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Accreditation Steering Committee Agenda
Location: Bldg. 200 Rm. 227 
 Tuesday, Feb 03, 2026
3:00 PM – 5:00 PM

	
Fullerton College’s Accreditation Philosophy and Goals: The reaffirmation of accreditation process provides an opportunity for Fullerton College to evaluate the effectiveness of its programs, practices, and policies. The college is committed to a self-evaluation that draws on campus-wide engagement at all stages. It will employ a process that facilitates accurate and thorough identification and documentation of best practices at Fullerton College that meet or exceed accreditation standards, as well as noting opportunities to improve. The resulting ACCJC Institutional Self-Evaluation Report will accurately document the nature and substance of Fullerton College and will reflect a broad consensus of faculty and staff.


Co-Chairs: Daniel Berumen, Danielle Fouquette
Manager Representatives (4): Dani Wilson, Henry Hua, Jeanette Rodriguez, Carlos Ayon
Faculty Representatives (4): Bridget Kominek, Kim Vandervort, Martha Smith, Josh Ashenmiller
Classified Representatives (2): Carolina Santillan, Bianca Gladen
Student Representative (1): Annika Rotana
Resource Members: Jose Ramon Nunez
Guests: Vinnie Wu (Sr. Research Analyst)

Recorder: Bianca Gladen


Absent: Carolina Santillan, Annika Rotana, Dani Wilson, Henry Hua, Jose Ramon Nunez

HOUSEKEEPING
1. Call to Order at 3:08pm					
2. Approval of Previous Notes 
a. A motion to approve the meeting notes was made by Bridget kominek and Jeanette Rodriguez.
b. Josh and Danielle abstained from voting.
c. The remaining committee members voted to approve the notes.
3. Public Comment	
a. Vinnie Wu, Senior Research Analyst, was introduced and attended as a guest on the committee.								
4. Announcements
a. None.

OLD BUSINESS (Discussion with Possible Action)
1. Integrated Planning Manual Updates
a. If the Accreditation Committee approves the proposed changes to the Integrated Planning Manual, the draft will proceed to a first and second read by campus bodies to gather feedback. The second read will serve as approval of the substantive content, with minor adjustments as needed, resulting in a final draft to be submitted to the President’s Advisory Council (PAC).
b. The committee was asked to review Section II for accuracy. Danielle would like to take all comments at once and make edits. 
i. Bridget remarked that the Program Review section had changes
ii. Faculty Allocation had minor changes to the language.
iii. Equipment Request Process 
1. Currently, the process is ad-hoc and lacks formal structure; the committee recommended removing the language. The draft will clearly indicate the text being removed for transparency.
2. Vote: There was a motion to approve the draft of section II:
a. Jeanette motioned to approve, Bridget seconded.
b. The committee unanimously agreed to remove the “Scheduled Maintenance and Instructional Equipment Request Process”
iv. The committee agreed to remove the first clause of “Assessment of Planning and Decision-Making Processes”
v. Faculty Hiring Prioritization Process
1.  The initiation of the process was unclear, as it currently occurs on an annual basis without a formal trigger. Some committee members noted that the VPI typically initiates the process and communicates to the campus whether positions will be filled.
2. The committee agreed to remove the first sentence of the paragraph, as well as revise the second sentence.
3. The committee discussed the prioritization processes for Classified staff and Managers, including which campus body would be appropriate to develop the process. The committee noted that no formal process currently exists.
4. Action Item: Gather feedback and present it to this committee at a future meeting.
5. The previous manual incorrectly stated that the Classified Senate appoints shared governance representatives, when in fact this responsibility belongs to CSEA. Classified Senate President Annika Shellenbarger provided input on updated language to correct this.
vi. Vote: 1st sentence in the Faculty Allocation paragraph will be removed; second sentence will be revised. 
1. The committee unanimously approved the recommended changes. 



NEW BUSINESS (Discussion with Possible Action) 
1. ACCJC Regional Convening on April 13
a. The convening will be held at Long Beach City College from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Up to seven participants may attend, and members of the Accreditation Committee are encouraged to sign up.
b. Bridget offered to attend for a half day if needed as a backup, Kim Vandervort may also attend, Danielle Fouquette will be attending, along with a classified professional from OIE.
c. Additional attendees can be identified in March.
2. Identifying Evidence Collection Software
a.  ACCJC provides a portal for uploading reports, including all evidence and linked documentation. Currently, we do not have an effective system for uploading reports.
b. One option is to collaborate with the company that developed the Program Review application to create similar software for evidence collection.
c. Ideally, the system would allow users to link evidence as it is added, automatically generating a file ready for upload. A committee member raised a concern regarding access to documents if someone goes on leave. The proposed system would address this issue.
i. A committee member noted that the evidence may need to be linked to specific pages rather than entire documents.
d. A concern a committee member raised is what if someone goes on leave, how would they have access to their documents? This system would solve that. 
3. ACCJC Quality Continuum Rubric for Distance Education
a. The ACCJC Quality Continuum Rubric for Distance Education is a resource designed to help colleges continuously improve the depth and quality of substantive and regular interaction in their online courses and to give peer reviewers a structured framework for offering constructive feedback during accreditation evaluations
b. The committee discussed how to utilize the ACCJC Quality Continuum Rubric for Distance Education to inform the college. The ACCJC Peer Review team will need to verify that our Distance Education practices align with ACCJC policies.
c. Considered the process for sharing the rubric across campus and whether this should initiate an internal review, either formally or informally. 
d. The committee suggested beginning the conversation with the Distance Education Division Representatives and/or Distance Education Advisory Committee to assess the college’s current alignment with ACCJC policies.
e. Noted that the rubric references “substantive interaction” and includes a flowchart for colleges to identify their current standing; recommended consulting the appropriate groups to determine our position on the rubric.
f. The committee agreed to begin this discussion with the Distance Education Division Representatives and the Distance Education Advisory Committee to assess the college’s current alignment with ACCJC policies.
g. Recommended reviewing the Online Teaching Certificate (OTC) program to ensure it aligns with the ACCJC rubric.
h. Recommendation:
i. The committee agreed to first bring this to Darnell Kemp, Director of Distance Education and Distance Education Advisory Committee chair.
ii. The committee will propose the question: “What is the current OTC process? How well does it align with the ACCJC rubric, and what areas raise concerns?”

OTHER TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
1. Other Topics									
2. Adjournment at 4:23pm
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