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PROCEZEDTINGS

MS. MACK: Good morning, and welcome.
Welcome to the distinguished representatives of the U.S.
Department of Education, to the primary and alternate
representatives of our many constituency groups, to those
who work behind the scenes to make this endeavor and this
process successful and possible. And to the members of
the public joining here in Washington, D.C., and from all
across the country. My name is Kayla Mack, and it is my
privilege to open and facilitate this negotiated
rulemaking process under Section 492 of the Higher
Education Act of 1965, as amended. On behalf of the
Department and the AIM Committee, the Accreditation,
Innovation, and Modernization Committee, I'm honored to
serve in this role to help guide a process that is
productive, efficient, thoughtful and meaningful, and one
in which consensus, where possible, is seriously pursued
and carefully built. I want to acknowledge my
appreciation for the preparation that has led us here
today. In conversations with the Department and with each
and every one of the committee members, there has already
been a clear seriousness of purpose and meaningful
commitment to the work. That preparation matters, and it
helps this committee for a strong start. As a first order

of business, I would like to acknowledge the Department
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representatives at the table, Mr. Jeffrey Andrade, our
Federal negotiator, Mr. Jacob Lalo from the Office of
General Counsel, and Ms. Elizabeth Daggett from the
Office of Postsecondary Education. Jeff, with that, T
would like to turn it over to you.

MR. ANDRADE: Thank you, Kayla, and
welcome, everyone, to the AIM Negotiated Rulemaking. We
like to go through things rather quickly and get into
this right away. So first, I would like to introduce
someone who needs no introduction, the Undersecretary of
Education, Nicholas Kent. Nicholas Kent was sworn in as
the 15th Undersecretary of Education on August 4, 2025,
following his nomination by President Trump and
confirmation by the US Senate. As of February 5, 2026,
Undersecretary Kent has also been delegated the duties of
Deputy Secretary of Education. As a first-generation
college student and a respected education policy expert
with more than two decades of experience, Undersecretary
Kent serves as the nation's top Federal official for
higher education. As Undersecretary, he oversees the
Department's postsecondary education, career, technical,
and adult education, and Federal Student Aid programs.
This includes managing the $1.6 trillion Federal Student
Loan portfolio and the over $30 billion Pell Grant

program. Undersecretary Kent's also responsible for
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implementing the President -- President Trump's mission
to restore the greatness of American higher education and
ensure that our taxpayer-supported colleges,
universities, vocational schools, and other postsecondary
programs are genuinely helping high school graduates and
working adults launch and grow their careers. He has been
spearheading the implementation of President Trump's
landmark legislation, the workforce -- excuse me, the
Working Families Tax Cut Act, which will lower the cost
of higher education, simplify student loan repayment,
expand workforce training options, and hold institutions
accountable for degrees that do not provide a return on
investment. Before joining the Department, he served as
the Deputy Secretary of Education for the Commonwealth of
Virginia under Governor Glenn Youngkin, and in that role,
he led efforts to reduce the cost of higher education,
expand access to career and technical education, and
increase institutional transparency and accountability.
He has also served in a number of roles in the private
sector, where he has led regulatory and accreditation
operations for National System of Institutions and at a
major —-- research at a major trade association. He has
experience in K-12 and worked for the District of
Columbia Office of Education. He began his career as a

professional staff member at an accrediting agency of all
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places that's recognized by the Department. He holds a
bachelor's degree in political science from West Virginia
Wesleyan College, where he attended, on a Pell Grant. He
also holds a master's in higher education administration
from the George Washington University. He and his partner
reside in Virginia. Please join me in welcoming the 15th
Undersecretary and acting or delegated duties of the
Deputy Secretary of Education, Nicholas Kent.

UNDERSECRETARY KENT: Morning,
everybody. Morning. Apologies for those of you who have
had to sit through that bio multiple times in the same
room. Again, good morning. And on behalf of the Trump
Administration, Secretary McMahon, and everyone here at
the Department, welcome to the Negotiated Rulemaking
Committee on Accreditation, Innovation, and
Modernization. Whether you're seated at the table today
as a negotiator or joining us as a member of the public
in person or virtually, thank you for your time, your
expertise, and your willingness to engage in the
important (inaudible). Over the next six weeks, we have a
significant opportunity before us to re-envision a
postsecondary education quality assurance process that
better serves today's students, institutions, employers,
and taxpayers. I will return to that in a moment. But

first, it is important to ground this conversation in the
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broader work underway across the Department. As many of
you know, President Trump has charged Secretary McMahon
and me with restoring the greatness of American higher
education and ensuring that taxpayer-supported
institutions truly help students launch and grow in
meaningful careers. Since I was sworn in last August, we
have moved with urgency and purpose to make higher
education more affordable, accountable, and transparent.
In the last ten months, we have convened four, just four,
negotiated rulemaking committees, each addressing a
critical component of the higher education system. Our
first committee, which convened last June, focused on
restoring the Public Service Loan Forgiveness Program to
its intended purpose by ensuring that only borrowers
working for lawful public service organizations are
eligible and excluding those employed by organizations
engaged in illegal activities. This rule is set to take
effect on July 1 of this year. Our second committee, the
Reimagining and Improving Student Education, or RISE
Committee, implemented changes made by Congress to fix
the failing Federal Student Loan system, one that has
become overly complex, costly, and unsustainable.
Notably, the committee reached consensus on reforms that
will meaningfully reshape how students finance and pay

for their education starting this summer. We expect to
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publish this final rule in a matter of weeks. Our third
committee, the Accountability in Higher Education and
Access to the Demand-Driven Workforce Pell, or AHEAD
Committee, established a regulatory framework for the new
Workforce Pell Grant program, a monumental initiative
that will finally become a reality after more than a
decade of debate. Under President Trump's leadership, we
are finally creating a program that meaningfully connects
higher education and the workforce needs, ensuring that
taxpayer-funded aid supports students enrolled in high-
quality, short-term programs that offer education in
high-skill, high-wage, or in-demand industry sectors or
occupations, as identified by governors and local state
workforce boards. Like the RISE Committee, the AHEAD
Committee also reached consensus on proposed regulatory
language. We have received thoughtful public comments on
this package over the last month, which we are now
reviewing, and we expect to publish this final rule later
this week. We are particularly excited about moving
toward implementation of the Workforce Pell Grant program
this summer. Our recent visits to college campuses across
the country have already seen a sense of competition
building among institutions who are very eager to be the
first to receive approval for an eligible workforce

program. Secretary McMahon and I look forward to not only
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celebrating this milestone, but to hopefully visiting and
recognizing the first approved program in person. This
same committee also reached consensus on another often
controversial but critically important topic:
accountability. You've heard me say before that
accountability in higher education is essential. With
more than $130 billion in annual Federal investment
through Pell Grants, Federal Student Loans, and campus-
based aid, we have a responsibility to ensure that
taxpayer dollars are spent wisely. Institutions who do
not provide students with sufficient return on investment
are not worthy of taxpayer funds. That is accountability,
and that is one of the main pillars of the president's
signature higher education reforms in the Working
Families Tax Cut Act. Accountability must also be fair.
It must be applied consistently across all institutions
and programs, regardless of type, tax status, or
religious affiliation. Unlike prior administrations, we
are not interested in targeting certain institutions. We
are focused on holding all institutions and all programs
accountable to the same clear, outcome-based standards.
For those who have said they would accept standards if
they were applied evenly, that is precisely what we will
provide. In return, we expect you to keep your word and

live by those standards without excuses or
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qualifications. For more than 15 years, the Department
attempted to establish a durable accountability framework
through negotiated rulemaking, and each time those
efforts failed to produce consensus, resulting in a cycle
of regulatory whiplash that created uncertainty for
institutions and confusion for students. That tumultuous
and unpredictable pattern changed with the AHEAD
Committee, and despite the complexity of the issue and
the wide range of perspectives at the table, the
committee reached a historic agreement on accountability
grounded in data transparency and student outcomes. That
achievement should not be understated. It reflected a
shared recognition that the status quo is no longer
acceptable and showed that meaningful reform is both
necessary and possible with individuals who come together
around a common goal. We intend to publish our proposed
accountability rule in the very near future and strongly
encourage stakeholder feedback grounded in data and
evidence. Beyond negotiated rulemaking, the Department
has taken significant non-regulatory action over the last
14 months to strengthen higher education, beginning with
restoring trust in the Federal Student Financial Aid
system. The flawed rollout of the simplified FAFSA under
the previous administration disrupted millions of

students and families. We saw Republicans and Democrats
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alike come together to criticize a process that failed
those it was meant to serve. Under the Trump
Administration, we fixed the FAFSA, launching the '26-'27
form on time and earlier than any other administration in
history, processing more than 11 million applications to
date and completing it with clear -- complementing it
with clear earnings information to help students make
informed decisions before taking on student debt. At the
same time, our strengthened fraud prevention efforts have
already stopped more than $1 billion in attempted
financial aid fraud, protecting taxpayers and ensuring
that aid reaches the students who need it. We are also
excited about enhanced fraud prevention efforts that
reflect the most comprehensive safeguards the Federal
Financial Aid system has ever deployed, which we will
announce later this month. We owe that to our students.
We owe that to our institutions. And we owe that to our
taxpayers. So why do I share all of this? Because it
underscores a broader reality. The American people have
raised serious concerns about higher education over a
period of many years. And President Trump has stepped in
to address what has been left unaddressed for far too
long. Unfortunately, too many lobbyists, predators, and
institutions oppose change because the broken system

works for them. Like an industry that profits from a
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chronic illness, they benefit when the patient never
fully recovers. The erosion of trust in higher education
did not happen overnight. It has developed over time,
driven by rising costs, uncertain outcomes, and growing
questions about whether institutions are delivering the
value students and families expect. The data are clear. A
June 2025 survey by the Manhattan Institute found that
only 1 in 5 Americans, or 20%, expressed a great deal of
trust in the nation's public colleges and universities.
And nearly half believe higher education is on the wrong
track. A September 2025 Gallup poll shows a striking
long-term decline in the perceived value of higher
education. In 2010, 75% of Americans said a college
degree was very important. Today, that number has fallen
to 35%. Concerns extend beyond value to campus climate. A
2024 Heterodox Academy report found that a majority of
students report hesitancy in expressing their views in
class due to fear of consequences, and a recent research
report raised additional concerns. For example, a 2025
study reported by Campus Reform found that nearly 90% of
students reported pressure to present more progressive
views than they genuinely hold, along with widespread
self-censorship on politically sensitive topics. When
free inquiry and truth seeking disappear from college

campuses, institutions cannot deliver on their promise to
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teach young people to think critically. This is academic
(inaudible) . Professors should challenge students to
fully engage in ideas on both sides of an issue. Instead,
many facilitate echo chambers that foster tribalism. All
the while, the Federal Student Loan portfolio has grown
to nearly $1.7 trillion, with almost 9 million borrowers
in default and fewer than a third actively repaying their
loans. Employers across sectors report that graduates
often require additional training, highlighting a
persistent gap between academic preparation and labor
market needs. Taken together, these data and trends point
to a clear conclusion. Confidence in higher education has
been declining for years, and to those who say the
changes we are pursuing would upend higher education, I
say plainly, yes. That is the point. When public
confidence is this low, when students graduate with
unmanageable debt, when education is increasingly
disconnected from the workforce, and when students fear
expressing their views, incremental change is not enough.
The system is not working, and it requires a serious
overhaul. It is clear that serious reform is needed to
right the ship in higher education. Beginning today,
those at the table have the opportunity to continue to
reorient higher education back to its intended purpose,

serving students on their journey to upward mobility.
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That is why President Trump made higher education reform
and accreditation in particular, a priority. That
commitment is not rhetorical. It is operational. It has
been memorialized through an executive order on reforming
accreditation to strengthen higher education, which
directs the Department to modernize accreditation,
increase competition, and ensure it better serves
students, institutions and taxpayers. Our goal now is to
build on all of that progress made over the last year,
and finally establish a stable, long-term quality
assurance process, one that protects students and their
families, safeguards taxpayers, and restores confidence
in the value of higher education. We are serious about
restoring trust in higher education. We must also be
serious about reforming the foundation of how we define
and ensure quality. And that is exactly why the work we
are doing here today matters so much. As you heard, I
began my career over two decades ago working for a
department-recognized accreditor. So I have seen
firsthand both the opportunities and the significant
shortcomings of the current accreditation process. Since
the beginning of this administration, we have taken
concrete steps to modernize and open up the accreditation
recognition process. Shortly after the executive order

was signed by the president, the Department resumed
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recognizing new accrediting agencies to expand
competition. We also lifted the previous administration's
restrictions on institutions' ability to switch
accreditors, ensuring that colleges in the Federal
student programs are no longer locked into relationships
that may not best serve their students. We issued a
request for information on the accreditation handbook to
gather stakeholder input on modernization and reform. We
awarded nearly $15 million to the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education, or FIPSE, to
support emerging accreditors and institutions seeking to
enter or transition within the system. We issued a
proposed interpretive rule addressing concerns with the
regional label, which has created unnecessary barriers
and confusion. We issued a second interpretive rule to
ease the barriers to entry for new accreditors. Entering
new agencies can enter the marketplace faster. And we
announced this negotiated rulemaking to bring
stakeholders together to consider comprehensive
regulatory reform. These actions reflect a simple
reality. Accreditation reform is already well underway.
In fact, many of you have heard me say that the change is
already underway and those ahead amount to nothing short
of a revolution. And that is the truth. That is exactly

what we need right now. Accreditation is the central




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

15

nervous system of higher education. When it functions
properly, it coordinates quality, ensures accountability,
and supports innovation. But when it fails, the entire
system fails, too. What began as a voluntary peer review
process has evolved into a powerful, federally sanctioned
gatekeeping function, one that determines access to
approximately $130 billion in Federal Student Aid
annually. Accreditation in the United States originally
emerged as a voluntary institution-led effort designed to
be collaborative rather than regulatory. Here,
institutions coming together to define minimum standards,
share best practices, and signal quality to the public.
Following World War Two, and especially with the
expansion of the G.I. Bill, Federal investment in higher
education increased dramatically. As Federal dollars
flowed into the system, the government needed a mechanism
to determine which institutions were eligible to
participate. Accreditation gradually became that
mechanism. The relationship was formalized in the Higher
Education Act of 1965, and was reinforced later with the
amendments in 1992, which tied access to Title IV Federal
Student Aid to the recognition of a federally recognized
accrediting agency. In effect, accreditation became
embedded in the Federal infrastructure for Higher

Education oversight, alongside state authorization and
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Federal program administration, the system often referred
to as the regulatory triad. What had once been a
voluntary, peer-driven system designed to encourage
excellence increasingly became a gatekeeping structure
for the Federal participation of funds. A relatively
small number of private non-governmental organizations
were given extraordinary influence over which
institutions and programs could access Federal Student
Aid. However, with that shift came a set of structural
consequences that we are still grappling with today. Too
many institutions with weak or declining outcomes remain
fully accredited. Institutions that graduate a small
share of the students, or that leave large numbers of
borrowers with significant debt and limited earnings
potential, continue to meet accreditation standards and
without meaningful consequences. Too many programs leave
students worse off financially than when they began, And
students take on debt in good faith, only to discover
after graduation that their credential has limited labor
market value, weak earnings outcomes, or little alignment
with workforce demands. And too often, accreditors focus
on inputs rather than outcomes. The emphasis remains
heavily on process compliance, documentation, faculty
credentials, and procedural checklists, rather than

whether students are completing programs, finding
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meaningful employment, or achieving a positive return on
their investment. In practice, this means that a
student's experience can vary dramatically depending on
where they enroll, whether their accrediting system may
still view their institution as compliant, or even when
their student outcomes tell a very different story. At
its best, accreditation should be a dynamic quality
assurance process, one that drives continuous
improvement, encourages and rewards innovation, and
ensures accountability for results. But too often today,
it functions as a static compliance exercise that is slow
to respond to poor performance and even slower to reward
meaningful change. That gap between process and
performance and between compliance and outcomes is at the
heart of why reform is necessary, and why this effort is
so important at this moment in time. Today, it is clear
that many of the accreditors are not living up to this
potential in ensuring this process functions as it
should. Accreditation is not a reliable indicator of
quality. Let me be clear about one important point.
Recognition by the Federal government or any agency is
not automatic or permanent. If a recognized accrediting
agency 1is unwilling to acknowledge the need for change,
or unwilling to engage constructively in reforms to

better serve students and taxpayers, I will gladly accept
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notice of that agency's voluntary withdrawal recognition
today and sever its relationship with (inaudible) . Any
current accreditor unwilling to accept the bold reforms
ahead is free to untether itself from the Federal
government. Accreditation has become overly concentrated,
with limited competition and significant barriers to
entry for new accrediting bodies. Although accreditation
was never intended to be a closed marketplace, in
practice, it has evolved into one dominated by a small
number of entrenched agencies with domineering influence
over institutional eligibility for Federal Student Aid.
This lack of meaningful competition has important
consequences. When a system has few entrants and limited
turnover, it naturally becomes more stagnant. Standards
tend to harden over time, not because they are
necessarily the most effective measures of quality, but
because they are thought -- because they are the most
established and least likely to be challenged or
rethought. Institutions are locked in and mediocrity
abounds. In some cases, this has contributed to rigid and
process—heavy standards that place a significant
compliance burden on institutions. Colleges and
universities often find themselves spending substantial
time and resources documenting adherence to procedural

requirements, rather than focusing those same resources
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on improving student outcomes, strengthening academic
programs or innovative delivery models. The lack of
competition has also, in many instances, increased costs
for institutions. Accreditation reviews, reporting
requirements, site visits, and ongoing compliance
obligations can require significant administrative
infrastructure. Even for larger, well-resourced
institutions, this process has become unmanageable and
costly. Worse off are the smaller or innovative providers
where the accreditation process has become a significant
barrier to entry, innovation, or expansion. Similar to
other industries, new competitors would provide
innovative ways to deliver high-quality service at lower
cost. And perhaps most importantly, the lack of
competition can slow innovation across the system. In a
more dynamic market, accrediting agencies would be
incentivized to differentiate themselves based on
quality, responsiveness, and alignment with student
outcomes and workforce needs. Instead, when institutions
have limited ability to choose amongst accreditors or
face high switching costs, the pressure to compete and
improve 1is reduced. Lack of competition has also allowed
legacy accreditors to indulge in ideological coercion of
colleges and universities. With no alternatives

available, institutions are at the mercy of biased
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partizan bureaucrats to enforce ideological uniformity
across academia. Innovation means finding better ways to
deliver services at lower costs, thus making higher
education more affordable to students and families. In
short, the recognition process for accreditors is not
working as intended. And it is not just this
administration and the Department that believe this
process 1is stagnant and in desperate need of change. The
higher education community, institutions, students,
families, taxpayers, and bipartisan members in both
Chambers of Congress believe that the system is in dire
need of reform. That is why we are here today. The AIM
Committee represents a golden opportunity to join
together to rebuild a quality assurance system for the
modern era. Our goals for reform are clear, and they
reflect our commitment to be a modern, effective, and
student-centered framework for higher education quality
assurance. Recognized accreditors should be once again
trusted signal of educational quality grounded in
consistent standards, clear expectations, and evidence of
student achievement. Building on the principles of
independence, we are committed to protecting
institutional (inaudible). Accrediting agencies should
refrain from interfering with decisions that fall within

the rightful authority of state governments, boards of
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trustees, or similar governing bodies. Institutions
should retain control over core decisions so they can
advance their particular mission while still being
accountable for quality and outcomes. Just as we
safeguard institutional decision-making, we are equally
focused on removing barriers that directly affect
students, starting with credit mobility. Far too many
students face obstacles when transferring credits to a
new institution, often paying twice for the same or
similar courses. Institutions have seen this as a way to
generate additional revenue. By focusing on the bottom
line instead of helping their students, institutions
lengthen students' time to credential and increase their
financial burden pointlessly. By improving credit
transfer policies, we can reduce time to completion,
lower costs, and make students' educational pathways more
transparent and fair. We are also very serious about
maintaining appropriate separation between accreditors
and the related trade associations. In some cases,
programmatic and specialized accreditors held a monopoly
over a profession, resulting in unnecessarily costly and
burdensome accreditation requirements and perpetuating
degree inflation without a commensurate payoff. Ensuring
clear boundaries will prevent conflicts of interest,

foster competition, and encourage accreditors to focus on
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quality and outcomes rather than (inaudible). At the same
time, we want to increase competition within the
accreditation system. A healthy system cannot rely on a
small number of entrenched gatekeepers with limited
incentives to innovate. By allowing greater entry of new
accrediting bodies and reducing unnecessary barriers for
institutions to switch accreditors, we can create a
dynamic and responsive marketplace. We also aim to
strengthen accountability across the entire system.
Accreditation must be meaningfully connected to student
outcomes. Institutions with weak or declining results
should not remain in good standing indefinitely. A modern
system ensures that accreditation reflects performance,
drives continuous improvement, and supports students in
completing programs successfully, earning credentials
that matter in the labor market and leaving with
manageable debt. Finally, transparency is essential. For
far too long, accreditations operate in ways that are
difficult for students, families, policymakers, and even
institutions to understand. Clear, accessible standards
and decision-making processes are necessary for
accountability and for restoring public trust in higher
education. When expectations are transparent,
stakeholders can make informed decisions, and

institutions are motivated to continuously improve. Taken
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together, these goals integrity, institutional autonomy,
student mobility, separation from trade associations,
competition, accountability, and transparency establish a
new framework for quality assurance system that is fair,
evidence-based, and responsive to the needs of students,
institutions, and taxpayers. This is the system that we
want to build. It is the foundation upon which today's
work of the AIM Committee is based. Your predecessors on
the RISE and AHEAD Committees faced similarly complex
challenges, and they succeeded by working
collaboratively, listening carefully, and embracing
compromise. No one walked away with everything that they
wanted, but they delivered meaningful progress for
students, families, and taxpayers. We ask the same of
you. Come to the table with open minds. Be willing to
challenge assumptions. Keep students and their interests
at the heart of your decision-making. Focus not on
preserving the status quo, but on building something
better. The Department comes to this process with the
same spirit. We are open to new ideas and thoughtful
solutions, but we will remain firm in our commitment to
implementing bold reforms. The American people expect
results, and we intend to deliver them. In the last
election, accreditation became a national issue,

something few of us would have ever predicted even a few
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years ago. That alone signals how important this work has
become. Now we have the responsibility to meet that
moment. We have the opportunity right here and right now
to reshape accreditation into a system that truly serves
students, strengthens institutions, and restores public
trust in higher education. I look forward to the work
ahead and hope that next month we will once again be able
to stand together and celebrate consensus of this
committee. Thank you, and I wish you all the very best in
this important effort ahead. And with that, I'll turn it
back (inaudible).

MS. MACK: Thank you, Undersecretary
Kent. At this time, I would like to invite the members of
our committee to introduce themselves. As I call your
constituency. I will ask the primary representative,
followed by the alternate, should there be one for the
constituency group, to please briefly share your name,
where you are from, and any affiliation or employment you
would like to note. Primaries, you each have a microphone
in front of you. Please ensure that you turn it on as
indicated by the red light and speak directly into it.
Alternates at your table, there is one microphone, so I'm
going to ask that you share it and pass it as is
necessary to speak directly into that. I will be going in

the order of the constituency groups. Sure. Are we good
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with sound, audiovisual team? We are going to take a
brief five-minute pause so that we can confirm our
technology is up and running, and that everybody can be
heard when they are introducing themselves. Thank you
all. Thank you, everyone, for that brief pause. We are
now up and running. We're going to return to those
introductions. I will call out the constituency group,
ask the primary, followed by the alternate again to share
your name, where you're from, and any affiliation or
employment you would like to briefly share. Please make
sure that you are speaking into those microphones, and
just so that you can prepare, I am going to go in the
order of the committee handout that everyone has already
received. So first up, please on behalf of students,
student loan borrowers, or groups representing them, our
primary?

MR. NOBLE: I'm Magnus Noble. I am an
undergraduate at the University of Illinois, Springfield.
(inaudible)

MS. MACK: Thank you, Magnus. And our
alternate?

MR. HOFER: Hi, I'm Ryan Hofer. Just
graduated last June with a doctorate, and I'm here to
represent student borrowers.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Ryan. For our
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next constituency group, veterans and U.S. military
service members or groups representing them. We have our
primary.

MS. HOWELL: Good morning, everyone.
My name is Julie Howell. I'm an associate legislative
director with Paralyzed Veterans of America. I live and
work in D.C., and thanks for the opportunity.

MS. MACK: Thank you. And our
alternate for that constituency group, Stuart Helgeson
from Valley Forge Military College will be joining us
later today. Next, we have our organizations representing
workforce development needs, professional associations,
or employers. We have our primary.

MS. TERJESEN: Hi, I'm Siri Terjesen
from Florida Atlantic University where I'm professor and
associate dean. We have over 10,000 students in the
College of Business alone, over 30,000 at the university,
and serve thousands of employers.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Next, we have
our legal assistance organizations, consumer advocates,
and civil rights organizations that represent students or
borrowers. Our primary?

MR. MOTZEN: Hi, I'm A.D. Motzen. I
serve as the national director of government affairs for

Agudath Israel of America. Those not familiar, we've been
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advocating for the religious and civil rights of the
Orthodox Jewish community and its students for over 100
years. We have a pro bono legal network across the
country as well. I live in Ohio, and I have a background
personally -- I have a Master's in special education in
(inaudible) law.

MS. MACK: Thank you, A.D. Next, we
have our public institutions of higher education,
including community colleges, Historically Black Colleges
and Universities, and Tribally controlled colleges and
universities. We have our primary.

MR. SULLIVAN: Thank you. Good
morning. Monty Sullivan, retired president of the
Louisiana Community and Technical College System. 30
years, 32 years, I believe. Who's counting, though?
Public and some private institutions, two and four. But
primary experience is with the Louisiana Community and
Technical College System. Thank you.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Monty. And our
alternate for that constituency group, Luciano DeCastro
from University of Iowa, will be joining us later this
week. Our next constituency group is the private
nonprofit institutions of higher education, including
institutions with a religious mission, Historically Black

Colleges and Universities, and Tribally controlled
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colleges and universities. We have our primary.

MR. EUBANKS: Good morning, everyone.
I'm David Eubanks. I live in Greenville, South Carolina.
I work at Furman University, where I'm an assistant vice
president. Furman is celebrating its 200th year.

MS. MACK: Thank you, David. And we
have our alternate.

MR. HATHAWAY: Hello, I'm William
Hathaway, I'm the provost of Regent University in
Virginia Beach. We are a faith-based institution with a
variety of modalities that we operate in. I also have a
fair amount of background in programmatic accreditation.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much. Next,
we have proprietary institutions of higher education as
defined in 34 CFR 600.5. Our primary?

MR. BODIMER: Good morning, everyone.
I'm Jeffrey Bodimer. I'm the vice president of regulatory
compliance from Post University. That's located in
Waterbury, Connecticut, and I live in Reno, Nevada.

MS. MACK: Thank you. And we have our
alternate.

MR. COHEN: Good morning. My name is
David Cohen. I'm the president of Five Towns College in
New York. I'm also the president of -- I'm sorry, the

chair of the Association of Private Colleges in New York,
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representing 12 colleges and 25,000 students.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much. For
our next constituency, state officials, including
governors, state higher education executive officers,
state authorizing agencies, and state attorneys general.
We have our primary.

MR. RODRIGUES: Morning, I'm Ray
Rodrigues. I'm the chancellor of the State University
System of Florida, and I live and work in Tallahassee.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much. And we
have our alternate.

MR. DUFFEY: Good morning, everyone.
I'm Mike Duffey, I'm the 11th chancellor of the Ohio
Department of Higher Education, representing state
agencies and governors.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much. For
institutional accrediting agencies recognized by the
Secretary under 34 CFR part 602, we have our primary.

MR. MCCOMIS: Good morning. My name 1is
Michale McComis. I'm the executive director with the
Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges, a
secretary-recognized agency since 1967. I've been there
for 32 years. So happy to bring that breadth of
experience. Also, this is my ninth negotiated rulemaking.

And so I've been told that there's a punch card that if I
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get to ten, I get a free sandwich. So I'm really looking
forward to that as well. Great to meet you all and the
opportunity to work together.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Michale. And for
our alternate?

MR. PERFETTI: Good morning, everyone.
Heather Perfetti, President of the Middle States
Commission on Higher Education and Chair of the Council
of Recognized Accrediting Commissions. Good to be here
with you.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Heather. For our
next constituency, programmatic accrediting agencies
recognized by the Secretary under 34 CFR part 602. We
have our primary.

MS. BUSACCA: Good morning, everyone.
My name is Rebecca Busacca, the president of the National
Accreditation Commission. I'm very excited to be here, to
meet everyone and to be a part of this process. Much like
Monty and Mike, I have been in the accreditation space
for 32 years and counting. So I look forward to this
process and revolutionizing education.

MS. MACK: Thank you. And for our
alternate?

MR. KESSLER: Morning, everyone. I'm

Brian Kessler, I'm an osteopathic family physician who
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serves as the dean at the Emeritus School of Osteopathic
Medicine in Hagerstown, Maryland. And I also serve as the
vice chair of the Commission on Osteopathic College of
Accreditation.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Brian. Next, we
have organizations representing taxpayers and the public
interest for our primary.

MR. SHIRES: Good morning. My name is
Mike Shires. I am the vice chair for education
opportunities at the America First Policy Institute, a
leading policy organization working to promote
opportunity (inaudible).

MS. MACK: Thank you. And for our
alternate?

MR. BLEW: I'm Jim Blew, and I'm the
co-founder of Defense of Freedom Institute.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much. Next,
we have Nascent accreditation organizations not currently
recognized by the Secretary under 34 CFR part 602, and
third-party organizations that measure outcome-based
quality assurance standards for postsecondary education
that are aligned with established industry standards. It
rolls off the tongue. Our primary?

MR. BECKER: Good morning. I'm Mark

Becker, Chair of the Board of the Commission for Public
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Higher Education Nascent accreditor -- that is formed by
the creation of -- by -- of southern systems of Public
higher education.

MS. MACK: Thank you. And we have our
alternate.

MS. FOSTER: Thank you so much. Good
morning, everyone. I'm so honored to be here. My name is
Jade Foster. I'm from Huntsville, Alabama, and I serve as
the director of AI Accreditation for the National Council
for AI Workforce Program accreditation. And we are
(inaudible) funded and we (inaudible).

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jade. We also
have our National Advisory Committee on Institutional
Quality and Integrity. Our primary.

MS. BLUM: Morning, everybody. I'm
Jennifer Blum. I -- as mentioned, I'm a member of NACIQI.
I co-chaired a committee recently -- subcommittee on
NACIQI, on policy recommendations to improve processes 1in
the accreditation process. And my day job is that I am a
lawyer that provides policy and legal advice to
interested parties in the higher ed system. And I am
happy to be here. And I live in Arlington, Virginia.

MS. MACK: Thank you all very much for
introducing yourselves. Jeff, Jacob, Elizabeth, was there

anything either of you wanted to add by way of an
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introduction?

MR. LALLO: I think I'm good. I'll
(inaudible) with you guys.

MS. DAGGETT: Well, seeing as this is
my first negotiated rulemaking where I've been at the
table, my name is Elizabeth Daggett. I go by Beth
Daggett. I'm the director of the Accreditation Group here
at the Department. I have been with the Department for
almost 20 years. I've been with the Accreditation Group
since 2010. Prior to coming to the Department, I actually
worked at an accrediting agency. So I have extensive
accreditation experience. I'm saying experience. I'm not
old. But I'm happy to be here with all of you and to
provide any subject matter expertise that I can based on
my experience. Thank you.

MR. ANDRADE: And I'm Jeff Andrade,
I'm the deputy assistant secretary for postsecondary
education. I am busily trying to catch up with Mike on my
punch card because I want that sandwich. And I'm happy to
be here and very happy to be with all of you and
appreciate your taking the time out of your busy
schedules to work with us on these important regulations.

MR. LALLO: And because they both
talked, and I feel bad now, I'm Jake Lallo. I'm an

attorney with the Office of the General Counsel. I work
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on accreditation issues as well as other programmatic and
institutional eligibility.

MS. MACK: Thank you all very much.
Before we move on to any substantive agenda items today,
I need a brief time to shine as a facilitator and talk
about some process reminders. So as you all know, you
have previously reviewed and agreed to the protocols that
we discussed in our one-on-ones. Those will be utilized
to guide the process. A few key things to remember.
First, in front of each of you at this main table, there
are the green comment cards. If you have a question or
comment that you would like to add, please raise that.
Turn it on its end. I will recognize speakers in the
order in which those cards are raised, and I will let you
know when you have the floor. I pay very close attention
to the queue. So I promise you I'm monitoring the order
in which they go up, and I will call on you and move
through the cards as efficiently as possible. If you
truly believe I've missed you, give it a little wave at
me and you will be able to immediately tell by my face
whether I actually missed you or not. So I appreciate
your patience and grace as I do that. Once you have been
recognized, there's a few things that I ask of you. I
want to first encourage new commentary whenever possible.

We want to make sure when you are speaking that it is new
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comments, new questions, new perspectives that have not
been already shared. That helps us make best use of our
time and ensures that the greatest range of useful
information can be shared here at the table. Second,
comments will generally be limited to three minutes. I
will monitor the time. You will see a green light when
your time starts. You will see a yellow light when you
have 30 seconds left, and you will see a red light when
we have reached the three-minute mark. I will allow for
some back and forth. If you ask a question, I may pause
the time. I want this to be organic and a natural flow.
But if you have reached time, in fact, I will ask you for
a final gquestion or comment to wrap up. And if you have
more, simply leave your card up and I will know that you
will go back in the gqueue and I will circle back to you
when I am able to. When you are speaking, make sure that
your microphone is on. Again, that's indicated with the
red light. Please speak directly into it and at a
reasonable pace because we are capturing it for the live
stream, the recording, the transcript, and our
interpretation that is happening in real-time as set
forth in the protocols. Either the primary or the
alternate representative for a constituency group may
speak on any given topic. If a primary wishes to bring

their alternate to the table, please again turn that
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comment card on its side. When I call upon you, you will
make a motion to bring your alternate to the table, and
we will do a formal swap on the record. Just keep in mind
that per the protocols, only the primary or the alternate
should be speaking on any given topic, and that is to cut
down on the exchange that we don't, frankly, spend all of
our time doing just that. Your comments, questions, and
deliberation should address the topics and regulatory
language under review as alternative language and
proposals are submitted by committee members and
circulated for consideration, we'll address them here at
the table as time permits, and may call on you at
different junctures to speak to them. We ask that you
continue to review circulated materials promptly over the
course of the week, so that you are as prepared to
proceed as possible when we're here at the table. As I
mentioned in our one-on-ones, anyone wishing to submit a
proposal should send that via email to the email address
that was already identified for you. The proposal should
be contained in a PDF and named specifically what it in
fact is. What is the proposal on? In addition, please do
clearly identify the constituency or constituency groups
on behalf of who it is being submitted. As we deliberate
draft texts and proposals, a primary Committee member

may, at the main table, call for a caucus, which is a
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private discussion that temporarily pauses our
committee's deliberations here at the table. To do so,
again, please raise your comment card, and when
recognized, you would state your intent to call a caucus.
You would identify the constituency groups and the
Department whom you wish to participate in that. And I
will ask you roughly how much time you need. I, as the
facilitator, will, in fact, check in with those caucuses,
monitor progress, monitor time. When we return to the
table, I will again give the floor to the individual who
called for the caucus and asked for a very brief, high-
level report-out so that we can bookend that caucus and
get back to business here at the table. I'm almost done.
I want to remind everyone that throughout the week, we
are going to take pulse checks. These are the informal
non-determinative check-ins intended to help us
understand where as a committee we are in terms of any
given topic or sections being discussed. They help us
monitor our progress, know where we have alignment, and
surface different tensions, questions or concerns.
Remember, when we do a pulse check, each and every one of
you at the main table has three options. You can be a
thumbs up, I support this, I'm in agreement with this. I
would agree to consensus around this. I am a blocker of

consensus. I have a serious reservation that would
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prevent me from agreeing. Or you can be a middle thumb.
More reserving your right to decide, acknowledging
questions and concerns. If you are, during a pulse check,
a sideways thumb or a thumb down, I may call upon you to
articulate the reasoning and rationale so that we really
can move forward in an informed way and see where we have
work to do. Those pulse checks will all lead up to one
final consensus check at the end of week two. We went
over this. That means there 1s one consensus check at the
end of session two that will cover all topics and session
sections together. So we are either in consensus on
everything or we are in consensus on nothing. When we
reach that point, the folks at the main table will be
asked to do one of three things: indicate their support
agreement and that they are in consensus. Have a thumbs
down indicating that because of a serious reservation,
they cannot support moving forward and are blocking
consensus. Or not show a thumb and abstain. Abstaining is
not the equivalent of dissent, and it will not, in fact,
block consensus i1f the rest of the individuals
participating in the consensus check are thumbs up and in
consensus. I will assure you that each and every time we
take a pulse check or the final consensus check, I will
make it clear what we are taking it on, what you are

indicating, and your three options. Okay, it is important
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to note that one thumbs down does block the entirety of
consensus, and consensus isn't reached. With that said,
I'm ready to move forward to our substantive agenda. But
before I turn it over to Jeff to do so, I would like to
know if the committee members have any comments or
questions at this particular time. Michale's already
breaking the protocols and using his name tag rather than
his comment card. But Michale, I am going to give you the
floor. You'd think after nine times.

MR. MCCOMIS: You would think, right?
I -- thank you, Kayla, thank you for all of that. I
really appreciate the comments that Secretary --
Undersecretary Kent shared with us this morning about the
process, the importance of, and the weight and the
gravity that it has with regard to what we do today, but
its impact on accreditation and throughout the community.
My representation is for institutional accrediting
agencies recognized by the (inaudible) and I do think
that it's useful that we have as many voices that can
speak to that process, the recognition process. And while
I'm, you know, certainly one voice here, and very ably
aided by Rebecca and Heather and Brian, as we think about
trying to bring the accreditation perspective to the
table and to those that maybe don't have as much

experience with the inner workings of it and the




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

40

practicality of some of the recommendations with an idea
towards what Undersecretary Kent talked about in terms of
durability and a constructive conversation of reaching
something that really has really meaningful impact, I'm
wondering if the Department might also be interested or
open to the idea of adding an additional seat or an
additional accreditation representative for a
programmatic agency that is currently recognized by the
Department. And I'll note by serendipity or otherwise,
there just happens to be an empty seat right here. So --
but I just bring it up as an opportunity. We feel the
weight of the community amongst us. I certainly just want
to make sure that we have the voices around the table
that can help Department and help the community.

MS. MACK: Per the protocols, I
believe this would be subject to a consensus check. I
wondered if the Department wanted to speak to that before
I move to that.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. I'm prepared to
vote no. And the reason why is when we set out this
process, we tried to be as fair as we could making sure
that we had all the stakeholders represented. I know we
have some people in the public university in college
space that would like to have additional seats from time

to time. And we did put two accreditors there. We do —--
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and I would recognize that Dr. Kessler is from a
recognized programmatic accreditor and he's the vice
chair of that accreditor. So that's our reasoning. And
while we understand your concerns, I have no doubt that
you all can work together and having worked myself in the
student loan industry with 20 or 30 people behind me all
with various interests and having that ability to make
sure that that -- those insights got to the table, you
know, I definitely think it can be done with who we have
at the table right now. So, if you want to ask for a
vote.

MS. MACK: I do acknowledge that.
Let's see a quick show of thumbs to be true to our
protocols and process on the addition that Michale has
suggested, please. It's good practice to use those
thumbs. Thank you, everyone. Thank you, Michale, for
making that motion. Jeff, to speaking with it. We do not
have consensus on that addition, so I will move to the
next comment card. Magnus, please.

MR. NOBLE: Thanks, Kayla. Like
Michale, I would like to submit a nomination for someone
who's present today to fill the alternate negotiator slot
in the category of legal assistance organizations,
consumer advocates, and civil rights organizations that

represent students or borrowers, which is currently
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vacant. This slot has a vital impact. And it is important
for many reasons, Federal rules for accreditors, the
rules will be developing together will affect over 20
million students pursuing education and training beyond
high school each year. And as the Department's draft
rules convey, adequate consumer protection and protection
for student civil rights is essential. The committee will
deliberate on the best ways to ensure accreditors,
whether existing ones or new ones, hold Federally funded
institutions accountable for student achievement
standards, meanwhile protecting students from
unaffordable (inaudible). Students, borrowers and their
families deserve a fully staffed rulemaking committee
that will consider their interests and concerns that may
also impact initiatives and speech that advocate or
advance a core pillar of both our nation's and academia's
promise, expanding access to opportunity. Given these
implications, we do deserve a committee with full
representation for civil rights organizations and the
communities they serve. Fortunately, we do have someone
here in the room today who's well prepared to fill this
vacancy. Robbie Ha began his career as a civil servant at
the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau during the first
Trump Administration, serving the Bureau of (inaudible).

He investigated consumer complaints, including from
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student borrowers to surface trends and consumer harm
that held companies accountable. From there, he joined
the Domestic Policy Council and roles focused on
accountability (inaudible) opportunity and civil rights,
before going on to advise institutional investors and
corporate clients on Federal education policy. Today,
Robbie serves as a senior policy analyst with EdTrust,
whose track record of advocating for students and civil
rights goes back to the founder (inaudible) serving on
the Spellings Commission on the Future of Higher
Education and for Congress to pass No Child Left Behind
during the George (inaudible). Robbie is here today, and
I nominate him to fill the alternate slot and ask
(inaudible) .

MS. MACK: Thank you, Magnus. Jeff,
would you like to speak on this before I move to a
consensus check?

MR. ANDRADE: Sure. This 1is also one
where we would vote no on consensus. And I'll just put on
something on the record there. We announced these call
for nominations very early to give people a chance to
coordinate and put forward names of people that they
support. Everybody here went through that process. Mr. Ha
did not apply during that process. And what's in -- T

think what should be viewed as important by everyone is
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that we take our selection of negotiators very seriously.
We look over with multiple people, it's not just one
person, with the senior leaders of the Department and try
to put together a table of folks that have the
demonstrated expertise, and we carefully consider it. And
it's a very deliberate decision on our part that gets
very carefully vetted throughout the Department. So I
don't want to set a precedent of people showing up on the
day of i1f they see an alternate slot and where they
haven't even applied and then tried to come in. So for
that reason, we will be voting no.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Magnus. Thank
you. Jeff. I would like to invite everyone at the main
table to please show their thumbs on that addition.
Magnus, you have one follow-up comment?

MR. NOBLE: Yes. That's right. In
addition to the past consensus check that we did just a
minute ago, 1s 1t possible to read both consensus checks?

MS. MACK: Do you have any comment on
that, Jeff?

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah, we can put that in
the record if you want to call it for the record. I think
there's people here that wouldn't mind doing that.

MS. MACK: Okay, let's do this one

first, please. I want to be clear. We are -- you are an
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up thumb or you are a down thumb on the addition that

Magnus just identified.

and you can say up or down,

Department, Jeff?

MR.

MS.

primary, Magnus?

MR.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

Michale McComis?

MR.

I will very quickly call on folks

if you will.

ANDRADE: No.

MACK: Okay.

NOBLE: Yes.

Thank you.

MACK: For our

HOWELL: Yes.

MACK: For our

TERJESEN: No.

MACK: For our

MOTZEN: No.

MACK: For our

SULLIVAN: Yes.

MACK: For our

EUBANKS: Yes.

MACK: For our

BODIMER: No.

MACK: For our

RODRIGUES:

MACK: Thank you.

No.

MCCOMIS: Down.

primary,

primary.

primary,

primary,

primary,

primary,

primary,

For the

For our

Julie?

Siri?

Monty?

David?

Jeffrey?

Raymond?

For our primary,
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Shires?

that exercise once more

requested by primary,

MS.

MS.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MACK: For our primary, Rebecca?
BUSACCA: Down.

MACK: For our primary, Michael

SHIRES: Down.

MACK: For our primary, Mark?
BECKER: Down.

MACK: For our primary, Jennifer?
BLUM: Down.

MACK: We are going to go through

to read into the record as

Magnus. As for the additions that

Michale McComis previously asked, I appreciate you going

through this once more.

For that particular one, on

behalf of the Department, Jeff?

Magnus?

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MR.

ANDRADE: No.

MACK: On behalf of primary,

NOBLE: Yes.
MACK: Primary, Julie?
HOWELL: Yes.
MACK: Primary, Siri?
TERJESEN: (inaudible)
MACK: Primary, A.D.?

MOTZEN: Down.
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MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MS.

MACK: Primary, Monty?
SULLIVAN: No.

MACK: Primary, David?

EUBANKS: (inaudible)

MACK: Primary, Jeffrey?
BODIMER: Sideways.

MACK: Up or down on this one?
BODIMER: Sorry. Down.

MACK: Primary, Raymond?
RODRIGUES: Down.

MACK: Primary, Michale McComis?
MCCOMIS: Up.

MACK: Primary, Rebecca?
BUSACCA: Up.

MACK: Primary, Michael Shires?
SHIRES: Down.

MACK: Primary, Mark?

BECKER: Down.

MACK: Primary, Jennifer?

BLUM: We can't go sideways, huh?
MACK: Not on this one.

BLUM: Can we abstain?

MACK: I will allow it.

BLUM: Abstain.

MACK: Thank you very much for
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going through those. Magnus, thank you for that request.
Jeff, thank you for speaking on it. And I do appreciate
you all reading your particular consensus check votes
there into the record. I don't see any other cards. Are
you good, Magnus? Your comment card. You have another
comment? Please.

MR. NOBLE: I just want to thank the
committee for taking the time (inaudible). And I will
say that I thought I was going to have the honor of the
first person in the room that had said no to this
morning. But Michale, as the senior negotiator, took,
took that honor for me, and I'm happy to (inaudible). So
thanks, everybody.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much.
Without seeing any additional comment cards up, it is my
pleasure to turn it over to Jeff. I believe he's going to
give us an overview of recognition, requlations, and
review process 1in context of institutional and
programmatic accreditation.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. Thank you. Before
I get started, I think at this point, just given the
length of time and the continuity what I'm going to do is
we're going to -- I'm going to do an overview. And then
my colleague Cody Christensen from the office of the

Chief Economist has a data presentation that looks at
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market share and where we are from a data standpoint, but
I'd like to keep the continuity together. So typically,
we break at 10:30. So if there isn't any objection, I'd
like to break now and then we'll come back and then Cody
can do our presentation.

MS. MACK: That sounds good. Let's
break now, 13 minutes. We'll come back at 10:25. Thank
you. Welcome back, everyone. Thanks for being timely and
punctual. Jeff, I'm going to immediately give you back
the floor so we can get into our substantive agenda
items.

MR. ANDRADE: Thanks. Actually, can
you back up one slide? Nicole? Okay. Thanks. So as I
said, I'm going to try to do a little bit of table
setting from the policy standpoint and Cody's going to
come behind me and do a little bit of table setting from
the, from the data and analysis perspective. And I spent
a number of hours in recent weeks trying to figure out
how I'm going to provide this overview in sort of a
short, compressed time frame. And so recognizing that we
have a wide range of participants here at the table with
regard to accreditation experience, I wanted to try to
get us to a common place where we all understand the
various terms and concepts that we're going to discuss

this week. That we understand the evolving Federal role
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and some of the political tensions that are likely to
arise concerning the recognition of accreditors and the
regulations that are used in that recognition. And then
finally, I wanted to try to overlay some of this on the
current political and policy landscape going forward. So
can we go to the next slide? So the way this will be
broken down is we'll talk initially about the background
and the evolution and development of accreditation. As my
colleagues from the accreditation community will no doubt
remind me, accreditors were here first, probably a good
100 years before the Federal government ever thought
about looking to them, and we recognize that. The second
part is with regard to the Federal role and its
expansion, and particularly its expansion in more recent
years. And then finally we'll talk about some of our --
some of the current challenges that these regulations are
designed to address, including the challenges raised in
the president's executive order from last year with
regard to accreditation. So, can we go to the next slide?
So, you know, first and foremost, accreditation is a
voluntary, it's a non-governmental by nature process of
self-evaluation and peer review. And it was designed as
voluntary because in this country, we don't have a
central Ministry of Education. And at the state level,

historically, we've given a tremendous amount of autonomy
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to institutions of higher education, particularly private
nonprofit institutions. And so I think the key thing to
remember is that this was an attempt by institutions
themselves to initially get this rolling. And as the
Undersecretary remarked earlier this morning, there was a
lot of sense in -- on -- or a lot of attention paid to
quality. And we want to try to capture that back. And for
anyone that's talking about, you know, this
administration trying to impose its will, again, we will
remind people that institutions voluntarily submit to
review by accreditors. And again, I guess the last part I
want to talk about is this -- the, you know, accreditors
that I've had conversations with put a lot of emphasis on
self-study and peer evaluation, and that part of the
process. And we think that's important too. But we don't
think that's the only way to do it. Data is also
important to augment that analysis. And actually, as my
friend David Eubanks can attest to, is sometimes integral
as part of the peer review process and the self-study
process. And I guess the last point I wanted to raise is
that institutions do pay fees to the accreditor for this
process. And one way to look at this is that it's an
ongoing process with cyclical reviews and follow-up
monitoring. Go to the next slide. So let's talk a little

bit more about this evaluation process. So first is




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

52

typically -- and this is a generic framework that I'm
putting up, but I think it applies basically for a lot of
the ways different accreditors approach this. It starts
with a self-study where an institution prepares a written
report, examines its operations and performance against
that agency's standards, and if it doesn't measure up to
the standards, how the institution plans to meet those
standards. And this process is the same whether it's an -
- or similar, whether it's an initial accreditation,
provisional accreditation, or even a renewal of
accreditation. And then the second step is a peer review
where visiting administrators and faculty from other
accredited institutions as well as professional
practitioners, particularly in the programmatic and
specialized spaces come in to the institution, talk with
students, meet with faculty, and then we move to step
three, which is a comprehensive written accreditation
report, where the review team shares the strengths and
weaknesses and views on -- for improvement potential. And
then they submit that to the agency and oftentimes the
institution. And then finally, the agency, usually the
decision body within the agency, makes a decision based
on its review of the entire record up, up to that point.
In some cases, those can be appealed. And you know --

depending on the type of decision, but that's sort of the




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

53

basic structure. And I think it's something that, you
know, is a good framework for us to continue to work
with. Can we move to the next slide, please? So just —--
and this applies for accreditors that are recognized for
the Department -- from -- by the Department and those who
are not. Accreditation has a process, assesses the
quality of the overall institution itself as well as its
academic programs. The goal that many people have told me
over the years, that is continuous improvement of
academic quality. That's certainly our expectation. And
to promote a general raising of standards amongst
educational institutions. And I think you'll be surprised
by some of the data that you'll see coming from, from
Cody in the next presentation. And then also, you know,
one of the important things that we see is the
involvement of faculty and staff comprehensively in the
institutional and programmatic evaluation planning
process. Next slide. So, what we're going to talk about
here and the way the rules are structured, we're going to
look at institutional accreditors. And we're also going
to look at programmatic accreditors. And the
institutional accreditors and like everything in higher
education, it's always a general. You know, this is the
general way it goes, but they generally serve as the

gatekeepers to Title IV funds. The seven largest
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institutional accreditors have a regional legacy. I think
Cody refers to them as the former regionals. I like
legacy. It's my own term. I think we're all going to
wrestle with how to describe these agencies over the
coming week. So that's at least my shot at it. Others are
career-based. Some are faith-based, and a few are based
on school type, like whether they're online, junior
college, or specific. On the programmatic side, these are
sometimes called specialized accreditors. They accredit
programs or departments within institutions. And in some
cases, and that's the caveat I talked about in the
earlier discussion, they accredit single-purpose
freestanding institutions. One of the important things
when we're talking about programmatic accreditors that
you will hear and that we'll probably spend a lot of time
discussing is the Federal link that's required for
recognition. And one of the things that we probably won't
spend a lot of time talking about are the links to state
licensure requirements, which are not part of our
recognition standards here. You can go to next slide. So
I want to talk a little bit about the Federal expansion
as the Undersecretary made, you know, sort of a pretty
good overview of this, so I won't spend a lot of time on
it. But initially, the recognition of accreditors by the

Federal Government was initially done for the veterans'
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G.I. bill programs. And -- but it didn't come in until
the Korean G.I. Bill, Korean War G.I. Bill, because it
was the result of bad results from the post-World War II
G.I. Bill in terms of which programs and bad actors and
things like that, that came in. So rather than reinvent
the wheel, the Federal Government decided to use the
accreditation structure that had already been built. But
they gave the authority for the recognition to the then
Commissioner of Education, which is prior to the
Secretary and the old Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. That was codified or recodified again in
1958 in the National Defense Education Act, which created
the Perkins Loan Program also known as the National
Defense Student Loan Program, also known as the National
Direct Student Loan Program, for those of you that
remember that. And then 1965, Congress created Title 1V,
again, further codifying this concept of recognition.
There was a group set up, an advisory group, and a group
very similar to Beth's within the Department, a group
called NAC. Which was the National Advisory Committee,
but it lacked some of the focus that we have with the
current NACIQI. And we'll see sort of later on in the
process and in the 1990s, sort of what happened when that
sense of review was not taken very seriously by the

advisory committee members, nor were there a lot of —--
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was there a lot of guidance given by the Department. So
in 1992, two things happened. Senator Sam Nunn chaired
the select committee on investigations over in the
Senate. Select subcommittee, I should say. And did a
blistering exposé of the student loan programs. Came out
with 27 recommendations and topping that list, I think at
least in the first five slots or so, were recommendations
on accreditation and strengthening accreditation, and
requiring more of accreditors. And so that -- so section
-- what we now refer to as Section 496 of the Higher
Education Act, really came to being as a result of
Senator Nunn's recommendation. And it happened to be that
during that same time, Congress was reauthorizing the
Higher Education Act. Something that we used to do every
five years for those of you who are young and have a hard
time remember, we didn't go 20 years in between
reauthorizations as we do now, but they did that, and
then in 2008 -- let me Jjust get to that part. Sorry. In
2008 -- sorry -- the additions there included provisions
related to how accrediting agencies were to review
distance education programs, transparency on agency
policies and decision making processes, due process
requirements for institutions with regard to adverse
actions, and various other standards related to

institutional operations that ensure such things as
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credit transfer policies were publicly available and
teach out policies and plans were required to be
submitted to agencies when institutions were -- left
accreditation or went out of business. And then since
2008, the accreditations' regulations have been amended
several times by every presidential administration that
has gone since then. And so I think what I want to try to
leave you all with here is that we have gone through a --
you know, we will hear, talking about appropriateness of
these regulations, we will hear about independence of
institutions and accreditors. But what has really
happened is over the years, Congress has put more and
more specificity in the statute and the Department's more
and more specificity in the regulations. And this is part
of a trend. And it's a trend because of lack of concern
or lack of focus with some of the accrediting agencies.
Can you put the next slide, please? So I wanted to shift
a little bit -- just back up one. All right. As the
Undersecretary said, going into the 24 elections, the
American people were not happy about higher education for
a variety of reasons and felt that the higher education
was on the wrong track. Okay, we can go to the next
slide. You know, one of the probably most vivid, I think,
examples was the failure of campus presidents to deal

with violent protests on their campuses, the declining
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academic environment on campuses, and the inability of
graduates to land good Jjobs, and most importantly, next
slide, college affordability. And with the cost of
college continuing to get further and further out of
reach for American families and fewer and fewer think --
fewer and fewer families started thinking that a college
degree was worth it. And so that set the pretext when
this administration came in -- can we go to the next
slide? -- for the president's executive order on
accreditation last year. So in addressing these concerns
with affordability in the forefront, the key focus of the
administration's executive order on accreditation were
these commonsense principles that are an important part,
are inherent in the draft regulations that we'll discuss
this week. These principles include ensuring that
accreditation requires institutions to provide high-
quality, high-value programs that are free from unlawful
discrimination or other violations of Federal law, that
we are reducing barriers that limit institutions,
adopting practices that advance credential and degree
completion, which has an impact on college costs and
affordability, and spurred new models of education. And
that -- also that we are supporting and appropriately
prioritizing intellectual diversity amongst faculty. We

are ensuring accreditors are not using their role as
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recognized accreditors to encourage or force institutions
to violate state laws. And finally, and -- that we're
ensuring accreditors are prohibited from engaging in
practices that result in credential inflation that
burdens students with unnecessary costs. And we look
forward to discussing all these issues with you. And
before I close, I wanted to talk -- I was around the
Department when Senator Nunn was investigating this and
looking at accreditation. And there's an exchange that I
remember gquite vividly between the Inspector General of
the Department at the time, a man by the name of Jim
Thomas, and Chairman Nunn. And I went back in the report
just to sort of refresh my memory a little bit, and it
went something like this. And Senator Nunn asked the
inspector general whether he agreed with the statement
from the Education Department's management that the
Department did not have authority to take strong actions,
such as terminations, when institutions did not correct
deficiencies such as high default rates. And the IG's
reply was, well we agree that it's not clear in the regs
and we think the regs ought to provide for that sort of
thing. And Senator Nunn replied, well, who's responsible
for the regs? And the IG paused for a moment, and he
said, well we in the Department are. And Senator Nunn

continued to look puzzled and asked, well, so the same
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people who say they don't have the authority are the ones
responsible for the regs themselves, aren't they? And the
IG answered, I would say so, yes sir, I would say so. And
so I don't want to be, and we don't want to be that guy
that goes up and says, you know, why didn't you fix that
problem? Well, because we didn't -- because the regs
don't allow us to do this. We want to make sure that
these regs help us to solve that problem. You know, I've
been listening to accreditors and, and even institutions
say, you know, we can't get rid of subpar schools or
programs. I've been listening to that for almost 40 years
now. I've heard excuse after excuse, year after year,
administration after administration, decade after decade.
But I'm sorry, these excuses aren't cutting it anymore.
And you all heard from the Undersecretary this morning
that we have an opportunity right here, right now to make
this thing right. We have to begin to earn back trust
from the American people in higher education by
addressing these issues that are before us. And we have
to do it thoughtfully and collaboratively. And I'm going
to tell you right now, you know, you're not going to earn
public trust listening to some of these college
presidents out there that I hear jabbering that this is
just a public relations issue, and you can solve it by

issuing better institutional messaging and press
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releases. You're not going to solve it by listening to
the leadership at the American Council on Education, who
their first thing out of their mouth is that this
administration just wants to attack higher education,
higher education. Excuse me. Anybody that's watched us
over the past year, excuse me, knows that our door's been
open since day one. And we've been able to get, as the
Undersecretary pointed out, a number of things done this
year. So 1f we appear sometimes curt or impatient, it's
because everyone at this table knows that these reforms
are long overdue. Students, veterans, taxpayers deserve a
process that works for them. And this needs to be fixed
now. So let me be clear. We will have new accreditation
regulations published this year and in place by July 1,
'27. This will happen with or without you. Our preference
is to work with you as we have throughout the past year,
and I'm hoping that we will have another successful
conclusion of this negotiated rulemaking. So, thank you.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jeff.

MR. ANDRADE: And Cody, if you can
make your way up, we'll switch over to you.

MS. MACK: As Cody's approaching,
committee members, I want you to know that the slides
that were just reviewed by Jeff will be emailed to you in

just a little bit. Right now, Cody is going to have a
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presentation. Hard copies are coming around as I speak,
and that too will be emailed to you in Jjust a little bit.
Cody, I'm going to give you the floor. Please introduce
yourself to the committee and the public as you get
started.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Well, thank you very
much. My name is Cody Christensen, and I'm in the Office
of the Undersecretary and the Office of the Chief
Economist. It's wonderful to be with you all this
morning. As Jeff teed up at the start of this series of
presentations, this is a presentation -- this is a data-
driven presentation about competition in higher education
accreditation. I have a clicker. I'm going to try to do
it. Okay. It is working. Okay. Wonderful. Wonderful. So a
few points of table setting at the top. The first is that
this is a preliminary analysis. This is our standard
disclaimer for all data presentations given during the
negotiated rulemaking session. This is not to say that
this is the only analysis we will ever do on this
subject. Of course -- oh, sorry. I'm being told I need to
be a little bit closer. Is that better for folks online?
A little bit better? Yes. Okay, wonderful. Thank you. So
we will continue to be doing analysis on this. And this
is our preliminary analysis that we've conducted up until

this point. The second thing to say that is a point for
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the entire presentation is that we are not -- we, as the
Department, are not asserting implicitly or explicitly
that we are antitrust enforcers. That is not our role. We
know that, as for the Department of Justice and the
Federal Trade Commission. However, from the Department's
standpoint, we are concerned about what appears to be a
lack of competition in the higher education accreditation
marketplace, and that's the impetus for this
presentation. That's why we're going to share some data
to set the stage for our concerns. So let me continue on.
I'm going to also be doing just a little bit of table
setting, but just a little bit because Jeff did such a
wonderful job. And some of these points will not -- I
won't need to go into as great of detail, such as the
timeline. One thing I was very impressed by as folks were
making their introduction, folks have two decades, three
decades, four decades of experience with this. Your
experience goes way before this timeline, which spans
2012 to 2025. I just wanted to highlight that there is a
lot of action on this slide, and not to dwell into any
one of these individual points necessarily too deeply,
but to say that this is a place where lots of changes
have happened in a relatively short period of time. Some
of these changes are going to affect the data analysis,

which we'll get to in a moment. Some of the changes that
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have occurred are voluntary withdrawals and dissolutions,
splits, and name changes and so forth. Other series of
recent action that's occurred is the events and actions
that took place with ACICS between 2016 and 2022. That
culminated in 2022, when ACICS lost recognition. One
event that occurred at the state level is this law in
Florida, which essentially is saying public colleges in
Florida cannot be accredited by the same entity in two
consecutive cycles. That started July 1st, 2022. There's
been a series of actions and guidance letters issued by
the Department that have either accelerated or slowed the
process in which new accrediting agencies could be
processed and approved. And the last one that I want to
dwell on, which is going to be very important for this
presentation, is the regulations that took effect on July
1, 2020, which removed the regional boundaries. This was
something that Jeff highlighted in his presentation. But
I just want to, I want to drill down on it since this
term is going to keep coming up throughout the
presentation. Prior to 2020, seven accrediting agencies
were known as the quote, unquote regional accreditors.
And in that -- before that time period, these entities
had distinct geographic marketplaces in which they
operated. And you can see that illustrated here with the

map. The states are color coordinated with the specific
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geographic regions that each accrediting agency operated
within. July 1, 2020, the Department removed those
geographic restrictions, essentially nationalizing the
accreditation process. You were no longer constrained if
you wanted to be accredited by a different regional
accreditor, which I'll start to call a former regional
accreditor, because the boundaries are gone, you're no
longer constrained by your geography. For this
presentation, I'm going to use the term former regional
accreditor, Jeff used the term legacy accreditor. We're
talking about the same thing here. It's these former
regional accreditors that were responsible for
accrediting in these distinct geographic marketplaces.
And by extension, the former national accreditors are all
of the other accrediting agencies. There are five
subjects that we're going to talk about in this
presentation that relate to competition in the higher
education accreditation marketplace, starting with a
market share analysis, then barriers to entry, and
proceeding in this order. We will save time at the end of
the presentation for questions. But if you have a burning
question, perhaps a clarifying question as we're going
along, we can certainly take those. But if you have a
substantive point or comment you want to raise, we would

ask that you hold those till the end. This slide
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highlights why the Department believes that competition
in higher education accreditation is important, and the
Undersecretary had wonderful remarks highlighting each of
these issues. So I'm not going to read through these
point by point to, to really enunciate them in detail.
That would just be repetitive with what the
Undersecretary has said. But from a very high level, we
think that competition matters because without it, there
are quality issues. We think without competition, it has
negative implications for students, colleges, and the
public. And we also think it has negative implications
for public perception and trust. So these points were all
raised by the Undersecretary in his remarks. I'm not
going to repeat them here, but they're there for you in
your slide deck if you would like to revisit them. And
the final point of table setting is to discuss the data
used in this analysis. So the data that I'm about to
show, it's coming from three publicly available data
sources. The first is called DAPIP, or that stands for
the Database of Accredited Postsecondary Institutions and
Programs. The second is the Program Performance Data
2026. This was released in January of this year ahead of
the prior negotiated rulemaking session on
accountability, and then the final publicly available

data source is the College Scorecard institution-level




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

67

files. A few notes about this data. So colleges,
institutions, are identified using six-digit OPEIDs. What
that means in layman's terms is if you are a college,
perhaps a predominantly online college, and you have 20
different locations across the United States, one of
those 20 locations will be identified as your main
location, and that's the institution we see. We would not
see the accreditor for the other 19 branches. Now, most
colleges just have one location. So this issue is small,
but I wanted to highlight that that is a caveat. What
that -- what this essentially means is that for each
institution in each year, we would see their accrediting
agency in that year. And if they're accredited by
multiple accreditors in a given year, you would see the
multiple accrediting agencies for each year. The final
point about the data is that we have limited information
about programmatic accrediting agencies. The example I
like to give is that we would only see programmatic
accrediting agencies i1if that programmatic accreditor is
the -- sort of the hinge accreditor in which the
institution stakes its Title IV eligibility on. So, for
example, the Thomas Jefferson Law School is a standalone
college, but it's just a law school, and it's accredited
by the American Bar Association. The American Bar

Association in 99% of times it's just accrediting law
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programs. But since Thomas Jefferson Law School is just a
law school, it serves as a programmatic -- it serves as
the institutional accreditor. And we would see that in
our data. So the first subject we're going to do -- talk
about is a market share analysis. In antitrust, market
share is direct evidence of market power. And could be --
is one thing that litigants would examine when
considering potentially a case of anti-competitive
behavior. The first point I want to -- oh, forward one
too many. The first point I want to raise is that
comparing —-- is Jjust looking at the size of the former
regional accreditors. So there are seven former
regionals. Starting with panel A, you see that those
seven former regional accreditors in 2026, they accredit
approximately 60% of all colleges. There's about a dozen
other former national accreditors that are not one of
these former regionals. They accredit the remaining 40%.
But as you turn to the middle panel, you see that the
former regional accreditors, they enroll the vast
majority —-- they accredit the vast majority of colleges
that enroll the largest shares of students. So 95% of
Title IV students attend a college that is accredited by
one of the seven former regional accreditors. The
remaining dozen or so former nationals just accredit --

only 5% of Title IV students are going to those other
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colleges. Panel C is showing you this breakdown in terms
of Title IV aid. 93% of all Title IV volume in 2026 went
to one of the colleges that are accredited by one of the
seven former regionals. So the one sentence takeaway from
this is that these seven have the lion's share of the --
of, of, of -- in terms of enrollment. Now we're going to
talk about a market share analysis. And I'm going to help
interpret this graph as we walk through it. So, so let me
just give an example. Let's focus on the yellow line just
because it's standing alone and easy to focus on. And
let's focus just on the 2026 year. There's a dot at about
75%. What that's saying is the yellow line corresponds to
the New England Commission. And that's saying that 75% of
all colleges in the former region, that was the former
New England Commission region, are accredited in 2026 by
the New England Commission. So in other words, 75% of
colleges in —-- and there's a key down here that shows you
what states correspond to each former region. So 75% of
colleges in 2026 in 1 of the states that was the former
New England Commission region, are still accredited by
the New England Commission in 2026. You can see that for
all of the former regionals, and you see this going back
a decade. And what we see is six horizontal lines here,
which is essentially saying that market share has not

changed over time. The vertical dashed black line
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represents when the regulations changed, when the
regional boundaries were dissolved. And you can visually
see a before and after to see that after the regional
boundaries were dissolved, we did not see and have not
seen in the subsequent years, any sort of movement in the
market share in which these former regionals have within
their own former region. Now, the denominator here is all
colleges in those regions. But we can break this down to
just the share of four-year colleges in those regions. So
I'll pick on the green line because it's standing alone
and at the bottom this time. The green line corresponds
to Middle States Commission. What you can see is in 2026,
approximately 80% of four-year colleges that are in one
of the states that was within the former Middle States
region are accredited by middle states in 2026. All of
these lines shifted vertically upward. Some of these are
above 90%. Almost all of them, except for middle states,
are above 80%. These are very high market shares. High
and persistent market shares over time is direct evidence
that these firms, these entities, have market power in
their distinct region, which is concerning -- which could
be something that is concerning. Now you might say, okay,
well, 80% —-- middle states just has 80% of the colleges
in its former region. The remaining 20% or the other

former regionals, are at least competing for that share.
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And what I'm showing you here, the answer to that
question is largely no. So the colors correspond to the
former line graph. And this is just taking the 2026 year.
So the large bars here correspond directly to the prior
slide, the 2026 year. It's not just a bar graph. But what
you can see 1is what the other shared -- who has the other
shares in each region. I'm going to continue with my
middle states example just to illustrate this. So in
2026, 77% of colleges -- I was using 80% rounding to
whole numbers. 77% of colleges in the former Middle
States region are accredited by Middle States. The other
23% are distributed like this. You see that the New
England Commission does have 4% of the colleges in the
Middle States Commission former region, but that is the
only former regional on the list. And in fact, it's the
only former regional on the list across all six panels.
This is indicative of the fact that former regionals do
not appear to be competing with other former regionals,
as evidenced by the fact that for the market share that
they don't have in their region, it's all the former
nationals, except for this one instance of the New
England Commission, which has a tiny share of 4% of
colleges in the former Middle States region. So this was
our analysis on market share, which is one example of

direct evidence of market power. We're now going to look
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at two examples of indirect evidence of market power,
which the first of which is barriers to entry and the
second of which is barriers to switching. So barriers to
entry, I Jjust want to show the rise and recent fall of
accreditors over time. This is essentially counting the
number of unique instances going back to 1895, which is
the first year in the database, the number of unique
accreditors in each year. So you can see that throughout
the 20th century, there was growth in the number of
accreditors. It peaked in 2011 when there was 22 unique
institutional accrediting agencies and has since
consolidated and currently in 2026, there are 17
institutional accreditors. These are the 17 institutional
accreditors that are in the data in 2026. The key point
of interest to raise from this slide is that there's only
one institutional accrediting agency that's been launched
within the prior 40 years that's still in operation,
i.e., still accrediting at least one college in 2026. And
at no other point in the prior 150 years has there been
another 40-year stretch or 40-year stint in which only a
single new accrediting agency was launched that's still
in operation today. This is suggesting that we're in a
slowing down —-- there's -- of new entrants entering the
market, which is indicative of a marketplace that has

potential barriers to entry. Another way to look at this
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is just to look at quarter-century snapshots. And I'm
going to compare 1975 to the 50-year period ahead of it
in 2025. You can see that in both years there were 17
institutional accrediting agencies, but the number of
colleges and the number of students across those 50 years
practically doubled. So we had a doubling of the size of
numbers of institutions, a number of students. But in
those 50 -- in that 50-year stretch, we have the exact
number of institutional accrediting agencies, which is
again, indicative of a marketplace that may have strong
barriers to entry given by the fact that the size of the
market doubled, but the number of accreditors did not --
has not changed. So that was barriers to entry. Now we're
going to talk about barriers to switching in the
antitrust world. This is sometimes talked about as lock-
in effects. When you're with one entity and you there are
structural or perhaps informal mechanisms that prevent
customers from switching. And just for -- to define the
term accrediting agency switching, by that, I mean, when
institutions change their institutional accrediting
agency across two consecutive years. So if you were with
Middle States one year, but then the New England
Commission the next year, that would be an example of an
accrediting switch. Here's the annual rates of

accrediting switching from 1965 to present. The first
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thing I want to point you to is the Y axis. It just goes
up to 3%. This is so that we don't have to squint and it
just doesn't appear as a flat line. This is to show you
the variation within this already very abbreviated Y
axis. And what this is showing you in each year is the
number of -- 1is the share of institutions that have
changed their accreditor relative to the prior year. So
before 2004, virtually no accrediting switching occurred.
Starting in 2004, you start to see an uptick. It peaked
in 2014, where you see 2% of all institutions changed
their accreditor in that year, in the DAPIP data. Now
there are these peaks and spikes. You might be thinking,
well, what's going on there? It seems that that --
excellent question if you were thinking that. The peak in
2014 is when NCA dissolved and institutions were all
forced to switch their accrediting agency. So if you
wanted to maintain your access to Title IV, you had to
change. So you see a big jump in that year. You see a
peak for when institutions begin switching away from
ACICS at a time when the Department was taking action
against ACICS and institutions were jumping ship. You
see, part of this peak is also because of the name change
that occurred in the New England Commission in that time,
such that it looks like it's a different accreditor. But

really, it was just a name change in the New England
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Commission, which is not a switch of an accreditor. And
then lastly, the New York State Board of Regents
voluntarily let its recognition expire. Again, similar to
the NCA dissolution, it's an instance where forced
switching needed -- was needed. So if you take away those
instances -- and now I'm going to talk about wvoluntary
switching, which is switching that was not due for one of
those reasons, not due because of a dissolution or a
split or a name change or a loss of recognition, you see
that the peaks just all come down. And for each year, no
more than half of 1% of institutions change their
accrediting institutional accreditor. And it still peaked
in, it peaked in 2013, I believe. But recently it's been
about one quarter of one percentage point, an extremely
low rate of institutional accreditor switching, which
suggests that there may be -- this may be a market where
there are barriers to switching. So take the current
snapshot of what does all this -- all these instances of
switching that have occurred over time. In 2026, it means
that 8.3% of institutions that are still in operation
today have switched their institutional accreditor at
least once. Oops, I clicked forward too many. But when it
comes to voluntary switching, it's just 4.2% of
institutions have voluntarily switched. So less than 5%

of colleges in operation today have ever, at least once
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since 1965, voluntarily changed their institutional
accrediting. You can see the variation across control and
level. And you see that accreditor switching is most
common in the for-profit sector and for exclusively
graduate degree-granting institutions. This is switching
analysis broken down by decade. So before I was giving
you a percentage or a rate of switching. Now I'm just
giving you raw counts. So since 1965, there's been 189
instances of a voluntary accreditor switch. You can see
that over half of these switches occurred in the most
recent decade, and virtually the other half occurred in
the prior decade. Then we can think about switching from
who did you switch from and who did you switch to? So
there's former regionals and former nationals. So it's a
two-by-two grid. You can switch from a former regional to
another former regional. You can switch from a former
regional to a former national, former national to a
former national, or former national to a former regional.
And we've broken down the 189 switches that have occurred
in these four grids. And you can see that of the 189
voluntary switches, just 11 have been from a former
regional to a former regional, which is 5.8% of all of
the voluntary switches. Here are 5 of the 11 voluntary
switches that occurred before 2020. This is -- the

switches that are -- these are the voluntary switches
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that occurred before the regulations change that removed
the geographic boundaries. You might be thinking, well,
how do these switches occur? I thought it would be
impossible. The answer is these are examples of location
changes or acquisitions or consolidations among markets.
And so for example, University of Arizona Global Campus,
it was previously named a different institution. It was
acquired by another institution in a different geography
and therefore it switched its institutional accreditor.
So these are 5 of the 11. These are now 6 of the 11. The
remaining 6 of the 11 that have occurred during or after
2020, which is when the regulations changed. And the
point of emphasis or a point of interest on this slide is
that between 2020 and 2026, the Southern Commission, the
Middle States Commission, and the Higher Learning
Commission have not had a single institution voluntarily
switch to them from another former regional accreditor.
It's also a point of interest, or it's just something to
keep in mind that these three accrediting -- former
regional accrediting agencies share former geographic
boundaries. So you might be thinking, well, this would,
this should be an example where we should see some
voluntary switching if they were competing on the
margins. And there hasn't been an example of switching

that's occurred at least between 2020 and 2026. Okay. So
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far, we've seen that the accreditation market is
concentrated with what appears to be meaningful barriers
between entry and switching. The natural next question
is, what does this all mean for student achievement? And
we're going to look at this from a couple different
angles. But the main way we're going to break this down
is we're going to look at the variation in outcomes
within individual accrediting agencies. And we all might
be familiar with a box and whiskers plot or sometimes
these are called, I don't even know what anymore. This is
a way to show the variation in median of an outcome
variable. And I'm plotting it by the six different
institution -- former regional institutional accrediting
agencies. One other caveat on the student achievement
metrics I'm about to show, in no way are we saying that
these are metrics to absolutely, necessarily look at.
We're going to show you a lot of different outcomes. And
the intention here is to provide a menu, and if folks
aren't aware to say, hey, this data is available, it's
available longitudinally over time, these are things that
you, as accrediting agencies could potentially look at if
interested when considering student achievement. The
first outcome is graduation rates. I'll make just another
caveat here. I'm just showing the graduation rates of

four-year institutions. So I've already taken out the
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two-year and open-access colleges. These are the -- this
is the variation in graduation rates by accrediting
agency just among the four-year colleges. And what you
see within each accreditor is that there's huge variation
in graduation rates. I'll just pick on SACS because it's
the first one to the left. You can see that there's a
college that has a 10% -- there's a four-year college
that has a 10% graduation rate, and colleges that have
nearly a 100% graduation rate that are both accredited by
SACS. The horizontal line is the median. So you can start
to see where the median is, and the box represents the
25th and 75th percentiles. But what the tails are
representing is that there are huge examples of range
where within the same accreditor, you see this huge
variation. And what that tells us is that accreditation
is not tightly linked to performance. And in a
competitive market, we might expect that low-performing
providers would improve their outcomes, or they would
lose market share, but that just doesn't seem to be
happening.

MS. MACK: Cody, before you move on to
the next slide, could we take one question that I see?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Yeah.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Please, Mark.

You have the floor.
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MR. BECKER: Just for completeness,
the question is, so this is first time full-time
graduation from the institution they start at, correct?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: That is correct.

MR. BECKER: And it's also true that
the mode of all students attend more than one
institution. So, actually, attending one institution and
graduating is not the majority of students who start
college.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Absolutely. And
we're not saying that graduation rate is the end all, be
all. This is again, just an example of one outcome that's
available, publicly available on the College Scorecard
going back to 1990 --

MR. BECKER: I just want to be clear.
This is the usual definition, which is a very limited
(inaudible) .

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Correct. The
definition is in the table note. Absolutely.

MS. MACK: Thanks, Cody, for letting
me interrupt you for that.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: This is another --
if you don't like that definition, here's an alternative
definition which is a stop-out rate. So this is different

than a graduation rate. Ten years of data on stop-out
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rates were released earlier this year in the AHEAD PPD
data set. This is essentially saying, were you enrolled
at our institution? And then in the next two years, did
you not earn a degree or credential anywhere or transfer
to any other program or any other institution? Did you
essentially drop off the map with no good outcome? That's
a stop-out. And this is an example of stop-out rates.

MR. BECKER: So other question that
has emerged is, are these Title IV or are these all
students?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Graduation rates are
based on the full-time first-time four-year -- this one
is == I believe it is -- the technical definition from
the College Scorecard is copied here. It does not say
Title IV. I will go back and double-check if it is. I
know for a fact that stop-out rates is Title IV.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Cody. Mark, do
you have any additional follow-up? Would you put your
comment card down for the moment then? Cody, please.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: So this is another
example of just there are large amounts of variation in
stop-out rates within accreditors. I'm not -- we're not
trying to compare across accreditors. It's really looking
at the variation within accreditors and to see that

there's not really a linkage between -- necessarily
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between performance and outcomes. If there was, you might
expect a smaller spread. Here's variation on earnings
outcomes four years after Title IV students complete.
Here's variation on debt outcomes. And here's variation
on student loan repayment rates. The point of all of
these box plots is just to illustrate variation within
accrediting agencies and raising, raising points that it
does not -- there does not seem to be necessarily a tight
linkage between performance and accreditation. The final
point of this slide -- of this presentation is about
potential conflicts of interest, which has been raised by
the Undersecretary and also Jeff. The key point to raise
here is that there appears to be what are structural ties
between programmatic accrediting agencies and
professional trade associations. We're pivoting now just
to programmatic accrediting agencies. There's a recent
paper -- a recent working paper that's come out examining
this issue. But the point we want to raise is that there
do appear to be these deep structural ties. And these
ties can kind of take, you know, what you might think of
as three different forms. There's structural
subordination, which is when an accrediting agency 1is
legally housed within the association, there's financial
entanglement, which is when you have shared payrolls or

financial dependencies. And then there's also government
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overlap where you might have boards or officers that are
on both the programmatic accreditor and the trade
associations that it is associated with. And the recent
paper I mentioned is a working paper that I believe it
was released earlier this month. It's called Captured
Gatekeepers: Structural Conflicts of Interest in U.S.
Higher Education Accreditation. This paper tackled a very
complicated question, which is examining and trying to
measure well, how would you realistically measure
potential conflicts of interest? And they did a good job
of isolating these types of relationships by looking at
32 accrediting agency association pairs over a six-year
window. Of those, 32 that they looked at, 26 are
recognized by the Department. So I'm just going to focus
on those 26. And they found that of those 26, 23 of the
Accrediting Agency Association pairs appeared to be
financially inseparable. They found that structural
capture is common among health-related programmatic
accrediting agencies. And they found that only -- another
way of saying this is just three of the programmatic
accreditors that are recognized by the Department in the
study maintain structural independence. So all of this
brings us to the very end, which is what is the
implication of all of this? I'm not going to beat or

dwell on all of this too much. I think the points been
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raised and made already, but we see a lack of
competition. We see barriers to entry. We see evidence of
barriers to switching. Former regionals continue to have
dominant market shares just within their own region,
though, with little evidence that they're competing with
each other. And we think this has negative implications
for students, for the public, for colleges. And that sets
up the stage for why we think reform is necessary and
important. That brings us to the end. I'm going to turn
it back over to Jeff. But before I do, we'll see if
there's any questions.

MS. MACK: I'd love to invite the
committee members to turn their card upright, if you do,
in fact, have a clarifying question for Cody. Magnus,
please get us started.

MR. NOBLE: Yeah, I just want to note
that I have a few gquestions, so I'll turn it back to
another committee member if they have questions. The
first thing I'd like to do is make a -- an observation.
It seems like this presentation was sort of conflating
these relationships as market transactions in some ways,
whereas I see the relationship as between a regulator and
the regulated as opposed to a marketplace. Another thing
that I'd like to -- point that I'd like to make about

competition if we are viewing these as marketplace
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transactions, even in a marketplace without proper
regulation and oversight, competition all -- often
fosters a race to the bottom in terms of not only can we
produce a product without regard to quality, but can we
produce a product that is cheap, that is quick, and that
will sell, although it may break down in a short amount
of time. So, that leads me to a question is one thing
that was not mentioned in the presentation is what
incentive do institutions actually have to switch between
accreditors? Even 1f the barrier to change is high, the
benefit of switching has not been laid out yet. So, why
switch?

MS. MACK: Magnus, if I can get you to
pause there, Jeff, I'll go over to you, and then Cody,
you can follow up.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. I just wanted to
sort of, you know, deal with this issue of race to the
bottom, and that choice leads to race to the bottom. In
fact, that's actually not what we've seen. And that's
pretty much the red herring cliche of opponents of, you
know, any change to accreditation is going to result in
that, where institutions have had choices, you haven't
seen it. The only time you really see that is when an
institution is in trouble and they start shopping around

for accreditors. And they look for it and generally they
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don't find that and then they go away. So I don't think
that's what we're trying to -- I think the point here is
in 2020, we opened up choice to all of the accreditors,
national, as well as the legacy regionals. I'll continue
to use that until it catches. And we haven't seen any
change yet, any significant change yet. Now, some of that
might be timing because accreditation changes do take
time. But I think that's the main point here is that
there is -- there's little -- you know, it is quite
limited in terms of the behavior. And I would argue it 1is
in fact a marketplace that institutions, when they're
looking at, are trying to align their mission to their
accreditor and alternative party.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Thank you, Jeff.
Cody, did you want to add anything? And then I'm going to
go to Jake.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: I would just add
that as the Undersecretary raised at the opening, there
are many concerns when there's a lack of competition in
any marketplace. It means that at least the quality
stagnation, there's little incentives for innovation or
new practices. There's supply and constraints. There's
huge problems without competition. And so that's what
we've done. We've opened -- in 2020, the regulations were

opened up. Colleges have wanted to do innovative things
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and with only -- with, especially in the programmatic
accrediting space, there's often not competition
available.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Cody. Jake?

MR. LALLO: Yeah. Just to push back a
little bit on one point you made. You know, you noted the
relationship between institutions and accreditors is
sometimes more of like a regqulated and regulator. That's
not really how accreditation is designed to function. It
is, by definition supposed to be a voluntary federative,
you know, membership. By opening it up, it does function
as a marketplace. You know, it's the unique part of the
triad. And the only part that institutions really get to
choose. In every other case, you know, State and Federal
regulation, you don't get to choose who regulates you.
Accreditation is by definition supposed to be voluntary,
and so it's a much more open process. And while
accreditors do have standards and, you know, control, you
know, institutions in some degree, they promulgate, you
know, certain rules, those are things that the
institutions themselves agree to and, you know, have a
say in, which makes it a very different part of the
process and makes it much more market driven.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jake. Magnus, do

you have any brief follow-up before I move on to fellow
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committee members?

MR. NOBLE: Yeah, I do have additional
questions that I'll ask after other committee members,
but I want to touch on that, the point of innovation. T
think Cody just brought up. Bearing in mind the
constituency that I represent is current students,
students that will continue to enroll after high school,
about 20 million per year is the average that we're
seeing in recent years, and the 43 million Americans who
currently hold student debt. You know, in the name of
innovation, how many students or cohorts of students have
been victimized? How much debt has been accrued? And how
much taxpayer money in the form of Title IV funds has
been wasted in the name of innovation. And who's taking
the risk for that innovation? It's usually students and
then the taxpayer by subsidizing loans and shelling out
for Title IV programs. So I just, I -- I'm not opposed to
innovation in any way. But I wanted to posit that to the
committee so when we're talking about innovation, these
are the things that we should keep in mind. There should
be significant and, and sufficient guardrails in place to
make sure that innovation is not simply a playground for
institutions and maybe new accreditors to run experiments
in which students will face the consequences for that.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Magnus. Jeff,




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

89

please.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. I think when we're
talking about innovation, we're talking about things like
three-year bachelor's degrees. We're talking about the
use of even historically online. And those were things
that took much longer than they needed to take. Now I
will give props to a bunch of the legacy regional
accreditors that have come around in recent years on some
of that, but for a lot of people who were trying to build
a better mousetrap for the groups of students that they
were serving, particularly adult students, and to try to
make learning more asynchronous, more self-paced,
accreditors have by and large and historically not been
at the forefront at accelerating that kind of change. And
we've seen it time and time again. And the reason why
we're even talking about it is because it's not us that
are bringing these up. It's the -- it's institutions that
are trying to do right by their students who have been
complaining about the response from their accreditors.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jeff. Magnus,
I'll put you back in the queue. Jennifer, you have the
floor.

MS. BLUM: Thank you. I have a couple
of comments. Magnus said one of them, which is the -- and

it's not so much about race to the bottom, per se, but I
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think this whole -- what we're trying to do here, or I
think what seems like, we'll find out more, is a really
delicate balance in my opinion, between supporting the
peer review which I do think has largely been of success
and over 100 and as you pointed out, predates you, you
know, in the Department. So I think the -- you know,
keeping the balance between finding agencies that
accredit institutions that share similar types of
missions, focus, academic interests, that's all something
that we actually really need to be able to support. At
the same time, we're balancing between wanting there to
be choice in the marketplace. And so I do feel like,
Cody, there are a couple of places in the presentation
where nothing, and maybe it's just I've been around too
long, but nothing really surprised me except for that I
do think in the last two years I am quite aware of moves
as a result of the taking away of the geographic scope.
And sometimes I feel like administrations, all
administrations, don't know when to spike the ball, at
least in part spike the ball. And I think, you know, I
was fully supportive of the geographic removal of that,
and I do, and you said this, Jeff, I think we're seeing -
- beginning to see that. But if we're not seeing
something, I do think it's partially because institutions

need time to make their decision about where their fit
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is, and that's what we want relative to the race to the
bottom. And by the way, and I'm looking at Michale, I
have seen the race to the bottom, and it wasn't, and we
didn't know at the time when they were changing
accreditors. And I'm not going to name the now deceased
accreditor, but at the time they were moving, we, the
collective, we didn't know actually that those
institutions were in trouble. And so I do think we need
to keep a close eye on the race to the bottom issue,
while at the same time, and like I said, this is a
balancing act. So -- but I am really surprised that there
wasn't, zeroed in a little bit more in the data,
literally the last two years, because in the last two
years, I've become quite aware of movement among
nonprofit private institutions in a pretty robust way,
which I fully support. And the final thing I'll say is, I
do also think that we need to be thinking about in those
same last two years, we're seeing closures of
institutions. So for us to be expecting that institutions
are going to take extra cash flow and think about the
process of changing accreditations at the same time that
they're trying to survive is tough. And so I think this
is a long tail proposition on competition. And I would
just say that the Trump Administration should be spiking

the ball on the geographic scope removal.




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

92

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jennifer. Jeff,
did you want to speak to that?

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah, no, I think those
are, those are all points that are well taken. I think,
you know, again, in looking at this and considering the
amount of time -- and, you know, and there are there are
some institutions in the pipeline for accreditation --
but again, I think it's probably not nearly what the
expectation was at the time the policy changes were made
considering the hue and cry that was, you know, out there
in terms of people wanting to make the switch. And again,
we're trying to look at if -- are there remaining
barriers, which quite honestly, you know, some of the
interpretations and notices of interpretations that we
put out earlier this year are trying to get to that.
We're trying to make sure that there are no residual
barriers and expectations in use within the marketplace
that are connoting a regional connection.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jeff. Cody, what
would you like to add?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Yes, I would just
say on the data standpoint from the prior two years and
your question on why wasn't there more of a focus on
that? We downloaded the DAPIP database in March of this

year, and we just use it as data that's been reported at
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that time. As Jeff mentioned, there may be new switches
that are coming in the coming months. Those would not be
included or representative -- represented in our data at
the time that we downloaded it. Again, the DAPIP data is
the best longitudinal data we had, and we took it in
March.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Cody. Michael,
you have the floor.

MR. SHIRES: Thank you. I just want to
build a little bit on Magnus's comment. I think that the
race to the bottom conversation misses some really
important dimensions of the problem. I mean, part of the
challenge we're facing when we talk about failing
institutions, as Jennifer was talking about, is that the
current system has failed. We haven't held those systems
accountable. And the financial models that they're
pursuing, the revenue models that they're pursuing with
almost unrestricted access to aid, with a lack of
attention to what outcomes they're producing, has created
an environment where we don't have the accountability in
the system now to meet those purposes. And it's not just
the students who are in the for-profits, which is where
everybody's focusing the race to the bottom conversation
on because they can change accreditors. It's in the

legacy institutions. There's $1.7 trillion that my
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constituents, I get to say that, the 300 plus million
Americans who are funding the $130 billion a year
investment in higher education, where they're seeing
their students graduate from institutions with huge debt
loads and not the ability to pay those back. And I think
as we think about this, it's really important to deal
with that issue of institutions that are trying to game
the system. And I think that's going to be an important
part of our deliberations over the next few days. But at
the end of the day, we also have to keep that bigger
picture in perspective, which is we need to create the
transparency in the system so that we don't end up with
literally hundreds of billions of dollars of student debt
that students have no hope of paying back.

MS. MACK: Thank you. Michale McComis,
you have the floor.

MR. MCCOMIS: Thank you. So just start
by emphasizing, and Jeff, you already brought this up and
anticipating that this would be something said at some
point, but, you know, accreditation for whatever fault it
may have is also a remarkable enterprise. And it's one
that far predates this, as you've described here aptly,
the, the role of gatekeeper as it's been thrust into
since the 1950s. And has -- that has evolved into a de

facto quasi-governmental role as well. But the very
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prospect of what it means for an institution to
voluntarily subject itself to a set of standards, peer
review, assessment, all with an aim of continuous
improvement and student achievement and how -- the real
question is how that actually unfolds and plays itself
out. And to say that whatever the current opinions and
attitudes are about higher education, as were discussed,
discussed by this Undersecretary, I think most people
would, would at least concede that higher education in
the United States has achieved much over a very long
period of time. And that accreditation has played a role
in that success. It is not just the institution simply
acting of their own merit. It is also part of this whole
process of continuous improvement and holding one another
accountable to meeting some standard of expectation for
quality. I do think it's interesting, Cody, as always,
fantastic job on the data. You, you always bring such
thoughtful and really detailed information for the
committees to look at. And so I am interested on this
issue of, as an economist, behavioralism and whether or
not the opening in 2019 of this, and not really seeing
the kind of movement that one might have expected and
making that move, then what are the behaviors or the
incentives that are not there for those institutions to

switch the way that the hue and cry might have, might
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have otherwise indicated? And so are there other
barriers? And Jeff, you talked about you know, we want to
keep those in mind because there may be state barriers,
there may be other reasons why an institution might
choose not to make that switch. And so I just -- I want
to just caution the committee on not, you know, looking
for cause and effect when you might simply have nothing
more than correlation. Or maybe not even that. Simply
some raw data. There's a lot for us to talk about and
consider about why opening up opportunities for new
accreditors is a good thing. And I think that's an
important part of the conversation, but let's not -- the
only reason to do that is because the current system is
somehow objectively failed. And I don't think we have
enough information or data to support that as a foredrawn
conclusion. Thank you.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Michale. Jeff,
Cody, any response before I move on in cards? Thank you.
Next, I'd like to give the floor to Julie.

MS. HOWELL: Thank you. Cody, as
always, wonderful presentation. I'm just curious if
there's any evidence or data surrounding any of the
institutions that have swapped accreditors, if it's led
to improved outcomes for their students? That would be

something that would make the data, I think, make a
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little bit more sense for my constituency group, if you
will.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: It's a great
question. That's not something that we've looked at, but
that's something we can consider looking at.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Cody. Thank you,
Julie. David, you have the floor.

MR. EUBANKS: Thank you. And thank you
for that presentation. I do have a question about the
graduation rates, but first, I'd like to make a comment
responding to Magnus and Jennifer's comment. So I'll
describe the experience of a friend of mine who works at
an institution much like mine and got an email --
president got an email from a competing former regional
accreditor saying, would you entertain switching? And so,
since I'm in charge of that stuff, that got down to me
and we looked at it very closely. We had a couple of
phone calls, and Magnus, you were asking about why would
you do this? One is the association of who's in that
accreditor, right? And, and I can see the attraction of
the -- of having different, more specialized but still
larger institutional accreditors like R1 institutions or
private liberal arts institutions where you can kind of
hang out with your own because there are awkward and

burdensome standards I think that apply because an
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accreditor that accredits a vast diversity of
institutions just has to cover all cases. So that was
one, the other main consideration for us, and the one I
was particularly excited about was really the burdens of
complying with the standards and comparing those. And so
I think that mechanism probably is working. It may be
much slower than you want. And to Jen's point, timing is
a big deal because it's a solved problem once you've
gotten your ten-year certification, right? I mean, you
kind of don't want to go do one and then turn around and
do another one to switch. So it may just be that there's
a lag in the effect. So the question is about the
graduation rate. So this is -- the slide that has the box
and whisker plot is sobering. It's not news to me. And
technical question is the bottom line there is that the
95 percentile or is that the absolute bottom?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Yeah, that is the --
that would be the standard rule that is just coded in.
It's 1.5 times the interquartile range.

MR. EUBANKS: Yeah.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: What that means 1is
it's -- you take the size of that box, that's the
interquartile range, multiply that by 1.5, and it stops
there or at the minimum. So if the minimum is right below

the 25th percentile, you wouldn't see the entire
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distribution.

MR. EUBANKS: But it's approximately
the minimum.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: TIt's approximately
the minimum, but there are several out -- I would, I
would say there's probably about 3 to 5 institutions that
could fall outside of the bottom and top line.

MR. EUBANKS: Right.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: So it's
approximately the minimum and maximum.

MR. EUBANKS: So when we're talking
about race to the bottom, that's kind of the bottom.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: It's kind of --
there -- it would appear that, you know, some
institutions are accredited that are what you might call
at the bottom if you're talking about the --

MR. EUBANKS: So my substantive
question is that if we want to fix things, we need to
understand why they're happening. I have some ideas about
that, but I'm curious if -- how much you've delved into -
- how much of this is explicable so that we can engineer
policy to try to fix it?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Could you repeat the
question?

MR. EUBANKS: Yeah. How much, how much
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analysis has been done on why this variation exists?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: The why questions
are really tough to parse out a cause and effect, as an
earlier comment was raised. We can look at trends over
time and see what's happ -- but that doesn't tell us why
certain things are happening. And so we, we are not able
to definitively say, you know, this is why these
graduation rates are low. It could be a multitude of
factors. And so that -- that's the extent of the analysis
that we've done at this time. Yeah.

MR. EUBANKS: Would it be fair --7?

MS. MACK: One more and then I'll move
on, please.

MR. EUBANKS: I'm sorry, I apologize.

MS. MACK: It's okay.

MR. EUBANKS: Would it be fair to say
that if it's the case, that it's just very difficult for
creditors to withdraw accreditation because of student
achievement, that that could be a cause, and the
implication of fixing it would be that more institutions
would have accreditation withdrawn and very likely
possibly fail?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: That would be one
interpretation, yes.

MS. MACK: Thank you, David. Raymond,
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you have the floor.

MR. RODRIGUES: Thank you. And thank
you for the presentation. I want to echo comments Jeff
made earlier regarding race to the bottom. I agree, I --
my experience in Florida has been those who raise that
really are raising a red herring. And the reason I say
that is if we have an accreditor who is easy, who isn't
doing their job, then the solution for that is for the
Education Department to no longer authorize them to be an
accreditor. But let's go to the second point, which is
the data you presented, very eye opening, particularly
the graphs that showed the variation. If you look at the
variation in graduation rates within individual
accreditors, it ranges from 15% to 95% for one, 18% to
95% to the other, 20% to it looks like 95% for the other.
So we're talking about variations between 60% and 80%
within the same accreditor. So the current system isn't
providing consistent results for students. And that's
really what we should be attempting to address and what I
believe proposals we're going to discuss today will
address. And so in the concept of are we looking out for
students, I think we have to acknowledge where the
current system is failing the students. And I feel your
presentation did a really good job of putting some

spotlight on that. So, thank you.
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MR. CHRISTENSEN: Thank you.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Raymond. Jeff,
please.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah, and just picking
up from what Ray just said, it's not just the snapshots
that we're taking. If you look at some of these
institutions longitudinally, you know, the expectation
that we hear from the accreditors, is that, okay, we're
about continuous improvement, but they're flat at the
bottom consistently cycle after cycle. And that's, I
think from our perspective, what's disturbing is how you
can have an institution within -- you know, with single-
digit graduation rates. And, you know, and overlay it
with stop-out rates and everything else, where they're
consistently just not doing well by their students. And
that includes, you know, students and veterans that are
also coming in and using up the benefits that they've
earned as well. So it's both the snapshot and the trend,
I think that we'd like to look at.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jeff. Thank you,
Raymond. And back to Magnus, and then I'm over to you,
Mark.

MR. NOBLE: Yeah, I wanted to comment
on a few of the other negotiators. Michael, thank you for

bringing up transparency. I think that's really a
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priority for students to see as we move through the
regulations. David, I want to thank you for bringing up a
few reasons why institutions may consider switching
accreditors. I do think that there is a lot of outside
context that also needs to be considered here,
particularly with the Florida example that some states
are forcing institutions to change accreditors. So
without that mandate, we would see even less change, even
with respect to the time it takes to change accreditors.
So I just want to put that out there. I also want to ask
about graduate student data. I wanted to ask a) why that
wasn't included in the analysis, and then graduate
student debt, we know that that's the fastest growing
portion of student debt in the country. I know that that
may not be tracked as well as undergraduate-level student
debt, but I would like to see that. I would like to echo
Julie's question, which is, I think the Department's case
here would be a lot more compelling if we had concrete
evidence that switching accreditors really impacts
student outcomes. That would make the argument that the
system of accreditation has failed, a lot more salient,
if the data supports that. I think I'll leave it there
for now.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Magnus.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: I would just echo a
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cause and effect question that was raised earlier to
Magnus's last point. When an institution chooses to
switch, there's this problem of endogeneity where you --
that was a voluntary choice. And so there could be
unobserved things that are happening at the institution
that necessitate that choice, that could be correlated
with the outcome you're looking at that makes these cause
and effect questions very difficult to parse out from a
statistical standpoint. We can show you trends, but that
wouldn't necessarily tell you the full story of what the
cause and effect is, particularly on the graduate-level
data. There was no reason for why it was not included. We
can show you some instances of graduate-level debt, for
example. That was Jjust not -- again, we're just showing
you a menu of options. We're not saying that this or that
data point is necessarily the data point to look at.
We're just trying to provide a breadth of examples.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Magnus. Thank
you, Cody. Mark, you have the floor.

MR. BECKER: Thank you. This is a
simple question for Jeff. You expressed some displeasure
that when the rule change went from being regional to
national, that you didn't see as much change as you had
hoped to observe. But through history, it's really been

the unintended consequences of policy that have been much
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more profound than the intended consequences. Have there
been any unintended consequences of that change that
you've been particularly displeased with, or not so far?

MR. ANDRADE: I think it's still new,
right? And I guess the big surprise is that I -- you
know, I think it was to the point that that Mike made
earlier that there wasn't as much as opposed to there are
things that are happening. I don't think it's probably
much of a surprise that there are, there are a cluster of
institutions that move from one accreditor to the other
that they were very similar in nature and moved to an
accreditor that had other institutions that were similar
to that. So there's -- you know, I'm not sure if that was
a surprise, but that's just something that happened. And
we'll probably observe a few more of those as well. And,
you know, and then you had sort of the context of the
state policies in Florida and some initiatives like yours
to get new accreditors off the ground that, you know
probably have some effect on it one way or the other that
we don't know yet.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Mark. Thank you,
Jeff. I'm next going to go to Jennifer and Jeffrey. I
would just like to note for everyone with the cards going
up, we're about ten minutes out from the lunch hour.

Okay. Please, Jennifer.
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MS. BLUM: So I just want to respond
to something that David said, which prompted a question,
and I -- in doing so, I don't want to dismiss or discount

the concerns over graduation rates. I always care about
graduation rates, but unless we know the percentage of
students represented on the graduation rate chart, I find
it not that helpful because, I mean, if you look at --
and I hate naming accreditors, but if you -- I'm just
going to -- because you, because you did do it by region.
You know, if you look at New England, for example, the
number of first-time, full-time students at those
institutions, and if this is only isolated to Title 1V,
you're looking at -- and if you're only doing four-year
and not graduate students or two-year for that matter,
you're looking at a really small overall student
population on the chart. And again, I don't want to
discount, but unless the Department can provide the
overall student data relative to this chart and
accreditation, I have to raise that to say like -- and
I'm -- by the way, this is coming from somebody who's
fairly supportive of creating competition in the
marketplace. I just want to, sort of along the lines of
what Michael said, I want to do it for reasons that I
think are necessary. I think competition in the

marketplace is good, but I think that numbers-wise, we
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have to be very careful on relying on numbers that aren't
representative of the overall number of students being
accredited by these accrediting agencies.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jennifer. Cody,
please.

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Yeah. Thank you. The
comment is well taken and we can agree to disagree on the
usefulness of graduation rates. But I would just raise a
few points. The first of which is the, the sample of
institutions in the box and whiskers plots is already
just filtered to four-year institutions. A lot of times
when you see students attending multiple colleges, that's
more common at the two-year sector. So we're already
filtering for a sector where these type of problems --
not problems, but these instances and examples of
starting at two colleges or switching back and forth is
less common. And then secondly, if -- we don't like
graduation rates, that's why we showed stop-out rates,
which is another way to look at the coin is you have a
student and then they disappeared and got no credential
two years later. Again, we're not saying 150% normal time
graduation rate for Title IV. Full-time, first-time is
the definition. It is a commonly available, publicly
available data set, which is why it gets lots of

traction. But we wanted to highlight that there's another
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publicly available measure to stop-out rates, which could
be used by anyone in the public as well.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Cody. Jeffrey,
you have the floor. And Siri, I'm coming to you next.

MR. BODIMER: Don't worry, I'll be
brief. I understand the importance of lunch. First of
all, thank you, Cody, for the data and so forth. But one
of the things that, you know, I think a number of us were
sort of scratching our heads prior to coming is
understanding more about this competition and the
inability for schools to switch from one accreditor to
the next. And I'm hearing some various anecdotes and so
forth. But is there anything in data that the Department
could share with us to help us understand the reasons why
schools are either being told they can't switch or what
have you? Any sort of data around that I think would be
helpful to us.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jeffrey. Jeff,
please.

MR. ANDRADE: Yeah. I'm not sure if
it's data, but I mean, we have had policies in the prior
administration that, you know, were impediments to
institution switching. And we've recently issued some
policy guidance on, on that. And obviously, we're not

talking about the situation where an institution is in




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

109

the crosshairs of their current accreditor and is trying
to get free. But we're, you know, we're, but we're
talking about institutions that are looking at it, you
know, at their mission and trying to find a good fit with
an accreditor that supports that mission.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Jeffrey. Thank
you, Jeff. Siri, please.

MS. TERJESEN: Just for the record, I
wanted to thank you, Cody, and your team for that
excellent presentation. I'm quite familiar with a lot of
that data, and I think we're all sympathetic that it's
hard to present so much in so little time, but excellent.
And for those asking about the follow-on questions,
etcetera, like on graduate date, there's so many
excellent peer-reviewed, published papers that indicate
this trend with, you know, massive regressions, lots of
controls. And there are great opportunities. I love
Julie's idea to dig into this data. My coauthors who have
the data are listening to this now. So look forward to
more discussions. I think this really sets us up well for
the next couple of weeks.

MS. MACK: Thank you very much.
Rebecca, I'm going to go to you.

MS. BUSACCA: So I will be short and

hopefully sweet. I have done 500 site visits around the




2026 Negotiated Rulemaking - 4/13/26

110

globe, and I can tell you the bulk of the institutions
that were unaccredited, oh boy, needed a lot of work. So
I'm curious, Cody, I thought that was an amazing
presentation. Are you able to parse the data around the
programmatics, where an institution has a programmatic
accreditor in play and how that helps improve graduation
rates or any of the other outcomes and achievement data
that we're going to talk about over the next few days?

MR. CHRISTENSEN: Yes, and that's a
great question. We are certainly interested in looking at
the programmatic data. For anyone who has used the data
source that we're talking about, they understand how
complicated the data set is. So that is a process that
takes time. At this moment, we are prepared to talk about
the institutional accreditors, but it is something that
we are certainly interested in.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Rebecca. Thank
you, Cody. Michale, you have the floor.

MR. MCCOMIS: Thank you. I'll just say
ditto to Jennifer's comments about -- and just so folks
around the table do understand the limitations of the
IPEDS data. And I think, Cody, you've done a nice job
here of indicating that first-time, full-time students
oftentimes can have a -- really reduce the population.

There's no doubt that graduation rates are a very useful
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tool in understanding success of institutions and more
importantly, success of students. And so the more that we
can do to get better data around that -- I guess this is
really also a plea to, you know, help make IPEDS a more
useful tool and resource as well. But looking at, you
know, the opportunities for innovation, there are other
barriers that do exist to that. And, you know, I'll be
frank, Title IV are amongst them. And so there are often
times that institutions come to my agency and other
accrediting agencies that want to do innovative things,
then go to the Department and they can't do them because
they can't approve a program in that particular way or
there's a facility that doesn't meet a particular
requirement. So, just a larger kind of issue around
accreditation is not a single barrier. There are other
barriers that exist institutionally within the Title IV
framework. And so understanding what those are as well,
and not you know, dumping the entire burden of barrier to
innovation at accreditors' doorstep, I don't know is
necessarily a fair representation. You know, having said
that, you know, I look forward to conversations around
how can we improve an understanding of expectations and
what -- and accountability, and what is it that this
committee can walk away with and understanding how can we

improve that system? How can we really look towards
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student achievement in a way that has a meaningful impact
and, and the accreditation community is interested in
really having that conversation.

MS. MACK: Thank you, Michale. Cody,
any final note from you? Okay, thank you very much for
your presentation. Jeff, I would love to turn it over to
you to take us into our lunch hour.

MR. ANDRADE: Okay. So that concludes
our morning presentations. So when we come back from
lunch, we will begin our walk-through, our joint walk-
through together of the draft regulations. And what we're
looking for there is you can ask questions along the way.
We will pause. And if there's something that you really
feel strongly about, let us know that too, as we go
through. And that will help us sort of pare down what we
have to look at for the rest of the week.

MS. MACK: Shall we still plan on a
1:00 return?

MR. ANDRADE: Works for me.

MS. MACK: I will see you all at this

table at 1:00 p.m. Thank you, all.




