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This is the report of the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, Western 
Association of Schools and Colleges (the “ACCJC”), in response to a complaint (the 
“Complaint”) that was submitted to ACCJC and written by a law firm that represents the 
California Federation of Teachers (the “CFT”) and a number of individuals, all of whom are 
identified on the foregoing title page and all of whom appear to be associated with the CFT. 
Under the Policy of the ACCJC that concerns complaints against the ACCJC (Accreditation 
Reference Handbook, Commission Policies, Complaints Against the Accrediting Commission for 
Community and Junior Colleges), a complaint against the ACCJC is ordinarily considered by the 
ACCJC’s President. However, in this instance, it was noted that the Complaint makes allegations 
about the President.  Because of these allegations (and not because they were found to have any 
merit), the Chair of the Commission appointed the members of the Executive Committee (the 
“Committee”) to consider the issues contained in the Complaint and prepare this report.   
 
In reviewing the Complaint, several introductory remarks are in order. First, the Complaint 
includes many pages that are devoted to allegations that various policies and procedures of the 
ACCJC violate laws, including California court created laws, state statutes, USDE regulations, 
and so on. The Committee will not address any of those allegations in this report. This is not a 
court of law. The ACCJC’s policies and procedures are developed in consultation with and 
periodically reviewed by the ACCJC’s legal counsel. The ACCJC has no reason to believe that 
its policies are not fully in accordance with all applicable legal requirements. 
 
Second, the Complaint is characterized by the author as both a Complaint and “Third Party 
Comment.”  The Committee does not agree that the Complaint is properly characterized as Third 
Party Comment. The purpose of the ACCJC’s practice of accepting Third Party Comment is to 
maintain a process whereby persons who have concerns about an educational institution may 
express those concerns without going through the formalities of filing a complaint about the 
institution. The Third Party Comment process is a more informal mechanism that is designed to 
encourage anyone with concerns about an institution to address those concerns to the 
Commission. The Commission will act on Third Party Comment when it finds that the Comment 
raises legitimate concerns about an institution’s compliance with Accreditation Standards. The 
Third Party Comment process was not designed to permit persons to voice criticisms of the 
Commission, the Commission’s staff, the Commission’s processes, or its procedures. For the 
reasons explained, the Committee does not consider the Complaint the appropriate subject matter 
of Third Party Comment and will not deal with it as such.  
 
The ACCJC’s policy allows members of the public to submit a complaint.  As mentioned above, 
the Commission’s policies include a formal policy that outlines the manner in which such 
complaints will be processed. This policy (Complaints Against the Accrediting Commission for 
Community and Junior Colleges), together with all other ACCJC Policies, is found in the 
Accreditation Reference Handbook, Commission Policies. The Committee finds that the 
Complaint in this instance appropriately constitutes a Complaint against the ACCJC relating to 
the Commission’s “show cause” sanction against the City College of San Francisco (the 
“CCSF”).  
 
Third, it is worth noting that the Complaint was not filed by the CCSF. It raises issues and 
arguments that one might expect an institution, not a third party, to raise, assuming the institution 
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believed that they had merit. There is no reason to believe from a review of the Complaint that 
the institution agrees with or believes that any of the allegations have merit. It has been prepared 
by the CFT, a union that is the collective bargaining agent for the faculty in negotiations of 
matters such as the salaries and working conditions of its teachers. It is fair to conclude that these 
allegations are not reflective of the views, official or otherwise, of CCSF.  
 
Finally, we have attempted to generally follow the organization of the Complaint in preparing 
this report. The Complaint consists of 280 pages, plus a voluminous number of exhibits. This 
Report attempts to distill those allegations which the Committee believes raised issues that 
merited our attention and reflection. Many issues raised in the Complaint are not responded to 
directly in this report. The lack of response to a particular allegation does not imply that the 
allegation has merit in the view of the Committee. To the contrary, it reflects the fact that the 
Committee concluded that such allegations did not merit a reply in this report.  
 
THE COMMITTEE FINDS AS FOLLOWS:  
 
1. Allegation: The Complaint alleges that the Commission’s show cause decision was based on a 
mischaracterization of the accreditation history of CCSF, arguing that the Commission, in 2012, 
based its decision to issue the “show cause” order on issues that had been merely cited as 
“recommendations” in the Evaluation Report (the “2006 Report”) by the team that visited the 
institution in March of 2006.  The Complaint appears to allege that this resulted in the institution 
never being properly forewarned of the seriousness of the concerns before the “show cause” 
order was imposed.  
 
Findings:  The Committee finds that this allegation is without merit.  CCSF has ample prior 
knowledge of the Commission’s concerns about its compliance with Accreditation Standards and 
Eligibility Requirements.   
  
It is accurate that the 2006 Report found that the institution met sufficient numbers of standards 
to have its accreditation reaffirmed. However, the 2006 Report also included eight “major 
recommendations.” When the Commission met and considered the 2006 Report at its 
Commission meeting on June 7-9, 2006, it considered two of the “recommendations” to be 
serious enough to require that the institution take corrective action and provide the Commission 
with a Progress Report. When the Commission considered and accepted the institution’s 
Progress Report in 2007, it required that the institution prepare and submit a Focused Midterm 
Report, addressing progress in all eight recommendations in the 2006 Report. The Commission’s 
action letter stated that the midterm report “must give evidence that the recommendations 
identified by the Commission should be fully addressed.”  When the Commission again met to 
consider the institution’s Focused Midterm Report in 2009, it required that the institution address 
two of the recommendations in a still further Follow-Up Report. When the Commission accepted 
the institution’s additional Follow-Up Report in 2010, it noted a remaining Commission concern 
with the institution’s compliance with Standard III.D, Financial Resources, and required that the 
institution address the Commission’s concern in the comprehensive Self Study Report due in 
spring 2012.   In other words, from the date of the Commission’s June 29, 2006 action letter to 
the institution, CCSF was on notice that there were multiple areas of concern which, if not 
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appropriately addressed, could result in a finding that the institution was failing to comply with 
Accreditation Standards or Eligibility Criteria at the time of its next review.  
 
When the Commission finds that an institution’s continuing ability to meet a particular 
Accreditation Standard is potentially threatened, it alerts the institution to these areas of possible 
future deficiency and generally requires that the institution address them in one or more follow- 
up reports. This was done repeatedly between 2006 and 2012, when the show cause sanction was 
imposed. As the Commission’s Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions explains, the 
Commission may find that an institution meets the standards but nevertheless requires a follow 
up report when,  
 

“The institution substantially meets or exceeds the Eligibility Requirements, 
Accreditation Standards and Commission polices, but has recommendations on a 
small number of issues of some urgency which, if not addressed immediately, 
may threaten the ability of the institution to continue to meet the Eligibility 
Requirements, Accreditation Standards and Policies.” (III, page 39) 

 
The Evaluation Report (the “2012 Report”) of the team that visited the institution in March of 
2012 documented that, between 2006 and 2012, the situation at CCSF had deteriorated 
dramatically, and many of the areas which were noted only as ‘recommendations” in the 2006 
Report had deteriorated to the extent that they had become serious deficiencies in 2012. The 
2012 evaluation report also documented that the improvements that the institution professed it 
had made in its various follow-up reports to the Commission did not appear, in fact, to have been 
implemented.   
 
When the Commission voted to place the institution on sanction in 2012, it did so, properly, 
based on the condition of the institution in 2012. Both the 2012 Report and the July 2012 
Commission Action Letter which imposed the show cause sanction were clear in pointing out the 
institution’s substantial non-compliance with Accreditation Standards and Eligibility Criteria.  
The Action Letter noted that CCSF was out of compliance with Eligibility Requirements 5, 17, 
18, and 21.  It also gave the institution 14 significant recommendations, noted where these 2012 
recommendations were repeating recommendations given to the institution in 2006, and 
identified a very large number of component parts of all four Accreditation Standards with which 
the institution was out of compliance.   
 
Finally, it is worth noting that Commission Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions 
(Accreditation Reference Handbook, Commission Policies) does not require that the 
Commission place an institution on a lessor sanction before placing an institution on show cause 
(IV.C). Rather, the Policy describes each Commission action in terms of an institution’s 
compliance at the time of the imposition of the sanction.  When an institution’s failure to meet 
standards falls to the point where the institution is in “substantial non-compliance,” as was the 
case with CCSF in 2012; it is appropriate and in fact mandatory for the Commission to place the 
institution on show cause.  
 
2. Allegation: The Complaint alleges that there were serious conflicts of interest which 
prejudiced the Commission’s decision. Most of those allegations are centered on the fact that 
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ACCJC’s President, Barbara Beno, is married to Peter Crabtree, one of the members of the team 
that visited CCSF in March of 2012.   
 
Findings: The Committee finds no violation of the ACCJC’s conflict of interest policies.  
 
The ACCJC has a comprehensive policy designed to prevent the participation on evaluation 
teams or in the Commission’s decision making process by anyone who has a conflict of interest 
(Accreditation Reference Handbook, Commission Policies, Policy on Conflict of Interest for 
Commissioners, Evaluation Team Members, Consultants, Administrative Staff, and other Agency 
Representatives).  With respect to evaluation team members, such as the team on which Mr. 
Crabtree served, the Policy is extremely broad in reach and is directed to uncover virtually any 
interaction between the evaluation team members and the institution under review. For example, 
the following are specifically enumerated as the types of relationships which would create a 
conflict of interest: any current or prior employment at the institution/district/system being 
evaluated; candidacy for employment at the institution/district/system being evaluated; any 
current or prior services as a paid consultant or other business relationship with the institution 
being evaluated; any personal or financial interest in the ownership with a member of the 
institution/district/system; and any close personal or familial relationship with a member of the 
institution/district or system.  
 
Mr. Crabtree was selected to serve on the team due to his experience in serving on past 
evaluation teams and because of his particular expertise in one of the subject areas that had to be 
covered by the evaluation team: technical and career education.  He was not selected to serve on 
the evaluation team by Barbara Beno, and the Committee is satisfied that Barbara Beno had 
nothing to do with his appointment. He was selected by the ACCJC Vice President of Team 
Operations, Mr. Jack Pond, and assigned to the CCSF evaluation team. Mr. Crabtree was one of 
17 persons to serve on that evaluation team. He was not the chair of the team and was asked to 
serve because of his expertise and effective prior service on other evaluation teams.   
 
The mere existence of a spousal or other similar personal relationship between a member of the 
ACCJC’s staff and a team member has never been viewed as creating a conflict of interest. It is 
not uncommon for staff members to have spouses or significant others who have professional 
lives centered in academic settings, and the existence of such relationships has never been 
viewed as biasing the judgment of the team member or the prejudicing the institution. Thus, the 
existence of such a relationship would normally not be formally disclosed to the institution.  
 
That being said, it is recognized that spousal or other close personal relationships could 
conceivably be significant in this regard depending on the facts. For example, if a prospective 
team member were married to a member of the faculty of CCSF, that team member would not be 
selected because of that spousal relationship. Similarly, if an ACCJC staff member had only 
recently terminated an employment relationship with the institution under review, then that 
relationship would probably also disqualify that person’s spouse from serving on an evaluation 
team.  However, in this instance, neither Barbara Beno nor Peter Crabtree had any prior 
relationship with CCSF that would indicate that either would have a conflict of interest with 
CCSF.  
 



{00069195.1}                                                                                          6 
 

It is also important to point out that Barbara Beno, whom the Complaint contends had a bias 
against CCSF, was neither a member of the CCSF evaluation team nor did she accompany the 
team when it visited the institution.  After the visit, under established practice, the team chair 
prepared the 2012 Report in consultation with all members of the team. All members of the 2012 
team reviewed and were given the opportunity to comment on the report before it was finalized. 
To suggest that the views of any one member of an evaluation team, particularly one who was 
not the chair and whose area of expertise was focused, could have so influenced and prejudiced 
the views of the other 16 members and somehow led all of those other members to prepare an 
unfair and biased report against the CCSF lacks credibility. For all of the above reasons, the 
Committee finds that the assertion that the spousal relationship between Barbara Beno and Peter 
Crabtree created a conflict of interest which prejudiced the institution is without merit.  
 
After completing a series of lengthy arguments that restated the author of the Complaint’s 
position against Mr. Crabtree, the Complaint continues for many more pages, citing various 
statements made by Barbara Beno and by two Commissioners, Steve Kinsella and Frank 
Gornick. The author of the Complaint sites these statements, which were largely, if not entirely, 
made in contexts that did not relate to the CCSF, in an attempt to portray these individuals as 
biased towards the CCSF.  We have reviewed the statements and find all of these allegations to 
be unconvincing and uniformly without merit. We further find that the ACCJC staff, the 
evaluation team in 2012, and the Commission at all times followed the ACCJC’s Policies, 
including its policy on conflict of interests, in the review of CCSF and in the decision that 
resulted in CCSF being place on sanction.  
 
3. Allegation: The Complaint alleges that no confidential recommendation was provided by the 
Evaluation Team to the Commission when it imposed the sanction.  
 
Findings: This is not accurate. A confidential recommendation, signed by all members of the 
team as is customary was prepared and provided to the Commission at its June 6-8, 2012 
meeting when the show cause sanction was imposed.  
 
4. Allegation:  The Complaint makes a series of allegations which attack the Commission’s 
application of Standard III.D when it imposed its show cause sanction on CCSF. Standard III.D 
includes a requirement that an institution show that its financial resources planning has taken into 
account its long and short term liabilities.  
 
Finding: The Committee finds that the allegations regarding this issue are without merit. An 
evaluation team is expected to draw upon external resources such as the institution’s most 
recently completed audit, to aid it in its analysis of an institutions compliance with the ACCJC 
Standards. The ACCJC may also draw upon external resources, such as the Governmental 
Accounting Standards Board’s standards, to assist in the development of the ACCJC Standards, 
but the Commission bases its accreditation decisions on an application of its Standards to the 
institution, not on an application of the standards of any external agency or body to its 
institutions. The 2012 Report and the Commission’s 2012 action letter appropriately found 
serious deficiencies in CCSF’s compliance with Standards III.D and III.D.1.c.  The ACCJC 
Standard III requires that an institution effectively use “. . . its human, physical, technology, and 
financial resources to achieve its broad educational purposes . . .” Subsection D concerns an 



{00069195.1}                                                                                          7 
 

institution’s financial resources, and, in short, requires that an institution adequately consider its 
short and long term liabilities when it engages in financial resources planning. For public 
institutions, such as CCSF, long term liabilities include adequately planning and budgeting for 
health care costs for retired employees of the facility. This had not been done. As the 2012 action 
letter observed, 
 

“The lack of self-examination and failure to react to ongoing reduced funding has 
caused the institution to reach a financial breaking point.  The college’s 
unrestricted net assets are in a deficit position for the third consecutive year and 
the deficit continues to grow.  Without sufficient cash flow and reserves to 
maintain financial stability and realistic plans for the future, CCSF will be 
challenged to maintain financial solvency.”  (Evaluation Report, page 55)    The 
institution’s “short range financial plans do not incorporate plans for payment of 
future liabilities. The long-range liabilities that have not been considered include 
post-employment medical benefits (OPEB) and a substantial underfunding of the 
district’s workers compensation self-insurance fund. These liabilities clearly are a 
threat to the financial stability of the College.  The primary reason these issues 
cannot be resolved is because the unrestricted general fund salaries and benefits 
exceed 92% of the total expenditures excluding transfers.  The remaining 8% is 
simply not adequate for all other operations and maintenance. ” (Evaluation 
Report, page 56) 

 
The gist of these allegations in the Complaint appears to be that the ACCJC should not sanction 
CCSF even though it had not adequately planned for its long term liabilities. The ACCJC expects 
its accredited institutions to calculate and plan to fund long term liabilities, including anticipated 
expenses associated with long term retiree benefits, in order to prevent the institution from 
becoming insolvent in any future year when its expenses for such benefits exceed its capacity to 
cover them. Such insolvency can result in unplanned and unmanaged reductions in funds for 
educational programming, harming students and their ability to complete classes, programs and 
degrees. The Committee finds that the ACCJC’s Standards on this subject are clearly stated and 
that the Commission’s findings contained in the 2012 action letter were fully consistent with the 
evidence presented to the Commission.  
 
CONCLUSION:  
 
For the reasons stated above, the Committee finds that the allegations in the Complaint are 
without merit.  


