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Welcome to the ACCJC Webinar!
Quick tips for engaging during the webinar:

Please mute your audio at all times unless you wish to ask a 
question.

Please keep your video on so we can build community and 
others can have a more meaningful interaction with you.

Ask questions by raising hand. 

Chat is enabled for your convenience, but use judiciously.

The PowerPoint with notes will be posted at accjc.org/webinar.

Thank you 
Jared Spring, 

ACCJC 
Technology and 

Operations 
Director
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Today’s webinar is brought to you by…

Randy Beach, 
Committee Chair

Southwestern College

ACCJC Educational Programming Committee

Daisy Gonzales

California Community 
Colleges Chancellor’s Office

Sally Pestana

Kapi‘olani Community 
College

Cynthia Napoli-Abella 
Reiss

West Valley College

Jennifer Vega La Serna

College of the Sequoias
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Do Not Fear, ACCJC is Here!

Accreditation may haunt you and make
you feel queasy, but rest easy, this stuff’s pretty easy.
The Commission is looming, -- your brain fills with doubt; some handy advice, though, will sort it all out!
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Accreditation can be very burdensome from the federal level. ACCJC aims to relieve some of that burden. 

Our member institutions put incredible effort into reports and data, but they often feel the Peer Review Teams don’t see that full effort. The Commission and the Peer Review Teams approach review in a holistic way, looking at institutional processes and the documentation of those efforts. The ISER should be a concise report concerning only the Standards. 

The Commission is here to support colleges in institutional improvement and student success, and has been reestablishing this mission over the past several years. Neither the member institutions nor the Commission should get lost in the minutia. 

It is helpful for colleges to reflect if some of the bureaucratic feel to the process starts at home. As one former Commissioner put it, accreditation is only a waste of time if you choose to approach it that way. 
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There is a myth that teams must reach some sort of recommendation quota. This is completely false. The peer review model emphasizes entering a review with the assumption that the college is meeting ACCJC Standards. After all, the college is an accredited institution. In the review, it is important to respect the college and its process. 

The Peer Review Team members are just that: peers. They know that all systems in a college work together to provide the best quality education for its students. The Commission works hard to make sure team members understand the purpose of this review model and understand the complexity. 

There are misunderstandings about the number of recommendations in regard to action and sanction. There is no rubric. Commission decisions have to do with the severity of each recommendation. There’s no strict number attached to an action, as the Standards themselves are not equally weighted. 

It’s good to remember there are two types of recommendation: compliance and improvement. Improvement recommendations are meant to strengthen the good work that’s already being done. As to compliance recommendations, some deficiencies in compliance are more significant, especially those attached to Standards that assess processes that have been well established. 

One of the best changes to the peer review process is the addition of the ACCJC Staff Liaison who accompanies teams on visits. The liaison answers questions, provides clarification, and serves as a resource to help foster curiosity and objectivity (and avoid rabbit holes). The liaison is familiar with the broader context of accreditation and helps the team do the best work possible. 
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The Standards present an opportunity for a college to tell its story. 

The general language and broad nature of the Standards allow for expression of the unique nature of member institutions. The language allows colleges to put their context and mission into the Standards. There is an adaptability to the Standards. 

Many areas that could possibly be overlooked by a college can be addressed through the review of the Standard. This review is complex because everyone on campus has to be involved in process. The Standards aren’t specific, but they are comprehensive in covering areas to be addressed. 

Something the Standards are able to highlight is the overall mission of the college, not just the mission statement. The Standards help colleges look back holistically on the work they do. Keeping the language in the Standards general allows colleges to be authentic and empowered in their ISERs. 

In terms of the terminology in the Standards, it is important to note that colleges are allowed to decide what is “sufficient” or “adequate” for their institution. Colleges then must determine if they are following how they’ve defined things for themselves. This distinction is key for colleges, as well as for the teams. 
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Peer Review Teams are not exclusive. In fact, ACCJC makes every effort to ensure they are a solid representation of the diverse member institutions. 

Many people have completed the Peer Review Interest Form (https://accjc.org/forms/bio-data-form/) and are waiting to serve on a team. However, it can take some time for a new reviewer to be rotated into service. 

There is a team staffing protocol. On each team, there is a good balance of new reviewers and experienced members, as well as representatives from different areas of expertise. Keep in mind that there are only 10 people on a team at a time, and we limit the number of first-time reviewers on each team. These teams must reflect our entire region, and there are many parameters as to the staffing of individual teams (demographics, geography, etc.). Additionally, ACCJC is committed to the equity efforts put forth in our Policy on Social Justice (https://accjc.org/wp-content/uploads/Policy-on-Social-Justice.pdf) and seeks to increase opportunity and representation for colleagues of color and other historically marginalized groups.  

ACCJC prioritizes those peer reviewers whose home colleges have an upcoming review, allowing for those team members to bring the most up-to-date information back to their campuses. 

ACCJC encourages faculty, administrators, and classified professionals to sign up to be a Peer Reviewer. 

There are, of course, other ways beyond team participation for people to be involved in the accreditation process. Involvement in the process at your home campus, particularly under the new two-phase review model is especially helpful. 
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The goal of the peer review is not to find what’s wrong at a college, but to support what’s right. 

The peer review helps colleges identify areas that need improvement. 

This approach is really emphasized in Team Trainings. The review is informed by the notion of appreciative inquiry. This effort will validate and celebrate the college’s strengths and support the college in furthering that work through recommendations. 

The process is less looking for places that need fixing, but rather looking holistically at how colleges meet their missions. The new Formative/Summative review model is at the heart of this idea: the team is not there to identify problems as sort of “gotcha,” but is there to support improvement. 

Teams are trained to assess areas that may be falling behind (for example SLO processes or human resources performance evaluations) and ask: does the college know they are behind? What are they doing about it? Is there a plan in place?

The ISER and Midterm Report processes allow colleges to identify these areas themselves. The colleges can assess what is working well and apply those values to the areas that need improvement. 

This approach helps change the nature of the visits themselves. Appreciative inquiry cuts down on broad, generalized interviews and allows the Peer Review Team to focus on specifics and really see the areas that work well. 
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The Commission doesn’t see itself as separate from or sitting above Peer Review Teams. Commissioners see themselves as students of the team and rely on team findings to determine actions. The Commission respects the peer review process by respecting the team. 

Teams are the resident experts on the ground. Teams and the staff liaison represent the core expertise when it comes to the college under review; they are immersed in the ISER and visit and understand the reports with a depth Commissioners can’t have. It is important that people recognize the great regard and deference the Commission has to the caliber of work and depth/breadth of understanding of the teams. 

The Commission is charged norming and maintaining consistency. Of the 12-15 teams that go out every semester, there are few opportunities for cross pollination in norming. There must be consistency in actions, and that duty falls to the Commission. Commissioners must make sure the college’s story is told correctly and fairly, ensuring a fair review. 

The Commission is also responsible for ensuring the team recommendations have support that is clear and logical. The Team Report must substantiate recommendations and commendations, alike. In the event a recommendation cannot be substantiated, the Commission will edit or remove the recommendation to guarantee consistency and objectivity. 

Commissioners are charged with consistency across institutions and consistency across Standards and Policies. There is great care in guaranteeing consistency in decision making. Actions are well-considered and never arbitrary. 
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ACCJC – Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges
ISER – Institutional Self-Evaluation Report
ALO – Accreditation Liaison Officer
AR – Annual Report
AFR – Annual Fiscal Report
SLO – Student Learning Outcome(s)
USED or ED – Department of Education
CHEA – Council for Higher Education Accreditation
CE – Correspondence Education

DE – Distance Education 

ERs – Eligibility Requirements

CBO – Chief Business Officer

CEO – Chief Executive Officer

CIO – Chief Instructional Officer

ISS – Institution Set Standards

QFE – Quality Focus Essay

CBE – Competency Based Education
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Contact Us

Stephanie Droker
President

sdroker@accjc.org 

Gohar Momjian
Vice President

gmomjian@accjc.org 

Kevin Bontenbal
Vice President

kbontenbal@accjc.org

Catherine Webb
Vice President

cwebb@accjc.org

Accrediting Commission for 
Community and Junior Colleges

10 Commercial Boulevard, Suite 204
Novato, CA  94949

accjc.org

(415) 506-0234
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Next Webinar:
Tuesday, November 16, 2021, 1:00 – 2:00 pm PST

Exemplary Assessment Practices for Diverse and 
Equitable Learning

Assessment practices are catalysts for more equitable outcomes for our students and drive institutional 
transformation. In this webinar, two ACCJC member colleges will discuss their innovative approaches to 

assessment, which have recently been highlighted in the book; Exemplars of Assessment in Higher Education.

Bakersfield College
Guam Community College

Details at www.accjc.org/webinar

https://accjc.org/webinar/
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Your Opinion Matters! 

Please complete our short survey to tell us what you 
thought about the webinar today. 

www.accjc.org/webinar

Thank you!
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