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Herrera sues to block accreditors from 
shuttering City College of San Francisco 

	
Dual actions allege conflicts of interest, retaliation by ACCJC; unlawful delegation of 

public duties by State Board of Governors to unaccountable private agency 
	
	
SAN	FRANCISCO	(Aug.	22,	2013)—City	Attorney	Dennis	Herrera	today	filed	dual	legal	challenges	
involving	the	termination	of	City	College	of	San	Francisco’s	accreditation,	which,	if	successful,	could	
enjoin	private	accreditors	from	shuttering	California’s	largest	community	college,	and	require	the	
state	governing	board	charged	with	evaluating	college	standards	and	eligibility	for	public	funding	
to	reassume	its	legal	duties.		
	
Herrera’s	lawsuit	against	the	Accrediting	Commission	for	Community	and	Junior	Colleges,	or	ACCJC,	
alleges	that	the	private	agency	unlawfully	allowed	its	advocacy	and	political	bias	to	prejudice	its	
evaluation	of	college	accreditation	standards.		The	ACCJC	has	been	a	leading	advocate	to	
dramatically	reshape	the	mission	of	California’s	community	colleges	through	more	restrictive	
policies	focusing	on	degree	completion	to	the	exclusion	of	additional	vocational,	remedial	and	non‐
credit	offerings.		The	controversial	political	agenda—whose	proponents	include	conservative	
advocacy	organizations,	for‐profit	colleges	and	corporate	student	lenders—represents	a	significant	
departure	from	the	abiding	“open	access”	mission	pursued	by	San	Francisco’s	Community	College	
District	since	it	was	first	established,	and	also	repeatedly	affirmed	by	the	state	legislature.		
Herrera’s	civil	action	alleges	that	the	commission	acted	to	withdraw	accreditation	“in	retaliation	for	
City	College	having	embraced	and	advocated	a	different	vision	for	California’s	community	colleges	
than	the	ACCJC	itself.”		The	complaint	filed	in	San	Francisco	Superior	Court	this	morning	concludes	
that	the	accrediting	commission’s	multiple	conflicts	of	interest,	improper	evaluation	process	and	
politically	motivated	decision‐making	constitute	unfair	and	unlawful	business	practices	under	
California	law.		
	
In	a	separate	legal	action	also	filed	today,	Herrera	targeted	improper	actions	by	the	Board	of	
Governors	of	the	California	Community	Colleges,	the	public	agency	charged	by	statute	with	
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overseeing	the	state’s	112	community	colleges	and	72	community	college	districts.		The	legal	
challenge	and	rulemaking	petition	alleges	that	the	state	board	impermissibly	delegated	its	statutory	
obligations	to	set	standards	and	determine	eligibility	for	public	funding	to	a	wholly	unaccountable	
private	entity	in	the	ACCJC.			
	
“Nothing	about	the	actions	I’ve	filed	today	should	distract	or	delay	City	College	from	doing	
everything	in	its	power	to	solve	the	problems	threatening	its	survival,”	said	Herrera.		“But	neither	
should	these	steps	tempt	accreditors	to	consider—for	even	one	moment—retaliating	against	City	
College	for	legitimate	challenges	to	their	conduct	and	authority	under	the	law.”	
	
“The	evidence	is	clear	that	the	ACCJC	ignored	multiple	conflicts	of	interest,	flouted	laws,	and	
allowed	its	political	advocacy	to	color	public	responsibilities	it	should	frankly	never	have	been	
given,”	Herrera	continued.		“For	this,	the	State	Board	of	Governors	is	also	to	blame	for	unlawfully	
ceding	its	public	duties	to	a	private	entity	wholly	beyond	the	reach	of	public	accountability.		Though	
I	seek	to	enjoin	the	ACCJC	from	improperly	terminating	City	College’s	accreditation,	the	issues	
raised	by	both	actions	go	far	beyond	any	single	college	alone.		This	accreditation	process	has	
exposed	bias,	institutional	flaws	and	illegalities	in	the	oversight	of	the	nation’s	largest	higher	
education	system.		It	potentially	affects	72	community	college	districts,	112	community	colleges,	
and	more	than	2	million	students	in	California.		The	issues	are	serious,	and	they	merit	rigorous	
scrutiny.”			
	
Herrera’s	complaint	against	the	ACCJC	outlines	its	extensive	financial	and	political	relationships	
with	advocacy	organizations	and	private	foundations	representing	for‐profit	colleges	and	powerful	
student	lender	interests,	with	which	the	ACCJC	has	in	recent	years	shared	a	policy	agenda	to	
significantly	narrow	community	colleges’	longstanding	open	access	mission.		The	so‐called	“student	
success”	agenda	prioritizes	courses	“geared	toward	helping	students	walk	across	a	stage	wearing	a	
cap	and	gown	on	graduation	day”—to	the	detriment	of	broader	educational	offerings	that	include	
remedial	courses	to	benefit	underserved	and	disadvantaged	students,	under‐	and	unemployed	
adults,	seniors	and	disabled	students,	new	parents,	immigrants	learning	English	as	a	second	
language,	and	other	non‐traditional	learners.			
	
Over	a	period	of	months	preceding	and	during	City	College	of	San	Francisco’s	evaluation	process	for	
re‐accreditation,	the	college’s	trustees,	faculty	and	students	increasingly	found	themselves	at	odds	
with	the	ACCJC’s	aggressive	advocacy	to	push	California’s	community	colleges	toward	a	junior	
college,	degree‐focused	model.		Contentious	disputes	included	arguments	over	recommendations	
by	the	“Student	Success	Task	Force”	and	the	“Seymour‐Campbell	Student	Success	Act	of	2012,”	or	
S.B.	1426,	which	sought	to	implement	several	task	force	recommendations	statewide.		The	
controversial	state	legislation—strongly	supported	by	ACCJC	and	opposed	just	as	strongly	by	
advocates	from	the	City	College	of	San	Francisco	community—would	have	limited	low‐income	
students’	eligibility	for	fee‐waivers	to	those	who	identified	a	specific	degree	or	certificate,	and	who	
didn’t	exceed	a	“maximum	unit	cap.”		Both	provisions	were	later	eliminated	from	the	legislation,	
largely	at	the	urging	of	open	access	advocates,	including	many	from	the	City	College	community.			
	
Herrera’s	lawsuit	goes	on	to	detail	retaliatory	actions	taken	by	ACCJC,	beginning	with	its	“show	
cause”	sanction	on	July	2,	2012	through	its	unexpected	decision	less	than	a	year	later	to	terminate	
accreditation	for	the	college	of	85,000	students.		Several	bases	for	ACCJC’s	negative	findings	
suspiciously	mirror	policy	conflicts	between	the	ACCJC	and	the	City	College	community,	including	
criticisms	that	the	“college	has	not	demonstrated	the	will	to	reexamine	the	scope	of	the	college’s	
mission”	and	that	“there	is	no	process	to	reduce	the	scope	of	programs	and	services.”			
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The	complaint	additionally	offers	evidence	of	ACCJC’s	demonstrable	double‐standard	in	evaluating	
City	College	as	compared	to	its	treatment	of	six	other	California	colleges	under	identical	“show	
cause”	sanctions	during	the	preceding	five	years.		Though	several	of	the	sanctioned	schools	failed	to	
adequately	correct	their	inadequacies,	none	saw	their	accreditation	terminated.		Yet	despite	
ACCJC’s	own	acknowledgement	that	City	College	made	“significant	progress”	in	addressing	
accreditors’	recommendations,	the	ACCJC	voted	in	closed	session	in	June	to	terminate	City	College	
of	San	Francisco’s	accreditation	effective	July	31,	2014.			
	
City	College	had	never	once	been	sanctioned	previously,	Herrera’s	complaint	contends,	noting	that	
the	ACCJC’s	retaliatory	bias	is	also	evident	from	the	college’s	educational	success	by	multiple	
objective	standards.		City	College	boasts	a	remedial	progress	rate	in	English	as	a	Second	Language,	
or	ESL,	of	52.3	percent—more	than	double	that	for	California	community	colleges	statewide.		Its	
completion	rate	of	55.6	percent	exceeds	the	California	community	college	average	of	49.2	percent;	
and	its	75.2	percent	overall	persistence	rate	(which	gauges	student	matriculation	over	consecutive	
semesters)	far	outpaces	the	system‐wide	average	of	65.8	percent.		Similarly,	City	College	students	
transferring	to	the	California	State	University	system	achieve	a	notably	higher	Cal	State	grade	point	
average	than	the	statewide	average	for	community	college	transfers—3.08	for	City	College	
graduates	as	compared	to	3.03	statewide.			
	
The	cases	are:	People	of	the	State	of	California	ex	rel.	Dennis	Herrera	v.	Accrediting	Commission	for	
Community	and	Junior	Colleges,	et	al.,	San	Francisco	Superior	Court	No.	13‐533693,	filed	Aug.	22,	
2013;	and	In	re	Legal	Challenge	and	Petition	for	Rulemaking,	Before	the	Board	of	Governors	of	
California	Community	Colleges,	filed	Aug.	22,	2013.		
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 Pursuant to California Education Code section 70901.5(a)(7) and section 212 of the Procedures 

and Standing Orders of the Board of Governors, the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

(“CITY”) hereby petitions the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges (“BOG”) to 

amend Title 5, section 51016 of the California Code of Regulations.   

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

1. The California Community Colleges is the largest system of higher education in the 

nation, with 2.4 million students in attendance.  Historically, California’s community colleges have 

been an integral part of California’s pioneering tripartite system of higher education.   

2. Currently, three out of every ten Californians ages 18-24 are enrolled in a community 

college; more than 60 percent of community college students are people of diverse ethnic 

backgrounds; and 41 percent of all California veterans receiving GI educational benefits attend a 

California community college for workforce training, to earn an associate degree or to work toward 

transferring to a four-year university.  

3. The Legislature has prescribed the mission of California community colleges in broad 

terms: “to provide an opportunity for college instruction for all Californians capable of benefiting from 

instruction.”  A.B. 1725, Stats. 1998 ch. 973.  It has further declared that community colleges have 

found their mission in part from “local commitments to meet the needs of different communities—

urban and rural, middle class and poor.”  The Legislature has articulated the “conviction” that 

community colleges “ought to provide high quality lower division instruction,” not only “for purposes 

of transfer to baccalaureate institutions” but also “to meet vocational and basic educational needs.”  

Rejecting the vision of community colleges as “‘junior colleges’ devoted primarily to providing 

middle-class youth with a local option to the lower-division years of college,” the Legislature 

articulated a broader vision that encompasses “the tasks of retraining workers, teaching English to 

those recently among us, providing skills and opportunities for the elderly, providing a second chance 

to those who were failed by our secondary schools, and still providing lower division transfer 

education of quality and integrity for all who want it.” 

4. California’s 112 community colleges are divided into 72 community college districts, 

each of which is governed by a local board of trustees.  Under state law, these colleges and districts are 
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overseen by the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges (“BOG” or “Board”).  The 

BOG exercises general supervision, sets policy consistent with legislative directives, and provides 

guidance to California’s 112 community colleges.  The BOG is also responsible for selecting a State 

Chancellor for the California Community College system who, through a formal process of 

consultation, brings recommendations to the BOG. 

5. Consistent with the Education Code requirement that the BOG maintain “to the 

maximum extent possible” local control of community colleges, the stated mission of the BOG and the 

Chancellor’s Office is to “empower the community colleges through leadership, advocacy and 

support.” 

6. As illustrated by the recent events concerning City College of San Francisco (“City 

College” or “College”), the BOG has failed to fulfill its mission, abdicated its oversight 

responsibilities and violated state law in ways that disempower local communities, community 

colleges and community college boards. 

7. The BOG is obligated to set minimum conditions for community colleges and to 

conduct a review to ensure that those conditions are met.  But rather than promulgating regulations 

setting forth specific criteria and standards, which under state law would be subject to public debate 

and to veto by local community college districts, the BOG delegated the setting of standards (and 

evaluation of compliance with those standards) to a private third-party, the Accrediting Commission 

for Community and Junior Colleges (“ACCJC”).   

8. By giving a private entity sole and absolute discretion to set the standards by which all 

California community colleges will be evaluated, the BOG has prevented the public and the local 

districts from providing input or guidance on the standards that govern our community college system, 

and has enabled that private entity to impose standards that are contrary to the Legislature’s prescribed 

broad mission for community colleges and its directive that local communities tailor the mission of 

their colleges to meet local needs.  And by giving a private entity the sole and absolute discretion to 

make decisions on the accreditation status of all California community colleges, the BOG has 

abdicated its oversight responsibility and placed the fate of California’s community colleges in the 
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hands of an unaccountable, non-local entity.  Moreover, the BOG stripped Californians of the right to 

a democratic and transparent regulatory process in the area of higher education. 

INTEREST OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

9. The CITY has a beneficial interest in performance by the BOG of their duties to 

manage and oversee community colleges properly in accordance with state law.    

10. More specifically, the CITY sends employees and agents to City College for 

professional training and completion of certain certification programs.  For example, the City uses 

City College to provide specialized training services to foster parents, resource families and Family 

and Children’s Services staff to improve the quality of care for children and youth in foster care.  City 

College’s tentative budget summary for the 2013-2014 fiscal year includes nearly $700,000 from 

CITY contracts.  As such, the CITY has a distinct interest in City College’s accreditation and survival. 

11.   The San Francisco community provides a substantial part of the funds for City 

College, and City College predominantly serves local residents.  Thus, the local community that the 

CITY and its elected officials represent has a strong interest in the mission, governance and operations 

of City College, which is funded in part by and serves predominantly local residents.  City College is 

funded in significant part through local property and sales taxes.  As state funding for community 

colleges has been cut dramatically over the past several years, the need for local funding and the share 

of funding that is provided by the local community has increased.   

12. The local community’s strong interest in City College is reflected by the passage, by 

2/3 of the CITY’s voters in the November 2012 election, of a special parcel tax to provide additional 

revenue for the operations of City College.   

13. The CITY is also an “interested party” as defined by California Education Code section 

70901.5 and Procedures and Standing Orders of the Board of Governors section 202(c). 

DISCUSSION 

14. As described above, California Community Colleges are overseen by the BOG.    See 

Ed. Code § 70901 (providing that the BOG “shall provide leadership and direction in the continuing 

development of the California Community Colleges as an integral and effective element in the 

structure of public higher education in the state”).   
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15. The Legislature requires that the BOG “shall at all times be directed to maintaining and 

continuing, to the maximum degree permissible, local authority and control in the administration of 

the California Community Colleges.”  Id.   

16. As a result, California Community Colleges are divided into 72 local Community 

College Districts, with a local governing board of trustees comprised of locally elected members 

(“Board of Trustees”).  The role of the Board of Trustees is to oversee the operations and budgets of 

local colleges within their districts.  City College is part of the San Francisco Community College 

District (“SFCCD”) and is designed to be—and until recently has been—governed by seven elected 

members (“City College Board of Trustees”).  

17. The Legislature has delegated specific rights and responsibilities to the BOG.   

18. As relevant here, the Legislature vested the BOG with an obligation to “[e]stablish 

minimum conditions entitling districts to receive state aid for support of community colleges” via 

regulation.  Ed. Code § 70901(b)(6).  Those regulations would then be subject to public comment and 

veto power by a supermajority of local community college boards.  See Ed. Code § 70901(b)(6); 

Procedures and Standing Orders of the Board of Governors §§ 206, 208 (January 2013).   

19. Yet rather than develop minimum conditions itself, the BOG improperly delegated 

these discretionary powers to a private, third-party entity.  Specifically, the BOG enacted a regulation 

requiring colleges to be accredited by a private accrediting entity, the Accrediting Commission for 

Community and Junior Colleges (“ACCJC”), in order to be eligible for state aid.  5 California Code of 

Regulations § 51016 (“Each community college within a district shall be an accredited institution.  

The Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges shall determine accreditation.”)  

The BOG imposed no limits on this broad delegation of authority and retained no right to evaluate or 

review an ACCJC decision to terminate a college’s accreditation before that decision automatically 

renders the college ineligible for state funding. 

20.  The ACCJC operates under the umbrella of the Western Association of Schools and 

Colleges (“WASC”).  WASC consists of three separately organized commissions within the western 

region: 1) the Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities, which accredits public 

and private senior colleges and universities; 2) the ACCJC, which evaluates and accredits public and 
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private postsecondary institutions that offer two-year education programs and award the associate 

degree; and 3) the Accrediting Commission for Schools, which accredits all schools below the college 

level, including elementary, junior high, middle, high and adult schools.  

21. The ACCJC is made up of two bodies: the Commission, which sets accreditation 

standards and makes decisions on the accreditation status of community and junior colleges, and the 

staff, which manages and supports the accreditation activities of the Commission.   

22. The ACCJC has sole and absolute discretion to set the standards by which member 

institutions, including all California Community Colleges, will be evaluated for accreditation and 

eligibility for state aid.  Although there are some broad guidelines mandated by federal regulation, the 

ACCJC creates its own additional standards.  ACCJC standards are not subject to review, approval, or 

modification by the BOG or any other administrative body.  Because the ACCJC is a private third-

party entity, its functions, procedures and decision-making processes are not subject to California’s 

open meeting laws or public records laws.   

23. By making accreditation by the ACCJC a minimum condition for state aid, the BOG 

has misinterpreted its statutory obligation and improperly delegated an important discretionary duty to 

a private entity.   

24. The BOG is also required to “carry out a periodic review of each community college 

district to determine whether it has met the minimum conditions prescribed by the board of 

governors.”  Ed. Code § 70901(b)(6).    

25. But the ACCJC has sole and absolute discretion to make decisions on the accreditation 

status of all member institutions.  This decision is not subject to review by or appeal to the BOG.     

26. The delegation of this power to the ACCJC without oversight, accountability or checks 

and balances not only violates state law, but also undermines California’s democratic processes.  It 

renders accreditation and sanction decisions secretive, leaving Californians with little ability to 

participate, review, or challenge decisions that should be transparent and public.   

27. Overall, by conditioning state funding on compliance with standards established and 

applied by a private entity, the BOG has impermissibly delegated discretionary legislative and quasi-

judicial powers that the Legislature vested exclusively with the BOG.  The result vests an enormous 
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amount of power in a private third-party entity to mold and control the future of community college 

education in the State of California. 

28. As illustrated by the ACCJC’s recent decision to terminate City College’s accreditation 

in July 2014, this delegation enables a private entity to subvert the Legislature’s prescribed broad 

mission for community colleges, as well as the legislative directive that local communities tailor the 

mission of their colleges to meet local needs, through application and enforcement of accreditation 

standards.  Moreover, the process surrounding accreditation evaluations is opaque and leaves 

California community colleges like City College vulnerable to the whims of a private entity rather than 

answerable to a governmental agency.  

29. City College is a longstanding community institution that has served the postsecondary 

education needs of millions of Californians since 1935.  City College is the largest community college 

in California and one of the largest in the nation.  In the 2012-2013 school year, it served more than 

85,000 students of all ages, races and socio-economic status.  At its ten campuses and a multitude of 

neighborhood sites throughout San Francisco it offers dozens of different associate degrees, hundreds 

of credit and noncredit certificate programs and thousands of classes—including noncredit classes 

offered for free to anyone who could benefit from further education.  For many San Francisco 

residents, City College is the only viable option for higher education.  For relatively little cost,1 

students of all ages and backgrounds can attend the College to earn an associates degree, to acquire 

sufficient credits to transfer to a four-year bachelors degree program or to acquire valuable skills that 

will allow them to find a job or advance their careers. 

30. Prior to 2012, City College had no public record of discipline, sanctioning or findings 

of deficiency by the BOG or the ACCJC.  Yet, in June 2012, all that changed, and within the year, the 

ACCJC had voted to terminate City College’s accreditation.   

31. In spring of 2012, an ACCJC evaluation team comprised mainly of administrators 

conducted a site visit at City College and prepared an Evaluation Report.  The Evaluation Report 

                                                 
1 As with local funding sources, enrollment fees have risen significantly as state funding for community colleges 

has declined.  Even with such increases, however, community colleges like City College remain by far the most affordable 
post-secondary education option available. 
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concluded that City College was only partially compliant with several accreditation standards and 

made fourteen recommendations that, if implemented, would help the College come into compliance.   

32. On or about June 6-8, 2012, the ACCJC voted to put City College on “Show Cause” 

status.  Show Cause status is a rare and harsh sanction meted out by the ACCJC when “the 

Commission finds an institution to be in substantial non-compliance with its Eligibility Requirements, 

Accreditation Standards, and Commission policies, or when the institution has not responded to the 

conditions imposed by the Commission.”  ACCJC Policy on Commission Actions on Institutions 

Section IV(C).  The Show Cause sanction was not the result of a public hearing process but rather of a 

closed, private meeting of the ACCJC Commission.  It is a sanction that is neither reviewable nor 

appealable. 

33. On July 2, 2012, the ACCJC sent a letter informing City College that it was being 

placed on “Show Cause.”  That letter required City College to submit a Special Report by October 15, 

2012, detailing City College’s overall plan to address the ACCJC’s concerns and the findings 

contained in the Evaluation Report.  In addition, the ACCJC asked that City College submit two 

additional reports to the ACCJC by March 15, 2013: a “Show Cause Report” demonstrating that it 

corrected the deficiencies found by the Commission and a “Closure Report” with a plan for orderly 

closure of the College in the event of a loss of accreditation.   

34. As required by the ACCJC, City College timely submitted their Special Report on 

October 15, 2012 and their “Show Cause” and “Closure” Reports on March 15, 2013. 

35. In April 2013, the ACCJC convened a second evaluation team, called the Show Cause 

Visiting Team, to visit City College and evaluate whether it met the ACCJC’s accreditation standards 

and had addressed the recommendations of the 2012 Evaluation Team.   

36. Although the Show Cause Visiting Team’s report (called the Show Cause Evaluation 

Report) found that CCSF had not completely addressed all fourteen recommendations made by the 

2012 Evaluation Team or come into full compliance with all accreditation standards, it also made clear 

that CCSF had made enormous progress and was on track to resolve many of the outstanding issues 

given more time.  See generally Show Cause Evaluation Report: City College of San Francisco (2013).  

The report concluded that CCSF had fully addressed four of the recommendations and had “partially 
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addressed” the other ten.   Overall, the Show Cause Visiting Team reported being “impressed with the 

engagement and responsiveness of the entire college community to take corrective measures to meet 

the ACCJC Accreditation Standards and Eligibility Requirements in response to the Commission 

directives in its July [2], 2012 accreditation decision letter.”  Id. at 9. 

37. Despite this positive feedback, on or about June 5-7, 2013, the ACCJC voted to 

terminate City College’s accreditation.  This decision to terminate City College’s accreditation was not 

the result of a public process but rather the result of a closed meeting of the ACCJC.  The decision to 

terminate City College’s accreditation was not (and cannot be) reviewed, approved or even heard by 

the BOG—and the BOG has reserved no discretion to evaluate or review the decision or its underlying 

findings before the loss of accreditation automatically disqualifies City College from receiving state 

aid.    

38. Moreover, although the ACCJC’s decision can be (and is being) appealed to the 

ACCJC itself, the ACCJC requires that all materials related to the appeal be treated as strictly 

confidential.  See Letter from Robert F. Agrella, Special Trustee, City College, to the College 

Community (Aug. 19, 2013) (“[W]e cannot share the review documents because we have been clearly 

informed by the Commission that all parts of the appeal process, including the review, are to be treated 

as confidential.”).  This means that City College stakeholders and members of the community have no 

voice—or even window—into the last-resort appellate process. 

39. In sum, the BOG has a clear duty to establish minimum conditions for California’s 

community colleges and to review “each community college district to determine whether it has met 

the minimum conditions prescribed by the board of governors.”  Ed. Code § 70901(b)(6).   The BOG 

has made the maintenance of accreditation one of those minimum conditions.  But the accreditation 

procedure is not itself a proper minimum condition.  Rather, accreditation is a process in which 

minimum conditions must be set.  And according to California’s Education Code, these minimum 

conditions are to be set and reviewed by the BOG itself, rather than delegated to a third party agency.   

CONCLUSION 

40. In section 51056 of Title 5, the BOG improperly delegated its obligation to set 

“minimum conditions entitling districts to receive state aid for support of community colleges” and to 
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“carry out a periodic review of each community college district to determine whether it has met” those 

standards, as per Education Code section 70901(b)(6).  The BOG should amend section 51056 to 

ensure that the BOG is fulfilling its statutory mandate to establish, and evaluate community colleges’ 

compliance with, minimum conditions for state funding. 

 

Dated:  August 22, 2013 
 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 
THERESE M. STEWART 
Chief Deputy City Attorney 
OWEN CLEMENTS 
YVONNE R. MERE 
THOMAS S. LAKRITZ 
SARA J. EISENBERG 
Deputy City Attorneys 
 
            /s/ 

By:  
SARA J. EISENBERG 
Attorneys for  
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
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