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Accreditation Steering Committee Notes
Location: Bldg. 2400 Rm. 116
 Tuesday, April 7, 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:  Dani Wilson, Henry Hua, Carolina Santillan, Bridget Kominek, Annika Rotana, Jose Ramon Nunez, Vinnie Wu

HOUSEKEEPING
1. Call to Order						
2. Approval of Previous Notes from 3.3.26
a. The minutes of the March 3, 2026 meeting were reviewed by the committee. First and second motion were made and meeting notes were approved.
3. Public Comment	
a. None								
4. Announcements
a. Josh Ashenmiller and Marty Smith will both attend the Associated Students meeting in two weeks. 

OLD BUSINESS (Discussion with Possible Action)
1. Proposal to Coordinate with DEAC on RSI (Action Item) 
a. The committee continued its discussion regarding concerns related to Regular Substantive Interaction (RSI) in online courses and ongoing coordination with the Distance Education Advisory Committee (DEAC). The committee would like to formally collaborate with DEAC to develop an action plan addressing RSI.
b. The writing team noted that DEAC may be more responsive to a formal recommendation from the Accreditation Steering Committee (ASC) and proposed a joint effort to develop a recommendation. The Committee also expressed the importance of involving Deans in this process.
c. The committee discussed that specific details of the evaluation process remain to be determined, including methodology, course selection, and the number of courses reviewed per division. It was agreed that any selected courses and resulting reports should maintain anonymity, ensuring that instructors, departments, and divisions are not identified. 
d. The committee talked about selecting courses randomly across divisions to establish a baseline of institutional performance relative to the rubric, followed by additional review cycles to assess consistency in meeting “emerging” criteria. 
e. The recommendation, once developed, will be forwarded to Faculty Senate for consideration. The committee noted a tentative timeline in which Faculty Senate approval would be in Fall 2026, with implementation of the evaluation process beginning in Spring 2027. Additional evaluation cycles in subsequent spring terms may be conducted as needed.
f. The committee reviewed the Peer Online Course Review (POCR) process, noting that certification requires approximately 80 hours of training, with an additional estimated 40 hours required per course review.
g. The committee discussed the possibility of utilizing Accreditation funds to support faculty reviewers through professional expert (PE) contracts; this was presented as a preliminary idea.
h. Action Item & Vote: It was moved that Danielle meet with Darnell and collaborate with DEAC to develop a formal recommendation to Faculty Senate, with the goal of presenting the recommendation for approval in Fall 2026 and implementation in Spring 2027. 
i. The motion was approved unanimously by the Committee.

NEW BUSINESS (Discussion with Possible Action) 
1. Potential Recommendation to IECC Regarding Instructional Technology (Action Item)
a. The committee discussed a potential recommendation to the Institutional Effectiveness Coordinating Council (IECC) arising from the review of prior and current standards, as well as associated evidence related to Standards III and IV.
i. [bookmark: _Int_bylIEwXz]It was noted that existing evidence was not clearly articulated or easily accessible. While an effort was made to draft the Institutional Self-Evaluation Report (ISER), insufficient information limited the ability to complete sections effectively. In particular, documentation related to network security lacked clarity and detail.
ii. The committee discussed coordination with Dr. Vega La Serna, Chair of IECC, and the role of the Accreditation Representative in bringing forward this concern as a discussion item, with her support and guidance.
iii. They further noted that the college currently does not have a comprehensive technology plan. It was agreed that this matter should be advanced through the college’s Accreditation Representatives and presented as an agenda item at the district IECC meeting.
iv. Action Item:
1. The next district IECC meeting is scheduled for April 20. Daniel Berumen will request this item to be on the agenda. 
2. Josh Ashenmiller will draft a summary paragraph outlining the identified issue and proposed recommendation and will provide it to Daniel for submission with the agenda request.

2. Data in Decision Making Processes (Discussion)
a. The committee engaged in a discussion regarding the role and effectiveness of data in institutional decision-making processes.
b. It was noted that concerns are not related to the Office of Institutional Effectiveness (OIE), but rather to how programs formulate data requests. In some cases, requests are not structured in a way that yields meaningful or actionable data. An example discussed was program-level comparisons of student outcomes within versus outside a program, which may not provide an accurate measure of program effectiveness.
c. The committee expressed concern that the college lacks a systematic, institution-wide approach to evaluating which programs are most effective or making the greatest impact on student outcomes.
d. It was noted that data collection is currently driven primarily by Program Review and grant requirements, raising ongoing questions about how effectiveness is defined and measured.
e. It was further noted that data literacy presents an additional challenge, impacting the ability of stakeholders to effectively interpret and apply data.
f. The committee agreed that developing more robust data practices would better position the college for future decision-making, including potential program discontinuance, by ensuring that relevant data is available and understood.
g. The item will be continued for further discussion at a future meeting.


3. ACCJC 2026 Conference
a. Tuesday & Wednesday; November 17 & 18; Riverside Convention Center
i. The committee was informed of the upcoming accreditation conference and invited members to attend. 
ii. It was noted that the early registration deadline is June 29, 2026.

OTHER TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION 
1. Other Topics	
a. The committee discussed the potential need to allocate funding to support RSI reviewers through Professional Expert (PE) compensation. 
i. Action Item: Danielle will assess and report on the estimated funding required to support this effort.
b. The committee discussed inconsistencies in the presentation of college goals across the institution’s website, noting that the information had previously appeared in multiple locations with conflicting content. It was acknowledged that this specific issue has since been corrected.	
i. The committee recognized that this matter reflects a broader concern regarding the integrity and accuracy of information published on the college’s website, which falls within the scope of accreditation responsibilities.
ii. It was discussed that the committee may, at a future date, bring forward a formal recommendation to establish a process or plan to ensure the accuracy and consistency of critical institutional information. 
iii. Action Item: Danielle requested that committee members review areas aligned with their assigned standards and identify additional examples of inconsistencies for future discussion.

2. Adjournment:  4:45pm
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