
January 2014 ACCJC Meeting - Has Anything Really Changed? 
 

The ACCJC met on January 8-10, 2014. It reviewed a large number of colleges and considered a 

large number of policy changes. On February 7, 2014 the Commission sent letters out to colleges 

announcing the Commission decisions on possible sanctions. The Commission, in a dramatic 

change of direction in the severity of the sanctions, issued a total of 4 WATCH sanctions. This 

was considerably less than the number of colleges sanctioned at each meeting of the Commission 

over the past few years. For example, in January of 2013 the Commission gave 5 WATCH, 4 

PROBATION, and 1 SHOW CAUSE sanctions. In reading the letters to the colleges, it is not 

clear whether the ACCJC is actually changing its ways or just using a subtle shift in approach 

but yet maintaining the continuation of excessive demands on colleges to go the ACCJC way. 

 

The looming question of course is whether the three lawsuits filed against ACCJC, the 

Department of Education demand that the ACCJC clean up its act in one year or lose the ability 

to accredit colleges, the California legislative audit of the ACCJC, and the activities of federal 

legislators to reign in the ACCJC had an impact on ACCJC.  

 

The ACCJC letters to the colleges reflected changes in language that blur rather than clarify the 

distinction between “recommendations” which result from failure to meet standards and those 

that indicate a direction the college should consider in moving forward but are not required 

changes in order to meet full accreditation.  

 

The fight to save City College of San Francisco (CCSF) by the San Francisco community, 

faculty, students, and staff may also have had an impact upon the ACCJC. To date no evidence 

of any change in position with regard to the closing of CCSF has been made evident. In fact, the 

Commission announced that its decision regarding the review of its own proceedings that led to 

the denial of accreditation was that there was no reason to reverse their own decision. The next 

step in this process is for CCSF to file an appeal of the decision to an ACCJC selected panel. As 

mentioned elsewhere in ACCJC Gone Wild, the appeal may not include any information that 

was not available to the Commission in June of 2013 when it made its decision to dis-accredit 

CCSF. All of the work that CCSF faculty, staff, and others have made to accommodate ACCJC’s 

demands is not allowed to be considered in the CCSF leadership’s appeal of the ACCJC’s 

decision. 

 

One of the concerns cited by the U.S. Department of Education (DOE) was the composition of 

its Visiting Teams. The DOE requires a substantial number of faculty members on teams but in 

the past few years teams have only had a few, if any, faculty members on Visiting Teams. It 

appears that the ACCJC has not changed its practice in this area since the DOE first demanded 

that more faculty members be included on Visiting Teams.  For example, the October 14-17, 

2013 twelve member Visiting Team for Cabrillo College had only one faculty member - an 

Assistant Professor/Accreditation Coordinator. The San Mateo College Visiting Team had ten 

members, only two of whom were faculty members. Some college Visiting Teams consisted of 

only two members – neither of whom was a faculty member. The Solano Community College 

November 4, 2013 Visiting Team consisted of a President/Superintendent, a Vice President of 

Student Services and a College Researcher (who happened also to be an adjunct faculty 

member). The Visiting Team for El Camino on November 14, 2013 was a one-person Team 



composed of only a College President.  

 

Cuesta College had Rancho Santiago Community College Chancellor and member of the 

Commission Raul Rodriguez as the only member of the Visiting Team on November 5, 2013. 

This raises not only the issue of lack of faculty but also an apparent conflict of interest. Since 

the voting on colleges is done behind closed doors, the possible impropriety of Rodriquez voting 

on the Cuesta College accreditation is not available to the public. 

  

The DOE also faulted the ACCJC for not providing a detailed written report to colleges 

regarding what they must improve to receive full accreditation and for not clearly delineating 

“between areas of non-compliance and areas for improvement. “ This was an important issue at 

CCSF where the line was not drawn and then CCSF was cited for not making improvements in 

areas of recommendations beyond requirements for satisfactory accreditation.  

 

Cabrillo College - Reaffirm Accreditation 
 

The letter to Cabrillo College is an example of how the Commission is now handling 

accreditation. The “Commission took action to reaffirm accreditation.” The letter went on to 

state that “Reaffirmation is granted when the institution substantially meets or exceeds the 

Eligibility Requirements.” It is not clear what “substantially meets” means. In the past, a college 

would either meet or not meet the requirements. My guess is that “substantially meets” means 

that it meets the requirements for the most part. The letter then stated that “The College 

Recommendations are directed toward strengthening the institution, not correcting situations 

where the institution fails to meet the Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and 

Commission policies.” This would seem to indicate that the college will not be held responsible 

to make changes based on what the Visiting Team felt might be areas of improvement. 

 

This would seem, at first glance, to indicate a new clarity by the Commission between what is 

required and what is just suggested. But later statements muddy the water. For example, in an 

area entitled “Improvement of Institutional Effectiveness” the letter states that “Recommendations 

have been made for Cabrillo College to improve institutional effectiveness. Recommendations 

for improvement may be made to highlight areas for continuing or expanding excellent 

practices. Recommendations for improvement may also be made when an institution is currently 

in compliance with Standards, but additional levels of effort should be demonstrated in the 

future. In the Commissions’s experience, these recommendations may provide indicators of 

possible future noncompliance if left unattended by the institution. The College should plan to 

fully address all improvement recommendations in the Midterm Report.” I have found the above 

statement in a number of the February 2014 letters to colleges. It appears now be boilerplate 

language. Does this language mean that the colleges will continue to be held accountable for 

making changes based on suggestions of the Visiting Team - suggestions which are not required 

to achieve full accreditation in the current year? This is contrary to U.S. Department of 

Education requirements. 

 

The Recommendations cited in the letter begin with “In order to improve effectiveness, the 

team recommends that the College ....”  Are colleges now required to “improve effectiveness” 

above meeting the requirements for satisfactory accreditation? If “indicators” are not addressed, 



will a new level of requirement exist in order to be in compliance with standards earlier met? Or 

will the measure of meeting standards be unchanged until new standards with new requirements 

are approved by the Commission? 

 

One thing that did not change is the final paragraph of the Cabrillo letter: “The recommendations 

contained in the External Evaluation Report represent the best advice of the peer evaluation 

team at the time of the visit. Institutions are expected to take all action necessary to continuously 

comply with Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission policies. The 

Commission wishes to remind you that while an institution may concur or disagree with any part 

of the Report, Cabrillo College is expected to use the External Evaluation Report to improve 

educational programs and services.” Does this mean that improvement above “meeting the 

standard” is now required? If so, this is a classic example of “moving the goalposts.” 

 

San Mateo Community College – Reaffirm Accreditation 

 

The February 7, 2014 letter from the Commission informed the college that the Commission 

“reviewed the Institutional Self Evaluation Report and the Report of the External Evaluation 

Team that visited College of San Mateo October 21, 2013 through October 24, 2013, and 

considered the presentation by College representatives. The Commission took action to reaffirm 

accreditation with the requirement that the College complete a Follow-Up Report that must be 

submitted by October 15, 2014. The Report will be followed by a visit of Commission 

representatives.” 

 

As with other college letters the Commission explained that “Reaffirmation with a Follow-Up 

Report is granted when an institution is found to substantially meet or exceed the Eligibility 

Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission policies, 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 Commission policies. The Report should demonstrate, and the visiting team will 

verify, that the institution has addressed the recommendations noted below, resolved the 

deficiencies, and now meets Eligibility Requirements and Accreditation Standards.” It is 

interesting that now a college will need to resolve so-called “deficiencies” even when the 

Commission has reaffirmed accreditation.  
 

“The Commission found College of San Mateo deficient in meeting the following Accreditation 

Standards: II.A.1.a, c; II.A.2.a,b,c,e,f,h,i; II.A.6; II.A.3.a; and Eligibility Requirement 10. Please 

note that under U.S. Department of Education regulations, when an institution is not in 

compliance with Standards, the Commission "must immediately initiate adverse action against 

the institution or require the institution to take appropriate action to bring itself into compliance 

with the agency's standards within a time period that must not exceed...two years." College of 

San Mateo should fully resolve the noted deficiency by October 2015.” “Adverse action” in the 

ACCJC means the removal of accreditation. This means a college can receive accreditation 

and less than a year later can be dis-accredited by the ACCJC. Something is seriouslly 

wrong here. 

 

The Standards mentioned above relate to a team recommendation that “To order to meet the 



Standards, the team recommends that the College complete and assess SLOs for all courses, 

programs, certificates and degrees, linking them to Institutional Learning Outcomes. Further, 

the team recommends implementing multiple modes of assessment for certificates and degrees. 

The College should utilize multiple modes of assessment for the Learning Centers in order to 

integrate academic support services with the instructional programs.” 

 

The letter also contains a number of suggested improvements that are to be made to “increase 

effectiveness.” “Recommendations have been made for the College of San Mateo and the San 

Mateo Community College District to improve institutional effectiveness. Recommendations for 

improvement may be made to highlight areas for continuing or expanding excellent practices. 

Recommendations for improvement may also be made when an institution is currently in 

compliance with Standards, but additional levels of effort should be demonstrated in the future. 

In the Commission's experience, these recommendations may provide indicators of possible 

future noncompliance if left unattended by the institution. College should plan to fully address 

all improvement recommendations in the Midterm Report.” So they are suggestions for 

improvement and yet seem to be required to be met. This is not in compliance with the 

demands for clarity made by the U.S. Department of Education.  

 

The Visiting Team, in its report, noted that “The College of San Mateo visiting team found the 

College administration, faculty, staff, and students will prepared for the visit, with widespread 

understanding of the accreditation process evident throughout the college community The 

accommodations for the team worked very well, with a conference room at the hotel available 

for team meetings and equipped with a computer, printer, overhead projector, and Internet 

access and a secure team meeting room at the college proper, fully equipped with all 

accessories needed to complete work efficiently. The team found the Institutional Self 

Evaluation Report to be excessively voluminous and challenging to cross reference evidence 

documentation. Nonetheless, documentation to support the Self Evaluation Report was well 

organized in the team room at the College, and team members were given secure Internet 

access. The College provided transportation between the hotel and the college.” 

 

“Although the College and District staff went out of their way to support the on-site evaluation 

process, three complications in the visit posed challenges. First, the College self-

evaluation,while complete in its description and presentation of facts, did not include an 

accessible delineation of plans to address the needs identified in the document, causing the Team 

and the District Team to rely more heavily on other documents and evidence to close the gap 

between the identified problem and the plan to correct it. Second, the District Chancellor was 

off-site for the first two days of the visit and, although available by telephone, was not 

available to interact with the District Team and others on-site until the final days of the visit. 

Third, the District challenged the interview requests of the District Team, preferring to add 

additional individuals in all interviews involving District staff due to stated concerns about the 

Accrediting Commission.“  

 

The letter from the Commission to the college addressed the above as follows: “The team report 

noted three specific challenges that the evaluation teams experienced during the site visit. First, 

the District Chancellor was unavailable to the team for the majority of the visit.Comprehensive 

evaluation visits are scheduled well in advance, and the Commission expects top administrators 



to be available to the team during the visit. 

 

Second, per a reported directive from the Chancellor, additional staff members were required to 

attend scheduled team interviews with district staff members even though these additional 

individuals were not invited to participate in the interviews by the members of the evaluation 

team. Although the evaluation team overcame this challenge and was able to complete its duties, 

this is problematic. It made the work of the team more difficult and created an awkward 

situation. Evaluation teams are charged with examining evidence from the college, and one of 

the methods of gathering or confirming evidence is through the interview process. By including 

observers not requested by the team, interviewees may be reluctant to share information because 

of a lack of assurance of confidentiality. 

 

Third, the Institutional Self Evaluation Report should, in addition to demonstrating adherence to 

the Accreditation Standards, demonstrate ongoing efforts by the college to continually improve 

its performance and effectiveness. An important way the Commission expects colleges to carry 

out this task is by including actionable improvement plans in the Institutional Self Evaluation 

Report that contain future actions to be implemented by the college. The Commission noted 

that Institutional Self Evaluation Report for College of San Mateo did not include actionable 

improvement plans.” 

 

There seems to be a requirement of the Commission that colleges are expected to not only meet 

the Standards but also to continually improve (whatever that means). The Standards thus 

appear to be a moving target. Does there not exist set criteria that determines when a college 

meets requirements? The U.S. Department of Education requires that the ACCJC have policies 

that guarantee consistency in application. 

 

Note that the letter from Beno does not go into why a Chancellor may not want to only have 

Visiting Team chosen individuals meet with the team. The Chancellor of the San Mateo 

Community College District has been outspoken in his criticism of the way that ACCJC has been 

acting in the past few years. It is no wonder that he wants to be assured of a fair hearing before a 

Visiting Team. Of course, the ACCJC would never acknowledge that. 

 

Victor Valley College - Remove Probation, Reaffirm Accreditation 
 

The ACCJC “at its meeting January 8-10, 2014 reviewed the Follow-Up Report submitted by 

Victor Valley College, and the report of the evaluation team which visited November 4, 2013. 

The Commission took action to remove Probation and reaffirm accreditation with the 

requirement that the College submit a Follow-Up Report in conjunction with the College 

Midterm Report due March 15, 2014. The Report will be followed by a visit by Commission 

representatives.” The letter was sent on February 7, 2014. In short, the Commission reaffirmed 

accreditation but still required a Midterm Report due in one month from the time the letter was 

received. This does not seem to be a reasonable time line. What meaning does “reaffirm 

accreditation” mean in a situation like this?  

 

The explanation for the required Midterm Report was: “Reaffirmation with a Follow-Up Report 

is granted when an institution is found to substantially meet or exceed the Eligibility 



Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission policies, 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 Commission policies.”  This now appears to be standard language in college 

letters from the Commission - I found it in several of the letters to the colleges. This means that a 

college can satisfy the requirements for accreditation but still be held to address issues (and 

required to address the issues within one month). How does this make any sense? 

 

So what were these issues that had such urgency that they may cause the Commission to 

determine to close a college? “The Report should demonstrate, and the visiting team will verify, 

that the institution has sustained compliance with the Standards associated with 

Recommendations 2, 3, and 6.” None of these Recommendations rise to the level of 

“emergency.” 

 

Recommendation 2: went back to “recommendations” in 1993, 1999, and 2005 that dealt with 

establishing and maintaining “an ongoing, collegial, self-reflective dialog about the continuous 

improvement of student learning and institutional processes.” Talk about academic mumbo-

jumbo.   

 

Recommendation 3: went back to the 2005 Accreditation Evaluation Report that stated that “the 

College should complete the development of student learning outcomes for all programs and 

ensure that student learning outcomes found on course syllabi are the same as the student 

learning outcomes found on the approved course outlines of record. The institution must 

accelerate its efforts to assess all student learning outcomes for every course, instructional and 

student support program, and incorporate analysis of student learning outcomes into course and 

program improvements. This effort must be accomplished by fall 2012 as a result of broad-based 

dialog with administrative, institutional and research support. Student learning outcomes need 

to become an integral part of the program review process, including incorporating detailed 

documented analysis from SLO assessments and data-based research. Additionally, faculty and 

others directly responsible for student progress toward achieving stated learning outcomes 

should have, as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness in producing those learning 

outcomes.”  We see that the ACCJC continues to seek to involve itself in contractual matters that 

are to be bargained between the faculty union and the district. This is contrary to state law. 

Nothing has changed in this area of illegal involvement in the collective bargaining process. 

 

Recommendation 6: “In order to meet the Standards, the College should develop long-term fiscal 

plans that support student learning programs and services that will not rely on using 

unrestricted reserves to cover deficits. Additionally, the College should provide timely, accurate 

and comprehensive financial data and budget projections for review and discussion throughout 

the institution.” What are college and district reserves for if not to provide cover in bad fiscal 

years. Colleges are not established to be banks to put money away in. 

 

As is happening more and more, “The Commission notified Victor Valley College that it was 

identified for additional financial review by the Financial Review Task Force.” “At its meeting 

of January 8-10, 2014, the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges acted to 

direct that Victor Valley College provide a Special Report to the Commission by March 15, 



2014. The purpose of this Special Report is to provide more current information to the 

commission about the College's compliance with Accreditation Standards.” This report is to 

cover Recommendation 6 above. 

 

“The Commission will consider the College's Special Report at its meeting June 4-6, 2014. If the 

conditional warrant, the Commission may act on the accredited status of the College.” This 

sentence in contained in many letters and I think the word “conditional” may actually mean 

“condition.”   

 

It is clear that an ACCJC decision to grant accreditation is only a temporary decision and may be 

reversed in less that six months if certain changes are not made or reports are not filed in that 

time.  

 

Solano College – Remove Warning and Reaffirm Accreditation 

 

The ACCJC, at its January 8-10, 2014 meeting, acted to remove Warning and reaffirm 

accredition for Solano College. It used the same “substantially meets or exceeds” the 

requirements of the ACCJC as in other letters. The letter notes that “Recommendations are 

directed toward strengthening the institution not correcting situations where the institution fails 

to meet the Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission policies.” 

 

The letter then goes on to state that “The Follow-Up Evaluation Team found evidence that 

Solano Community College has partially addressed Recommendation 5 and 6 with the 

development and integration of the Staff Diversity and Student Equity plans in to the College’s 

integrated planning cycle. It has also developed a number of mechanisms and learning support 

systems so that students enrolled in distance education courses are achieving stated learning 

outcomes at a level comparable with students enrolled in onsite programs and courses. 

Nevertheless, both of the recommendations remain only partially resolved because the College 

has yet to evaluate the effectiveness of the changes. The College must demonstrate in its 

upcoming Midterrm Report that these recommendations have been completely addressed, the 

Standards fully met, and the processes and plans initiated have been sustained.”  

 

“Solano College is scheduled to submit its Institutional Midterm Report in the fall 2014.” This is 

less than one year from the receipt of the letter. 

 

Woodland Community College - Continue on Warning 
 

A letter dated February 7, 2014 from the ACCJC stated that “The Accrediting Commission for 

Community and Junior Colleges, Western Association of Schools and Colleges, at its meeting 

January 8-10, 2014, reviewed the Follow-Up Report submitted by Woodland Community College 

and the report of the evaluation team that visited November 6, 2013. The Commission took 

action to continue Warning and require the College to submit a Follow-Up Report by October 

15, 2014. The report will be followed by a visit of Commission representatives. The report should 

demonstrate full resolution of College Recommendation 3 and District Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 

and 4 noted below.” It is important to understand that there is one college requirement and four 

district requirements to be met. In accordance with their new policy, colleges are being 



accredited based on district activity - activity that is far removed from the education that students 

are receiving.  

 

“Warning is issued when the Commission finds that an institution has pursued a course deviating 

from the Commission's Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards, or Commission 

policies to an extent that gives concern to the Commission. The institution is expected to correct 

its deficiencies in a time specified by the Commission. “The standard for Warning is “gives 

concern.” This is a very vague standard of judgement. 

 

Once again the Commission states, without any evidence, that “The Accreditation Standards, as 

an integrated whole, represent indicators of academic quality and institutional effectiveness. 

Deficiencies in any Standard will impact quality at an institution, and ultimately the educational 

environment and experiences of students.”  This is the basis of their argument that colleges 

should be closed for issues unrelated to the academic quality of instruction - that everything 

is directly related to instructional quality. This claim is untrue on its face and certainly needs 

some evidence to convince doubters like me.  

 

So what are the Woodland Community College deficit in meeting Accreditation Standards that  

must be met within two years or less or lose accreditation? By the way, in this case “Woodland 

Community College must fully resolve the noted deficiency by October 2014” not within the 

allowed two years. 

 

“College Recommendation #3 (Distance Education): In order to fully meet the Standards, the 

College should develop mechanisms that ensure participation in ongoing dialog about the 

continuous improvement of student learning for distance education (DE) students. All DE 

courses and programs, ongoing learning support, and services required by DE students, 

appropriate staffing levels, and oversight through the college, resource allocation, and 

technology training should be regularly and systematically assessed and that information 

should be used for continuous quality improvement.” 

 

“District Recommendation 1: To meet the Standards, the teams recommend that the chancellor 

develop and implement short term and long term data driven strategic plans. These should be 

developed in an inclusive manner, be transparent, clearly communicated and inclusive of the 

planning at the colleges.” So the “recommendation” of the team has become a demand of the 

Commission. 

 

“District Recommendation 2: To meet the Standards, the teams recommend that the District, in 

conjunction with the colleges, develop and implement a resource allocation model that is driven 

by planning and student success. The model should be developed in an inclusive manner, be 

transparent and clearly communicated and evaluated periodically for effectiveness in supporting 

the district's and colleges' missions.“  It is certainly ironic that colleges are required to be 

transparent when the Commission itself operates with very little transparency. For 

example, my requests for information concerning ACCJC actions and policies have been 

summarily rejected with claims of confidentiality. 

“District Recommendation 3: To meet the Standards, the teams recommend that the District 

provide the following: 



  Delineation of its functional responsibilities; 

  Determination of whether current functions provided by the District offices should be 

centralized or decentralized to better serve the needs of the students; and 

  Clarification of the district level process for decision-making and the role of the district 

in college planning and decision-making. 

 

The District should clearly identify district committees, perform a regular review of their work, 

conduct review of the overall effectiveness of district services to the colleges, and widely 

disseminate the results of those reviews.” 

 

“District Recommendation 4: To meet the Standard, the teams recommend human resources 

planning be integrated with institutional planning and the District and colleges should 

systematically assess the effective use of human resources and use the results of the evaluation 

as a basis for improvement and identify needed staff in faculty, classified and management 

positions. Further, the teams recommend the systematic evaluation of all personnel at stated 

intervals with appropriate documentation. For all employee groups, the District should also 

follow clearly defined appropriate written evaluative processes that are in written terms.” 

 

As is usual with the Commission, none of the college or district “problems” are related to 

the classes that student’s take or the educational quality of the academic programs. In this 

respect, nothing seems to have changed. 

 

College of the Sequoias – SHOW CAUSE to WARNING 

 

“The Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, Western Association of 

Schools and Colleges, at its meeting January 8-10, 2014 reviewed the Show Cause Report 

submitted by College of the Sequoias, the statement by college representatives, and the report of 

the evaluation team which visited November 13 and 14, 2014. The purpose of this review was to 

determine whether College of the Sequoias meets Eligibility Requirements and Accreditation 

Standards at a level sufficient to remain accredited, and whether College of the Sequoias has 

made changes and improvements required by the Commission action letter of February 11, 

2013, which placed the College on Show Cause. The Commission also reviewed the College of 

the Sequoias' Closure Report.” 

 

The Visiting Team had eight members, only one of whom was a faculty member.  

 

“The Commission found that College of the Sequoias has resolved many of the deficiencies that 

were identified in the February 11, 1013 action letter but has important areas of non-compliance 

not yet resolved. The Commission acted to remove Show Cause, issue Warning, and require the 

College to submit a Follow-Up Report by October 15, 2014. The Report will be followed by a 

visit of Commission representatives.” The college has less than one year to make the 

necessary adjustments.  

“The Commission has found that the College of the Sequoias is still deficient in meeting the 

following Accreditation Standards: I.B.3, III.D.1.a, III.D.1.d, III.D.4, and IV.B.2.b.” In order to 

fully meet or comply with the standards, the team recommended improvements in the areas of 

Planning, Research Capacity, and Evaluation of Processes. The letter notes that under 



Department of Education regulations, College of the Sequoias must implement these 

recommendations by October 2014. The question is what will happen if they fail to meet one or 

more of these requirements? Would the ACCJC terminate their accreditation? 

 

As in other letters to the colleges, the Commission calls on the college to make available to 

students and the public the “College's Show Cause Report, the Show Cause Team Report, and 

this Commission action letter.” The ACCJC is not held to the same standard with regard to 

Commission actions to approve policies and the decision to reject CCSF’s review request.  

 

Cuyamaca College - Reaffirm Accreditation 
 

“The Commission took action to reaffirm accreditation with the requirement that the College 

complete a Follow-Up Report that must be submitted by October 15, 2014, addressing 

recommendations 6, 7 and 8 noted below.  

 

“The Report will be followed by a visit of Commission representatives. Reaffirmation with a 

Follow-Up Report is granted when an institution is found to substantially meet or exceed the 

Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission policies, 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 Commission policies. The Report should 

demonstrate, and the visiting team will verify, that the institution has addressed the 

recommendation noted below, resolved the deficiencies, and now meets Accreditation 

Standards.” This new language appears in many of the college letters. So even though the 

college was granted accreditation, it still has not met all of the Standards and must resolve 

“deficiencies”. This appears to be a change in ACCJC - allowing accreditation even though a 

college may not meet all requirements. I guess this may be what is meant by “substantially 

meets.” I believe that if “substantially meets” means “generally meets the requirements 

although some minor specific demands have not been met”, than I think this is a good 

direction for the Commission to go in. 

Again the letter makes the wild claim that “Deficiencies in any Standard will impact quality at 

an institution, and ultimately the educational environment and experiences of students” without 

any evidence supporting the claim.  

 

“The Commission found Cuyamaca College deficient in meeting the following Accreditation 

Standard: II.A.2.e, III.A.1.c, III.A.2, III.A.4.b, III.A.6, IV.B.3.c. Please note that under U.S. 

Department of Education regulations, when an institution is out of compliance with any 

Standards, the Commission ‘must immediately initiate adverse action against the institution or 

require the institution to take appropriate action to bring itself into compliance with the agency's 

standards within a time period that must not exceed...two years.’ Cuyamaca College and the 

Grossmont/Cuyamaca Community College District should fully resolve the noted deficiencies 

by October 2015.” This means that they are given less than one year to meet ACCJC’s desires. I 

assume that this is the equivalent of a SHOW CAUSE finding - if not resolved then the college 

must be dis-accredited. How does this status comport with the idea of achieving full 

accreditation? 

 



The Recommendations to the college are: 

 

“Recommendation 6: Curriculum Review.  In order to meet the Standards, the team 

recommends that the College implement an ongoing, systematic review process of course 

outlines to ensure currency and relevancy for all disciplines.” 

 

“Recommendation 7: Staffing Plans. In order to meet the Standards, the team recommends that 

the College assess and analyze the level and diversity of its full-time faculty and staff. It further 

recommends that the College use the results of that assessment to develop, adopt, fund, and 

implement long-range staffing and resource allocation plans that will ensure a sufficient number 

of qualified, diverse, full-time faculty and staff to foster the institution's mission and purposes, 

assure the integrity and quality of its programs, and maintain services to students.”  

 

The college and district recommendation are: 

 

Recommendation 8: Human Resources. In order to meet the Standards, the team recommends 

that the District and the College include, as a required component of the formal evaluations of 

faculty and others directly responsible for student progress toward achieving stated student 

learning outcomes, a means to evaluate effectiveness in producing those outcomes. As stated 

earlier in this paper - this in an unlawful interference in collective bargaining. 

 

The letter also stated that some recommendations have also been made to improve institutional 

effectiveness. The letter states that, in this regard, “Recommendations for improvement may be 

made to highlight areas for continuing or expanding excellent practices. Recommendations for 

improvement may also be made when an institution is currently in compliance with Standards, 

but additional levels of effort should be demonstrated in the future. In the Commission's 

experience, these recommendations may provide indicators of possible future noncompliance if 

left unattended by the institution. The College should plan to fully address all improvement 

recommendations in the Midterm Report.” The question concerning these recommendations is 

whether the college must follow these suggestions for improvement in order to continue to 

satisfy the requirements for accreditation or whether next time they are accredited they will be 

held to a higher standard? If the later is true, then the Commission is clearly in continued 

violation of lack of clarity between requirements and suggestions. It would also be in violation of 

consistent sanction decisions. It appears that although some language has changed, the 

ACCJC has not adequately responded to demands for change made by the U.S. 

Department of Educations. 
 

The college recommendations made by the Visiting Team “in order to improve effectiveness” 

include that: 

$ the College clarify and strengthen the review, assessment, planning, and communication 

roles between and among the planning and decision-making entities to better inform the 

college community and align the governance decision-making structures with resource 

allocation decisions  

$ In order to improve effectiveness, the team recommends that student learning outcomes 

results and student achievement performance for courses and programs offered in a 

distance education modality be regularly and systematically assessed in the Program 



Review process  

$ the College disaggregate Student Learning Outcomes assessment results by instructional 

modality to support institutional planning and provide evidence of student achievement of 

those outcomes  

$ In order to improve effectiveness, the team recommends that the College consistently 

ensure student learning outcomes from the institution's officially approved course 

outlines are clearly identified on each course syllabus, and are distinguished from course 

objectives  

$ In order to improve effectiveness, the team recommends that the College provide 

coordinated planning and assessment of tutoring and learning support services to ensure 

adequate access to the library, tutoring, and other learning support services, regardless 

of their location or means of delivery  

$ In order to increase effectiveness, the team recommends the District and the Governing 

Board regularly evaluate its policies and practices, and revise them as necessary along 

established timelines  

$ Cuyamaca College conducted an educational quality and institutional effectiveness 

review as part of its self evaluation. The Commission suggests that the plans for 

improvement of the institution included in its self evaluation efforts be taken into account 

in the continuing improvement of the College 

 

The letter concludes in the usual way noting that “The recommendations contained in the 

External Evaluation Report represent the best advice of the peer evaluation team at the time of 

the visit, but may not describe all that is necessary to come into compliance. Institutions are 

expected to take all action necessary to comply with Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation 

Standards, and Commission policies. The Commission wishes to remind you that while an 

institution may concur or disagree with any part of the Report, Cuyamaca College is expected to 

use the External Evaluation Report to improve educational programs and services and to resolve 

issues identified by the Commission.” In other words, do not mess with the Commission. 

 

Grossmont College - Reaffirm Accreditation 
 

As with its sister college (Cuyamaca College) accreditation was reaffirmed at the January 8-10, 

2014 meeting of the Commission. Although the action was to affirm accreditation, never-the-less 

Grossmont College was ordered to “complete a Follow-Up Report that must be submitted by 

October 15, 2014, addressing all six recommendations noted below. The Report will be followed 

by a visit of Commission representatives.”  The language regarding “substantially meet” and “a 

small number of issues of some urgency” are repeated as in other like letters. The letter also 

includes the unproven claim that a college related issue with any standard is enough to impact 

the education of the students attending the college.  

 

The letter states that “The Report should demonstrate, and the visiting team will verify, that the 

institution has addressed the recommendations noted below, resolved the deficiencies, and now 

meets Accreditation Standards” - this after being adjudged to have met standards to the extent 

necessary to receive accreditation without a sanction. What is the effective difference between a 

demand to “address the recommendations” and to “resolve the deficiencies?” We are in very 

murky water here. 



 

Cuesta College - Removed from Warning, Reaffirmed Accreditation 

 

The ACCJC letter dated February 7, 2014 received by Cuesta College stated that Cuesta College 

had been removed from Warning and was now in full compliance with accreditation demands. 

No further demands are made except that “Cuesta College must demonstrate to the Commission 

at the time of the next scheduled report that the recent changes implemented to resolve 

deficiencies and meet Standards have been sustained. The College is scheduled to submit its 

Institutional Self Evaluation Report in the fall 2014. 

 

El Camino College - Removed from Warning 
 

The El Camino College February 7, 2014 letter from the ACCJC stated that “El Camino College 

has provided evidence and the team verified, that it has addressed College 

Recommendation 2 and now meets the associated standards. The College has achieved the 

level of Proficiency as required in the Rubric for Evaluating Institutional Effectiveness - 

Part III Student Leaning Outcomes and now meets Standards II.A.1.b; II.A.2; II.A.2.a.2; 

II.A.6; and II.A.7.” I note that the Rubric mentioned above is not approved by the Commission 

and is not publically discussed before implemented. I also note that the Visiting Team only had 

one member - a college president. 

 

The letter declares that “El Camino College must demonstrate to the Commission at the time of 

the next regularly scheduled visit that recent changes implemented to resolve deficiencies and 

meet Standards have been sustained. El Camino College is scheduled to submit its Institutional 

Self Evaluation Report in the fall 2014.”  

 

The hamsters are never allowed off the treadmill. 


