EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard, Torrance, California 90506-0001
Telephone (310) 532-3670 or 1-866-ELCAMINO
www.elcamino.edu

October 19, 2015

Board of Trustees
El Camino College

Dear Members of the Board:

While we look forward to cooler days, we realize that October serves as a half-way
marker for the Fall semester. President Fallo has been taking some well-deserved

vacation this week; consequently, I provide you with the following overview of our
upcoming Board meeting.

Since our last regular Board meeting, the Board and the college have been busy with
grand openings of our two newest buildings, presidential interviews, and evaluating
opportunities to keep our campus safe from natural and man-made threats.

This agenda includes a special recognition of Ms. Monica Bender, an El Camino
College alumna who successfully swam across the English Channel on September 26.

Included with your packet is a letter from Jack Pond, Vice President of the
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJIC), and the
district’s Follow-up Report 2015, as noted on Attachments A and B.

The October Board agenda is relatively routine. The consent agenda items include
the following;:

A. Academic Affairs presents routine curriculum changes and a final reading of
BP 4030 (Academic Freedom).

B. Student and Community Advancement includes recommendation for student

tournament and conference attendance, grant acceptance, international travel
and the 2016/2017 and 2017/2018 school calendars.

C. Administrative Services presents the Quarterly Fiscal Status Report, with
additional details noted on Attachment C.

D. Compton Center action includes the appointment of ECC District
Representative to the Tri-City Adult Education Consortium, student
conference and Compton Center Report.

E. Human Resources actions are relatively routine, including several retirement
submissions and the appointment of a Chief Technology Officer.




Letter to the Board
October 19, 2015

F. The Superintendent/President and Board of Trustees initiate the Board of

Trustees” evaluation and goal-setting process. Item A on pages P/B 2-4
presents the goals established in 2015, along with a self-evaluation
questionnaire to be completed by each Board member expressing your
opinion of all Board members’ activities for each one of these areas. Your
combined evaluations will be reported back to you and the public at the
November Board, at which time you will review the evaluations and develop
new goals for approval at the December meeting,.

Also presented for the Board’s consideration is Item D, pages P/B 12-13,
Chancellor’s Office Task Force Report on Accreditation Resolution.
Additional information, including a letter from David Morse, President of the

Academic Senate for California Community Colleges, is noted on
Attachments D and E.

Supplemental Reading includes the following:

1.
2.
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9.

South Coast Conference Coach of the Year — Jessica Rapoza

Letter from Ms. Ann Garten regarding Umpqua Community College
Shooting — Media Update

Letter from Parker and Covert regarding Email Request for Records
Instructional Technology (IT) Plan

Letter from VP Jo Ann Higdon regarding Future Bond and Refunding Sales
Letter from VP Jeanie Nishime regarding South Bay Adult Education
Consortium

Letter from VP Jo Ann Higdon regarding Conservation Practices

Letter from Dr. Keith Curry regarding Faculty Participation in Accreditation
Efforts

Letter from Dr. Keith Cutry regarding Compton Community College District
Credit Rating History

10. AALRR Alert Newsletter

If you have any questions, comments or concerns about the agenda, please feel free
to call President Fallo, Ms. Cindy Constantino or me prior to the Board meeting so
that we may provide an informed response. As always, President Fallo will be
available in his office at 3:00 p.m. to meet with you prior to the Board meeting at
4:00 p.m. on Monday, October 19.

Sincerely,

Vice President/Human Resources
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Attachment A
September 3, 2015

EL CAMINO COLLEGE

Dr. Thomas Fallo 2015 SEP 18 PH L: 29

Superintendent/President
El Camino College ‘ i
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard PR
Torrance, CA 90506

Dear Superintendent/President Fallo:

At the meeting of January 7-9, 2015, the Accrediting Commission for
Community and Junior Colleges took action with regard to El Camino
College, which included a Follow-Up Report and visit. This letter will
confirm that the visit will take place Thursday, October 29, 2015. Please
send copies of the institutional Follow-Up Report to the team.

The team roster is attached. Should any member of this team represent a
conflict of interest or otherwise warrant attention, please contact me
promptly. The team will devote its attentions primarily to the matters that
are identified in the Action Letter (attached) and to which the report is
directed. You will be hearing from the team chair to discuss the visit and
take care of any logistical matters that might be involved.

Upon completion of the visit, the Team Chair will prepare a short report
which will be presented to the Commission at its meeting in January 6-8,
2016. Soon after the meeting the College will be informed of the action
taken by the Commission. I must remind you that after the visit the College
will be billed for the visit itself (direct costs plus fifteen percent for office
overhead). Please read the attached memo regarding lodging and off-site
meal costs during the visit.

Thank you for all of your work in support of accreditation processes.
Quality assurance, institutional effectiveness and ongoing improvement can
only result with the kind of special efforts that you and El Camino College
are making.

Sincerely,

S

G. Jack Pond
Vice President

GJP/tl

Ce: Dr. Jeanie Nishime, V.P., Student and Community Advancement,
Accreditation Liaison Officer

Enclosure: Action Letter, Team Roster, Memo
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February 6, 2015

Dr. Thomas Fallo
Superintendent/President
El Camino College

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard
Torrance CA 90506

Dear President Fallo:

The Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, Western
Association of Schools and Colleges, at its meeting on January 7-9, 2015,
reviewed the Institutional Self Evaluation Report and the Report of the
External Evaluation Team that visited El Camino College October 6-9
2014, and the letter of corrections of etrors of facts submitted by the
College on December 5, 2014.

College Accreditation Reaffirmed:

The Commission took action to reaffirm accreditation and require the
College to submit a Follow-Up Report in October 2015. The Report will be
followed by a visit of Commission representatives.

Reaffirmation is granted when the institution substantially meets or exceeds
the Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation Standards, and Commission
policies. Reaffirmation with a Follow-Up Report is required when there are
deficiencies leading to noncompliance which do not create an immediate
risk to the institution’s quality and effectiveness. However, if they not
addressed and fully resolved in a short time, they may further threaten
quality and effectiveness, and lead to increased noncompliance.,

El Camino College should submit the Follow-Up Report by October 15,
2015."' The Report should demonstrate that the College has addressed the
recommendations noted below, resolved the deficiencies, and meets
Standards.

Need to Resolve Deficiencies:

The Accreditation Standards, as an integrated whole, represent indicators of
academic quality and institutional effectiveness. Deficiencies in any
Standards will impact quality at an institution, and ultimately the
educational environment and experiences of students, The Commission
found El Camino College deficient in meeting the following Eligibility
Requirements and Accreditation Standards: ER 19, Standards 1.B.3, I.B .4,
LB.6, ILA2.f, IL.B.4, II1.C.2, [I1.B.l.a, IIL.D.1.a, II1.D.2, IV.A.1, IV.A 2.4,
IV.A.3,IV.A.5,and IV.B.1.b.




Dr. Thomas Fallo
El Camino College
February 6, 2015

Recommendation 1: Institutional Effectiveness and Leadership and Governance

In order to meet the Standard, the team recommends the College complete its integrated planning
cycle by ensuring the planning process offers opportunities for purposeful dialogue in which
stakeholders participate in the exchange of different points of view and reflections; clearly ties
resource allocation to the planning goals; clarifies how priorities are decided and decisions are
communicated to stakeholders, leading to genuine communication. The team recognizes that the
College has done a great deal of work addressing the previous Recommendation (ER 19, LB.3,
LB4,1B.6,11.A2f, ILB.4, [I1.C.2,IIl.B.1.a, [ILD.1.a, IV.A.3).

The Commission found that El Camino College had fully addressed a prior recommendation
from 2008 on matters related to institutional evaluation and planning, and that the deficiencies
found in relationship to Recommendation 1, above, are in new areas of institutional practice.

The Commission has changed the wording of this team recommendation to remove reference to
the 2008 team recommendation.

Recommendation 2: Financial Resources

In order to meet the Standard, the team recommends that El Camino Compton Educational
Center implement the fiscal management plan to assure financial integrity and disseminate
dependable and timely information for sound financial decision making (II1.D.2).

With regard to Recommendation 2, the Commission notes that the Compton Center is identified
as the subject of the recommendation. While El Camino College asserts that the Center is

implementing its plan, the Commission asks for the Follow Up report to provide information
about further steps in the implementation.

Recommendation 3: Planning and Decision-Making Processes

In order to meet the Standard, the team recommends that thé College implement the planning,
governance and decision-making process outlined in board policies and “Making Decisions at El
Camino College,” a document that explains to the College community the structures,
relationships and philosophy for making inclusive, data-driven and well-communicated decisions
through collegial consultation; regularly evaluate the process to ensure integrity and

effectiveness; communicate the results of the evaluation; and utilize the results for improvement
(ILB.4,1B.6,IV.A.1,IV.A2.5,IV.A3, IV.A5,IV.B.1.b).

Improvement of Institutional Effectiveness:
Recommendations 1-11 for Institutional Improvement have been made for El Camino College in

order to improve institutional effectiveness. These recommendations can be found in the team
report.

Page 2 of 4




Dr. Thomas Fallo
El Camino College
February 6, 2015

Recommendations for improvement may be made to highlight areas for continuing or expanding
excellent practices or to identify areas where additional levels of effort should be demonstrated

in the future to sustain compliance. The College should plan to fully address all improvement
recommendations in the Midterm Report.

The Commission determined that Recommendation 4 noted in the evaluation team report is more
appropriately a recommendation to increase institutional effectiveness. Therefore, it has been
renumbered as Recommendation for Institutional Improvement 10.

Recommendation for Institutional Improvement 10

In order to increase effectiveness, the team recommends the College implement a process for the
evaluation of policies and procedures according to an identified timeline and the Board of
Trustees revise the policies as necessary (IL.B.2.a, ILB.2.b, ILB.2.c, ILB.2.d, [V.B.1.b, IV.B.1.e).

El Camino 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 External Evaluation Report that was sent to the institution provides details of the team’s

findings with regard to each Eligibility Requirement and Accreditation Standard and should be
read carefully and used to understand the team’s findings.

The guidance and 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 for the College to come into compliance. The College’s own self evaluation and
responsive action is a vital part of a successful, voluntary, peer evaluation process. 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, El Camino College is
expected to use the External Evaluation Report to improve educational programs and services.

A final copy of the External Evaluation Report is attached. Additional copies may now be
duplicated. The Commission requires that the College give the Institutional Self Evaluation
Report, the External Evaluation Team Report, and this letter appropriate dissemination to
College staff and to those who were signatories of the College Self Evaluation Report. This
group should include the campus leadership and the Board of Trustees.

The Commission also requires that the College’s Institutional Self Evaluation Report, the

External Evaluation Team Report, and this Commission action letter be made available to
students and the public by placing a copy on the College website.

Page 3 of 4



Dr. Thomas Fallo
El Camino College
February 6, 2015

Please note that in response to public interest in disclosure, the Commission now requires
institutions fo post accreditation information on a page no more than one click from the
institution s home page. If you would like an electronic copy of the External Evaluation Team
Report, please contact Commission staff,

On behalf of the Commission, I wish to express continuing interest in the institution’s
educational programs and services. Professional self-regulation is the most effective means of
assuring integrity, effectiveness, and educational quality.

Sincerely,

éa/r_&,éd, Q d(qr,_-

Barbara A. Beno, Ph.D.
President

BAB/tl

llnstimtions preparing and submitting Midterm Reports, Follow-Up Reports, and Special Reports to the Commission should
review Guidelines for the Preparation of Reports to the Commission. It contains the background, requirements, and format for
each type of report and presents sample cover pages and certification pages. It is available on the ACCJC website under College
Reports to ACCIC at: (http://www.accjc.org/college-reparts-accic).
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DATE: September 3, 2015

MEMO TO: College Presidents/Chancellors

FROM: G. Jack Pond, Vice President
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges
SUBJECT: Lodging and Meal Charges during Accreditation Visits

ACCIC is charged with ensuring the costs of external evaluation visits are
reasonable and appropriate for payment by the member institutions being
evaluated. This can only be accomplished by having all expenses reviewed
by the ACCJC before they are forwarded to the institution for payment.
Therefore, for the last few years, it has been the practice that ACCJC
requires team members cover their own travel and lodging costs associated
with a team visit and seek reimbursement from ACCJC. Once the
expenditures have been reviewed by staff, and reimbursements have been
made, the college will receive an invoice from this office.

ACCIC's financial records are regularly reviewed during our audit
processes. Cost of visits, reimbursement to team members, review of
receipts, and costs charged back to institutions are carefully monitored.
Furthermore, this information is required in application for Council of
Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) and United States Department of
Education recognition. To have a mix of colleges that pay for lodging and
meals and others that do not creates an unclear and confusing depiction of
the accreditation process.

Nevertheless, there is an important way in which an institution can help
reduce overall costs: If the institution has a special rate arrangement with a
hotel facility, it can avail itself of that rate while requiring that the charges
be directly paid by each team member on check-out. When there exists a
good relationship between the hotel and the institution, the hotel will be
able to allow a preferred rate even if the charges must be paid by

the room guests.

Thank you for agreeing to adhere to this process.

cc: College ALOs




September 14, 2015

El Camino College
Follow Up Report Visit Team Roster
Thursday, October 29, 2015

You are reminded to send the Follow-Up Report to each team member electronically
in Microsoft Word and in hard copy prior to the visit. In addition, one electronic copy in Word,
and one hard copy of the Follow-Up Report must be sent to the Commission office.

Chair

Dr. Linda Lacy

Retired Superintendent/President
Cerritos College

18931 Orrick Road

Riverside CA 92508

E-mail: llacy@cerritos.edu
Telephone:

Cell: 909-210-7168

FAX:

Dr. Jamey Nye

Associate Vice Chancellor of Instruction
Los Rios Community College District
1919 Spanos Ct

Sacramento CA 95825

Dr. G. H. Javaheripour
President

Yuba College

2088 North Beale Road
Marysville CA 95901

Dr. Celia Cruz-Johnson
Reading Instructor

San Jose City College
2100 Moorpark Avenue
San Jose CA 95128




Attachment C

EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard, Torrance, California 90506-0001
Telephone (310) 532-3670 or 1-866-ELCAMINO
www.elcamino.edu

October 14, 2015

To: President Thomas Fallo
From: Jo Ann Higdon, M.P.A.

Subject: Item A, Page AS 2 - Quarterly Fiscal Status Report, 311 Q

Per the Board's request, the College's mandatory quarterly fiscal reporting to the State is
presented in more detail in the attachment to this letter.

On the attachment, the first three dollar columns are year-to-date amounts for the current
FY 2015-16. The last three dollar columns are the corresponding year-to-date amounts
for the previous FY 2014-15.

This format of accounting presentation allows comparisons and analysis of differences
between comparable time periods and can result in more timely identification of fiscal
issues. That said, the 311Qs are prepared on a cash rather than an accrual basis and often
material differences are due to timing and cut-off differences.

Please note the College accounting staff focus on detailed cash flow analysis which also
accomplishes comparisons on a frequent basis.

-~

- )
\/,fz_:- [ F— a;‘%);'w\_

Jo Ann Higdon, M.P.A.
Vice President Administrative Service

Attachment




FISCAL YEAR 2015-16
Quarter Ended (Q1) Sept 30, 2015

2015-16 2014-15

General Fund 2015-16 Year-to-Date  2015-16 2014-15 Year-to-Date  2014-15
Unrestricted Budget Actuals Percentage Budget Actuals Percentage

Fund 11 Fund 11 Fund [1 Fund 11
INCOME
Federal $ 150,000 $ 7,530 5.02% $ 145,000 $ 36,513 25.18%
State 82,191,467 18,588,754 22.62% 67,915,429 18,683,807 27.51%
Local 46,576,434 4,195,353 9.01% 41,688,878 4,210,258 10.10%
Interfund Transfers 0 0 0 0
Total Income $ 128,917,901 $ 22,791,637 $ 109,749,307 $ 22,930,578
APPROPRIATIONS
Academic Salaries $ 51,566,705 $ 9,879,910 19.16% $ 48,843,963 $ 9,432,881 19.31%
Classified Salaries 26,611,429 3,904,325 14.67% 28,047,438 4,168,704 14.86%
Staff Benefits 20,405,447 5,482,423 26.87% 18,554,940 3,515,902 18.95%
Supplies/Books 2,383,419 324,576 13.62% 1,863,408 239,707 12.86%
Operating Expenses 9,228,757 3,063,328 33.19% 7,934,117 ** 2,310,045 29.12%
Capital Outlay 473,730 47,729 10.08% 1,855,710 91,505 4.93%
Other Qutgo 6,503,061 5,407,817 83.16% 6,260,876 5,328,727 85.11%

Total Appropriations $ 117,172,548

$ 28,110,108

Net Revenues $ 11,745,353

$ (5318470

$ 113,360,452

$ 25,087,471

$ (3,611,145)

$ (2,156,803)

* Other operating expenses net of estimated expenditure savings - $3,000,000.
** Other operating expenses net of estimated expenditure savings - $4,000,000.




Attachment D

EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard, Torrance, California 90506-0001
Telephone (310) 532-3670 or 1-866-ELCAMINO
www.elcamino.edu

M-E-M-0O-R-A-N-D-U-M

Date: October 14, 2015
To: President Fallo

From: Ann M. Garten
Director, Community Relations

Re: Chancellor’s Office Task Force Report on Accreditation Resolution

The October board agenda includes a resolution for your consideration relative to the report
from the “Chancellor’s Office Task Force on Accreditation”. The Community College Board
of Governor’s (BOG) is scheduled to take action on this item at their November 14 meeting,.

The Chancellor has requested that all input from the field be submitted prior to that Board of
Governor’s meeting. The full report from the task force is available here:
http://californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/Portals/0/reports/2015-Accreditation-Report-
ADA.pdf. As reported at the September BOG meeting, the task force report has already been
submitted to the U.S. Department of Education.

Following release of the report, the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges (ACCIJC) invited the task force to meet with the ACCJC commissioners at their
October 9 meeting. The task force was unable to meet at that time. The ACCJIC proceeded
with their meeting, and released their preliminary response, which is attached.




Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges,
Western Association of Schools and Colleges (ACCJC)

Preliminary Response to the 2015 Report of the California Community
Colleges Chancellor’s Office Task Force on Accreditation

This document is prepared in advance of the upcoming Special Meeting of the Commission for
discussion of the 2015 Report of the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office Task
Force on Accreditation (hereafter, “the Report™). Its purpose is to provide a preliminary response
to the Report, and to summarize key facts and identify areas that may be advanced through
further discussion. Following the Commission’s Special Meeting, we anticipate there will be
follow-up with the field across the Western Region. The Commission will consider the policies
and practices it has already revised and changed, as well as others that might be enhanced or
revised as a result of examination and discussion of the Report. While we have focused our
request for input toward the Special Meeting, we will remain open to further consideration and
input concerning our standards, policies, and practices in succeeding months.

BACKGROUND

ACCIC recently completed a three-year (2012-2014) review of standards and practices, and is in
the process of implementing its 2014 Standards, policy revisions, and new practices with the
accreditation cycle that begins in spring 2016. Many of these changes were described for the
field in the article, “Accreditation: New Standards, New Practices” in the Spring/Summer 2015
edition of ACCJC News and which is available on the ACCJC website. Changes will be made as
the new Standards are initially piloted and/or implemented, and areas of needed alignment
become apparent. ACCJC is committed to continuous quality improvement in its own practices.

From 2012-2014, ACCJC conducted its regular review of standards and policies — one that is
initiated every six years. ACCJC announced the review, and provided many opportunities for
input from member institutions and the public about its policies and practices. In reviewing its
policies and practices, the ACCJC considers all information and points of view it receives
through written comment submitted to the Commission, through formal hearings it holds,
through discussion with groups such as the CEOs and CIOs, and through comments made at
public meetings of the commission prior to adoption of policies and standards. In the years 2012-
2014, ACCIC held numerous public hearings, and sought written and oral comment on its
standards and practices at constituency group meetings in the region, and through its website.

During this review, ACCJC also contracted with experts to provide insight and suggestions as to
issues such as transparency, accountability, public information, and focus on improving student
success. The context for the Commission’s decisions on change to standards, policies, and
practices also includes the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) regulations, the stipulations
that USDE gives to ACCJC as a result of recognition reviews, and practices of other recognized
accrediting bodies, particularly the regional accreditors. The ACCJC has attempted to strike a
balance between responsiveness to member institutions’ input, and the need to adhere to
recognition criteria and reflect accreditation best practices.
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This document is comprised of four sections:

1. ACCIJC General Concerns with the 2015 Task Force Report.

In this section, ACCJC describes some concerns it has with the timing and the nature of
the Report.

2. ACCJC Response to the Findings and Recommendations in the 2015 Task Force
Report.
In this section, ACCIC provides some responses to the general findings and
recommendations of the Report and expresses concerns with some of the Report’s
appended documents

3. ACCJC Response to the Task Force Recommendation.

In this section, ACCIC briefly comments on the Report’s overall recommendation to
change the accreditor.

4, ACCIJC Response to the Nine Ideal Attributes of an Accrediting Organization in the
Task Force Report.

In this section, ACCJC provides a large amount of factual information about how it
operates and about regulatory requirements. ACCJC also provides information about how
it has responded to input from the field provided generally and through its recent review
of standards and practices.




ACCIJC General Concerns with the 2015 Task Force Report

ACCIC has a number of concerns about the timing and nature of the Report that are worth
providing at the outset of this analysis.

o The Report was issued after ACCJC completed its own transparent, three-year review
process, but before ACCJC published its policy revisions and changes to practice. An
earlier report, a 2013 Task Force Report which was “never finalized or published”
(Report p. 4), might have been helpful if offered formally within the ACCIC’s own
review process and timelines, but it was never provided to ACCJC, creating the
impression that the Task Force did not intend its work as feedback to the ACCJC during
its review process.

e The Report, in analyzing the accreditation actions taken by the Commission over the
preceding ten years, appears to reject peer review in California. The California
Community Colleges faculty and administrators play a critical role in the processes for
establishing the standards of the ACCJC. These individuals comprise the majority of
evaluation team members, and comprise the majority of Commissioners, who make the
decisions on accreditation status of member institutions. The hundreds of peer evaluators
and the 57 Commissioners who served the ACCJC from 2005 to 2015 have, through their
actions on teams and as commissioners, applied the standards faithfully to member
institutions while working to meet them at their own institutions.

e The Report was created by 10 individuals appointed through the State Chancellor’s
Office. There has been no opportunity for College input on the Report’s findings or for
ACCIC input or response to the findings and conclusions of the Report. The lack of
transparency in the issuance of the Report is self-evident. The Chancellor’s office is
reportedly now seeking input from colleges, after the Board of Governors has acted upon
the Report and sent it to the USDE.

e The Report does not discuss or acknowledge changes to ACCJC practices and policies
that have been made as part of ACCJC’s ongoing continuous improvement process or as
a result of its recent review of standards and practices. Rather, the Report assumes
ACCIC has made no reasonable response to the various forms of input it has received,
and states that “ACCJC has shown little evidence of its willingness or ability to address
concerns that have been raised.” (Report, p. 4) In fact, the Report failed to look at
ACCJC’s revisions in policy and changes in practices, as those occurred prior to its
recent systemic review and as a result of its recent systemic review. In later sections of
this response, the ACCJC outlines the many changes it made as it received input.

e The Report buttresses its arguments that ACCJC needs to reform with five appendices
prepared by other parties: the 2009 State Chancellor’s Task Force, various California
Community Colleges Academic Senate resolutions adopted by the Senate at its meetings
over the years (also in the absence of discussion with the ACCIC), the 2011 RP Group
Report, the Chief Executive Officers 2014 Recommendations sent in a letter to ACCJC,
and the June 2014 California State Auditor Report. It argues that the existence of these
documents, resolutions, and letters signal the “outstanding and consistent issues that have
been raised” and the need for a “new and sustainable structure.” (Report, p. 4). The
Report does not examine the merits of the recommendations, the quality of the factual
information that was used by the various authors to generate them, nor whether those
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recommendations are viable within the national practice of accreditation or federal
regulatory requirements. The Report just assumes each recommendation is equally
weighted as important, even when the recommendations are contradictory and do not
serve the purpose of accreditation.

The Chancellor’s Office apparently considers its un-discussed Report to be final. Upon
release of the Report, ACCIC quickly asked for a meeting with the Task Force to discuss
its Report, and was told its proposed date of October 9 was “too early.” In the meantime,
the Chancellor’s Office took action on September 22, 2015 to send the Report to the
USDE, with a letter indicating that the Report represents the views of the Board of
Governors and the California public member institutions. The Chancellor’s letter has
asked that NACIQI not recognize ACCJC to accredit baccalaureate degrees — something
that directly affects member institutions in the entire Western Region. The transcript of
the Board of Governors’ meeting does not indicate an opposition to ACCJC’s scope
request.

The Report and its supporting documents misrepresent and miscount “sanctions”, and
used the number of institutions that were sanctioned as argument not that California
Community Colleges faced daunting challenges meeting standards but that the ACCIC is
somehow out of line. There is no discussion of the conditions in this region that led
colleges to be unable to demonstrate they met standards, nor of recommendations ACCIC
gave to the State Chancellor in 2010 on how the system could help colleges even as
ACCIJC worked with colleges such as Lassen Community College, College of the
Redwoods, Solano Community College, and others through periods of crisis. There is no
consideration of whether the colleges were better off as a result of ACCJIC actions and
their successful efforts to improve.

The Report appears to have a clear political motive. Within days of its release, it was
endorsed by press releases issued by the Mayor of San Francisco, the City Attorney of
San Francisco, and the head of the American Federation of Teachers. The politicization
of accreditation in California is not in the public’s interest.




ACCJC Response to the Findings and Recommendations
in the 2015 Task Force Report

In the Report, the Chancellor’s Office Task Force cites a number of recommendations put
Jforward some years ago by the California statewide Academic Senate, the California State
Auditor, the RP Group, the California public community college CEOs, and an earlier2009
Chancellor’s Office Task Force.

To start, it might be helpful to point out:

Some of the recommendations cited in the Report are dated and many have been
responded to with past changes or with the Commission’s 2015 changes to practice, which
are in the process of being rolled out this academic year. The Report’s supporting documents
(prior “reports” on accreditation) span the years from 2009 to 2014. The early recommendations
are sourced in information that predates 2009. The result is that some of the “facts” or findings
cited within the various reports, and that serve as the background to the 2015 Report, no longer
exist. For example:

o The 2015 Report cites a need for meaningful input and participation in the “appointment”
of ACCIC Commissioners. Commissioners have not been “appointed” since 2010. They
are elected by the CEOs of member colleges. The ACCJC commissioner election process
provides for broad input in choosing commissioners. It was developed after the USDE
found that the previous Commissioner selection process, wherein constituency groups
such as the Academic Senate or the California CEOs, appointed a Selection Committee
that selected commissioners, were chosen by a committee including individuals chosen
by and representing constituencies groups such as the Academic Senates, the California
Community Colleges Chief Executive Officers (CCCCEO) and the California
Community College Trustees (CCCT), did not meet the federal regulatory criteria for
ACCIC to maintain its “separate and independent” status. (Section 602.14(b)(1) and (3).
The election process allows the CEO of each member institution to participate in an
election of commissioners. A Nominating Committee that is constituted equally of four
CEOs and four Commissioners creates a slate from among nominees. Nominations may
be submitted by any person at an ACCJC member college and by Commissioners, among
others. There is a provision for CEOs to add at large candidates to the ballot, and one
sitting Commissioner has been elected through that process already.

o The 2009 State Chancellor’s Task Force (Chancellor Jack Scott) asked the ACCJC to
“strengthen standards-based training of visiting teams and ALOs.” The 2014 CEOs
recommended ACCJC “improve institutional training for accreditation” and establish
task forces with professionals in constituent groups...” The 2009 State Chancellor’s
Task Force recommended that ACCJC institute annual training with various entities in
the California Community Colleges, specifically the Senate and the Community College
League, and improve the “standards-based training “ of visiting team members and
Accreditation Liaison Officer (ALOs). The various supporting documents of the Report
all ask for training for different constituency groups in the California Community
Colleges. ACCIC has delivered this training. For example:

o ACCIC developed and delivered training on Standard I1II, particularly IIID,
Finance, for business and finance officers at their Association of Chief Business
Officers meetings every few years; the next training is scheduled for fall 2015.
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o ACCIC began Regional Workshops in 2010 that bring training and discussion
about standards and required practices to a workshop in close proximity to every
member institution. These regional workshops were on the standards that have
been the most frequent cited by evaluation teams as unmet by colleges. The first
workshop series was on program review and data, the second was on student
learning outcomes assessment. These workshops continue this year with a region-
wide workshop entitled Assessment 101, for college faculty, department chairs
and deans, and two workshops in “Taking Assessment to the Program Level.”

o ACCIC partnered with the WASC Senior College and University Commission
(WASC Senior) on the assessment leadership academy, a faculty-training
program.

o The ACCJC implemented training for ALOs and has held seven all-day events,
some in conjunction with Chief Instructional Officer conference, and one with the
ACCIC Accreditation Symposium (open to all members and constituency

groups).

o The online course, Accreditation Basics, was designed to help college
constituencies understand basic accreditation concepts and processes, and once it
was required of all team members, ACCJC changed team training to become
more specifically focused on the key aspects of the accreditation standards and the
evaluation processes.

o The Academic Senate recommended ACCIC provide “comprehensive training to its
evaluation teams”. The ACCIC does provide this training, and keeps improving in
response to feedback from the trainees and the colleges undergoing review. Team
members now take an online course, Accreditation Basics, and attend an all-day team
training. In 2016, ACCJC will initiate “new evaluator training” and thereafter elevate the
content of its evaluator-training workshop.

e ACCIJC has provided a great deal of training in partnership with, and specifically for, the
California Community College constituency groups through its partnerships with their
organizations. ACCJC worked with the Academic Senate on its Accreditation Institute,
and the RP Group on the Student Success Conference. ACCJC partnered with the
Community College League of California to help create the Effective Trusteeship
program, and has presented at CCCT meetings each year as well as helped other, non-
ACCIJC staff to become competent trainers for governing board members. (See
Attachment 1, “ACCJC Service to the Region, 2010-2015")

In sum, since the 2009 Chancellor’s Task Force Report, ACCJC sponsored or held many
conference presentations and workshops; engaged in training partnerships with other California
entities such as the Community College League of California, provided its own training events,
published news articles, and has held group and individual college training sessions to provide
information about accreditation practice, the standards, and about specific standards.

Nonetheless, the 2015 Task Force Report cites older recommendations as if they have not been
addressed. That Report has not examined specifically the changes and improvements ACCJC has
made. More training is always a good idea, and ACCIC has responded to the call for more, and
better training and will continue to do so.



The concerns expressed in the Crosswalk of Accreditation Recommendations 2009-2014
are provided without important context. In 2007, (and again in 2013), the USDE in its review
of ACCIJC’s petition for recognition found the ACCIJC out of compliance with the federal
regulation that requires an accreditor to withdraw accreditation if an institution does not come
into compliance within two years of notice. It advised ACCJC that it had to inform its
institutions clearly of the regulation for compliance, and had to act to have its institutions comply
within two years, and provide only limited opportunities for extension of the time. The USDE’s
analysis was based on institutional cases pulled from ACCJC’s files in which a few institutions
were found noncompliant, then became compliant, then were found later to be noncompliant
again. USDE’s specific findings were that if institutions were found noncompliant after they had
come into compliance (i.e., for a second time), then ACCJC was not upholding the two-rule rule.
ACCIC notified all college CEOs and ALOs of the finding in a memo to the field. The sanctions
since 2007 reflect the Commissioners’ decision to apply the ACCJIC policy language consistently
when institutions are found out of compliance. The “compliance orientation” of ACCJC comes
directly from the USDE actions, a point acknowledged in the introduction to the current Task
Force Report but never included as context for the discussion of number of sanction.

The information compiled by the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office
(CCCCO) and presented in appendix B, “ACCJC actions on California Community
Colleges, Feb. 2005 to 2015” distorts information about accreditation sanctions and
appears to inflate the sanction issue. It counts “total reporting cycles on sanction” in a way that
misrepresents the facts about the Commission’s actions. For example, the right side column
listing number of “reporting cycles on sanction” is misleading. If one takes Barstow College, the
first entry with a sanction, the column lists “4” as the “total reporting cycles on sanctions.”
Barstow was placed on warning in June 2012, and had a one year report due in June 2013, at
which time the Commission found it had addressed many of its deficiencies but had a few to go.
Warning was continued for another year, and in June 2014, the accreditation was reaffirmed.
After it was placed on warning status, the college had two interactions with the Commission —
one to acknowledge progress but retain the sanction, the other to acknowledge completion of
necessary work and to remove the sanction and reaffirm accreditation. There is no “accreditation
reporting cycle” but rather, each institution is given a length of time based on the importance of
its needed improvements to quality, the complexity of the items it needs to “fix”, and its own
statements about what work it has begun. The give and take between an institution and the
Commission decision-making process cannot be reduced to, or fully understood by, the numbers
in the “accreditation cycle” column. Furthermore, as the chart shows, most colleges that received
a sanction improved their performance, came off sanction and remained strong.

The recommendations across constituent groups sometimes involved different meanings
and desired emphases, and are in some cases contradictory to one another. For example,

e The 2009 State Chancellor’s task force suggested the ACCJC should “develop more non-
public ways to communicate to campuses their need for improvement.” By contrast, the
Academic Senate of California Community Colleges (ASCCC) focused on
recommending “transparency in the proceedings and decision-making [including
allowing the public to discuss a proposed sanction before a decision is rendered].”
Nonpublic communications are not “transparent.”

¢ Another example relates to the inclusion of faculty on evaluation teams. Resulting from
discussions with ASCCC designees some years ago, the ACCJC instituted a practice of
constituting comprehensive evaluation teams with three faculty members. “Faculty” as
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defined by the individual’s home institution, includes instructional faculty qualified to
teach in Career and Technical Education as well as other disciplines, librarians,
counselors, and articulation officers. The California State Auditor’s Report presented a
perception — perhaps from dated information — that evaluation team reports lacked the
perspective of faculty. Still other constituencies argue that “faculty” on evaluation teams
should only include full-time teaching faculty at an institution. ACCJC is the only
regional commission that constitutes its comprehensive evaluation teams with at least
three faculty; others do not have that minimal requirement.

o The 2009 State Chancellor’s Task Force recommended, “review visiting team selection
process and consider means to involve a wider cross section of the individuals in our
system who desire to participate.” However, the argument for broader inclusion of new
evaluators is at odds with the recommendations of the ASCCC and the RP Group for
more training, more specific training of various kinds for evaluation teams, and the
arguments for improving the consistency of evaluation teams. Both values are important,
but adding to the number of “new” evaluators adds to the needs for even more team
training, while using experienced team members means teams will perform more
consistently. In its operations, ACCJC considers both and tries to balance them; the
Report ignores the need for balance, and provides recommendations in isolation of other
important factors in the composition and training of teams.

o The ACCJC has enjoyed a long-standing relationship with ASCCC as a
representative of California Community College faculty in the Western Region, and that
has engaged in give-and-take on issues in forums such as the ASCCC fall conference,
the Accreditation Institute, and in discussions with ASCCC designees concerning the
expansion of faculty participation on teams, and so on. These discussions with ASCCC
have very much influenced ACCIC practices, as did the oral and written input received
from faculty across the region during the 2012-2014 Review of Accreditation Standards
and Practices. Because the California statewide academic senate does not distribute its
resolutions and recommendations beyond its membership, ASCCC recommendations
may not be as effective for energizing change when the intended entity is other than the
ASCCC membership.

e The 2011 RP Group report, Focusing Accreditation on Quality Inprovement, was
received, reviewed, and responded to in 2011. The ACCIC discussed the draft study in
person with RP Group representatives. It discussed concerns with the sample size and the
methodology of surveying institutions that had recently been sanctioned, and questioned
whether these were “representative” of the region’s experience with accreditation, and
related matters. It discussed the likely bias this methodology would have on the report
results. Prior to that time and continuing since then, collaborative efforts between ACCIC
and the RP Group for improving accreditation processes, supporting improved college
practices and strengthening understanding of accreditation have continued. The ACCIC
has regularly participated in the RP Group’s Strengthening Student Success Conference.
RP Group members have served on ACCIC task forces and on evaluation teams, provide
input and participate in accreditation activities that are core to ACCJC practices.

Not all of the means by which ACCJC engages with constituencies and provides input to
member institutions are widely publicized. Several constituency-based organizations promote
best practices within their organizational objectives. ACCJC supports the principle that
identification and implementation of effective practices are the result of the professional
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commitment to institutional improvement, and are not associated only with accreditation
requirements. While ACCIC’s participation in other organizations’ professional development
and other efforts is not always widely known, ACCJC’s service to the field has consistently
included such supports. For example:

o ACCIC was pleased to provide financial sponsorship for the ASCCC Accreditation
Institute and the RP Group Strengthening Student Success Conference for a number of
years.

o The Student Success Conference was preceded by the California Assessment Institute,
which was for years sponsored by the ACCIC, researchers, CIOs and CSSOs.

e ACCIC staff and other designees have participated as advisory committee members,
conference presenters, statement developers, editors, and in other capacities at the
invitation of numerous organizations in higher education, including the Community
College League of California, California Community College Trustees, and Pacific
Postsecondary Education Council, Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education
Cooperative for Educational Technology, Association of California Community College
Administrators, National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment, American Council
on Education, and others.

o The ACCIJC played a significant role in training trustees in the region and in the
implementation of the CCCT’s Effective Trusteeship training program. It played a
significant role in helping the Pacific institutions secure a Department of Interior grant
that provides funding for professional and institutional development.

e In addition, the ACCJC responds to invitations from member institutions for consultation,
training, and briefings on issues pertinent to the institution, which include various
constituents across a campus and with varying degrees of confidentiality. Between 2010
and 2012, 30 individual meetings with colleges requesting assistance took place. The
ACCIC does not make public information about this aspect of its work, but it can be
found on our staff’s calendars. (Discussion 3)

The task force report cites the development of AATs, California associate of arts degrees
for transfer, and the pilot program for baccalaureate degrees in the California community
colleges, as reasons why the community college system would benefit from a more
formalized collaboration with other institutions of higher education, including service on
evaluation teams. The ACCJC agrees and has promoted this concept for years. For example, the
Accreditation Standards have promoted a greater focus on articulation agreements and transfer
policies, as well as curtency in curriculum, for more than a decade. The ACCJC has collaborated
with the California State Chancellor’s Office in development and implementation of AAT
degrees, and in development and implementation of the baccalaureate degree pilot program. The
ACCIC has served as a critical part of the communication loop for these initiatives with the
USDE, and has participated in policy and implementation discussions of these efforts with
representatives of four-year institutions and systems.

o Prior to receiving its current scope of USDE recognition, which includes independent
accreditation of a baccalaureate degree, the ACCIC participated for about 10 years in the
joint accreditation of member institutions’ baccalaureate degrees with WASC Senior.
That process included the effective accreditation practice of placing individuals with
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baccalaureate expertise and experience on evaluation teams, along with team members
with expertise in all other aspects of the community college mission. This practice has
carried forward in the ACCJC’s evaluation of the (now 15 pending) California
community colleges seeking approval for new technical baccalaureate degree programs,
as well as for Pacific Colleges implementing baccalaureate degrees important to their
service area.

Given the increased scrutiny of the U.S. peer evaluation system of accreditation, and
criticism of its ability to ensure the academic quality of member institutions, it is
important to stress the value of having commissioners and team members from peer
institutions involved in accreditation reviews. Peers’ understandings of the mission,
challenges, and indicators of institutional effectiveness, and their interpretations and
applications of standards to a community college when conducting evaluation reviews, all
provide the needed support and credibility to our system. This in no way diminishes the
importance for state systems and institutions to find additional formalized means of
collaboration, just as regional accreditors and national accreditors collaborate on
overlapping areas of practice and interest.
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ACCJC Response to the Task Force Recommendation

The report recommends that the Chancellor’s Office investigate all avenues for
establishing a new model of accreditation, including a combined ACCJC and WASC
Senior, having a different regional accreditor serve the community colleges, and exploring
other types of accrediting agencies.

With all due respect to the work of the Task Force, it does not appear that the themes and
findings from their work support the ultimate recommendation. The benefits of the current
division between the community college accreditor and the university accreditor in the Western
Region has been recognized and discussed for possible adoption by other accreditors. In fact, the
practical implementation of accreditation practices in some of the regions includes such a

division for all intents and purposes (from staff to evaluation teams and to decision-making
body).

Moreover, as the recently completed Review of Accreditation Standards and Practices has
shown, the ACCJC has embarked on an ambitious program of new accreditation practices,
including continued alignment with other regional accreditors. The significant changes represent
the ideas and recommendations from across the region and from multiple constituencies. The
purposes of accreditation for colleges that remain at their core associate degree granting
institutions are best served and the benefits are fully achieved in a system that involves
knowledgeable peers from within the two-year segment of higher education.
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ACCJC Response to the
Nine Ideal Attributes of an Accrediting Organization
in the Task Force Report

The Chancellor’s Office Task Force Report includes nine overarching themes that capture
the areas in which the Task Force concluded greater ACCJC responsiveness was needed.
They are addressed, briefly, below, along with facts to set the record straight about what
ACCJC practice currently is. The ACCJC welcomes further dialog with the Task Force
and with member institutions to fully understand the concerns and ways in which those
concerns can be better addressed by ACCJC.

A. Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor emphasizes improvement rather than

compliance.”

“The accreditor remains focused on its core mission of ensuring institutional quality and
improvement.”

ACCJC Response:

Accreditation is about both assuring quality — that is, compliance — and about improving
institutional practices. The concept that compliance is something separate from
improvement is contrary to accreditation practice.

“Compliance” with standards connotes a level of practice that aligns institutional
practices and outcomes with expectations in higher education about academic quality and
institutional effectiveness. Institutions engage in ongoing self-evaluation for the purpose
of assuring quality and effectiveness, making regular adjustments and corrections in order
to meet the expectations of standards. In this way, each institution also is able to align
with the ongoing evolution of higher education practices.

Accreditation is also about quality improvement. Institutional improvement — represented
by the continuous advancement of practice — occurs when institutions set goals for further
advancement, to address future challenges, to apply new knowledge or theory to
improving student outcomes and educational quality. These practices that are effective
advance the whole endeavor of higher education.

As accreditation standards and policies evolve over time, they incorporate the better or
more effective practices that the leading institutions demonstrate. Accreditation thereby
draws all accredited institutions along in higher education’s collective progress toward
improving quality. For example, “Program review” was a new concept in the early
1990’s. It is now a well-established practice, has proven to be useful to serving student
and public interests, and has also been incorporated into national expectations for quality
institutions. Assessment of student learning has followed a similar path to become
mainstream practice.

The peer evaluation system of accreditation depends to a great extent upon an
institution’s own practices of self-evaluation and continuous quality improvement.
Evaluation teams provide external validation of the institution’s own efforts to maintain
alignment with standards, and provide prompts and advice for further work when needed.
The continued accreditation, and the reaffirmation of accreditation by the Commission,
provides the public with the quality assurance they seek.
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Much of the tenor and tone of accreditation is set by individual institutions, and their
leadership at all levels, in the way they approach continuous self-evaluation and
improvement, and the ways they use accreditation standards as guides to good and better
practice. A critical principle found throughout the standards is that of continuous self-
evaluation by accredited institutions. An accredited higher education institution is
expected to demonstrate institutional commitment to quality through self-evaluation and
through improving practices at any time they are found to fall short of the quality
expectations. Accreditation standards are one of the measurement tools institutions can
use to monitor their own practices. In addition, through institutions’ own continuous
quality improvement efforts, effective practices will be innovated, developed and further
advanced. The model is one of progress and positive development, or improvement, in
the context of the standards as voluntarily directed by institutions with periodic external
verification.

Our system of accreditation, which depends upon voluntary self-regulation with a peer
evaluation component, is under stress with rising expectations of what accreditors might
be able to do or should be doing to address public concerns with higher education
outcomes, and institutions feeling the pressure of increasing federal regulation through
accreditation.

ACCJC’s Quality Focus

With that said, the ACCJC recognized, during the 2012-2014 Review of Commission
Standards and Practices, that there was the need to provide additional external early
warnings for colleges whose practices in a few areas were falling out of alignment with
standards. It also realized it could do more through accreditation to advance innovation
and effective practices in all member institutions. The input from constituents across the
region provided impetus for significant changes in policies and processes in these areas.
These have been discussed in several ACCJC News articles, notices to the field, and in
trainings. See the Spring/Summer 2015 edition of ACCJC News at
http://www.accjc.org/newsletter

. Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor demonstrates collegiality and consistency
in all of its actions with member institutions and constituent groups.”

“All institutions receive consistent and equitable treatment.”

ACCJC Response:
The ACCIC has a number of long-standing practices that are used to ensure that
institutions receive consistent and equitable treatment:

o The processes for revision of Accreditation Standards and Commission policies
ensure notice to the field and opportunities for input and suggestions prior to
changes being enacted.

o Interim changes in practice or interpretation of standards or policies are
communicated to the field in written notifications that set forth the changes and
the reasons (regulatory shifts, etc.).

o Commissioner training, team chair training, institutional self-evaluation training,
and multiple other presentations help to ensure that accreditation standards are
interpreted consistently across all institutional reviews.
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o Institutional leaders and ALOs relay questions and seek consultation throughout
the review process as needed.

o During external evaluations, institutions may raise errors and issues with
processes, including interpretation of standards.

o Due process steps throughout the process allow for issues to be addressed.

o When anomalies occur within an evaluation team’s review, the Commission
makes necessary changes to ensure the standards are applied consistently and
equitably.

Since the adoption of new standards in 2014, the ACCJC has held an Accreditation
Standards Symposium, has posted cross-walked and annotated versions of the standards,
and has conducted other trainings about the interpretation and application of standards.

In addition, the ACCJC has announced plans to begin an additional level of team training,
both for widening the available pool of evaluators and for increasing the preparation of
team members for a pending visit.

Equity in accreditation does not mean lock-step application of standards. The conditions
at an institution are evaluated by consistently interpreting and applying the standards in
the context of the institution’s mission and conditions. The means by which an institution
addresses the standards (for example, the terminology and methods for conducting
institutional planning) may vary, and thus the evidence of meeting standards will vary.
The peer evaluators apply the same standards, but the college conditions themselves, and
the manner in which the college has chosen to describe and evidence those conditions,
become the variables in the evaluation process.

The ACCJC in most instances shares the same level of information publicly about each
member institution’s accredited status — the Commission action letter and the Evaluation
Team Report. However, the level of information about an institution that is shared will
vary in two situations, as required by federal regulations, as follows:

1. If an institution has received a sanction of Probation, has been placed on Show Cause,
or has had accreditation denied or withdrawn, then additional information about the
college’s review is required to be made available to the public by the accreditor.

2. Ifan institution has made representations concerning its accredited status, conditions
at an institution in an accreditation review, or similar statements that are misleading
or incorrect, the ACCJC must publish information to correct the misinformation.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor avoids any actual or appearance of
conflict of interest at all levels of the accreditation process.”

ACCIJC Response:

The ACCIC has a rigorous conflict of interest policy that applies to team members,
ACCIC staff, Commissioners, trainers, and other representatives of the organization. In a
recent recognition review, the former chief ethics counsel for the USDE advised that the
ACCIC policy clearly met federal requirements and were equivalent to other accreditors’
conflicts policies. A recent lawsuit in California Superior Court examined both the policy
and the ACCJC’s practices relative to the policy. The final ruling determined that there
were no flaws in the ACCJC’s conflict of interest policy, and that there were no conflicts
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or appearances of conflict in the ACCIC’s practices relative to evaluation teams and
evaluation processes.

Institutions are provided with a means to address possible conflicts of interest by
proposed team members. While immediate action is taken, the level of public
transparency is tempered. For example, a common conflict of interest is that a team
member may have applied for a position at the institution being evaluated. While it is
necessary to remove the individual from the team, there is no additional benefit to the
public from knowing why the individual has been removed.

Commissioners are required to recuse themselves from matters in which they have a
conflict or appearance of conflict. Records of commissioner involvement in team
evaluations are kept to help ensure recusals based upon participation in teams. If a
commissioner does not self-identify a conflict, then the conflict may be raised by another
commissioner for consideration and recusal action by the Commission. There is also an
additional conflict of interest policy for Appeals Hearing Panel members.

. Task Force Ideal Attribute: “Accreditation reports that indicate deficiencies include
clear expectations for correction and allow reasonable opportunities for improvement.”

“The accreditor clearly identifies deficiencies and their level of significance.”

ACCJC Response:

In the Commission action letter following an institutional review, the institution is asked
to refer to the evaluation team report for both identification of what the institution is
doing effectively and for details about the deficiencies in policy, procedure, practice, or
outcomes that led to not meeting a standard.

The Accreditation Standards do not weight particular standards over others. It is the
impact of not meeting a standard on the conditions at a particular college that determines
level of significance. The representation of significance is found in the allocation of a
sanction and the level of sanction. The urgency is represented in the length of time given
to fully address the deficiency.

Commission action letters quote the recommendations concerning deficiencies, as well as
citing the standards involved. In a 2013 complaint, issue was raised with the term
“recommendation.” The complaint stated that since the word had a common usage, any
special usage of the term in accreditation practice was not appropriate. In fact,
terminology often carries special usage in certain contexts—and that is widely
understood and accepted. In accreditation in the Western Region, the notification of
standards for which college practices were found deficient, and the articulation of the
peer advice for how to resolve the deficiencies is known as the recommendation.

Within the past several years, recommendations that were intended to strengthen practice
(tecommendations to improve) have become part of the accreditation lexicon as well. The
USDE acknowledged and found acceptable the ACCJC term “recommendation”, that has
been in use for decades. With the separation of “recommendations to meet standards”
from the newer “recommendations to improve practice,” in action letters the USDE also
determined these provided the required notifications to member institutions.
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Colleges report to the Commission that the evaluation teams generally are correct in their
conclusions and recommendations. The California State Auditor’s report survey results
concurred with this finding. When colleges are unsure exactly what the evaluation team
report means, they are encouraged to call the ACCIC staff for a consultation, and many
avail themselves of this opportunity.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “Sanctions are never an immediate or first response to
deficiencies.”

ACCJC Response:

In a recent letter to the ACCIC, the USDE reiterated its position that in certain situations,
no amount of time for remediation is appropriate. The risk to students and the public may
be such that immediate action by an accreditor is needed. In those cases, the action might
be termination, or it might be a foreshortened period of Show Cause, where the institution
must immediately address the concerns and show why it should continue to remain
accredited.

Sanctions themselves, including Warning and Probation, are never an immediate or first
response to deficiencies. Instead, an institutional review looks at the college conditions to
determine the impact of the deficiencies, level of severity, and urgency in resolving the
issues. The Commission examines whether the institution’s accredited status should be
reaffirmed. Where there are deficiencies, the decision to issue a sanction is based upon a
review of the college’s situation and the appropriateness of applying a commission
action, as each action is defined in policy. Reaffirmation of accreditation means an
institution meets standards; there are specific operational definitions of each sanction as
well.

A sanction is an indication given to an institution that its practices have slipped in one or
more significant aspects relative to required standards of practice, and that the
institution’s self-evaluation processes have not resulted in correction of that slippage.
Accreditation is continued during a period of sanction, and the expectation is that the
institution will be able to address the noted deficiencies within the time period given. The
sanction serves as external feedback to an accredited institution about the need for
changes; sanctions are vital to motivating prompt institutional action in the identified
areas of focus.

Show Cause is mandated when the areas of deficiency impact the ability for ACCIJC to
ensure the public that the institution meets the standards of quality. It provides a
statement of urgency for the institution to reinstate appropriate policies, procedures,
practices or outcomes within a limited amount of time. While the institution is given the
short time frame, within limits set forth in federal regulations, there is not always an
expectation that the institution has the capacity or will to address the noted deficiencies.
The federal regulation that limits an accreditor’s ability to extend a long period of time to
an institution that is performing below standard has impacted institutions that do not or
cannot “right the ship” quickly. The impact of this regulation is a topic worthy of public
policy debate, but all accreditors and institutions currently have to abide by it.

During the Review of Standards and Practices, the ACCIC received requests from the
field about ways in which to acknowledge high performing institutions, and ways to
acknowledge the capacity of some member institutions to make needed corrections

16




expeditiously. As a result, the Commission’s Policy on Commission Actions on
Institutions was revised, including:

o Reaffirmation - Reaffirmation for the maximum accreditation term is now given
to institutions that demonstrated no deficiencies in meeting standards.

o Reaffirmation with Follow-Up - Institutions with deficiencies that can be resolved
in a short time and which do not put the institution at immediate risk can be given
reaffirmation for a period generally up to 12 months but as long as 18 months, to
resolve the issues. Upon demonstrating resolution, the institution will have
reaffirmation for the remainder of the full cycle.

o Warning instead of Probation - Institutions that self-identify significant
deficiencies and which take steps to address them can be given Warning, instead
of Probation, during the period allocated for meeting the standards.

As discussed previously, through monitoring, the ACCJC provides informal notification
to institutions about certain financial issues and issues dealing with student learning and
achievement that are identified as the ACCJC reviews the institutions’ Annual Report and
Annual Fiscal Report. This feedback is intended to help an institution prevent conditions
that may not adhere to Standards.

The role of the institution itself in early identification and resolution of issues related to
accreditation standards cannot be overstated. The notifications for institutional use
provided through the ACCJC’s monitoring, and the public notices provided through
external evaluations and Commission action letters, provide additional opportunities to
relay information back to institutions when issues remain.

. Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accrediting process and accreditor actions and
decisions are transparent.”

“The accreditor seeks meaningful participation and input from member institutions and
constituent groups before making decisions with regard to its policies and processes,
including decisions on issues such as the development of new standards.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCJC welcomes input on standards, policies and practices on an ongoing basis.
Because there is often the need for a change in institutional practice resulting from
changes in standards and policies, there are processes for notification of proposed
changes, periods for input, and further review before changes are adopted. For example,
institutions were given 10 years to adopt practices to meet the (then new) 2002 standards
requiring that student learning outcomes be identified and assessed, and that the
assessments be used to improve practices.

In order to avoid constant shifts and changes, unless a particular change is needed sooner,
revisions to standards are examined holistically within an announced period for Review
of Standards — six years after standards are reviewed and adopted. When needed sooner,
federal regulations require that changes to standards will happen within a year of when
the need was determined (and following review and comment periods).

The ACCJC announced its most recent Review of Accreditation Standards and Practices
in November 2011, and continued to solicit and receive input through June 2014.
Requests for participation were sent out on multiple occasions and through various means
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of communication. Oral input was received in six public hearings, and written input was
received from individuals and groups. Members of the business community, students,
faculty, staff, administrators, and governing board members were invited to provide
input, along with other accreditors and governmental agencies. Notice to the public was
posted for receipt of general input. Input was received from more than 500 individuals.
Task forces were formed to ensure constituent input on finance, student learning, distance
education, and other subjects. Higher education experts were asked to provide insight to
the Commission about how higher education needs were changing and expectations were
evolving. Presentations about proposed changes were made at conferences with faculty,
chief instructional ofticers, institutional CEOs, and others.

All input that ACCJC received was considered or used in the development of revised
standards and practices.

With regard to policy revisions, the ACCIC posts all proposed policy revisions as “first
readings” within 30 days of a Commission meeting, and solicits comment from all parties
interested through the ACCJC website, or any other vehicle the parties wish to use. The
ACCIC accepts comment on policies at all times, and continually reviews its policies for
change.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “Processes for appointment of commissioners, appointment
of accreditor staff and leadership, and appointment of visiting team members are open,
clear, and well defined and involve meaningful participation from member institutions.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCJC Commissioners are elected by the CEOs of member institutions rather than
being appointed. The process was discussed above in more detail, including the role of
member institution constituents in nominating and serving as commissioners.

Team member appointment is a staff function based upon identified protocols for pulling
teams together. The priority in team selection is to assure the institution being evaluated
that its team is competent, well trained, and can cover all the accreditation standards well,
and that it is efficiently composed so that an institution is not paying the costs for
participation for a team member that does not contribute significantly to the team’s work
and the report provided to the college.

Not all institutions participate in accreditation by sending evaluation team members and
helping them be able to leave their jobs for the time of the team visit. There is a role
institutional leaders can play in helping faculty find coverage for their classes so that they
can participate on evaluation teams.

In selecting team members, the ACCIC’s first purpose is to assure that the team members
have the expertise, ability and will to perform the role of team evaluator using the
standards and practices outlined by ACCJC in its manuals. The expertise of the team is
critical to the receiving institution’s ability to receive an accurate peer evaluation report
and sound recommendations for improvement. The expertise and efficiency of the team
members affects costs to the institution, and is a factor in team selection.

Candidates for service on evaluation teams come from across the constituencies at
member institutions. They can be nominated by their institutional CEQ, self-nominated,
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or may be encouraged to apply by someone who feels their qualifications are appropriate.
Candidates have to fill out a biographical information form, and have expertise that
prepares them to both be a special expert on a team (e.g., a financial management expert)
and be able to participate well in a holistic evaluation of the institution. Writing, analytic
and communication skills are requirements, as are computer and teamwork skills, and
timely work completion. Personal commitment to the accreditation process and
willingness to apply ACCJC standards to an institution’s own practices are also
requirements. College costs for reimbursing team expenses are kept to a minimum by
choosing team members with broader, rather than highly narrow, professional expertise
appropriate to the level of analysis that teams use.

Twice per year, the ACCJC constitutes approximately 12 comprehensive evaluation
teams (average 12 members) and 10 follow-up or other special teams (2 members, on
average). The approximately 175 members, including team chairs and assistants, are
drawn from the team member database, taking into account availability for the particular
evaluation period and expertise relative to the institution’s type of review and issues
under review. Colleges are asked to complete a survey on the team’s work and may
include comments about the team members’ performance and the team chairs’
performance. Each team chair is asked to evaluate team members and the team members
are asked to evaluate the team chair. Evaluation data and Commissioner feedback on the
quality of team reports are also used to assess strong evaluators and team members.

The ACCIC has attempted to draw primarily from experienced evaluators for the teams,
limiting new members on comprehensive evaluation teams to about two, to ensure the
college’s external evaluation team experience is a strong one.

In response to offers from constituent groups to help with rebuilding the team member
pool, and following suggestions received for better preparing team members to serve,
team trainings will be revised starting in spring 2016. New (or interested) team members
will be asked to attend a first-level team training, to become acquainted with the
processes and protocols of team service. The second-level team training will be attended
by teams together, and will be focused on preparing for the pending college on-site
evaluation.

The significant majority of ACCJC staff, Commissioners and team members come
directly from the member institutions and constituents represented there.,

With regard to the hiring of ACCIJC staft members, the ACCIC is a private, non-profit
organization. Its elected commissioners, who represent constituencies of member
institutions as well as the types and geographic distribution of ACCJC member
institutions, hire the ACCJC CEO and elect the Chair and Vice Chair (Chair elect) of the
Commission. The Presidential oversight, and evaluation is conducted by the elected
Commissioners. At ACCJC, the three most recent Presidents have come out of the
California public community colleges.

ACCIJC staff are hired and supervised by the ACCJC President. The President reviews
the evaluations of ACCJC training events and the evaluations completed by college
CEO:s as to the performance of staff and evaluators, and provides feedback and direction
to the staff of the ACCJC. The professional staff members have community college
faculty and administrative experience.
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Task Force Ideal Attribute: “Decisions regarding the accreditation status of individual
institutions are discussed and decided with the involvement of all appropriate parties and
based on documented evidence.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCJC undertakes each institutional review with great seriousness and with concern
for the impact on the institution itself, its students, and the public. The Commission takes
action on an institution based only on evidence of conditions at the college. This evidence
will primarily come from the institutional report itself and from the evaluation team
report. [t may also include external reports (such as USDE Program Audits and FCMAT
Reports), results of complaint investigations, and related items for which the college has
had the opportunity to respond.

The Accreditation Standards provide that the CEO has the primary leadership role for
accreditation, and that faculty, staff, and administrative leaders of the institution also
have responsibility for assuring compliance with accreditation requirements. The
institutional self-evaluation reports provide a written record of a process that included
individuals from across the institution, and that accurately represents practices at every
level. The report is signed by various leaders at the campus, who join with the CEO and
governing board in attesting to effective participation in its preparation and to the
accuracy of the institution’s presentation.

Each Commissioner is expected to review the documentation concerning each
institution’s case on the agenda prior to arrival at the Commission meeting
(Commissioners who are recused for conflict of interest do not read those cases or sit in
during deliberations). Two or three commissioners are assigned to serve as readers for
each case. They are charged with ensuring all Eligibility Requirements, Accreditation
Standards, specified federal regulations and Commission policies are addressed, and with
facilitating the Commission deliberations for that institution. The readers guide the
formulation of the motion for Commission action, ensuring the accuracy of what is
recorded by staff.

The Commission bases its decision on the evidence before it, including the factual
observations of the team in its report. By federal law, the Commissioners are charged
with making the decisions on accreditation independent of any recommendations from
teams. Accreditors are required to train Commissioners and have processes for ensuring
they apply standards fairly across institutions. Generally, the Commissioners rely heavily
on the institution’s self-evaluation report and on the evaluation team report. However, if
the team report contains conclusions that do not appear to be supported by the factual
observations, or if the factual observations in various parts of the report appear to be in
conflict with one another or with the conclusions, the team chair is alerted. Team chair
concurrence is generally obtained in connection with any change to a team report. In
addition, if a change is made from the team’s conclusions, that change is noted in a
memorandum that is included with the team report, to ensure transparency and clarity.

The Commission decision on the accredited status of an institution is based largely on
documentation of conditions at the college. However, institutional presidents are
provided the opportunity to appear before the Commission and address particular issues
orally. This presentation has been received confidentially by the Commission, though a
few presidents have released their statements publicly after their appearances
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Task Force Ideal Attribute: “Records and evidence used in making decisions on
accreditation status are shared in publicly available documents.”

ACCJC Response:

As discussed above, the Commission bases its actions upon documentation provided by
the college and by the team, with the addition of external audits and reports to which the
college has had an opportunity to reply, if any. The one area in which other information
becomes a part of the Commission’s consideration is when the CEQO presents confidential
oral comments to the Commission in closed session prior to its deliberations.

The bulk of the institutional reports used in making decisions on the accredited status of
an institution are made public by an institution as per ACCJC policy. Certain documents,
however, are proprietaty to the institution and are not required to be public, including for
example personnel and student-specific records used in the evaluation but otherwise
covered by privacy laws, and financial or business information that is considered
confidential. There is also information the USDE may direct the accreditor to keep
confidential (or to keep confidential during the pendency of an investigation).

The ACCIC requirements related to public disclosure pertain to accreditation and its
purposes. However, state and other governmental regulations provide broader guidelines
for making certain additional information about higher education institutions public.
Member institutions must follow the requirements of their authorizing governments, as
well as the requirements of accreditation.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “A standard appeal process regarding issued sanctions
exists.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCJC policies and procedures provide multiple opportunities for institutions to
raise concerns during and about the accreditation process. The institutions can raise
concerns about both processes and results, as applicable. The interaction between
institutional CEO and ACCIC has often been informal—in the form of a telephone call or
email message. (When a particular method of communication is required, it is noted
below in parentheses.) The opportunities for raising issues, whether there is a sanction or
not, include:

Selection of the time of a visit.

Proposed evaluation team membership.

Before, during, and after the visit for any questions or concerns.

During review of the draft team report for error of fact review. Note: This is
important in that any sanctions would be based on deficiencies related to
institutional policies, procedures, practices or outcomes noted in the factual
observations of the team report or in the institution’s own report (and external
repotts and audits to which the institution has had the opportunity to provide
response).

o Following review of the final team report (written remarks to the Commission).
Before the Commission action (oral comments to the Commission).

o After receipt of the action letter.

o o 00

o}
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When an institution is faced with a sanction and has 12 or 18 months in which to address
the issues and resolve deficiencies, it may not be in the interests of the institution to use
lengthy processes to appeal the decision because in responding to the Commission at its
next scheduled review, the institution may be able to show the Commission it is meeting
standards and its accreditation continues during the period in which it works to come into
compliance with standards. The current opportunities to raise issues are designated in a
way to be fair and to keep the process timely and to get the College’s factual input,
through its CEO, before the Commission takes action.

When the Commission action involves withdrawal or denial of accreditation, the
institution also has:

o A request for the Commission to review its decision (in writing).
o An administrative appeal by an Appellate Hearing Panel (requested in writing).
o Restoration process (written request).

Federal regulations require that the process for appeal of a withdrawal of accreditation
not take an inordinate amount of time because to do so will keep an inadequate institution
operating. The process for appeal of withdrawal of accreditation, however, needs to take
sufficient time to ensure the institution is afforded due process.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The regional accreditor demonstrates and maintains
consistency with federal accreditation mandates and regional accreditor peers.”

“The accreditor implements and applies standards in a manner consistent with federal
accreditation mandates and regional accreditor peers.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCJC has been in operation since the early 1960s, and has operated in good
standing since that time. It achieved and has maintained its status as a U.S. recognized
regional accreditor continuously without interruption since the federal recognition
processes was instituted. The ACCJC implements and applies its standards in a manner
consistent with federal accreditation mandates.

The federal law specifically acknowledges that recognized accreditors will have
additional standards beyond what is dictated under federal regulations. The federal
regulations pertain to matters deemed important by the USDE as they relate to overseeing
the use of federal funds for student aid. Beyond those requirements, accreditors are
stewards of the peer evaluation process of accreditation, and will have standards that
relate to quality in higher education apart from, or in some cases to a degree higher than,
required for federal student aid purposes.

In the past full cycle of recognition reviews, all seven regional accreditors were found out
of compliance with federal regulations and were required to complete a one-year
compliance report (numbers of noncompliance areas ranged from four to more than two
dozen). The recognition of each of the regional accreditors was continued, but the
findings of noncompliance were indicative of the changing interpretations and
implementation of federal regulations. The implementation of a new regulatory
interpretation brings with it an immediate effective date. Thus, at any given time,
accreditors may be determined to be out of compliance even given that their practices
were found compliant and affirmed in previous reviews. The noncompliance is noted
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until the accreditor has changed in response to the new interpretation and has
demonstrated implementation of the changes.

The ACCIC is an active member of C-RAC, the Council of Regional Accrediting
Commissions. Working together with other regional accreditors, the ACCJC has joined in
a number of mutually adopted policies, going back to the 1990s. In the past year, the
regional accrediting commissions adopted uniform definitions of sanctions, and this
informed the ACCIC revisions to its Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions.
Following that, the commissions studied the terminology for the various reports and visits
required between comprehensive evaluations. Following that study, the commissions
determined the benefits to changing language was minimal, as the member institutions
had become accustomed and acculturated to the language being used. Most recently, the
regional accrediting commissions adopted a joint statement on credit by examination and
a joint policy regarding the evaluation of competency based education, which were both
informed by discussions with the USDE.

Cross-region studies of regional accreditation standards and policies have pointed to the
great similarity that exists. Regional accreditors continue to work together on shared
policies and practices, and have regular meetings and conference calls to do some of this
work. Every two years, the professional staffs of all regional accreditors conduct joint
professional development and problem solving conferences and plan future projects.
These discussions and alignment projects will remain an integral part of the regional
accreditation picture of the U.S.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor provides quality training to commissioners,
visiting team members, and member institutions that is inclusive of all groups involved in
the accreditation process.”

“The accreditor includes all the various system constituent groups in the development of
training activities and other assistance to institutions.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCIJC has gone out of its way to accept invitations for speaking engagements,
workshops, and panels at conferences of constituent groups across the Western Region.
The presentations include conferences for faculty, chief instructional officers, human
resource officers, finance officers, trustees, CEOs, community college organizations, and
regional organizations, among others. In addition, the ACCJC routinely accepts
invitations from member institutions to conduct workshops at the institution.

ACCIJC core trainings for institutions preparing for self-evaluation are attended by
representatives from across the constituencies that are identified by the colleges. In the
past year, in response to input from the field, the ACCJC has taken steps to begin holding
an annual conference of its own, open to all constituents involved in the accreditation
process. The conference is expected to take place in the 2016-2017 academic year. A
multi-constituency advisory committee has met a few times to help with the preliminary
planning for the annual conference.

23




Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The composition of visiting teams includes equitable
representation of the various constituencies within the system.”

ACCJC Response:

The idea of “representatives within the system” is not clear to ACCJC, but it is important
to note that ACCJC serves many kinds of colleges in several different governmental
jurisdictions. Accreditation is a professional peer evaluation system — it relies on
academic expertise to examine elements of educational quality and support, and it relies
on persons with administrative expertise to examine organizational practices and policies
relative to the standards. Thus, team’s draw from such constituency groups from member
institutions.

In a study of composition of visiting teams across regional accreditors, the ACCJC was
surprised to learn that there is no general expectation that evaluation teams include
faculty members. Some accreditors will include a faculty member on a team, but not
consistently. The reason for this is that team members for a regional accreditor have a
significant time commitment and must use expertise to evaluate an institution across
multiple areas of operation. Ideally, the individual will have had experiences at more than
one institution and in multiple positions. For example, chief instructional officers will
have academic credentials and be familiar with the instructional aspects of institutional
practice across multiple programs, and they will often have experience with policy,
budget, planning, hiring, and so forth. A faculty member will have expertise within the
discipline, and possible experience in instructional aspects of institutional practice such
as curriculum design, delivery of distance education, articulation, assignment of credit for
courses, and other academic matters, but may not have broader experience in their
institution or at others. The accreditor seeks to find individuals with multiple areas of
expertise to lend to the team.

The ACCIC, collaborating with the statewide academic senate, identified as an effective
practice the inclusion of faculty on comprehensive evaluation teams. As a guide, it was
agreed that a team should have three faculty members (“faculty” as defined by the
individual’s campus) on a team. For a 12-person team, this would provide faculty
representation of 25%. While there is no federal requirement that there be faculty on a
team (although federal regulations do require representation of "academics" on teams),
the ACCJC agreed there were multiple reasons why this was an effective practice. As a
downside, there is the possibility that teams will have to be somewhat larger than would
otherwise be the case, but the positives outweigh the downside of team size: the
opportunity for collegial exchange, for leadership development, and for deeper
examination of instructional and educational support practices, to name a few.

In addition to faculty, teams include researchers, CEOs, administrative VPs, chief
instructional officers, finance officers, student services professionals, occasional trustees
and others. Again, team members with broad experience across multiple aspects of
institutional practice are sought. Multi-college district personnel are included.

24




G. Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor is responsive to and collaborates with CCC
constituent groups.”

“The accreditor is responsive to all institutional representatives and system constituent
groups, not merely fo the college presidents of member institutions, and works with the
various system constituent groups to resolve issues and concerns.”

ACCIJC Response:

As previously discussed in several sections above, district and college CEOs are among
the individuals who make up the ACCIC’s Commission, along with faculty and members
of the public. Teams and individuals who attend ACCJC trainings include individuals
across constituencies. Input on policies and standards are sought across constituencies,
including students, and from the public. The ACCJC News and the ACCJC website are
designed to provide information for any interested patties.

The ACCIJC receives inquiries on issues and concerns on a regular basis. These often
come from individuals or from representatives of groups representing constituencies
beyond simply CEOs. The ACCJC works to provide information, refer inquirers to
appropriate parties, and address concerns as these matters come forward.

In its formal relations with the member institution, the ACCJC has to identify the means
by which the institution communicates with the accreditor. That designation is in most
cases, by policy, through the CEO. The ALOs also have specific roles in accreditation
and serve as necessary as adjunct to the role of the CEO.

The CEO (and the ALO, as appointed by the CEO) is charged with ensuring that
information about accreditation and accreditation activities are communicated widely
across constituencies, and also that opportunities for input are shared widely. An effective
institution is informed about accreditation and active in accreditation.

H. Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor respects the roles and responsibilities of
college and system constituent groups.”

“The accreditor remains within its purview and stated purpose and respects boundaries
established by state law and regulation regarding the roles and responsibilities of all
constituent groups.”

ACCJC Response:

As mentioned in other sections above, the ACCJC interacts on a regular basis with
constituents across the college and participates in discussions with constituent groups on
areas of interest, and in conferences and meetings.

The ACCIC’s purview includes all areas of institutional practice and how the practices
exemplify academic quality and institutional effectiveness. While state laws may set forth
legal roles and responsibilities of particular constituents, the accreditation standards
generally set forth expectations for the institution as a whole. Where particular
constituencies are mentioned in standards, those are reflective of quality expectations in
higher education.

The accreditation standards require participation across the institution in many areas of
policy, planning, and practice. The principles of quality require the informed participation
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and appropriate roles for staff, faculty, administration, and students, in the institutional
self-evaluation and improvement processes, and the sharing of certain information across
the campus and with the public. The ACCIC respects the roles of constituencies across its
member institutions.

ACCJC standards operate fully within the boundaries of law. Accreditation standards and
policies will commonly set forth higher requirements than those set out in state laws. This
is because the laws determine baseline requirements for authorization to operate or to
qualify for state funding. Accreditation standards express quality expectations that move
beyond the ability of an institution to operate. Participation in federal student aid
programs is discretionary on the part of higher education institutions, and thus federal
requirements may be higher than those in state law as well. As complex organizations,
institutions must operate within many requirements related to funding, professional
practices (e.g., generally accepted accounting practices), licensing and programmatic
accrediting agencies, and so on. In its contracts, policies, and organizational practices, the
institution maintains practices in accordance with accreditation standards and all of these
other criteria and rules, so as to maintain authorizations, compliance, and quality
expectations.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “Member institutions have a formal process for periodic
evaluation of the accreditor.”

“The accreditor provides a pathway for open, candid feedback about commission
policies, processes and staff.”

ACCJC Response:

The ACCIC has regular, formal processes for receiving open, candid feedback. The
Commission’s comprehensive review of standards occurs every six years and is open.
Commission policies are reviewed on a continual basis and input is sought whenever
there are proposed changes or additions; a first and second readings process and
announcements of draft changes provide opportunity for input.

Team evaluation processes and team leadership are evaluated by the team and by the
institution, team chairs are evaluated by team members, and training programs are
evaluated by participants. The Commission, comprised of individuals elected by member
institutions, conducts a self-evaluation every two years, and evaluates the ACCJC
President annually. The President is responsible for evaluation of the seven full-time and
one part-time staff, and reporting on staff to the Commission’s Executive Committee.
The evaluation of accreditation activities becomes a part of the evaluations of ACCIC
staff. Member institutions provide feedback on ACCIC trainings and other feedback that
informs the assessment of staff performance.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The periodic evaluation of the accreditor extents to all
aspects of the accreditor’s performance, including but not limited to organizational
leadership and decision-making processes.”

ACCJC Response:

The Commission’s practices, including organizational leadership and decision-making
processes, are an overt part of the periodic review process, which happens every six years
in accordance with policy. The most recent Review of Standards and Practices was
conducted from 2012 to 2014.
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In addition, the elected Commissioners evaluate the functioning of the Commission, of
ACCIC staff, of office activities, and overall accreditation performance every two years.
The sources of their information include performance data and feedback from
participants on the various instruments the Commission uses to collect this information.

Task Force Ideal Attribute: “The accreditor responds io findings of the formal
evaluation in a prompt, thorough, and meaningful way.”

ACCJC Response:

Since mid-2013, the ACCIC has been publishing information about its responses to the
input received from the Review of Standards and Practices. Most recently, the ACCIC
published two significant articles in the ACCJC News about new practices being
implemented beginning in spring 2016.

As noted in sections above, multiple changes have happened to improve or correct
practices, including:

o Posting of annotated standards and cross-walked standards; holding an
Accreditation Standards Symposium.

o Creating two tiers of team training.

o Implementing an ACCJC annual conference with the advice of a multi-
constituency advisory committee.

In addition, ACCJC standards and policies have been revised to provide greater
transparency and clarity, and to address input related to sanctions and other critical areas.

The new practices will be subject to evaluation and input, just as the previous practices
were, and will be revised as a part of the ACCJC continuous improvement cycle.
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Attachment E

Academic Senate
for California Community Colleges

VOLCE.

October 9, 2015

Chancellor Brice Harris
California Community Colleges
1102 Q Street

Sacramento, CA 95811

Dear Chancellor Harris,

T am writing to inform you that the Executive Committee of the Academic Senate for
California Community Colleges unanimously supports the report of the Chancellor’s
Office 2015 Task Force on Accreditation and the recommendations contained within
that report.

At its regular meeting on September 11, 2015, the Executive Committee of the
ASCCC engaged in an extensive and thoughtful discussion of the task force report.
Various issues were raised regarding the potential impact of the report, but the tenor
of the discussion was clearly supportive of the report’s conclusions.

At its following meeting on October 2, 2015, the Executive Committee took a formal
vote regarding support for the task force report. The motion passed with one
abstention and with no votes against.

At the 2015 ASCCC Fall Plenary Session on November 7, delegates from local
academic senates around the state will vote on a resolution of support for the task
force report. We will report the result of this vote to you once it is taken. However,
in the interim between bi-annual plenary sessions, the Executive Committee is
authorized to take formal positions for the ASCCC, and thus the Executive
Committee conveys its clear and undivided support for the task force report and its
recommendations at this time.

Sincerely,

M W’ {ican
David Morse
President

One Capitol Mall ¢ Suite 340 ® Sacramento ® California ® 95814
(916) 445-4753 # Fax (916) 323-9867
info@asccc.org ® WWW.ASCCC.0Tg




#1
From: Natividad Rory
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2015 7:46 PM
To: Nishime, Jeanie; Shankweiler, Jean; Fallo, Thomas
Subject: FW: SCC Coach of the Year

It is my pleasure to announce that Jessica Rapoza, Kinesiology instructor/Head Softball Coach,
was named the South Coast Conference Female Coach of the Year. She was selected by the
SCC Athletic Directors at our monthly meeting. As you know Coach Rapoza took over our
softball program just last year and had great success on and off the field. Congrats to Jessica on
this well-deserved award.

Jessica Rapoza — El Camino College — Softball
South Coast Conference Female Coach of the Year
2014-2015

Jessica and the El Camino College softball program had an outstanding 2015 season. Rapoza,
in her first year at ECC, led the Warriors to a (34-12) overall record.

In South Coast Conference play, the Warriors went (17-4) and won the SCC Title, only the
second time in ECC history and first since 1989.

The ECC softball team earned the No. 5 seed in the Southern California Playoffs. With wins
over Fullerton College, Citrus and Cerritos, the Warriors advanced to the Super Regional Finals
where they were defeated by Palomar, the eventual 2015 State Champions.

Student AthleteTransfers

Dani Bonsky North West
Gabby Fordiani Hawai'i Pacific
Sierra Gabriel UC San Diego
Tori Garcia Hawai'i Hilo
Jackie Gonzalez Hawai'i Hilo
Samantha Lauro Hawai'i Hilo
Marissa Padilla Marymount
Kristen Romero Concordia
Reina Trejo Marymount

Scholar Baller Recipients (GPA above 3.0)

Sierra Gabriel

Victoria Garcia

- Sincerely,
Katherine Orozco Y

Kristen Romero RK NMM

Rory K. Natividad
Division Dean
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EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard, Torrance, California 90506-0001
Telephone (310) 532-3670 or 1-866-ELCAMINO
www.elcamino.edu

M-E-M-0O-R-A-N-D-U-M

Date: October 13, 2015
To: President Fallo

From: Ann M. Garten
Director, Community Relations

Re: Umpqua Community College Shooting — Media Update

As you are aware, the individual who perpetrated the mass shooting at Umpqua Community
College in Oregon on Thursday, October 1 was a student at El Camino College from 2010-
2012. There were no reported incidents with the El Camino College Police Department during
his tenure as a student here.

Upon learning that he had attended ECC, the media began contacting us for information about
the suspect while he was a student here. Following advice from the college’s attorney, we
confirmed that he had attended ECC, the dates of attendance and the fact that there were no
incidents with the ECC PD while he was a student here. An email with information similar to
what we provided to the media outlets was sent to all ECC employees and students on Friday
October 2 as well.

Chief Trevis and I fielded media calls regarding the shooter for most of the entire day on Friday
October 2. Media inquiries continued throughout that weekend and into Tuesday of last week.
Below is a listing of the media calls received; those with whom the Chief conducted an on-
camera interview are so noted.

On October 5, 2015 a public records request for Chris Harper-Mercer’s transcript was submitted
to ECC from a reporter with The Oregonian newspaper. The attached letter from the college’s
attorney at Parker & Covert, LLP citing code regulations for denying the request, was sent to
the requestor. Today, the Washington Post submitted a public records request for similar
information, and we have forwarded that to Parker & Covert. We will keep you posted
regarding the response from legal.

Daily Breeze Los Angeles Times
USA Today Mashable.com
Associated Press — on camera interview ECC Union Newspaper
KCBS/KCAL — on camera interview Washington Post
KTLA 5 New York Times

CNN Reuters

KNBC 4 — on camera interview USA Today

Telemundo — on camera interview The Oregonian




k 17862 Last Seventeenth Street
Par er Suite 204 * Last Building
&C Tustin, CA 92780-2164
Overt LLP (714) 573-0900 "Tel
RNEYS AT LAW i =
ATTO (714) 573-0998 La
Michael T. Travis www.parkercovert.com

miravis@parkercovert.com - :
‘ P * A Prolessional Corporation

Rel Our File No.:
EC 99

October 7, 2015

VIA E-MAIL ONLY
JManning@oregonian.com

Jeff Manning
The Oregonian Newspaper
Portland, OR

Re: Email Request for Records dated October 5, 2015

Dear Mr. Manning;:

Parker & Covert LLP represents the El Camino Community College District
(“District”). This correspondence is in response to your e-mailed request for records
regarding Chris Harper-Mercer (“Harper-Mercer”). Your request was processed under
the California Public Records Act (“CPRA™). (The CPRA is found at California
Government Code sections 6250 et seq.)

Under the CPRA, when there is a request for a copy of public records, each
agency “shall, within 10 days of receipt of the request, determine whether the request, in
whole or in part, seeks copies of disclosable public records in the possession of the
agency and promptly notify the person making the request of the determination and the
reasons therefor.” (Government Code section 6253(b).) This correspondence is the
District’s determination. Also, a public entity is not required to disclose “Records, the
disclosure of which is exempted or prohibited pursuant to federal or state law....”
(Government Code section 6254(k).)

California Education Code section 76240 regulates the release of student directory
information. A Community College is not authorized to permit access to student records
to any person without the written consent of the student or unless pursuant to judicial
order, or one of the enumerated exceptions to this rule. (California Education Code
section 76243.) Similarly, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (“FERPA”)
contains no exceptions that would require disclosure of Harper-Mercer’s academic,
financial, or disciplinary records.

17831v1 /EC.99
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PARKER & COVERT LLP

October 7, 2015
Page 2

Under the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (“HIPAA™),
privacy rights expire fifty (50) years after death, therefore, the District is not authorized
to disclose any records that are medical in nature, if they exist.

The District respectfully denies your request for “academic records, financial
records, disciplinary records and anything else” to the extent it exceeds the directory
information previously provided to you.

The District has determined that the requested records are exempt from disclosure
based upon California Education Code section 76243, FERPA, HIPAA, and California
Government Code section 6254(k). Therefore, your request is respectfully denied.

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please do not
hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

Dl T [y 5

Michael T. Travis
MTT/jam

cc: Ann M. Garten

Community Relations Director
El Camino Community College District

17831v1 /EC.99




Oa.

Ob.

Oc.

9d.

IT Plan - October 14, 2015

Action

Vice President, Administrative Services

Status

e

Estimated Date

Fill vacant ITS positions

Establish CTO position

Restructure Distance Ed/Media
Move Web Development to [T

Perform Registration Health Check

Initiate project to convert Colleague
to MS SQL platform

Reassess Tactical Plan

Deploy Footprints

Sunset Cisco Equipment

Deploy Redundant Controller

Expand WANs

WiFI Access design consulting

selection process began (4)
Tech Serv Sup, (3) Sr. Net

Admin
Helpdesk technician (2)

Posted in June

Await hiring of CTO
Await hiring of CTO

Initial Check 7/16 - update 2
services and run final in Sept.

vendor contacted for proposal

Await hiring of CTO

In Progress

In Progress

In Progress

Vantage assessment proposal
received 7/26 - kickoff 9/4

Vendor proposal received (9¢)

Two in final
stages

Openings closed

Selection to
October Board

Initial completed
7/16 - Final
scheduling
w/vendor

Proposal in
process

Pilot due Oct/Nov

Dependent upon
vendor delivery
schedule

Dependent upon
vendor delivery
schedule

Consultant
requests more
information

Proposal received




EL. CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
16007 Crenshaw Boulevard, Torrance, California 90506-0001
Telephone (310) 532-3670 or 1-866-ELCAMINO
www.elcamino.edu

October 14, 2015

To: President Thomas Fallo
From: Jo Ann Higdon, M.P.A.

Subject: Future Bond and Refunding Sales

The District has general obligation bonds authorized, but unissued, in the amount of
$350,000,000 from the 2012 Measure E. The November Board Agenda will include a
proposal to sell between $80 to a $100 million of these bonds around December of 2015.

The proposal will also include a refunding of a portion of our previously issued bonds in
order to take advantage of lower long-term interest rates. This refunding process will
provide substantial cost savings to our taxpayers. By combining both a sale and refunding
the issuance cost of the bonds will be significantly reduced as well.

The attached bond credit rating history was prepared by RBC Capital Markets and
documents the college’s excellent credit rating.

We look forward to working with our team of experts (Roderick Carter, RBC Capital
Markets and Khushroo Gheyara, Caldwell Flores Winters, Inc.) in preparation for the
upcoming sale. Their experiences in California Community Colleges have been
invaluable to both our ratings and our past successful refund and sales of bonds.

‘\/,G(/ ,% /5 A,’n\f

Jo Ann Higdon, M.P.A.
Vice President Administrative Services

Attachment: Bond Credit Ratings History
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Long-term | Long-term
Aaa AAA
Aal AA+ =
Aa2 A High Grade
Aa3 AA-
Al A+
%) A Upper medium grade Invesiment-grade
A3 A-
Baat BBB+
Baa2 BBB Lower medium grade
Baa3 BBB-
Ba1 BB+
Ba2 BB Non-investment grade
Ba3 BB- speculative
B1 B+
gg I;B_ High speculative _
Caal CCC+ Substantial risks ggg:-zg‘;::_‘%?;;r
Caa2 ccc Exlremely speculative junk bonds)
Caa3 CcC- Default imminent with
s CcC little prospect for
c recovery
O D In defauit

Date Rating Action
2003 AA- Issued
2005 AA- Affirmed
2006 AA- Affirmed
2009 AA Upgraded
2012 AA Affirmed
2013 AA Affirmed
Moody's

Date Rating Action
2003 Aa2 Issued
2005 Aa2 Affirmed
2006 Aa2 Affirmed
2012 Aa1 Upgraded
2013 Aa1l Affirmed
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(CAMAN EL CAMINO COLLEGE
N Office of the Vice President-Student & Community Advancement
o %/ Jeanie Nishime— Vice President
O G
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October 14, 2015
TO: President Thomas M. Fallo

SUBJECT: South Bay Adult Education Consortium

The state released the funding allocation for adult education and it appears that
the South Bay Adult Education Consortium will receive a grand total of $9.6 million.
The new governing plan for adult education is found in Assembly Bill 104. This
legislation requires that each participating consortium member identify a representative
to participate in meetings, planning and decision-making activities including approval of
an adult education plan. El Camino College is recommending Jose Anaya as its
representative since he served as the college’s representative to the South Bay Adult
Education Consortium during the planning phase of AB86.

This year’s funding includes two pots of money — maintenance of effort (MOE)
funds and consortium funds. The maintenance of effort funds will go directly to the
districts in support of the adult education plan developed by the consortium. In the
South Bay Adult Education Consortium, the MOE funding will be allocated as follows:

Centinela Valley Union High - $309,085
Inglewood Unified - $701,489

Torrance Unified - $3,597,302

Redondo Beach Unified - $2,829,829

:D-LAJ[\.)»—-

The consortium funds will be $2,215,272 and El Camino College will once again be the
fiscal agent for these funds.

The consortium recently interviewed Dr. Laurie St. Gean, Superintendent of the
Southern California Regional Occupational Center (SoCal ROC) who requested
membership for her school. The consortium agreed to let SoCal ROC in once they
submit all the required paperwork to complete their AB86 reporting obligations. T he
membership, however, does not provide funding for services provided to high school
students, which is where the SoCal ROC is most likely to lose funding after this fiscal
year.

o/

Jeanic M/Nishime
IMN/mjpfe
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EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

16007 Crenshaw Boulevard, Torrance, California 90506-0001
Telephone (310) 532-3670 or 1-866-ELCAMINO
www.elcamino.edu

October 14, 2015

To: President Thomas Fallo
From: Jo Ann Higdon, M.P.A.

Subject: Conservation Practices

Attached is a summary of the numerous energy efficiency projects which have been
completed during the last few years. Of special interest is the fact we have reduced water
consumption from 41 million gallons in 2012 to 27 million gallons in 2014.

We continue in our efforts to reduce our water usage.

Jo Ann Higdon, M.P.A.
Vice President Administrative Services

Attachment




El Camino College
Water Conservation Practices

All new construction projects include energy efficiencies and water conservation.
All new buildings at El Camino College incorporate features within their design and site
preparation that meet CALGreen Building Standards.

The overall cost-savings and energy efficiency of the improvements are projected to save
the college $360,000 each year. As an example, the new HVAC systems reduce energy
and water consumption.

ECC’s new Central Plant opened in 2008 and brought significant energy and water
savings. The Central Plant is designed supply the whole campus with chilled and hot
water, creating an energy-efficient system, in addition to added benefits such as a reduced
carbon footprint.
o three hot water boilers and three chillers
o circulates up to 630 gallons of hot and/or 1,800 gallons of cold water every
minute per boiler and chiller

o water runs through campus in more than 3 miles of piping ranging in size from 24
inches to 6 inches

In 2011, a $12.2 million Infrastructure Project (Phase 3) included hydronic piping,
electrical conduit, and water piping, providing significant water/energy savings.

New Athletic & Fitness Complex (Phase I) opened in 2013 and utilizes many water
conservation strategies:
o Approximately 33,000 square feet of drought tolerant Tifway Il Bermuda grass
was planted in the track and field areas
e Reclaimed water from the nearby Hyperion Treatment Plant is used for all natural
turf and other landscape arcas

o The athletic practice field is covered with artificial turf for durability and water
conservation

ECC uses water savings via landscaping across campus.
o In 2010 ECC started using reclaimed water for landscaping: recycled water
irrigates athletic fields on campus that serve eight collegiate teams, saving 16.3
million gallons per year

e All new landscaping is drought tolerant
e Lawn areas have been reduced
o A new satellite-linked irrigation control system monitors/regulates water use




e Soccer field has artificial turf

e  When finished, the new stadium will have artificial turf and surrounding landscape
will use reclaimed water for plant irrigation

o All plants by Social Sciences Building are managed with a drip irrigation system,
which applies water where it is needed, minimizing run off

ECC has been working to save water even before the drought.
Water use by the numbers:
e 2012: the campus used 41 million gallons
e 2013: the campus reduced water use to 39 million gallons
e 2014: the campus used just 27 million gallons of water

Academic programs/student clubs/college committees also focus on water
conservation
ECC Clubs
e InFall 2014, the ECC Chemistry Club toured the Edward C. Little water recycling
facility in El Segundo.
https://www.flickr.com/photos/doucette2012/sets/72157648884720230/

e In Fall 2014, the Horticultural & Environmental Club sponsored a dmught
workshop showcasing water conservation strategies

e In Spring 2014, ECC Honors Transfer student Alejandro Rivera presented his
research, "Real Life Magic: How One Peruvian University is Creating Potable
Water out of Thin Air" at a conference

e In Spring 2012 ECC Honors Transfer student Angela Park presented her research,
“Saving Thirsty Lives One System at a Time,” which described RainCatcher, a
device that works to ending water deprivation by introducing rain-collecting
systems to third-world countries that lack access to clean drinking water.

ECC Classes
A variety of “Green” Technology classes include water and wastewater management

ECC Wins Environmental Award

e InFall 2012, ECC was one of three colleges to win the Green Colleges Leadership
Award in the “curriculum” category

ECC’s DEEP (Developing Energy Efficiency Professionals) program
e designed to help students graduate and find employment in industries that develop
strategies and technologies to improve energy efficiency, reduce carbon emissions,
promote efficient natural resource use, and improve air and water quality
e student-led program engages students with a holistic approach to environmental
sustainability




ECC/SCE *“Green Jobs Education Initiative”

e In 2010 ECC became one of 10 California community colleges participating in the
newly launched Green Jobs Education Initiative sponsored by Southern California
Edison (SCE).

o Program funds sustainable or "green" education and job training for students,
including studies on water conservation and waste management

ECC’s Sustainability Committee and the “Green Team” — Green Bag Lunch
e InFall 2012 El Camino College’s “Green Team” hosted a “green bag lunch”
discussion on energy efficiency and water conservation

Various “green” job & internship fairs at ECC
e promote careers in these fields, introducing students to new opportunities




El Camino College

Compton Center

Te: President Fallo
From: Keith Curry, Provost
Date: October 14, 2015

Subject: Faculty Participation in Accreditation Efforts

Due to the status of negotiations on September 22, 2015, the Compton Community
College District Federation of Employees, Certificated Unit voted for faculty to
discontinue participation in any Compton Center activities outside of their regular 33.75
hours per week. This included any faculty participation in the Compton Center
Accreditation activities.

On Thursday, October 8, 2015, the District and Federation reached a tentative agreement
regarding compensation. At that time, the Federation recommended faculty members
resume participating in accreditation-related work. During the two week period when
faculty stopped performing work outside of their regular weekly hours, some faculty did
not attend accreditation standard team meetings, the Accreditation Writing Workshop,
and the Compton Center Planning Summit.

The September 22 recommendation by the Compton Community College District
Federation of Employees, Certificated Unit has impacted the Compton Center’s Self-
Evaluation Timeline for Candidacy Application; therefore, we will need to make
adjustments to the previously developed timeline. We will bring a revised timeline
recommendation to you in the coming weeks.

1111 E. Artesia Boulevard, Compton, California 90221
Telephone (310) 900-1600 | www.compton.edu
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DAY

DA PR

Serving the Communities of
Compton, Lynwood, Paramount

and Willowbrook, as well as
portions of Athens, Bellflower,
Carson, Downey, Dominguez,
Lakewood, Long Beach, and
South Gate

1111 East Artesia Boulevard
Compton, CA 90221-5393
Phone: (310) 900-1600

Fax: (310) 605-1458
wxgw.g;gu;;;;!ggn.gdg

LESLIE IRVING
President

SONIA LOPEZ
Vice-President

ANDRES RAMOS
Clerk

DR. DEBORAH LEBLANC
Member

LOWANDA GREEN
Member

MARJORY GONZALEZ
Student Trustee

THOMAS E. HENRY
Special Trustee

KEITH CURRY, Ed.D.
Provost/CEO

#9

October 14, 2015

Board of Trustees;

As you are aware, Compton Community College District
recently completed the process of refunding Measure CC
2009 series B bonds for approximately $15 million
dollars. This bond refunding saved the Compton
Community College District taxpayers over $2.3 million
dollars. Enclosed are copies of our Bond ratings from
Standard and Poor’s and Moody’s. Standard and Poor’s
upgraded our rating to A+ from A based on very strong
financials, management and operational flexibility.
Moody’s has kept the rating the same, A2 with a positive
outlook.

For reference, I have enclosed the Credit Rating History
for Compton Community College District, since 2004,
Our Bond rating improvements are another positive step
forward for Compton Community College District.

Provost/CEO

c. President Fallo, El Camino College
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One Front Street, Suite 1900

MoobDyY’s e S St

+1.415.274.1700 e

INVESTORS SERVICE wew.moodys.com

September 30, 2015

Mr. Felipe Lopez

Chief Business Officer

Compton Community College District
1111E, Artesla Blvd

Compton, CA 80221

Dear Mr. Lopez:

We wish to Inform you that on September 28, 2015, Moody’s Investors Service assigned an A2 rating to
Compton Community College District's 2015 General Obligation Refunding Bonds.

Credit ratings Issued by Moody’s Investors Service, Inc. and Its affillates (“Moody’s") are Moody’s current
opinions of the relative future credit risk of entities, credit commitments, or debt or debt-like securities and are
not statements of current or historical fact. Moody’s credit ratings address credit risk only and do not address
any other risk, Including but not limited to: liquidity risk, market value risk, or price volatility.

This letter uses capitalized terms and rating symbols that are defined or referenced either in Moody’s Definitions
and Symbols Gulde or MIS Code of Professional Conduct as of the date of this letter, both published on
www.moodys.com. The Credit Ratings wlll be publicly disseminated by Moody’s through normal print and
electronic medla as well as In response to verbal requests to Moody’s Rating Desk. Moody's related research
and analyses will also be published on www.moodys.com and may be further distributed as otherwlse agreed in
writing with us.

Moody's CredIt Ratings or any corresponding outlook, If assigned, will be subject to revision, suspenslon or
withdrawal, or may be placed on review, by Moody's at any time, without notice, in the sole discretlon of
Moody’s. For the most current Credit Rating, please visit www.maodys.com.

Moody’s has not consented and will not consent to being named as an expert under applicable securities laws,
such as sectlon 7 of the Securltles Act of 1933. The assignment of a rating does not create a fiduciary
relationship between Moody’s and you or between Moody's and other reclplients of a Credit Rating. Moody’s
Credit Ratings are not and do not provide investment advice or recommendatlons to purchase, sell or hold
particular securities. Moody's issues Credit Ratings with the expectation and understanding that each Investor
will make its own evaluation of each security that Is under consideration for purchase, sale or holding.

Moody’s adopts all necessary measures so that the information it uses in assigning a Credit Rating Is of sufficlent
quality and from sources Moody’s considers to be rellable including, when appropriate, independent third-party
sources. However, Moody's is not an auditor and cannot In every Instance independently valldate or verify
information received In the rating process. Moody’s expects and is relying upon you possessing all legal rights
and required consents to disclose the information to Moady's, and that such Informatlon Is not subject to any
restrictions that would prevent use by Moody's for its ratings process. in assigning the Credit Ratings, Moody's
has relied upon the truth, accuracy, and completeness of the information supplled by you or on your behalf to
Moody’s. Moody’s expects that you will, and Is relying upon you to, on an ongoling basls, promptly provide




Moody’s with all information necessary In order for Moody’s to accurately and timely monitor the Credit
Ratings, Including current financlal and statlstical information.

Under no clrcumstances shall Moody’s have any liabllity (whether in contract, tort or otherwise) to any person
or entity for any loss, injury or damage or cost caused by, resuiting from, or relating to, in whole or in part,
directly or indirectly, any action or error (negligent or otherwise) on the part of, or other circumstance or
contingency within or outside the control of, Moody’s or any of its or its affillates’ directors, officers, employees
or agents [n connection with the Credit Ratings. ALL INFORMATION, INCLUDING THE CREDIT RATING, ANY
EEEDBACK OR OTHER COMMUNICATION RELATING THERETO IS PROVIDED "AS IS" WITHOUT
REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY OF ANY KIND. MOODY’S MAKES NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY,
EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, AS TO THE ACCURACY, TIMELINESS, COMPLETENESS, MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS
FOR ANY PARTICULAR PURPOSE OF ANY SUCH INFORMATION.

Any non-public information discussed with or revealed to you must be kept confidential and only disclosed
either (i) to your legal counsel acting In their capacity as such; (il) to your other authorized agents acting in their
capacity as such with a need to know that have entered Into non-disclosure agreements with Moody’s in the
form provided by Moody's and (ill) as required by applicable law or regulation. You agree to cause your
employees, affillates, agents and advisors to keep non-public Information confidential.

If there Is a conflict between the terms of this rating letter and any related Moody’s rating application, the terms
of the executed rating application will govern and supersede this rating letter.

Should you have any questions regarding the above, please do not hesitate to contact me or the analyst
assigned to this transaction, Brittnl Smith at 415-274-1725,

Sincerely,

At

Matthew A. Jones
Senlor Vice President

MAJ:BS/cm
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Summary:

Compton Community College District, California;
General Obligation

Credit Profile g o -

US$15.0 mil GO rfdg bnds (Los Angeles County, California) ser 2015 due 08/01/2034

Long Term Rating A+/Stable New
Compton Comnty Coll Dist GO bnds (Election of 2002)

Long Term Rating A-/Stable Upgraded
Compton Comnty Coll Dist GO bnds (Election Of 2002) ser 2009B

Long Term Rating A+/Stable Upgraded
Compton Comnty Coll Dist GO (BAM)

Unenhanced Rating A+(SPUR)/Stable Upgraded

Many issues are enhanced by bond insurance.

Rationale

Standard & Poor's Ratings Services raised its long-term and underlying rating to 'A+' from 'A’ on Compton Community
College District, Calif's existing general obligation (GO) bonds. At the same time, Standard & Poor's assigned its 'A+'
long-term rating to the district's series 2015 GO refunding bonds. The outlook is stable.

The raised rating reflects our view of the district’s continued maintenance of very strong reserves during the past few
years, which reflects a substantial improvement from its formerly weak financial position in fiscal 2010.

The rating reflects our view of the district's:

o Very strong general fund reserve levels maintained during the past few years;

° Added fiscal support in the form of the $30 million state emergency loan authorization (under special state
legislation), $12.1 million of which remains to be used;

» Operational flexibility inherent to community colleges through an ability to reduce class sections and curriculum if
required (an operational feature not shared by kindergarten through 12th-grade districts); and

* Diverse tax base that is centrally located in the greater Los Angeles metropolitan statistical area economy.

Partly offsetting the above strengths, in our view, are the district's:

¢ Lack of full accreditation status, although the college is currently operating as an educational center of El Camino
Community College District; and
o Below-average wealth and income levels,

Revenue from unlimited ad valorem taxes levied on taxable property within the district secures the bonds. The Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors has the power and obligation to levy these taxes at the district's request for the
bonds' repayment. The county is required to deposit such taxes, when collected, into the bonds' debt service fund.,

WWW.STANDARDANDPOORS.COM/RATINGSDIRECT SEPTEMIBER 29, 2015 2
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Summary: Compton Community College District, California; General Obligation

Compton Community College District (estimated population 277,000) is located in southern Los Angeles County and
serves all of Compton, Lynwood, and Paramount, as well as portions of Carson and Long Beach. Compton's median
household effective buying income (EBI) is adequate at 82% of the national level, and its per capita EBI is low at 46%
of the national level, in our view. Market value per capita is good, in our view, at $65,698 as of fiscal 2016. The leading
10 taxpayers account for 6% of fiscal 2016 assessed value, which we consider very diverse.

The district's full-time equivalent student (FTES) enrollment has stabilized during the past few years, most recently
ending with total enroliment of 6,060 FTES in fiscal 2014. Management indicates that this figure is fully funded by the
state and that the district currently does not maintain any unfunded FTES. Going forward, management indicates that
in fiscal 2015 enrollment has fallen to 5,216 FTES, although the district is still funded at the prior year's level of 6,060
students, according to the state's funding formula. For fiscal 2016, management indicates they have taken steps to
increase enrollment, including but not limited to implementing three new educational programs. Management expects
that these programs will bring its enrollment levels back to up 5,860 FTES in fiscal 2016.

The district's financial performance has improved substantially since fiscal 2007, after a period of reserves we consider
weak and imbalanced operations prior to the state's intervention. Based on the fiscal 2014 audit, the district ended the
fiscal year with a general fund reserve of roughly $8.1 million, or 23.5% of total general fund expenditures, up from
22.5% from the prior year. The strong balance stems from the district's modest surpluses during a period of reduced
revenue and expenditures in the general fund under the district's new management team. Going forward, management
expects to end with operating surpluses in both fiscal 2015 and fiscal 2016 with reserves ending at 24.9% at the end of
fiscal 2015. Management aims to maintain general fund reserves of more than 10% of expenditures, and the district
expects to be able to adhere to this palicy during the next two years.

We consider the district's management practices "good" under our financial management assessment (FMA)
methodology. An FMA of "good” indicates our view that practices exist in most areas although not all may be
formalized or regularly monitored by governance officials. Key policies include using historical trends to project future
FTES with ongoing salary increases included in its revenue and expenditure projections. The district also presents its
budget-to-actuals to the district board at least quarterly, maintains three-year financial forecasts that are updated at
least once a year, maintains a five-year capital improvement plan with funding identified. The district also invests with
the county investment pool and shares its holdings and investments results with the board at least quarterly and
maintains a formal reserve policy of 10% of general fund expenditures. Currently absent is a formal debt management

policy.

The district's net overall debt burden is moderate, in our view, at $2,385 on a per capita basis and 3.6% of market
value. The district's teachers and employees also participate in the state's respective pension systems: the State
Teachers Retirement System and the Public Employees Retirement System. The district made its full contribution to
both plans for fiscal 2014 for a total of roughly 4.6% of total general fund expenditures. The district also contributed
roughly 44.5% of its annual required contribution toward its OPEB. Overall, pension and OPEB contributions totaled
roughly 6.9% of total general fund expenditures.

WWW.STANDARDANDPOORS.COM/RATINGSDIRECT SEPTEBBER 28, 2015 3
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Summary: Compton Community College District, California; General Obligation

Additional state support

On June 30, 2006, the governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 318, authorizing a loan of up to $30 million loan for the
district to help it achieve financial stability. The balance on the loan stands at $17.8 million. This debt is repaid with
interest during 20 years, and management reports that the authorization on this special loan does not have a sunset
date. As of fiscal 2014, the district had already begun repaying the debt, and annual lean repayments total roughly $1.3
million. Going forward, management expects to increase these contributions to $1.5 million in fiscal 2016. The district
reports that it does not foresee drawing additional funds from the unused balance of the state loan authorization.

The district lost its accreditation on Aug. 22, 2006, signing a memorandum of understanding under which the Compton
college campus became an education center of the El Camino Community College District. The El Camino district
provides the Compton district with academic guidance and, ultimately, the degrees for the students.

Pursuant to AB 318, Compton was allowed to partner with a college in good standing to provide accredited courses.
Subsequently, the district entered into an agreement with El Camino Community College District, and its facilities
have since operated as El Camino College Compton Center, with the student body receiving accreditation as El

Camino College students. The Compton facilities serve solely as facility grounds for El Camino College. Academic and
student services are offered through El Camino College, and El Camino College is contracted to serve certain Compton
Center operations as well. The Compton Center is funded by the Compton district's FTES count as part of the state's
regular funding apportionment for community colleges. In addition, we note that the Compton district maintains
separate financial statements and publishes its own audit, separate from the El Camino district.

Management indicates that they are currently in process of restoring its accreditation and they indicate they are
making good progress. Management projects they will be able to restore full accreditation by fiscal 2018.

Outlook

The stable outlook reflects our view of the district’s improved financial position during the past two years, in part
resulting from its administrative practices of cutting spending. The outlook reflects our anticipation that the district will
maintain a strong fund balance in light of potential increases in spending, the result of increases in salaries and
benefits, as well as more hiring.

Upside Scenario

Should the district's local economy improve substantially reflecting higher income levels and lower unemployment rate
levels and if the district maintains its very strong financial position, stabilize its enrollment levels, and maintain good
progress toward restoring its accreditation during the next two years, then the rating could be raised.

Downside Scenario
However, should the district's reserves fall substantially below good levels and if enrollment levels decline substantially
during the next two years, we could lower the rating.
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Summary: Compton Community College District, California; General Obligation

Related Criteria And Research

Related Criteria

e USPF Criteria: GO Debt, Oct. 12, 2006

o USPF Criteria: Key General Obligation Ratio Credit Ranges — Analysis Vs. Reality, April 2, 2008
e USPF Criteria: Financial Management Assessment, June 27, 2006

o USPF Criteria: Debt Statement Analysis, Aug. 22, 2006

o USPF Criteria: Assigning Issue Credit Ratings Of Operating Entities, May 20, 2015

o Criteria: Use of CreditWatch And Qutlooks, Sept. 14, 2009

Complete ratings information is available to subscribers of RatingsDirect at www.globalcreditportal.com. All ratings
affected by this rating action can be found on Standard & Poor’s public Web site at www.standardandpoors.com, Use
the Ratings search box located in the left column,
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n September 18, 2015, the

Office of the Attorney General
issued an opinion concluding the
labor negotiations exception to the
open-meeting requirements of the
Ralph M. Brown Act does not permit
a community college district’s
governing board to meet in closed
session with its labor representative
to discuss negotiation of a project
labor agreement that would cover
the employment terms of non-
employee construction workers.
(Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. No. 14-302
(Sept. 18, 2015).)

In enacting the Brown Act, the
California Legislature declared,
“public agencies in this State exist
to aid in the conduct of the people’s
business. It is the intent of the law
that their actions ... be conducted
openly.” (Gov. Code § 54950)
The Brown Act gives the public a
right to attend any meetings of the
governing board of a local public
agency, unless a statutory exception
applies. (Gov. Code §§ 54953(a),
54962.) Under the labor negotiations
exception, notwithstanding the

public’s general right to attend board
meetings, a governing board may
hold meetings in closed session

Thomas W. Kovacich
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Suparna Jain

“with the local agency’s designated
representatives  regarding  the
salaries, salary schedules, or
compensation paid in the form of
fringe benefits of its represented
and unrepresented employees, and
for represented employees, any
other matter within the statutorily
provided scope of representation.”
(Gov. Code § 54957.6(a) [emphasis
added].)

For purposes of the Brown Act,
school districts and community
college districts are local agencies,
and their governing boards are
“legislative bodies.” (Gov. Code §
54952(a).)

Public or private entities may enter
into project labor agreements
(PLAs) with labor organizations;
any contractors and subcontractors
that perform work covered by the
PLA must accept the PLA's terms
and conditions of employment for
that project. Traditionally used in
the private sector, PLAs have been
used by public agencies, especially
following the U.S. Supreme Court’s
holding that such agreements do
not violate federal law under the
National Labor Relations Act or

The Brown Act’s Labor Negotiations
Exception Does Not Permit Closed
Session Discussion of a Project
Labor Agreement Covering Non-
Employees of the District

2015-1005-

state competitive bidding laws.
(Associated Builders & Contractors,
Inc. v. San Francisco Airports
Com. (1999) 21 Cal.4th 352, 358-
359.) Under California law, a
public entity may enter into a PLA
for a construction project, provided
the agreement includes certain
“taxpayer protection provisions.”
(Public Contract Code § 2500.)

Because the community college
district governing board wanted to
discuss negotiation of its PLA in
closed session with its designated
representative, the Attorney General
considered whether workers hired by
contractors or subcontractors under
the agreement are “employees”
of the district as defined in the
Brown Act's labor negotiations
exception. That exception does not
extend to labor discussions relating

--> “.. the Attorney General
concluded the labor
negotiations exception does

not permit a governing board
to meet in closed session with
its designated representative
to discuss the negotiation of a
PLA’
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to a public agency's independent
contractors, unless they function as
employees or officers of the local
agency. (Gov. Code § 54957.6(b)
[“For the purposes of this section,
the term ‘employee’ shall include an
officer or an independent contractor
who functions as an officer or an
employee”].)

Whether an employer-employee
relationship exists depends on the
degree of control the hirer has over the
“manner and means” of the worker’s
performance, including evidence
of whether the hirer can discharge
the worker without cause. (Ayala
v. Antelope Valley Newspapers,
Inc. (2014) 59 Cal.4th 522, 531.)
The Attorney General explained
that the district and its board do
not hire, manage, pay, discipline, or
fire the construction workers who
are covered by a PLA; rather, the
contractors and subcontractors have
those powers. While the board may
“play a part” in setting wage rates
and benefits of construction workers
under a PLA, this fact alone does
not suffice to make those workers
employees of the district. Likewise,
the contractors who enter into the
PLA are not employees of the district,
since the district exercises no right to
direct the manner or means by which
they do their work.

Recognizing that exceptions fto
the Brown Act's open meetings
requirement are construed narrowly,
the Attorney General concluded
the labor negotiations exception
does not permit a governing board

to meet in closed session with its
designated representative to discuss
the negotiation of a PLA. In the event
of a threat of litigation challenging the
legality of a PLA, a separate closed
session exception is available under
the Brown Act.
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