
COMMITTEE OF BAR EXAMINERS 
OPEN SESSION AGENDA ITEM 
AGENDA ITEM: April 2016 – O-402 

DATE: April 21, 2016 

TO: Subcommittee on Educational Standards 

FROM: George Leal, Director, Educational Standards 
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Request to Circulate for Public Comment   

BACKGROUND 

At its meeting in January 2015, the Committee of Bar Examiners (Committee) adopted, 
in principal, Division 15 of the Guidelines for Accredited Law School Rules (Guidelines). 
This Division and its four new Guidelines (15.1-15.4) were created to provide a process 
for California-accredited law schools (CALS) to seek and obtain Committee approval to 
open a new, provisionally-approved branch or satellite campus.  The new Guidelines, 
along with associated Rules 4.160(H) (Accreditation Standards) and 4.165(B) (Major 
Changes) of the Accredited Law School Rules (Rules), were then approved by the State 
Bar’s Board of Trustees on March 13, 2015 and they would now govern any current 
request of a CALS for approval to open a branch or satellite campus. 

The Guidelines now define what constitutes a branch or satellite campus.  Under 
Guideline 15.1 a “branch campus of a law school is a location different from that 
originally approved where students may complete more than one half of the total 
number of units required to earn a Juris doctor degree or may graduate with that degree 
to any law degree that the law school is authorized by the Committee to offer.” 
Guideline 15.2(A) establishes the process and timing for the Committee to approve the 
opening of a new branch or satellite campus.  Guideline 15.2(B) requires that “[n]o less 
than 120 days before the proposed first day of classes at the branch or satellite 
campus, the Committee must approve or deny the law school’s proposal.”  If the 
materials submitted by the law school confirm that the campus will be in “substantial 
compliance” with the Accredited Law School Rules (Rules) and all relevant Guidelines 
“as of the date of its opening,” the Committee will provide its approval . . . .”  Thereafter, 
within 90 days of its actual opening, the law school must submit a report to confirm that 
the new campus is, in fact, in substantial compliance with the Guidelines. 

As provided by Guideline 15.3, an approved branch campus is to be considered 
“provisionally approved” until the law school is able to demonstrate that it is compliant 
with “all accreditation standards and operational requirements” found in the Rules and 
Guidelines.  Finally, under Guideline 15.4, “[w]ithin two years of operating as a 
provisionally-approved branch campus, the Committee must conduct an inspection to 
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determine whether the branch campus is to be deemed approved, continue to be 
provisionally approved or denied provisional approval.”  Students enrolled in a 
provisionally-approved branch campus are not required to take the First-Year Law 
Students’ Examination if they successfully complete their first year of law study and are 
then advanced to their second year of law study. 
 
A provisionally-approved branch campus may open without a pre-opening inspection.  
To receive Committee approval, “no less than 180 days before the proposed first day of 
classes of a branch or satellite campus, the law school must notify the Committee.”  The 
notice must inform the Committee whether the new campus is to be a branch or satellite 
campus and when it will open. The notice must also provide all of the academic and 
operational documentation to be used by the faculty, students and staff at the new 
campus.  Finally, the notice must have a certification signed by the CALS Dean to 
confirm that when the new campus opens it will be in “substantial compliance with all 
relevant academic and operational requirements set forth” in the Rules and Guidelines. 
 
Immediately after the new Guidelines went into effect, the Committee received a 
request to allow a CALS to open two new, additional branch campuses which, if 
approved, would allow the CALS to operate a total of four campuses.  With this request, 
several important issues immediately became apparent.  Among them was whether any 
CALS that seeks to open and operate multiple branch campuses, in addition to its 
existing “home” campus, could administer each compliantly under the Rules and 
Guidelines.  This issue focused on the scope of the responsibilities of the Dean of a 
multi-campus CALS and the minimum administrative staffing and academic resource 
levels needed so that each new campus would be worthy of Committee approval.        
 
A set of staff-recommended amendments to Guidelines 15.2 and 15.3 intended to 
address these issues was submitted for discussion by the Committee’s Rules Advisory 
Committee (RAC) during its meeting this past August.  The Committee’s consideration 
of the proposed amendments was deferred to allow further consideration by the RAC.  
Following additional discussion at its December meeting, the RAC voted to recommend 
that the Committee continue to table consideration of the amendments regarding branch 
campuses pending its receipt of a comprehensive proposal from the CALS Deans.   
 
In response to the original set of staff-recommended amendments submitted in August, 
the Deans eventually submitted a set of proposed amendments for discussion during 
the RAC’s meeting on January 28th.  In response to the Deans’ proposal, a later set of 
staff-recommended amendments was also submitted to the RAC for its consideration.  
They were also submitted to the Committee with a recommendation that they be sent 
out for a period of public comment.  Given the timing of each submission, the RAC 
recommended that the Committee defer consideration of sending the proposed 
amendments out for public comment to allow the Deans and RAC additional time to 
review and comment on additional staff-recommended amendments. 
 
Those proposed amendments were then sent to the members of the RAC on February 
24th.  Since then, no new version of any proposed amendments or comments have 
been received from the CALS Deans Association.  Dean Mitchell Winick of the 
Monterey College of Law did, however, forward an email informing staff that: 
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Myron Steeves contacted me about the status of the branch campus guideline 
proposals. I indicated to Myron that I am in support of your most recent draft and 
do not see the need for a separate CALS version if we can consider two 
amendments: 

 
1) adopting Larry Sheingold's suggestion that the major change request for a 
branch not include the delineated "laundry list" of contents, but be left to the 
applicant to present their case for approval as they see fit in whatever detail they 
choose to provide, and 

 
2) adjusting the number of students that "trigger" the need for a full-time Dean at 
a branch from "15 total" to allowing up to 15 per-year/per class for years 1-2-3 
and then requiring a full-time Dean at the point that the branch will be offering a 
full JD program (in other words prior to offering a 4th year). 

 
What are your thoughts about these two suggestions? 

 
I cannot speak for the CALS, but I believe there is consensus support (not 
necessarily unanimous) for the revisions with these two modifications. 

 
Thanks for your efforts to incorporate many of the discussed changes in your 
revised draft. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Attachment A contains the most current set of proposed amendments to the Rules and 
Guidelines which, if adopted, will offer clear operational requirements and a reasonable 
timetable (without a pre-opening inspection) for any CALS to receive the Committee’s 
approval to open a new branch or satellite campus.  Given the comments received from 
Dean Winick, one key amendment has been changed from that circulated to the CALS.  
The earlier proposed amendment of Guideline 15.2(A) provided: 
 

In support of its intention to open and operate a new branch or satellite 
campus, the law school must provide the Committee with a comprehensive 
explanation for its decision to operate a new branch and satellite campus that 
includes:  a) a discussion of the strategic planning conducted by or on behalf 
of the law school of the educational need, future enrollment and long-term 
viability of the new campus; b) the projected revenues, expenditures and any 
anticipated loss the law school expects to incur if the campus is approved; c) 
the proposed administrators, physical resources and faculty at the new 
campus; and d) copies of all academic and operational documentation and 
changes to the law school’s website relating to the new campus.   

 
As set out in Attachment A (the current version) the proposed amendment to Guideline 
15.2(A) would require only the following: 
 

In support of its intention to open and operate a new branch or satellite 
campus, the law school must provide the Committee with comprehensive 
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explanation for its decision to operate a new branch or satellite campus 
that includes:  a) a narrative discussing any research or planning 
regarding the new campus; b) projected financial impact of the new 
campus on the law school; c) proposed resources to be allocated to the 
new campus; d) copies of all academic and operational documentation to 
be used by the staff, faculty and students at the new campus.  

 
The current proposed amendments also address the extent to which a new four-year 
branch campus may rely upon the administrative, academic and operational resources 
of its “main” campus.  Currently, a CALS with multiple branch campuses may 
collectively share the time, attention and presence of a single dean and only a part-time 
administrator at each branch since there is no express requirement that a CALS dean 
must be present at any one campus for any specific amount of time.  Under the current 
and long-standing requirement of Guideline 4.1(A), each CALS is only required to have 
“a competent dean who devotes adequate time to the managing and administering the 
affairs of the law school.”  Historically, the few CALS with multiple campuses (University 
of West Los Angeles, the Santa Barbara and Ventura Colleges of Law and the Southern 
California Institute of Law) operate compliantly with only a one dean since their 
campuses are in relatively close geographic proximity so that their dean is able to travel 
between campuses regularly and divide their time between each campus adequately. 
 
In approving the most recently-opened branch campuses (the San Diego branch of San 
Francisco Law School and the San Luis Obispo branch of Monterey College of Law), 
the Committee required that each new campus be administered by either a full-time 
administrator who holds a J.D. degree (San Diego Law School) or at least a part-time 
“campus dean” who also holds a J.D. degree (San Luis Obispo College of Law).     
 
With the possibility that a CALS may seek to operate three or more campuses, the 
ability of the dean to govern each as a single institution raises a real concern whether 
the law school, as a whole, can be administered compliantly.  In discussions with the 
Deans, a consensus has emerged that the role and responsibilities of a dean are best 
served when only one individual acts in that position, even if the law school operates 
multiple campuses.  To resolve this important governance issue and allow a CALS to 
operate with only one dean, the obvious solution is to require that an approved branch 
campus operate with at least one, full-time administrator.  Under Guideline 15.1, a 
branch campus may be approved with only the on-site presence of an “administrator.” 
 
In the absence of requiring the dean to spend a minimum amount of time at each 
campus, for purposes of compliance with Guideline 4.1(A), a key proposed amendment 
to Guideline 4.1(B) is intended to resolve this concern.  Moreover, a competing concern 
in operating a new branch campus is the overhead expense of retaining a full-time, J.D.- 
educated administrator given the anticipated small enrollment when a branch campus 
first opens.  As now proposed, the amendment to Guideline 4.1(B) would address this 
concern by providing the following:  “An approved branch campus with twenty five or 
fewer students enrolled and offering only first-year and second-year classes may 
operate with a qualified part-time administrator.  An approved branch campus with more 
than twenty five students enrolled and offering third-year and fourth-year classes must 
have a full-time administrator.”  As defined in Guideline 4.1(B), a qualified administrator 
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must be a graduate of either an ABA-approved or a California-accredited law school or 
be admitted to practice law in any jurisdiction of the United States. 
 
Along with the presence of a qualified, full-time administrator once a branch campus 
has an enrollment of more than 25 students [a smaller number than the 45 student 
figure Dean Winick suggests, but greater than the 15 student enrollment proposed in 
the previous version], a CALS must demonstrate that any new branch campus will 
provide students with compliant administrative staff and educational support that is 
approximately equivalent to that offered at each of its other campuses, judged by what it 
offers those enrolled at its “home” campus.  To make such a showing, a CALS would be 
required to offer all of its students, regardless of which campus they attend the 
following: “adequate and timely” access to the law school’s registrar (proposed 
Guideline 4.1(C); “maintain reasonable office hours at its primary administrative offices 
and at each approved branch or satellite campus, so that all administrative staff and all 
academic services offered at each campus are made readily available to students and 
the Committee on an equal basis.” (proposed Guideline 1.7). 
 
As with all of the other recommended amendments, the primary goal is to maintain 
minimum but compliant educational, administrative and operational support standards 
so that students enrolled at a CALS, regardless of which campus they attend, will 
receive the same legal education required by the Committee’s accreditation standards.  
As a result, the many substantive amendments to both the Rules and Guidelines being 
proposed are intended to provide an effective and efficient method to allow a CALS to 
seek and obtain approval for new and possible multiple branch campuses, while 
requiring it to maintain compliant and reasonably equal administrative and academic 
resources for all students, regardless of which campus they attend and graduate from.                                  
                         
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that the proposed amendments to the Accredited Law School Rules 
and Guidelines for Accredited Law School Rules, as attached, be approved in principle; 
that a request be submitted to the Board Committee on Admissions and Education to 
circulate the proposed amendments to the Rules for a 45-day public comment period; 
that if the Board Committee agrees, both the proposed amendments to the Rules and 
Guidelines be circulated for a 45-day public comment period. 
 
PROPOSED MOTION 
 
If the Subcommittee agrees with this recommendation, the following motion is 
suggested: 
 

Move that the proposed amendments to the Accredited Law School Rules and 
Guidelines for Accredited Law School Rules as attached hereto be approved in 
principle; that a request be submitted to the Board Committee on Admissions and 
Education to circulate the proposed amendments to the Rules for a 45-day public 
comment period; that if the Board Committee agrees, both the proposed 
amendments to the Rules and Guidelines be circulated for a 45-day public comment 
period.  
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