (SWOT analysis) and begin framing strategy (no data 

from this meeting was available to the team).  Following this meeting the individual 

departments met (8/31) and drafted strategic initiatives and action steps for their areas of 

responsibility.  These reports, which are documented in the portfolio in the team room 

entitled “Logos Evangelical Seminary: Strategic Planning 2012-2016,” became the 

foundation for the later work of drafting a strategic plan.   

To assess and prioritize these departmental initiatives, the Council and faculty 

met, and created the “Interpreting Strategic Vision Statement” at the Faculty Retreat on 

8/9/11, which posed and answered the following questions: “What is a leading seminary? 

In what way do we lead? How do we know we are leading? How can we become a 

leading seminary?”   This document provided the framework from which the cabinet 

created the first draft of the strategic plan.  That draft was then reviewed again in the 

departments for suggested revisions, leading to the final document, Strategic Plan 2012-

2016, approved by Logos Board of Directors on 10/23/2011.    

 The team examined documents and interviewed faculty and members of the 

President’s Council to validate the institutional report that the Strategic Plan had been 

completed.  The team found substantive evidence that the process engaged the full 

community, that careful reflection was given to environmental and internal data, and that 

the faculty, administration and board are united together around the mission, vision, and 

strategic initiatives set forth in the plan.   
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As part of its review, the team examined data to see how well the institution 

addressed the areas for “special attention” raised in the WASC Commission letter.    

The team found that the institutional report does not make clear the connection between 

strategic objectives and data from its internal and external analysis.  For example, the two 

key programmatic changes, Ph.D. and M.A.C.S. Intercultural Studies Concentration, are 

not connected with any specific data from the internal or external assessments in the 

report or supporting documents.  The origins and justification of these initiatives are 

“vision” and “academic excellence.”  The Ph.D. proposal reviewed by the Trustees, 

March 2011, cites ATS data (48 schools offer the Ph.D.), and data from the Asia 

Theological Association on Ph.D. programs in Asia.   The only initiative that appears to 

be connected to assessment, yet is not directly stated, is to deepen the integration of 

classroom instruction and field education.  While other initiatives may flow from 

assessment data, this is not made clear in the report.  In spite of this deficiency in 

reporting, the initiatives, based upon substantive discussion within the community, show 

clear sensitivity to trends in higher education and careful reflection and strategic planning 

on information well known in the respective departments.    

The Planning Council has set forth a clear timeline over four years for the seven 

major initiatives (Logos Strategic Plan 2012-2106 portfolio, p. 22).  The report notes that 

the summer faculty retreat is the primary venue for assessment and planning.  The team 

suggests that the President’s Cabinet establish a regular calendar of periodic “initiative” 

updates during the academic year, thereby assuring regular monitoring of the 

performance of those responsible for the accomplishments of the strategic plan.   
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The team concluded that one of Logos’ great strength is its small, face to face 

community; at the same time members of the President’s Council confessed that 

departments often do not communicate effectively with one another.  They agreed that 

the planning process has brought about significant improvements in interdepartmental 

communication and cooperation.  As noted above, the Council still struggles to shift from 

a culture of informal data analysis and reflection to one grounded in documentary 

evidence that can be easily shared.  The team recommends that Logos faculty use the 

substantive change planning process for the Ph.D. program initiative to improve its 

internal data analysis processes, including clear detailed budget assumptions for direct 

and indirect costs, clear development fund-raising goals, relevant qualitative and 

quantitative market data on prospective students, and potential publication and placement 

opportunities for graduates (CFR 4.2, 4.3). 

B. Extension of Learning Outcomes and Assessment to all Academic Programs 

 Logos offers four post-baccalaureate degree programs: Doctor of Ministry 

(D.Min.), Master of Theology (Th.M.), Master of Divinity (M.Div.), and Master of Arts 

in Christian Studies (M.A.C.S.).  A Ph.D. program is in the planning stages and would 

require substantive change approval before implementation.  In addition to the four 

degree programs, the institution also offers two non-degree programs: Diploma of 

Christian Studies (Dip. C. S.) and Logos Training Institute (LTI) (Catalog).    

 At the time of the EER visit in March 2010, Logos had developed program 

learning outcomes and assessment for the M.Div. program.  The Commission noted that 

the extension of learning outcomes and assessment to all academic programs include the 

following areas:  1) the template for the M.Div. program “be extended to the remaining 
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three graduate programs;” 2) course syllabi should consistently reflect the alignment 

between course and program learning outcomes; and 3) the demonstration of multiple 

cycles of the assessment process, i.e., “implementation, analysis, review, and 

improvement” (CFRs 2.2, 2.3, 4.6, 4.7; CAL June 24, 2010).   

 Program learning outcomes have been established for all four graduate programs 

(CFR 2.3), and scaffolding of outcomes in the M.A.C.S. and M.Div. programs were 

noted (Catalog).  Each program articulates outcomes in the four broad categories 

articulated in the Logos mission statement -- spiritual life and character, biblical and 

theological understanding, ministerial and leadership skills, and cultural preparedness – 

with varying emphasis as appropriate to the type of degree, i.e., vocational or academic 

preparation, master’s or doctoral level.  For example, the M.A.C.S. specifies two or three 

outcomes in each category, for a total of nine; the M.Div., ten.  A rubric to assess the 

program outcomes has been designed for each master’s degree program and is utilized in 

assessing student performance by faculty members at mid-program and exit interviews 

(CFR 2.3, 2.4, 2.7); the rubric for assessing the D.Min. outcomes will be completed by 

summer 2012.  The rubrics add dimensions within each category to elaborate the various 

areas of ministry that are grouped together in a single outcome, for example, assessing a 

total of twenty-three areas in the M.A.C.S and M.Div.  The rubrics are used to grant 

students a personalized assessment of their growth in spiritual life and character, biblical 

and theological understanding, ministerial and leadership skills, and cultural preparedness 

in midterm and exit interviews with two faculty.  Conversation with the Academic Dean 

revealed that the evidence of student work which forms the basis for faculty decision is 

not collected and evaluated in aggregate for program review.  However, students compile 
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a showcase portfolio in their final semester that could be modified to include 

demonstration of the learning outcomes, e.g., as a developmental portfolio connected to 

the midterm review, or with signature assignments collected in key courses, thus 

providing full-time faculty mentors with evidence obtained in other courses or those 

taught by adjuncts.  Logos has recently added a capstone course to the M.Div. program 

that requires students to conduct a personal reflection, state a theological position, 

prepare an expository sermon, and defend a philosophy of ministry.  The course lacks 

direct connection to the program learning outcomes, however, thereby missing an 

assessment opportunity.     

 Alignment of learning outcomes at the course and program level is demonstrated 

in a series of charts for the M.A.C.S. and M.Div. programs (CFR 2.3).  Maps for Th.M. 

and D.Min. programs are scheduled to be completed by the faculty in summer 2012.  

Course objectives are aligned to the rubric dimensions using a code that indicates 

increasing sophistication and application of concepts from “introducing,” “developing,” 

and “reinforcing,” which aims to produce the full outcome; or “enhancing,” which are 

objectives that contribute indirectly to the outcome.   Faculty report a greater 

cohesiveness in the curriculum and greater focus in course level planning as a result of 

the mapping project, but the syllabus template does not require inclusion of the program 

outcomes.  Co-curricular programs have begun initial attempts to demonstrate similar 

alignment to the rubric; a formal assessment plan has not been developed.   

  Logos has maintained a commitment to continuous assessment in its student 

interviews and program review process.  Data collection for the program review is 

organized by type of data, personnel involved, and target population.  A timetable is set 
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for preliminary analysis, discussion, preliminary and final program revision or 

adjustment.  Although only one full academic year has elapsed since the Educational 

Effectiveness Review visit in spring 2010, evidence of multiple cycles of assessment and 

review is presented in three programs reviews completed by the time of the Special Visit: 

M.Div. (2009), M.A.C.S. (2010), and Th.M. (2011); the D.Min. program is scheduled to 

be reviewed in summer 2012.   Faculty routinely discuss results for each outcome, plan 

needed changes, and implement changes through the program review process.  For 

example, significant changes were made to the M.A.C.S. degree as a result of the recent 

program review, including reduction of total units by increasing core classes but reducing 

Practical Theology and elective units.  Faculty proposed the curricular changes based 

upon data gathered regarding graduates’ vocational placement and academic goals, which 

indicated that students in the M.A.C.S. program did not seek ministerial placements.  The 

program review process is discussed in more detail in the next section of this report. 

 Logos has diligently and sufficiently responded to the Commission request to 

extend learning outcomes and assessment from the M.Div. to all academic programs and 

to complete nearly a full cycle of program review of its four degree programs.  The team 

suggests that Logos refine the assessment plan based upon lessons learned to date and 

utilize more fully evidence of student achievement of learning outcomes, e.g., in the 

portfolio process and capstone project. 

 

C. Completion of Program Review Process 

Three areas were identified by the Commission to strengthen Logos’ program 

review process (CFR 2.7): identifying benchmarking data, using external reviewers, and 



 15 

developing a review of the process itself (CAL June 24, 2010).  Logos has been 

conducting regular program review since the M.Div. review in 2009.  Faculty devote a 

half day at their summer retreat to conducting a comprehensive program review for one 

degree program on a four-year cycle (CFR 2.7).  The aforementioned revision of the 

M.A.C.S. curriculum in 2010 was a result of said process (see section B of this report).       

Student learning outcomes are carefully reviewed by faculty by assessing student 

portfolios and capstone projects, and during mid-term and exit interviews.  Due to the 

close relationship between faculty and their students, faculty also provide feedback based 

on their observations during the instruction and interaction with the students.  Explicit 

criteria are listed in the Student Learning Outcome Rubrics to assess students’ 

performance (see description in section B of this report).  Faculty use these outcome 

assessments to identify students who might need special attention academically and/or 

behaviorally.  However, although students were not included in designing the rubric they 

do conduct a self-assessment using the criteria in mid-term and exit interviews, and could 

offer input into the process.  

Data collected by the Institutional Research Coordinator are also used in the 

program review process, including placement rates, retention and graduation rates, 

enrollment trends, and alumni surveys (per Logos’ Program Review Flow Chart).  Logos 

revised their data collection in 2009 and has since been comparing these data 

systematically for program review and curriculum revision purposes (CFR 2.7).  

However, the benchmarking data identified in the program review process are mostly 

“internal” data.   For a more comprehensive analysis, the team recommends Logos to 
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include “external” data, such as data collected by ATS from other institutions, in its 

program review process as well.   

All data are submitted to the Program Review Committee for a program self 

study.  A final recommendation is submitted to the Program Chair, Academic Dean, and 

Faculty Team to formulate a program action plan. Each program is then responsible for 

the implementation of the action plan.   Upon reviewing the program review documents, 

the team finds the report from M.A.C.S. program review to be most comprehensive.  

Therefore, the team suggests that this format be extended to up-coming program reviews.  

A specialist in institutional research from CSU Channel Islands was invited to Logos for 

consultation on program review and other institutional research subjects.  The external 

reviewer’s expertise was in data collection rather than the program review process. 

Nonetheless, based on the recommendation of the external reviewer a new “Program 

Review Flow Chart” was implemented.  An external reviewer who is a content expert 

will be invited to campus for the upcoming D.Min. program review in summer 2012.  

The team suggests Logos invite external reviewers to assess outcomes as well as 

contributions of D.Min. students’ theses during this review.  The team also suggests 

Logos document the role of the external reviewer in its formal program review process 

guidelines.  Furthermore, the team recommends Logos invite an external reviewer with 

expertise on program review process to assess its current program review process and to 

make recommendations on the mechanism of reviewing the process itself.  

The team commends Logos on its effort to improve the program review process, 

which is more data oriented and more formally conducted.   The institution is making 

informed decisions which lead to identifiable changes that align with the program 



 17 

objectives.  The link between program review and planning and budgeting processes has 

not been formally established, however.  The team recommends that Logos integrate 

program review findings into planning and budgeting processes through formal action 

plans.  Similarly, Logos’ faculty and administration have engaged in meaningful 

conversations regarding the development of a review process for the program review 

process itself.  These informal “conversations” have not been systematically documented, 

and the team recommends Logos formalize these mechanisms in order to assess the 

effectiveness and efficiency of its current program review process.  
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SECTION III – FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

Findings: 

1. The team found substantive evidence that the strategic planning process engaged 

the full community, that careful reflection was given to environmental and 

internal data, and that the faculty, administration and Board were united together 

around the mission, vision, and strategic initiatives set forth in the plan, that the 

plan was completed and approved by the Board of Directors (10/23/2011) and the 

community is now working together to develop each initiative for its 

implementation.  (CFRs 4.1, 4.3) 

2. Logos will complete its four degree programs cycle of review at the end of 

Summer 2012.  The team found evidence that student learning outcomes are 

carefully reviewed by faculty via assessing student portfolios, capstone projects 

and during mid-term and exit interviews. Faculty also review data collected by the 

Institutional Research Office, including placement rates, retention and graduation 

rates, enrollment trends, and alumni surveys.  Since 2009 the institution has been 

comparing these data systematically for program review and curriculum revision 

purposes (CFR 2.7).   

Commendations: 

1. The team commends the faculty and administration for beginning anew the 

strategic planning process, and using this process to renew the Logos vision, and 

break new ground for interdepartmental cooperation within the community;  

2. Logos has diligently and sufficiently responded to the Commission request to 

extend learning outcomes and assessment from the M.Div. to all academic 
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programs and to complete nearly a full cycle of program review of its four degree 

programs.   

3. The team commends Logos on its effort to improve the program review process.  

The process is now more data oriented and it is more formally conducted.   The 

institution is making informed decisions, which lead to more identifiable changes 

that align with the program objectives.   

Recommendations: 

1. The team recommends that Logos faculty use the substantive change planning 

process for the Ph.D. program initiative to improve its internal data analysis 

processes, including clear detailed budget assumptions for direct and indirect 

costs, clear development fund-raising goals, relevant qualitative and quantitative 

market data on prospective students, and potential publication and placement 

opportunities for graduates (CFR 4.2, 4.3). 

2. The team recommends that Logos include “external” data, such as data collected 

by ATS from other institutions, for benchmarking in its program review process 

(CFR 4.5). 

3. The teams recommends that Logos invite an external reviewer with expertise on 

program review process to assess its current program review process, including 

how to document its internal conversations, to evaluate and recommend changes 

in the mechanism of reviewing and improving the process itself (CFR 4.4). 

4. The team recommends that Logos integrate program review into planning and 

budgeting processes through formal action plans that fund program changes and 

improvements (CFR 4.2). 
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APPENDIX 

OFF-CAMPUS SITE SUMMARY 
        
Institution:    Logos Evangelical Seminary      
Type of Visit:  Special Visit 
Name of reviewer/s: Sherwood Lingenfelter, Kay Llovio     
Date/s of review: February 15-16, 2012 
         
1. Site Name and Address     Logos Theological Seminary: Chicago Campus 

831-A Foster Ave. 
Bensenville, IL   60106 

 
2. Background Information  

 
Program Offered:  Master of Arts in Christian Studies 
 
Faculty:  Dr. Wilfred Su, ¾ time teacher/administrator  at main campus assigned to 
Chicago Campus; 8 courses taught (in-load) in 2011-12 by full-time faculty of El 
Monte,CA campus 
 
Enrollment:  30 total students, ave. of 15 students per class, 2011/12 
 
History:  Established in 2009 as an extension of Logos Theological Seminary, El 
Monte, CA with the purpose of equipping Mandarin Chinese speaking men and 
women for full-time and part-time ministries in Chinese churches in the Midwest.  
Classes are taught in intensive format (4 days over a weekend, twice a semester) at 
the Chicago site.  Students come from the greater Chicago area and from as far away 
as Milwaukee, WI, Cincinnati, OH and Indianapolis, IN.  An advisory board of three 
pastors and three lay professionals, support Logos in its theological mission. Mr. 
Patrick Chen serves as member on the Logos Theological Seminary Board of 
Directors, and Chairman of the Chicago Advisory Board.   

 
3. Nature of the Review  
  

 The on-site visit included a tour of the campus facility, interviews with three students, with 
Dean Ekron Chen and Program Director Wilfred Wu, with Advisory Board Chairman, 
Patrick Chen, and with part-time academic administrator, Freda Lin, part-time librarian, 
Donna Juang, and IT services volunteer, G.S. Lin.  Team members reviewed a short review 
(with supporting appendices) of program review process, library support and services, 
internet access and technology support, and the support of the full-time faculty and staff on 
the main campus for this program.  

 
 
Observations and Findings 
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Lines of Inquiry 
 

Observations and Findings Follow-up Required 
(identify the issues) 

Fit with Mission. How does the institution 
conceive of this and other off-campus sites 
relative to its mission, operations, and 
administrative structure? How is the site planned 
and operationalized? (CFRs 1.2, 3.1, 3.5, 4.1) 

Chicago is a strategic extension of 
it mission to equip Mandarin 
speaking leaders for Chinese 
churches;  the home campus 
faculty and staff are fully engaged 
in the planning and operation of 
the site. 

Logos has state approval to operate 
the site. 

 

Connection to the Institution. How visible and 
deep is the presence of the institution at the off-
campus site? In what ways does the institution 
integrate off-campus students into the life and 
culture of the institution? (CFRs 1.2, 2.10) 

CA faculty and staff teach, 
administer, and engage students on 
campus and via internet and phone 
connections weekly.   

  

Quality of the Learning Site.  How does the 
physical environment foster learning and faculty-
student contact? What kind of oversight ensures 
that the off-campus site is well managed?  (CFRs 
1.8, 2.1, 2.5, 3.1, 3.5) 

An excellent 5000 sq ft. space, 
with 1 large and 2 seminar class 
rooms, a library and dining area, 
owned and operated by Patrick 
Chen 

 The current facility is not 
a long term solution as a 
campus; it is a viable ten 
year site.   

Student Support Services. CPR: What is the site's 
capacity for providing advising, counseling, 
library, computing services and other appropriate 
student services? Or how are these otherwise 
provided? EER:  What do data show about the 
effectiveness of these services? (CFRs 2.11-2.13, 
3.6, 3.7) 

Students report excellent advising, 
library, and IT support by local 
staff, and by home campus staff 
via phone, email.   

 IR staff of Logos CA 
should do periodic 
satisfaction surveys to 
monitor student services.   

Faculty. Who teaches the courses, e.g., full-time, 
part-time, adjunct? In what ways does the 
institution ensure that off-campus faculty are 
involved in the academic oversight of the 
programs at this site? How do these faculty 
members participate in curriculum development 
and assessment of student learning? (CFRs 2.4, 
3.1-3.4, 4.6) 

Most courses to date have been 
taught by the full-time faculty 
members of Logos.  A few courses 
have been taught by adjuncts, and 
no evidence was given about 
adjunct training.  

 

At such time as adjuncts 
are contracted for courses, 
appropriate training will be 
essential re: learning 
outcomes and evaluation 
of learning. 

Curriculum and Delivery. Who designs the 
programs and courses at this site?  How are they 
approved and evaluated?  Are the programs and 
courses comparable in content, outcomes and 
quality to those on the main campus? (CFR 2.1-
2.3, 4.6)  

 The MACS program and courses 
are identical to that of Logos, CA.   
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Retention and Graduation. What data on 
retention and graduation are collected on 
students enrolled at this off-campus site?  What 
do these data show?  What disparities are 
evident?  Are rates comparable to programs at 
the main campus? If any concerns exist, how are 
these being addressed? (CFRs 2.6, 2.10) 

The first graduates of the program 
will finish in June 2013.  Staff 
report a few who have “stepped 
out” for a year.  Retention is not a 
concern at this time.   

No statistical data was 
available at the site;  

Student Learning. CPR: How does the institution 
assess student learning at off-campus sites? Is 
this process comparable to that used on the main 
campus?  EER: What are the results of student 
learning assessment?  How do these compare 
with learning results from the main campus? 
(CFRs 2.6, 4.6, 4.7)  

The processes are the same as that 
of the home campus, sharing the 
same strengths and weaknesses. 
Staff report 6 mid-term reviews, 
which were reviewed at the time of 
the special visit in CA. 

Suggest disaggregate data 

Quality Assurance Processes:  CPR:  How are 
the institution’s quality assurance processes 
designed or modified to cover off-campus sites? 
EER:  What evidence is provided that off-
campus programs and courses are educationally 
effective? (CFRs 4.4-4.8) 

The program review is the same, 
and the course review process is 
the same.   
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