2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 5/21/26

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
NEGOTIATED RULEMAKING
ACCREDITATION, INNOVATION, AND
MODERNIZATION COMMITTEE (AIM)
SESSION 2, DAY 4, AFTERNOON

May 21, 2026

On the 21st day of May 2026, the following

meeting was held in-person, from 1:00 p.m. to 4:00

p.m.




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 5/21/26

PROCEZEDTINGS

MS. MACK: Welcome back from lunch,
everyone. We're going to stick with our plan, turning it
back over to the Department for any updates in language
or responses to the comments and questions that were made
before lunch. So Jeff, with that, I'd love to turn it
over to you.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. So we had a couple
of technical comments we --you know, prior to the
discussion at lunch. Mike had suggested some language, SO
we made a change there. I'm going to turn it over to Jake
on the -- on a couple of the changes, and Nicole's
already got it brought up, so. Okay.

MR. LALLO: Okay. Well, since Nicole's
already got it up, and I don't have to hunt for it. This
is a pretty de minimis change. It's, well, it's de
minimis in terms of what we thought it was doing. It
actually does have a substantive effect. Our previous
construction of the sentence was wrong. The comma was
placed wrong, so actually, things related to low cost or
not increasing cost actually was ascribed to the training
itself. Mike redrafted this, and we made some small edits
to his version of the language, and we think this
accomplishes the actual intent of the subsection. But

there's nothing in terms of the actual words that we've
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changed, just the ordering.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jake. Jeff, did
you want to add to that?

MR. ANDRADE: And I had mentioned this
to Mike when we came down. So there was a reference in
the original language, which was also in the original
text, which emphasized that appropriate staff and roles
and stuff. And when we looked at it the way it was
constructed, because this is, that includes, you know,
that it's optional, and it's not exhaustive, we didn't
think that that language was, was necessary. And so it
just simplifies and streamlines the paragraph.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Jake, back to
you.

MR. LALLO: Yeah. Nicole, if you could
go to page 50, I think. So, 602 (a) (5) and (a) (7). So
we'll just look at (a) (5). So, outside of or, I guess off
the record, Jen proposed combining (a) (5) and (7) or
romanette 5 and romanette 7, into a single paragraph
because both of them mentioned the First Amendment. We
played with that over lunch and tried it a couple of
different ways. The reason they're separated out
currently is because even though they both mentioned the
First Amendment, they are slightly different in terms of

what they're covering. One's talking about the First
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Amendment and similar policies at institutions, and the
second one addresses issues regarding civil rights. And
while the First Amendment plays into both of those
things, they aren't identical. And when we combine the
two together, it's possible to do it typographically, but
it makes the paragraph really hard to read. So we would
rather create a little bit of repetition and add some
readability, as opposed to trying to create a paragraph
that's so long that it becomes unwieldy. It's a
constructive change if we can think of a better way to
put it together later on; we'll do it if it doesn't
affect the substance of the section, but we weren't able
to accept the change for that reason.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jake.

MR. ANDRADE: And for the record, Jen,
that was myself and David Barker. We both looked at it
and thought that they needed to be separate.

MS. MACK: Anything else, Department
that we need to touch upon before I open it up? Beth,
please.

MS. DAGGETT: Yes, what's up here,
Romanette 6, we changed one word from intended to
designed, which we felt was a better use. And then we
added the commas that were requested to help make it more

clear. We didn't feel that moving disclosure up -- we
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felt that that wasn't the ideal thing to do, and we'd
rather handle it this way.

MS. MACK: Jennifer, please.

MS. BLUM: But what are you publicly
requiring to be disclosed? I'm still confused about is it
the policy that you're disclosing or is it the act of if
something -- i1f there were to be misconduct that you were
disclosing or both? Like that's the part that I'm -- it's
a minor point, whatever, but I still don't think it's
clear what is being disclosed.

MS. DAGGETT: I think it's the public
disclosure. If you were to find any of these types of,
you know, scholarly activity that you did not want,
obviously, which is like fabrication, material
misrepresentation, or falsification, plagiarisms, and
then, as well as the mechanisms for the timely
investigation of those things, corrective actions, and,
as appropriate, the public disclosure of those things.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Any other
comments or gquestions at this time? Jeff, anything else
from the Department before I open it up to comments,
questions, and caucuses?

MR. ANDRADE: No, nothing from the
Department at this time.

MS. MACK: Magnus, you have the floor.
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MR. NOBLE: At this time, the students
would like to call a caucus. As I said previously. It
will be the students, veterans, institutional and
programmatic accreditors, NACIQI, and just for equality
for the accreditors, we've decided to add Dr. Becker,
nascent accreditors to the group.

MS. MACK: Thank you for that. I
believe before lunch, you estimated around 30 minutes. Is
that still the case?

MR. NOBLE: Federal 30.

MR. LALLO: So an hour?

MR. NOBLE: No I believe 30 minutes
should be sufficient, but when has that ever worked out?

MS. MACK: Let me ask this question.
We've held caucuses in here and then the conference room
based on room availability. Department, do you have a
suggestion for where we hold this particular caucus?

MR. ANDRADE: We would suggest the
smaller conference room on the first floor.

MS. MACK: Thank you. I'll help move
everyone there. We are going to break for a true 30 for
this next caucus. Thank you, everyone. Welcome back,
everyone. We are returning from caucus. As always, I will
require or request a brief update or report-out coming

out of that caucus. So, Magnus, I would love to give you
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the floor.

MR. NOBLE: Thank you, Kayla. The
caucus was a productive one. Students have a very
difficult place in these negotiations, and we wanted to
rely on the expertise and experience of our accrediting
colleagues at the table, as well as our allies and
veterans. Our students or our situations are aligned more
than they're not. And we just relied on their counsel to
help us determine our stance here, and that's about it.

MS. MACK: Thank you for that report-
out, Magnus. Department, anything that you wanted to
share before, I am inclined to move us to our final
determinative consensus check.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. I'd like to call
caucus with Jennifer -- with the group that just met.
Yes.

MS. MACK: Okay. So the same
constituency groups we will be meeting in the back
conference room momentarily. Thank you all. I'll estimate
15 minutes. Not a Federal 15. Thank you. Welcome back,
everyone, from that brief caucus. Jeff, will you please
give us a quick report-out coming out?

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. Brief caucus. We
just checked in with everyone and, and, you know, before

the vote. We do, prior to calling for consensus, Beth
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just has one minor edit that we had been working on, I
think, for over the lunch break. So we Jjust wanted to
share that in full disclosure, which hopefully this
doesn't tank the whole thing. No, it's a -- it was a
minor -- a minor change, but again, we didn't -- in the
interest of full disclosure, we wanted to make sure
everybody saw this before we took the consensus vote.

MS. DAGGETT: So this is actually in
section 602.23, and it starts at L. This is the one, I'm
sorry, 1t starts on page 88. But this particular thing I
believe is on, I can't read without my, hold on. It's on
the bottom of 89. But it's about the language that we had
added about that the agency must establish and maintain
at least one structured mechanism through which currently
enrolled students, staff, and faculty can communicate
with the agency. And so we had discussed and we -- and
said that we would take back an option because we have
two options, which was a registration process to sign up
to participate in structured meetings, that was one. Two,
or randomized panels of student staff and faculty. And
then three, which we had discussed was student, faculty,
staff surveys independently administered. So we've added
that particular part as another option. So we just wanted
to add that. I don't know if there's any questions?

MS. MACK: Any questions or comments
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about that last change? Okay. I was inclined 15 minutes
ago to move us to that final consensus check. I'm
inclined to do so now. Are we ready?

MR. ANDRADE: Yes.

MS. MACK: Okay. This is what I'm
going to ask of everyone. Be prepared to take a
comprehensive, determinative consensus check at this
time. When I ask for them, all of you simultaneously will
show me your thumbs. You are a thumbs up in support of
consensus, you are a thumbs down blocking consensus, oOr
you do not have to show a thumb, and that would be
abstaining. I will then call on you in the order that we
have done our round robin check-in and roll call every
morning, and simply have you read your vote into the
record. At this time, we are asking that there are no
additional comments in addition to that reading into the
record, but I will do the roll call after I ask you all
to indicate your thumbs. Any questions? Okay. At this
time, I would invite the full committee at the main table
to show me their thumbs in consensus on the full reg text
that we have just reviewed, inclusive of that final
change Beth just walked us through. Please show me your
thumbs. Thank you. I am now going to call on you one at a
time and ask you to read your vote into the record. For

students and student loan borrowers, our primary.
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MR. NOBLE: Students abstain.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Veterans and US
military service members.

MS. HOWELL: Abstain.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Organizations
representing workforce development needs.

MS. TERJESEN: Up.

MS. MACK: Thumbs up. Thank you. Legal
assistance organizations, our primary.

MR. MOTZEN: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Public
institutions of higher education.

MR. SULLIVAN: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Private
nonprofit institutions of higher education.

MR. EUBANKS: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Proprietary
institutions of higher education.

MR. BODIMER: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. State officials,
including governors.

MR. RODRIGUES: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Institutional
accrediting agencies.

MR. MCCOMIS: Thumbs up. And I just
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want to thank the Department for its work on transfer of
credit and enhancing opportunities for student mobility.

MS. MACK: A rule breaker, as always,
Michale McComas. Thank you. Programmatic accrediting
agencies.

MS. BUSACCA: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Organizations representing
taxpayers.

MR. SHIRES: Thumbs up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Nascent
accreditation organizations.

MR. BECKER: Thumb up.

MS. MACK: Thank you. National

advisory committee.

MS. BLUM: He beat me to the thumb up.

Thumb up.

MS. MACK: And our Federal negotiator.

MR. ANDRADE: This one's hard. Thumbs
up.

MS. MACK: I would like to be the
first to congratulate the AIM Committee on reaching
consensus. With that, I will turn it over to you.

MR. ANDRADE: And in the interest of
time, I will turn it over to our Undersecretary Nicholas

Kent, who has just entered the room.
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MR. KENT: Good afternoon, everybody.
Congratulations. Before I begin, I want to express my
sincere appreciation to several individuals for their
tireless work in making today possible. First, let's give
a round of applause to Jeff, Beth, Jake, and Assistant
Secretary Barker. I truly wish everybody knew how much
time and effort these individuals devoted to bringing
this committee together. But my gratitude extends well
beyond this group. I also want to thank the entire
Department staff, both political and career employees,
for their dedication to advancing these important
reforms. And again, please give me a —-- please give them
a hand. After decades of misplaced priorities, higher
education is healing. And in doing so, we are rebuilding
trust with the American people. For example, after
decades of institutions continually raising costs and
burdening students and families with unmanageable debt,
we finally said enough. Although the Trump
administration's loan caps will not take effect until
July 1, we are already seeing real pricing changes across
higher education. For example, the University of
California Irvine recently announced that they are
reducing tuition in certain graduate programs by nearly
$30,000, or 23%. Purdue University recently announced a

30% tuition reduction for certain graduate programs
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beginning this fall, and Santa Clara University School of
Law is providing a $16,000 tuition scholarship to all
incoming full-time JD students. Importantly, institutions
themselves are directly attributing these pricing changes
to the Working Families Tax Cuts Act. We are encouraged
by these developments and strongly urge other
institutions to take similar steps. We must bring down
the cost of higher education in America, and this
administration intends to use every tool available to us
to make that happen. Institutions should do the same. We
are also simplifying the student loan repayment system.
As you all know, for far too long, borrowers have faced a
patchwork of repayment plans that almost no one can
successfully navigate. Beginning July 1, we will simplify
the repayment process by establishing a new tiered
standard plan and a new Income Driven Repayment Plan
known as the Repayment Assistance Program, which will
eventually replace the maze of existing options and
provide students and loan servicers with a far simpler
and more transparent system. We are also very excited
about launching the Workforce Pell Grant program, an
initiative that will, for the first time, meaningful --
meaningfully connect higher education and workforce
needs. And many of you have heard me say that higher

education has operated in a silo for far too long, with
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institutions offering too many programs disconnected from
real-world demands. With Workforce Pell, students will be
able to access Pell Grants for high-quality programs at
accredited institutions in as short as eight weeks, and
these programs must meet clear performance standards
related to completion and job placement outcomes. We are
also preparing to launch a new accountability framework
later this fall that will, for the first time, hold all
institutions and all programs accountable for providing
at least a minimal level of financial return for their
students. Our proposed framework represents a sea change.
Rather than targeting certain types of institutions based
on tax status or sector, we are focused on one
fundamental question. Are institutions leaving students
better off financially than if they had never enrolled?
Taken together, these reforms represent some of the most
significant changes to higher education policy in
decades. But even with these changes underway, we still
have another major task before us. Re-envisioning the
nation's higher education quality assurance system. As I
mentioned before week one of this committee, if we are
truly serious about restoring trust in higher education,
then we must also be serious about reforming the
foundation of how we define and assure quality. When I

spoke with you previously, I outlined the many steps that
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we have taken over the last 16 months to modernize and
open up the accreditation recognition process. From
resuming the recognition of new accrediting agencies to
removing unnecessary barriers to market entry, to
investing in the emerging agencies to strengthen
competition and expand choice within the marketplace.
Perhaps most importantly, we launched this negotiated
rulemaking process to bring stakeholders together to
pursue comprehensive reform. And that is exactly what you
accomplished today through your consensus vote. With
today's vote, this now marks the fourth Negotiated
Rulemaking Committee under this administration to reach
consensus in implementing the President's signature
legislation in a key executive priority, a historic
record for an administration that many in the media and
higher education establishment claimed would be unwilling
or unable to work collaboratively with the field. But
today's outcome exposes that narrative for what it is.
Consensus was not achieved because we protected the
status quo. It was achieved because we were willing to
challenge it. For far too long, higher education policy
has operated on the same cycle year after year. The same
assumptions, the same special interests, the same
entrenched voices defending the same broken systems, yet

everyone acts surprised when nothing changes. This
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administration chose a different approach to champion a
noble cause. Instead of simply bringing back the same old
guard to preserve the status quo, and reshuffle the deck
chairs, we brought together highly qualified negotiators
from across the higher education landscape, who were
willing to think seriously about how to re-envision the
Federal approach to quality assurance and accountability
in higher education. And once again, that result was
consensus. To the naysayers who insisted meaningful
reform would be impossible, today's vote proves
otherwise. Now, I know some critics will inevitably claim
that consensus was somehow forced or strong-armed, but
frankly, I think that interpretation fails to give the
negotiators at this table enough credit. The individuals
in this room brought thoughtful ideas, engaged in serious
debate, worked through disagreements in good faith, and
ultimately came together around a shared recognition that
the current system is not serving students as well as it
should. That is what produced consensus, a willingness to
confront reality and build something better. As I have
said before, accreditors today are failing to ensure that
the quality assurance process functions as it should.
Accreditation is no longer a reliable indicator of
quality. But with this committee's work, we are moving

toward a system where accreditation once again means
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something. The changes agreed to today will make it
easier for new accreditors to gain Federal recognition,
introducing competition and choice into a stagnant
system. They will make it easier for institutions to
leave dysfunctional relationships with legacy accreditors
that engage in ideoclogical coercion or interfere in
decisions properly reserved for state governments, board
of trustees, or institutional leadership. I am especially
pleased that we spent significant time addressing
barriers that directly affect students, particularly
credit mobility. For too many students, transferring
credits to a new institution means paying twice for the
same or similar coursework. Institutions have treated
transfer barriers as a revenue strategy rather than
focusing on students' best interests. By improving credit
transfer policies, we can reduce time to completion,
lower costs, and create a more transparent and student-
centered educational pathways. We also spent substantial
time discussing the importance of maintaining clear
separation between accreditors in related trade
associations, an issue especially relevant to certain
programmatic and specialized accreditors that have
effectively maintained monopolies within professions. In
some cases, these arrangements, arrangements have

contributed to unnecessary and burdensome accreditation
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requirements, rising educational costs, and degree
inflation without corresponding workforce value. Let me
briefly share a personal story that illustrates why these
reforms matter. Years ago, I was considered for the top
leadership position of a programmatic accreditor
affiliated with a related trade association. After
advancing through the interview process, I traveled to
meet with the organization's senior leadership. I assumed
that I would be meeting with the accrediting commission
itself. Instead, it became very clear that while the
commission might technically supervise the role on paper,
the real authority rested with the association's
president. My actual boss was going to be the association
president, not the commission. That experience made
something unmistakably clear to me. The supposed
independence between some accreditors and trade
associations was, in practice, often a little more than
fiction. That is exactly the kind of arrangement we are
trying to prevent. No more winks or nods. No more shadow
control by outside associations over supposedly
independent accreditors. We need real boundaries so
accreditors can make decisions based on what is best for
students, not what is best for protecting an
association's interests. We are also encouraged that the

agreed-upon language reinforces the importance of
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institutions serving as bastions of free inquiry and
intellectual diversity, rather than ideological echo
chambers. Academic freedom, merit, viewpoint diversity,
and truth seeking are foundational principles that
deserve serious attention within the accreditation
process. And under this framework, accreditors should
spend less time on bureaucratic check-the-box exercises
that drive up costs, and more time focused on student
outcomes, academic quality, and innovative educational
models. Taken together, this work continues the broader
transformation of our higher education system. Lowering
costs, simplifying repayment, connecting education to the
workforce needs, strengthening accountability, and
restoring confidence in accreditation as we work to
restore faith in a system as a whole. Unlike the previous
administration, which devoted considerable time and
resources to accreditation rulemaking only to discard
their work before leaving office, this administration
intends to follow through. The work you have done here
will not sit on a shelf. It will become policy. Looking
ahead, we expect to publish a notice of proposed
rulemaking later this summer, with the final rule
anticipated on or before November 1st of this year. These
changes are expected to take effect beginning July 1 of

next year. We have made significant progress as an
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administration in Jjust 16 months in office, and with 32
more months to go, we are only beginning the work of
transforming higher education. But based on the progress
we have already seen, I remain optimistic that the future
will be brighter for students, families, and taxpayers.
Thank you again for all of the work and support
throughout this process. And finally, I would, as we head
into the Memorial Day weekend, I would be remiss if I did
not note that I hope each of you is able to take some
time to rest and reflect on the ultimate sacrifices made
by the brave men and women of our armed forces, whose
service and dedication continue to keep America the
greatest country in the world. Thank you again, and
congratulations on consensus.

MS. MACK: Department, is there
anything additional you would like to share before we
adjourn?

MR. ANDRADE: No, I just would like to
echo the Undersecretary's remarks. Thank everybody for
their sacrifice. And working with us on this. This is my
fifth neg reg in 388 days. So I'm pretty tired. And but
no, thank you for everything and for the candor, and we
appreciate it. And my staff, tops, so great job again,
guys. Thanks.

MS. MACK: Thank you, everyone. We're
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adjourned.




