
January 2014 Meeting of the ACCJC 

The ACCJC met on January 8-10, 2014 in Sacramento. The preliminary agenda for the meeting
made clear that only 20 members of the public would be allowed into the January 10th “Open”
meeting and speakers would only be allowed a total of 15 minutes to make comments. The items
being acted on in the public portion of their three-day meeting were not available to the public
prior to the meeting. As a result of these restrictions less than 20 members of the public attended
the meeting. I was one of those who saw little point in attempting to address the Commission for
three minutes. 

The final agenda, first made available at the meeting itself, contained a list of the items under
consideration. These items included “Approval of Policies for First and Second Reading,
Approval of Operational Policies, and Report on Policy Actions taken since June 2013.”

The Policies being considered at First Reading included:
a. Policy and Procedures for the Evaluation of Institutions in Multi-College/Multi-Unit

Districts or Systems
b. Policy on Institutional Degrees and Credits
c. Policy on Complaints Against the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior

Colleges
d. Policy on Closing an Institution
e. Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions

Those approved on First Reading are then supposed to be sent out for public comment. The
problem is that public comment suggestions for change are rarely adopted by the Commission on
Second Reading. 

The Second Reading Policies included: 
a. Policy on Monitoring Institutional Performance
b. Policy on Direct Assessment of Learning (formerly Policy on Credit for Prior Learning in

Undergraduate  Programs)
c. Policy on Rights and Responsibilities of the Commission and Member Institutions

Operational Policies included
a. Policy on Access to Commission Meetings

Amendment to Bylaws
a. ACCJC Bylaws

Report on Policies Revised by Electronic Vote in October 2013 for USDE Compliance. These
policies have been approved without public input and were just being reported out to the public. 
a. Policy on Commission Good Practice in Relations with Member Institutions
b. Policy on Public Disclosure and Confidentiality in the Accreditation Process
c. Policy on Relations with Government Agencies
d. Policy on Relations with Accrediting Agencies



e. Policy on Conflict of Interest for Commissioners, Evaluation Team Members,
Consultants, Administrative Staff, and other Commission Representatives

f. Policy on Substantive Change

Report on Policies Eliminated by Electronic Vote in October 2013 for USDE Compliance
a. Policies and Procedures for Joint Accreditation Process between ACCJC and ACSCU of

WASC
b. Policies and Procedures for Joint Accreditation Process between ACCJC and ACS of

WASC
c. Coordinating Guidelines for the WASC Accrediting Commission

An explanation of the process used by ACCJC was provided: “Through Commission processes,
the Policy Committee oversees the development of new policies and changes to existing policies.
Commission procedures require that proposed institutional policy changes and/or new policies
be considered by the Commission in a two-meeting process. At the first meeting, new
policies/policy changes are discussed and modifications are made as appropriate (i.e., "First
Reading"). These policies are then circulated to ACCJC accredited institutions and other
interested parties for review and comment before presentation at the next Commission meeting
for second reading and adoption.”

“When changes are needed in order to align with federal regulations or guidelines, these
changes can be made by the Commission without the normal First Reading/Second Reading
process. If these changes are made by Commission action between regular meetings, then the
changes are reported to the field at the next Commission meeting.”

“The Policy Committee met on October 8 and 11, 2013 by conference call, and in-person on
November 15, 2013 to review institutional policies for first reading and second reading.
Operational policies and documents were also reviewed for presentation to the Commission,
along with edits to policies.”

A summary of changes was provided as follows:

Policy and Procedures for Evaluation of Institutions in Multi-College/Multi-Unit Districts
or Systems
“The proposed revision is to eliminate a section related to team reports and recommendations
that is more accurately addressed elsewhere in policy and procedure.”

Policy on Institutional Degrees and Credits
“The work on this policy was primarily to move regulations citations to footnotes, to increase
readability of the policy. The Policy on Institutional Degrees and Credits contains a definition of
‘program,’ which is clarified in the proposed revision. The proposed revision also specifies that
general education and, if offered, pre-collegiate preparatory courses of study are defined as
programs of the institution, There were some additional changes made in October 2013, to
include references for baccalaureate degrees.”



Policy on Complaints Against the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges
“Whereas there had been no recent application of this policy prior to 2013, during the past year
there were two complaints against the ACCJC under this policy. During the processing of those
complaints, it was determined the policy would be enhanced by a fuller explanation of the
complaint process. The policies of other regional accreditors were used as reference points in
revising the Commission's policy. The Policy Committee also felt it would benefit readers to
know of other processes available to raise questions or concerns related to the accreditation
standards, processes, or actions on institutions.”

Policy on Closing an Institution
“This policy was revised to provide for flexibility in the requirement of a Closure Report for all
institutions placed on the sanction of Show Cause. With the revision, institutions ordered on
Show Cause may also be required to complete a Closure Plan, develop a preliminary closure
plan, or make other preparations for closure. Other revisions were made to the policy in
October, to clarify language and provide that Closure Plans are reviewed as substantive
changes by the Committee on Substantive Change.”

Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions
“This policy was revised to eliminate the requirement for a two-year period of time to pass
before an institution can proceed with seeking accreditation upon denial of candidacy or initial
accreditation. Instead, the requirement before reapplying is now specified as completion of a
new self evaluation process and submittal of an Institutional Self Evaluation Report. Additional
revisions made in October clarified language concerning the application of the two-year rule in
relation to Commission actions on institutions.”

The “institutional policies” approved on Second Reading included:

Policy on Monitoring Institutional Performance
“The new Policy on Monitoring Institutional Performance highlights the periodic (annual)
monitoring of key indicators as required by USDE regulations. This area of accreditation
practice and reporting by colleges will be more transparent to member institutions and
interested others with the creation of a stand-alone policy on the subject. Additional language
was added to this policy to align with federal regulations concerning monitoring activities of
accrediting agencies.”

 Policy on Direct Assessment of Learning (formerly Policy on Credit for Prior Experiential
Learning in Undergraduate Programs)
“In the course of its ongoing review of Commission policies, the committee determined this
policy had become out of date since its last revision in 2009. There has been a great deal of
movement on this subject over the past several years, and the U.S. Department of Education
recently clarified its expectations related to direct assessment programs, which may include
prior experiential learning. The policy has been renamed and revised with these factors in mind.
It should be noted that several other Commission policies also address direct assessment
programs, including the Policy on Substantive Change, Policy on Award of Credit, and Policy



on Institutional Degrees and Credits.”
 
Policy on the Rights and Responsibilities of the Commission and Member Institutions
“During a regular review of the Policy on Rights and Responsibilities of the Commission and
Member Institutions, it was determined that a separate section on third party comment would be
helpful to the member institutions and to the public. The section pulls materials that were
previously found in several other policies and records them together in this section. Other
revisions were made in October to align with federal regulations and guidelines.”

Commission operational policies were presented to the Commission for review and approval.
“Operational policies are not circulated to the field for comment prior to final approval. Upon
approval, they are included in the Commission's report on Recent Commission Actions on
Policy, and are posted online in the Accreditation Reference Handbook.” These Policies
included:

Policy on Access to Commission Meetings
“Revisions to this policy clarify language concerning access to Commission meetings and insert
as a part of the public session a period for public comment.4. The following Commission
operational document was amended in October 2013 and again in January 2014 in accordance
with Bylaws.”

ACCJC Bylaws
“The ACCJC Bylaws were amended in October 2013 and again in January 2014 in accordance
with the Bylaws. These amendments were made to align the Bylaws with federal regulations and
guidelines: clarified scope statement for the baccalaureate degree, deletion of representatives on
the Commission from other WASC accrediting agencies, and insertion of the definition of public
members. There was also clean-up of language and terms remaining from an earlier version of
the Bylaws.”

“The following policies were revised in October, 2013, in response to USDE analysis in
connection with the ACCJC recognition review. The changes made were to address areas related
to: enforcement of the two-year rule, notifications to other accreditors and to governmental
agencies, substantive change, recommendations to meet standards and to improve effectiveness,
language pertaining to the baccalaureate degree, avoidance of the possibility of conflict
appearance, and team make-up.
 Policy on Commission Good Practice in Relations with Member Institutions
 Policy on Public Disclosure and Confidentiality in the Accreditation Process
 Policy on Relations with Government Agencies
 Policy on Relations with Accrediting Agencies
 Policy on Conflict of Interest for Commissioners, Evaluation Team Members,

Consultants, Administrative Staff, and Other Commission Representatives
 Policy on Substantive Change”

Lack of Transparency - CFT Letter of January 9, 2014



On January 9, 2014, a letter was sent from the California Federation of Teachers to the ACCJC
complaining about the lack of transparency of the ACCJC in performance of its responsibilities.
The letter began with: “The California Federation of Teachers (CFT) continues to express the
greatest concerns about the persistence of the Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges (ACCJC) in avoiding transparency in matters of public interest, which impacts
the community colleges, their students, and employees.”

“Regarding the January 2014 meeting of the ACCJC, other than a preliminary agenda, precious
little information is available to the public.”

With the regard to the preliminary agenda (actually just a memo) the CFT continued: “This
Memo lists four policies, which are set for first reading, including the Policy on Closing an
Institution and the Policy on Complaints Against the ACCJC. Both policies are of keen interest
to the CFT and its members, yet we are unaware of any prior posting of copies of the proposed
new policies such as would allow comment to be considered prior to the ACCJC's January 10,
2014 meeting.”

“The Memo lists three policies set for a second reading. The Policy on Rights and
Responsibilities of Commission and Member Institutions was up for a second reading in June
2013 and is now up for another second reading in January 2014. Again, we are unable to find
any notice as to the contents of this proposal, on the ACCJC website.”

“The Preliminary Agenda mentions an "operational" policy on Access to Commission Meetings.
This policy is also of keen interest, but also appears to have been kept confidential by ACCJC.”

“The Preliminary Agenda notes that in October 2013, the ACCJC revised seven of its policies -
but again, the content of the revised policies is not apparent on the ACCJC website, and we
presume these revised policies were not made available for review by faculty, students and the
public, before they were adopted, or since. If ACCJC adopted revised policies in October 2013,
and those proposed revised policies were not published before adoption, how is the public able
to comment on said proposed policies, which have direct effects on the community colleges
and their constituencies?”

“Given the above, the CFT objects to the Commission's consideration of policy changes as to
any policy or revision where the Commission has failed to provide adequate public notice of
proposed changes prior to adoption.”

The CFT noted the limited access allowed at the public session of the Commission and stated its
objection to this “practice”:  “the CFT also objects to the ACCJC, which is clothed with
governmental authority, limiting access to its public meetings to just 20 members of the public.
We note that the room for June meeting mentioned above had room for dozens if not hundreds of
people. Why work to keep out members of the public seeking to learn about and participate in the
Commission's proceedings?”

The CFT letter ends with “it appears that ACCJC's practices continue to emphasize secrecy and



lack of transparency. We call on ACCJC to adhere to a strong policy of transparency.”

The letter was also sent as a cc to Secretary Arne Duncan, U.S. Department of Education;
Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., State of California; Chancellor Brice Harris, California
Community Colleges; Superintendent Tom Torlakson, State Superintendent of Public
Instruction; a number of members of Congress; the two California United 
States Senators; and a number of state legislative representatives.

Report on ACCJC Meeting of January 10, 2013

Karen Saginor, a CCSF Librarian and Academic Senate leader, reported on the January 10th

ACCJC meeting to Academic Senate leaders across California. She noted that “The ‘public’
portion of the ACCJC on Friday afternoon was comprised of reports, policy changes and a first
‘reading’ of greatly revised standards. Most significant of the policy changes were a removal of
the requirement that changes to ACCJC Bylaws be considered in public session and extensive
changes to the Policy on Complaints Against the ACCJC narrowing the scope of complaints to
which ACCJC must respond, requiring more information and substantial evidence from the
complainant; specifying the form that the complaint must take (including an original
signature) and disallowing the right to appeal the disposition of a complaint.”
 
The new standards
“At the beginning of the ACCJC meeting on the afternoon of January 10, Tim Karas, President
of the Council of Chief Librarians, spoke in public comment about the process used by his
organization to provide consensus from the field on standards for libraries. ACCJC has used
none of their input. He asked the group to reconsider merging Standard II.C., concerning
libraries, into Standard II.B. Student Services.”

Saginor spoke to the disjoint between the statements made at the NACIQI meeting in December
and the actual activities of the ACCJC.  She noted that the statements made in December
“claiming wide vetting of the new standards and the actual practice, including the withholding
of half the standards from the Academic Senate of the California Community Colleges
(ASCCC) and the lack of responsiveness to input. “

Contradictory Statements
Saginor wrote that “Vice President Krista Johns and others responded to say that the phase for
feedback to the standards was just beginning now -- even the Commission members had just
received the new standards for first reading two days ago -- and there will be a wide process for
feedback this Spring. These statements were contradicted a few hours later when the
commission started its discussion of the standards and John Nixon, speaking for the standards
committee, talked about how much input and feedback they've already had from "experts in the
field" including the ASCCC. In the discussion, one of the commissioners remarked "I just don't
want us to leave the impression with the public that this is the first time the Commission is
looking at these standards. It is not." I cannot reconcile these various statements with each
other or with the experiences many of us have had in not being able to access the text of the
draft standards and the agency's lack of responsiveness to feedback during a time when the



agency announces it is seeking input. It is also unclear how the January 10th afternoon meeting
qualified as a public presentation of the standards as a first "reading," since these standards
were not provided to members of the public who attended the meeting, nor were they read out
loud. There was some discussion of sections of it by members of the commission (mostly
impossible for us public to follow with no text) but no changes were made before it was
unanimously approved. Vice President Krista Johns estimated that the text as approved may be
provided to college CEOs and ALOs by the end of January.”

Some of the Changes

New Policy On Complaints Against ACCJC
The Policy on Complaints was offered for First Reading. It begins with the following changes
“The purpose of this policy is to provide a process whereby individuals who have been
aggrieved as a direct result of acts or omissions by the Accrediting Commission for Community
and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) related to its accreditation functions may file a complaint.
Complaints against the Commission are limited to complaints ACCJC may be about the
ACCJC's lack of compliance with its own published regarding the agencies Eligibility
Requirements, Accreditation Standards, criteria, and Commission policies, with federal
regulations, and with accreditation procedures. Procedures, or actions of staff or any other
Commission representative.”

It is not clear under the new policy what criteria is used to determine if the individual filing the
complaint was “directly aggrieved” as a result of the now more limited scope of application.  It
must be noted that Barbara Beno is staff to the ACCJC and as a result, her actions could not be
grieved based on this new policy to be voted on in June by the Commission.

The new policy includes “The ACCJC does not review complaints seeking to substitute
Commission or team judgments related to institutional reviews or raise matters about which a
member institution has due process procedures as a part of accreditation reviews.' An
accreditation action not in accord with a complainant's expectation is not in and of itself cause
for review of a complaint against ACCJC. The ACCJC does not review complaints presented
primarily to indicate disagreement with standards, or to indicate comment concerning the
accredited status of a member institution.” This means that in a case such as that occurring at
CCSF where the appointed Special Trustee does not adequately raise issues under the review and
appeal process, the rest of the college community has no avenue of action against ACCJC within
the ACCJC umbrella.

The proposed policy also includes the following new language: “The complaint must be written,
and must state clearly the nature of the complaint and the manner in which the complainant was
directly aggrieved by the acts or omissions. The complainant must be clearly identified and the
complaint and it must be signed  contain an original signature. The complaint must identify the
Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standard, Commission policy, or procedure in question
and include substantial evidence to support the allegations being made. Should a complaint
require Commission consideration and action, the complainant will be notified of the timing of
the Commission's review.”



It also adds the following: “The ACCJC's disposition of complaints under this policy is final.
Complainants do not have a right to appeal the disposition of a complaint.” In short, the
Commission is the final judge concerning its failure to comply with its rules. 

Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions
The Commission considered the changes to the policy as a First Reading. The main changes
reinforces that a college has up to two years (or less if the Commission so decides) to address
deficiencies.  

Policy on the Right and Responsibilities of the Commission and Member Institutions
New language includes “Teams will include both academic and administrative representatives.
Faculty members will be included among the academic representatives on comprehensive
evaluation teams.” This language does not seem to adequately address the Department of
Education’s demands relative to what an “academic representative” is nor whether there is a
substantial number of faculty on all evaluation teams.

New language is attempted to address the confusion between what is a requirement and what is
simply a recommendation. The new language would read “The Commission also has the
responsibility to communicate its findings derived from the site visit to the institution; ensure
that the External Evaluation Report of Educational Quality and Institutional Effectiveness
(formerly Team Report) identifies and distinguishes clearly between statements' directly findings,
conclusions and recommendations related to deficiencies in meeting the Eligibility
Requirements, Accreditation Standards and Commission policies, and those recommendations
representing suggestions for quality improvement; provide the Chief Executive Officer of the
institution with an opportunity to correct all factual errors in the draft External Evaluation
Report; and provide supplemental materials pertinent to the facts and conclusions in the
External Evaluation Report before it takes action on the Institutional Self Evaluation and
External Evaluation Report.”

This same language is later repeated but with respect to the Commission’s decisions. We shall
see how this works out in the future and whether or not the reports to the colleges clearly
distinguish between “recommendations related to deficiencies in meeting the Eligibility
Requirements, Accreditation Standards and Commission policies and recommendations
representing suggestions for quality improvement.”

Policy on Access to Commission Meetings 
The policy now begins with the following: “The ACCJC holds meetings of the  Commission
holds its meeting for two purposes: to decide accredited status of applicant and member
institutions and to consider such organizational informational and policy matters as may come
before it. The Commission meets in Public Session when deliberating or acting upon
informational organizational or policy matters. The Commission meets in Public Session. When
deliberating or acting upon matters that concern specific individuals or the accredited status of
institution, the Commission meets in Closed Session to ensure the confidentiality of those
matters, that decisions are based on facts presented in accordance with accreditation
procedures, and to ensure decisions are not improperly influenced.”



I am not sure how a closed session insures that “facts presented in accordance with accreditation
procedures, and to ensure decisions are not improperly influenced” or that improper influence is
better avoided. There is certainly no proof available that working in the public eye makes the
proceedings less based on facts and actual procedures - most people would agree that sunshine is
a good antiseptic to various types of poisons. 

The second paragraph of the proposed policy states that “The Commission holds public sessions
to share information with the field and to provide transparency to the public. The Commission
supports and encourages the presence of members of the public at its public sessions. Seating,
though limited, is made available for members of the public at each meeting. The Commission
also recognizes that it has the responsibility to consider actions on the accreditation status of
institutions and matters such as personnel actions in a confidential manner.”

The Commission does not encourage the presence of the public and does not provide materials in
advance so that the public can even follow what the Commission is doing. The limiting of
attendance to 20 people in rooms that will hold many more people is just one indication of the
desire to exclude the public. Leaving only 15 minutes for public comment is another example of
the drive by the ACCJC to discourage attendance and participation. 

Even in closed sessions, institutions under review are only allowed 15 minutes to make their case
before the Commission acts on their accreditation. Again, an example of the closed book attitude
of the Commission.


