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Dear Dr. Versari, 

 

At its August 2018 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the Accrediting Council for Continuing 

Education & Training (ACCET) considered the application for reaccreditation of USA English 

Language Center at San Diego University for Integrative Studies in San Diego, California, the on-site 

visit team report (visit conducted June 6–7, 2018), and the institution’s response to that report, dated 

July 26, 2018.  The Commission also reviewed three complaints: #1496, #1502, and #1508, and the 

institution’s response to those complaints.  As a result of its review, the Commission voted to defer 

consideration and to continue the institution’s accredited status pending further review at its 

December 2018 meeting, and issued a Show Cause directive, requiring the institution to show cause 

why its accredited status should not be withdrawn. This action is based on the institution’s continuing 

pattern of non-compliance with ACCET standards, policies and practices, with ten serious 

weaknesses cited by the on-site team (eight standards with ratings of “two” and two standards with 

ratings of “one”) following the one-year grant of accreditation awarded by the Commission at its 

August 2017 meeting. 

 

Further, the Commission directed an unannounced follow-up visit to be conducted in the December 

2018 review cycle, in accordance with ACCET Document 11 – Policies and Practices of the 

Accrediting Commission and for which the institution will be invoiced for a two-person, two-day 

visit.  This visit will evaluate the institution’s compliance with ACCET standards and policies, 

including whether corrective actions presented in the institution’s response to the team report 

adequately address the weaknesses identified by the team and have been systematically and 

effectively implemented in practice over time by the institution to demonstrate full compliance with 

the Standards of Accreditation as follows: 
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1. Standard I-A: Mission 

 

At the time of the visit, the team found that while the institution stated that it measures success 

in meeting its mission in part through survey instruments, no satisfaction surveys had been 

conducted since October 2016, with the exception of a single survey conducted between the 

first and second day of the team visit.  The team also found that the  institution’s needs analysis 

had not been updated since the submission of its last ASER in July 2016, which did not 

demonstrate attention to current trends in the ESOL environment and relied upon data from 

outside its market area. 

 

In its response, the institution indicated that it conducted additional market research to 

substantiate demand for ESOL training in California with populations that the school has 

traditionally served and provided a narrative and supporting data. 

 

The response also indicated that USAELC collects student satisfaction data through a wide 

variety of methods, including: a) meeting with students in person in the office, b) Social 

Media, Online Webchat, Phone and Email, c) In Class Evaluations, d) Student Orientation, 

and e) Satisfaction Surveys.  However, the response did not demonstrate how these varied 

methods have been systematically implemented by the institution to measure its success in 

meeting its mission. 

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to resolve 

this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic and 

effective implementation of specific criteria utilized by the institution to measure 

whether it is achieving its mission, as required by this standard. 

 

2. Standard I-C: Planning 

 

At the time of the visit, the team found that the institution did not have a sound, written longer-

range plan (three to five years) which encompassed both the educational and operational 

objectives of the institution, as required by the standard.  Additionally, the team indicated that:  

a) the three, individual one-year plans provided to the team  included redundant and non-

specific or non-measurable objectives; b) a longer-term plan, prepared and provided to the 

team in the course of the visit, had not yet been implemented; c) there was no evidence that 

plans had either been shared with management as a whole or been prepared with broad input, 

and did not guide management relative to operational changes; and d) a written policy to 

utilize a planning process, and to review, update, and implement plans to improve the 

effectiveness of the institution, was only developed during the on-site visit. 

 

In its response, the institution indicated that the short term and multi-year business plans have 

been drafted and revised after meetings with staff and faculty (exhibits provided) where input 

into the strategic direction of the school was solicited, and that the revised plans were much 

more granular and included financial estimates of the costs of the projects.  The response also 

indicated that the institution had made progress on several planning items, including the 
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submission of the SDUIS initial application for DEAC accreditation, initiation of the process 

to separate USA English Language Center from SDUIS, (which the Commission noted was 

reviewed as a Special Consideration and subsequently approved at its August 2018 meeting) 

and that it has continued to update its curriculum including the adoption of current editions 

of textbooks.  However, the systematic and effective implementation of the new planning 

process can only be evidenced in practice over time. 

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to resolve 

this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic and 

effective implementation of the institution’s planning process and utilization of its plans 

to improve the effectiveness of the institution. 

 

3. Standard II-A: Governance 

 

The team report indicated a variety of weaknesses under this standard, including the 

following: 

 

a) Conflation of data for USAELC and SDUIS which presented challenges for third-party 

review relative to a clearly identifiable governance structure which delineates authority 

for the approval of institutional policies and responsibility for the overall direction and 

effectiveness of the institution accredited by ACCET. 

b) A single organizational chart was presented to the team for both entities, which was 

revised on-site and did not reconcile to the current employee list provided to the team, to 

the school catalog, or to the institution’s website. 

c) Other than the position of Acting Program Director, all of the institution’s management 

positions oversee both USAELC and SDUIS. 

d) The institution’s Form I-17 contains program start dates that correspond only to the 

university programs, and the institution’s SEVIS roster of active students does not clearly 

indicate which students are currently actively enrolled in the ESOL programs as opposed 

to those enrolled in the institution’s degree programs.  

e) As noted under Standard II – C: Human Resource Management, the institution’s ASER 

included a table of contents for an Administrative Personnel Handbook submitted with its 

ASER, which indicated policies and procedures governing operations at “USA English 

Language Center at San Diego University for Integrative Studies, University Staffing, 

Inc.”  This “University Staffing, Inc.” entity was not referenced with relevant articles of 

incorporation in the institution’s application for reaccreditation, nor in its initial 

application for accreditation, both of which referenced only San Diego University for 

Integrative Studies, Inc. 

f) As noted under Standard VIII-B: Attendance, the grace period of 15 minutes for students 

arriving late to class effectively allows students to remain in status by completing a 

minimum of 17 hours of study weekly. 

g) Student worker, , who was enrolled in a SDUIS bachelor’s program but is 

USAELC’s Student Services Coordinator, initially indicated that he was salaried and was 

working full-time before retracting this comment and indicating that he was a part-time 
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employee.  He was listed as full-time on the ACCET Document 21 – ACCET On-Site 

Visit – Personnel File/Qualifications Checklist completed by the institution. The 

institution declined to provide a record of its payroll for the team to review to validate 

employment status. As a result, the on-site team could not verify or refute an allegation in 

a complaint referred by the ACCET Complaints Review Committee, as authorized by the 

Commission, that at least one student employee and possibly two student employees, 

purportedly in full-time studies at the institution for a period of more than five years, were 

also working full time, in violation of federal regulations governing employment for full-

time nonimmigrant students. 

h) The team was also unable to review a related allegation that a number of student workers 

were being paid in cash. 

i) As noted under Standard II-C: Human Resource Management, staffing at the institution 

depends to a considerable degree on student employees, with 16 of 21 employees listed 

on the institution’s organizational chart being students, and with eight of those students 

having start dates from March 2018 or later.  Correspondingly, the team was unable to 

substantiate or resolve allegations for three complaints referred to the Commission 

(Complaints #1496, #1502, and #1508) since the institution declined to provide payroll 

records at the team’s request. 

j) The institution indicated that its bookkeeper was a part-time employee, although the 

ASER states that it is the CEO who processes payroll, including payroll tax returns, and 

reviews the payroll summary for the check amount, hours worked, new hires, or employee 

status changes. 

k) Relative to the team’s request for payroll records, the team advised the institution that it 

was acting under the direction of the Commission to review complaints lodged against the 

institution but did not indicate the specific allegations.  As a courtesy, the Commission 

Representative indicated that, since the institution could not produce these documents on 

site, he would be willing to review them if furnished within 24 hours of the visit.  The 

institution’s general counsel contacted the Commission Representative within the 

prescribed time period but requested clarification as to why these records were requested 

and the specific authority under which ACCET could request a review of these records. 

This was required before payroll records could be forwarded for review.  The team 

determined that the Commission was best able to assess the import of the institution’s 

withholding of the requested payroll documentation. 

 

In its response, the institution indicated that: 

 

a) USAELC is a department of SDUIS and that some of the staff hold roles at both USAELC 

and SDUIS which is possible because of the size of the student population and close 

proximity of USAELC and SDUIS offices.  The original submission only included the staff 

that is utilized exclusively by USAELC and a revised organizational chart was included 

as an exhibit which includes all staff that have any involvement with USAELC, even if it 

is not their primary role.  However, the Organizational Chart of SDUIS, including 

USAELC (Exhibit 9), is virtually illegible and Exhibit 16, which is listed in the response 
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as a complete staff qualifications list, does not distinguish between employees working for 

USAELC, SDUIS, or both. 

b) Relative to the I-17 weakness, the response indicated that, because USAELC is a 

department of SDUIS, the SEVIS system cannot distinguish between SDUIS students 

and USAELC students and that generating a roster of active students from SEVIS is an 

arduous task because each student name must be checked individually to determine if 

he or she is attending USAELC or SDUIS.  Nonetheless, at ACCET’s request, an active 

roster of USAELC students generated from the SEVIS system was included as an 

exhibit.  The Commission remains seriously concerned about the difficulty the 

institution has providing SEVIS information for its USAELC students to demonstrate 

to a visiting team its full compliance with SEVP requirements. 

c) Relative to University Staffing, Inc., the response indicated that 1) the San Diego 

University for Integrative Studies is a California Corporation that applied for 

accreditation; 2) all documents related to SDUIS were provided to ACCET; 3) University 

Staffing is a staffing company that hires the employees working at the San Diego 

University for Integrative Studies; 4) ESL Staffing is a staffing company that hires the 

Language Program instructors working at SDUIS/USAELC; and 5)”Both University 

Staffing Inc. and ESL Staffing Inc. were not the companies applying for accreditation and 

therefore information about those entities was not included in the accreditation materials, 

which is also true about the institution’s other vendors, suppliers, and contractors.” 

However, the institution did not demonstrate that it maintains clear responsibility for staff 

and faculty, as required by ACCET Document 1 – The Accreditation Process, as the 

response indicated that staff are employees of University Staffing, Inc. and faculty are 

employees of ELS Staffing, and ELS Staffing further appears to be in a Franchise Tax 

Board Suspended status. 

d) Relative to the grace period for late arrivals, the response indicated that: 1) students and 

faculty have been notified that there is not a grace period; 2) Students that arrive between 

1-15 minutes late or leave 1-15 minutes early are marked tardy; 3) Students that arrive 

between 16-30 minutes late or leave 16-30 minutes early are given a double tardy; 4) 

Four tardies equates to one absence, 5) This change has been included in the OPM, 

Student Handbook, and Faculty Handbook; and 6) The students and faculty signed an 

acknowledgment of this important change (attached as an exhibit).  However, no 

documentation was provided to demonstrate that the new policy had been implemented. 

e) Relative to the number of students working for the institution, and payroll records, the 

response indicated that: 1) “First, USAELC does not have 16 employees who are also 

students at a university, as stated in the team report.  There are currently xxx.”  2) 

“…students in question are not students in the USAELC programs.  Instead, they are adult 

students at the SDUIS university programs.  Most of them are in their mid- to late 20's 

and early 30’s, many of them already hold bachelor’s degrees from their home country, 

and nearly all have multiple years of work experience, both in their home countries and 

at SDUIS;” 3) “They therefore meet all the requirements for the various staff positions 

that they hold.  The fact that they are also enrolled in university programs should not be 

used as a disqualifying factor;” and 4) “The simple fact that someone is a student in no 

way detracts from the education and experience they already have, that qualifies them 
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for their positions.” The response included a summary chart as well as resumes for the 

employees who are also students at the university, to substantiate their qualifications for 

the positions. 

 

The response also stated that the institution is not violating SEVP regulations by 

employing international students to work, as SEVP regulations allow students to work 

on campus for 20 hours a week while attending school and full-time during school 

breaks and vacation and that SEVP regulations also allow students to work full time 

while on Optional Practical Training and part time while on Curricular Practicum 

Training. Copies of the referenced SEVP regulations were attached as an exhibit.  

However, the institution did not provide clear data on the number of students actually 

employed, and the length and duration of their employment (the institution’s response 

answered with “xxx” three times in its response to the team report, including under this 

standard). 

f) The response stated that: 1)  is a student at SDUIS; 2) He has significant 

experience interacting with students and is an excellent employee and student; 3) He 

works part-time while school is in session, while he has also worked full-time during 

his OPT, during school breaks, and sometimes while on his vacations from school (and 

hence the confusion and error on the ACCET Document 21).  The response included a 

staff qualifications list, which includes changes to ’s status, as well as the other 

employees, as an exhibit. 

g) The response also stated that California employment laws and privacy laws are some 

of the strictest in the nation and therefore the institution felt compelled to obtain legal 

guidance before turning over all payroll records; and recapped the correspondence of  

June 8, 2018, from the institution’s legal counsel which asked ACCET to provide a list 

of employee names whose records were needed to complete the site evaluation, and 

noted that  ACCET did not respond until July 2, 2018, at which point Mr. Doran stated 

that no additional documents would be accepted.  Finally, the response indicated that, 

given the specific mention of , his records were included as an exhibit and 

that, should ACCET request additional payroll records for specific employees, those 

would be provided. The institution is reminded that ACCET Document 27 - Policy on 

Financial Reporting and Financial Stability, which states: “Additionally, ACCET may, at 

any time and upon reasonable notice, request financial information from an institution, 

including audited financial statements and/or other types of reports, as necessary to: (1) 

update financial information submitted with a pending application, (2) satisfy an ACCET 

policy or procedure, or (3) determine compliance with ACCET standards.”  Access to 

payroll records must be available to visiting teams. 

h) In response to the allegation that employees who are also students at the university are 

being paid in cash, attestations from those employees were included as an exhibit. 

i) The institution did not respond to the discrepancy between the ASER and the onsite visit 

regarding payroll accessibility, as noted in (j) above.  

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will evaluate the resolution of these issues including any 

documented evidence demonstrating that the management structure ensures the 
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integrity and capability of the institution and its compliance with statutory, regulatory, 

and accreditation requirements in accordance with this standard. 

 

4. Standard II-C: Human Resource Management 

 

As detailed under Standard II-A above, the team observed that of 21 employees listed by the 

institution, 16 were students, with eight of those students having employment start dates from 

March 2018 or later, which was indicative of a reliance on temporary student assistance rather 

than qualified personnel at appropriate staffing levels.  The team provided an example wherein 

a request to change level of language proficiency, including a request to move to a lower level 

for remedial studies or to focus on a specific competence, was submitted to the Student 

Services Director (a student employee) and three student workers rather than to the Program 

Director, and provided no evidence to suggest that these student workers were qualified to 

validate substantive academic decisions. 

 

Similar to its response provided under Standard II-A Governance, the institution indicated 

that: a) “ First, USAELC does not have 16 employees who are also students at a university, 

as stated in the team report.  There are currently xxx.   Second, it is essential to understand 

that the “students” in question are not students in the USAELC programs.  Instead, they are 

adult students at the SDUIS university programs;” b) “Most of them are in their mid- to late 

20's and early 30’s, many of them already hold bachelor’s degrees from their home country, 

and nearly all have multiple years of work experience, both in their home countries and at 

SDUIS.  They therefore meet all the requirements for the various staff positions that they 

hold;” c) Employees who are also students at the university are managed by trained, full-time 

personnel and they attend meetings and in-service trainings, and that they do not make 

independent decisions; d) USAELC utilizes a committee format (Exceptions Review 

Committee (ERC)) for making student determinations; and e) situations are discussed 

collaboratively and decisions regarding student requests are made (Exhibit 20 provided).   

 

However, while disputing the number of student employeees and attaching student worker 

resumes as an exhibit, the institution did not provide a listing or count of student employees, 

an explanation as to why so many had been hired in recent months, the job requirements for 

the student positions, or how these student employees were qualified, trained, and supervised 

for their particular position with USAELC. Additionally, no information was provided to 

demonstrate how the institution ensures adequate continuity of operations given the innate 

transience of its workforce, nor did it respond adequately to the concern that non-academic 

staff were making academic decisions.  Further, Exhibit 20 provided only one ERC meeting 

log for 2016 (dated November 23, 2016 which covered only LOAs and Admissions) and one 

ERC log for calendar year 2018 (dated March 22, 2018, which covered a program extension, 

LOA, and a transfer request).  The response did not include any ERC logs for 2017, and none 

evidencing any discussions of academic decisions, including requests to change levels of 

language proficiency as referenced in the weakness. 
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Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to 

resolve this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic 

and effective implementation of policies and procedures to ensure that qualified and 

capable personnel, at appropriate staffing levels, are effectively utilized. 

 

5. Standard II-D: Records 

 

The team report indicated that: 1) the hard copy employee files were not organized 

consistently with their contents checklist, with each differently and haphazardly assembled, 

making the team’s review of ACCET Document 21 extremely arduous and time-consuming; 

2) a large number of student files contained multiple versions of the institution’s placement 

test, missing or incomplete class change forms which did not indicate current or prospective 

classes and class schedules, unsigned documents, and missing individualized learning plans 

for students repeating a level (the team cited the example of the student file for ); 

3) the institution’s online “Booster” system, while making basic student data easy to review, 

was not supported by materials in the software or student files to validate information.  For 

example, testing materials to validate grades entered for students were not available for 

review, and physical attendance records (including sign-in sheets) were not available to cross-

check with entered attendance; and 4) the attendance rosters reviewed by the team contained 

students who were not, in fact, scheduled to attend that week owing to vacation or having 

levelled up, making it difficult for the team to verify attendance.   

 

In its response to the team report, the institution indicated that: 1) it has assigned a staff 

member to reorganize the files to ensure that they are easy to navigate and that this project is 

well underway (sample of one file included as an exhibit); 2) USAELC has strict policies for 

managing student files with each divided into sections and accompanied by a checklist and 

that all forms submitted to Admissions and Student Services must be signed before being 

processed and that the departments make sure all spaces and signatures are complete (sample 

of one file included as an exhibit); and indicated that the student file for  had all 

forms completed and signed and, relative to missing individual learning plans, that “We 

assume that the evaluators just missed seeing this document;” 3) All student data, including, 

attendance and grades, is supported by physical records, that teachers submit physical 

attendance and grade records as well as tests to the office, and teachers are also in charge of 

entering all attendance and grade records into Booster. Student Services keeps a copy of all 

physical attendance and grade records to cross-reference with the grades entered in the 

system. The file clerk keeps the testing materials filed in a separate area if staff needs to check 

any further information. Such physical copies of attendance records were requested on site 

during the team visit and were provided on the same day to the team evaluator (samples of 

hard copy backup documentation provided as an exhibit); and 4) “It appears that the team 

did not understand how our class roster system works.  Students who are on vacation continue 

to appear on the rosters, but a “V” is placed after their name to indicate vacation status.  We 

do this so that the student is not lost in our system, knowing that they are scheduled to return, 

typically in two weeks,” and explained how students often take vacation following the end of 

their 12-week session before beginning the next level (sample class rosters attached, 
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generated by the database). 

 

However, the sample attendance rosters provided were not reconciled to the Booster system, 

the sample file for  was heavily redacted throughout its 58 pages and Exhibits 28-

1 and 28-2 (referenced by the institution as “the perfect file”) were heavily redacted 

throughout their combined 114 pages. 

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to 

resolve this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic 

and effective implementation of policies and procedures to ensure that:  (a) all records 

are maintained in an accurate, orderly, and up-to-date manner; and (b) the record-

keeping system facilitates ready access and review of these records by appropriate 

parties.  

 

6. Standard V-B: Learning Resources, Equipment, and Supplies 

 

The team report indicated that the institution does not provide students with a computer lab 

or alternative means of test practice for the TOEFL test preparation class. Since the majority 

of these students will take the iBT test, the team found that requisite resources did not support 

the goals and objectives of this course as the insufficient lab space and computers did not 

facilitate simulated test preparation, an industry-standard component of such programs.  

 

In its response, the institution indicated that “students would benefit from practicing taking 

the TOEFL exam on a computer.  Therefore, xxx computers have been put in xxx for student 

use.”   Further, a recent survey of TOEFL students indicated that 75% had their own laptops 

and that students are not completely dependent on USAELC equipment.  However, actual 

computer and student counts were not provided, and the institution did not provide syllabi or 

other course materials to demonstrate that computer-based test preparation was part of the 

regular curriculum and student experience. 

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to 

resolve this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic 

and effective implementation of policies and procedures to ensure that adequate, 

appropriate, up-to-date, and functional equipment, learning resources, supplies, and 

furnishings are readily available for instructor and student use and for the effective 

delivery of the institution’s education and training.   

 

7. Standard VII-D: Student Services 

 

The team report indicated that staffing for the two-day Friday-Saturday programs was 

minimal, consisting of a security guard (or Campus Monitor) and an Evening/Saturday, 

Program Coordinator, even though a substantial number of students (53) were enrolled in 

these sections, thus failing to demonstrate that appropriate services (such as culturally-

enriching experience, access to DSO advice, and access to senior management) were available 
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to this student population.  

 

The institution's response indicated that: a) weekend students attend classes on Friday and 

Saturday, and that all services are available all day on Friday for these students; b) given the 

site team’s feedback, it has increased staffing during the nights and on the weekends, with the 

Program Director working Saturday hours, and, beginning July 30, evening hours will extend 

until 7:30; c) a DSO will be available on-call to assist students who have urgent needs outside 

of regular hours; and d) students have been notified of the increased hours (exhibits 

provided).  However, the effectiveness of the new staffing schedule can only be evidenced in 

practice over time.    

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will evaluate the resolution of this issue, including 

documented evidence that evening and weekend students have sufficient access to all 

student services relevant to an Intensive English Program. 

 

8. Standard VIII-B: Attendance 

 

The team report indicated that it found lax enforcement of the institution’s attendance 

policy with approximately 30 morning students and 30 afternoon students observed 

arriving late.  Tardies were observed to be marked only after 20 or 30 minutes, a practice 

encouraged by the institution’s policy to allow students a “grace period” of 15 minutes to 

arrive to class.  As noted under Standard II:A – Governance, this “grace period” effectively 

makes the institution’s full-time ESOL programs 17-hour programs rather than 18-hour 

programs, as required by SEVP regulations, and allows students to be in compliance with 

the institution’s attendance policy by being in class an average of 80% of a 17- rather than 

an 18-hour week.  

The team also indicated that the institution’s class scheduling of its morning and afternoon 

programs did not allow any break time between classes, resulting in a natural attrition of 

classroom time as instructors and students transitioned from one schedule to the next, 

typically resulting in a loss of approximately 15 minutes of class time, further exacerbating 

the 15-minute grace period discussed above.  

Finally, the team report indicated that the institution’s Leave of Absence Policy does not 

align with ACCET Document 36.ESOL - Leave of Absence, Medical Leave and Vacation 

Policies, as it permitted leaves of absence to extend beyond a five-month period. 

 

In its response, the insitution indicated that students and faculty have been notified that there 

is not a grace period, and students arriving between 1-15 minutes late or leave 1-15 minutes 

early are marked tardy. Students that arrive between 16-30 minutes late or leave 16-30 

minutes early are given a double tardy. Four tardies equates to one absence.  This change 

has been included in the OPM, Student Handbook, and Faculty Handbook and students and 

faculty signed an acknowledgment of this important change (Exhibit 33).  However, the 

response did not provide documentation of implementation of the new policy, nor did it 
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address the issue of the loss of class time.  

 

Relative to the Leave of Absence Policy, the institution’s response indicated that it had 

clarified its policy on the maximum five-month period.  However, the response referenced five 

exhibits, only one of which (Exhibit 34 - Operations Manual) included a LOA policy, with no 

indication of what had been revised, nor was any documentation provided indicating that 

students had been apprised of the policy change.   

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to 

resolve this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic 

and effective implementation of policies and procedures to ensure that:  (a) student 

attendance is consistent with statutory, regulatory, and accreditation requirements; 

and (b) the institution publishes a clear description of its attendance requirements 

and informs students of their attendance on a regular and timely basis.   

 

9. Standard VIII-C: Student Progress 

 

The team report indicated a variety of weaknesses under this standard, including the 

following: 

 

a. Each course or level is 12 weeks in length, but the institution does not formally 

evaluate students at the mid-point of each term, as required by ACCET Document 

18.ESOL – Satisfactory Progress Policy.   

b. Academic probation is not clearly defined or well understood by faculty.  There is no 

clear definition of consequences for continued probationary status and no clear 

timeline for termination for chronic failure to comply with the institution’s satisfactory 

academic progress policy. The policy provides no timeline for removing a student 

from probation and does not provide clear consequences for continuing failure to 

obtain satisfactory progress.  No appeals process is available to students who wish to 

contest this status, and, in discussions with faculty during the on-site visit, none could 

identify which students were on probationary status.  There were no individualized 

learning plans for any students on probationary status. 

c. Students who do not meet satisfactory progress requirements are required to go to 

“tutoring.”  The institution did not demonstrate that “tutoring” was anything other than 

self-study, nor that this self-study was appropriately monitored.  In addition, there was 

no clear evidence that students were attending “tutoring,” per institutional policy.  The 

team reviewed a list of 47 students who had not met the institution’s satisfactory 

progress requirements immediately prior to the on-site visit and who were, therefore, 

required to be in attendance for “tutoring,” but only one student was observed to be in 

attendance during the on-site visit.  

d. The team found that a number of students, not in compliance with the SAP policy, 

were not appropriately subject to the institution’s procedures. For example,  

(GPA 49% and attendance rate of 70%) and  (GPA of 57%) were 

both required to attend tutoring but had not done so. 
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e. Student files did not provide a clear record of placement or level changes. For 

example, ’s file contained multiple placement test scores, as well as class 

change forms missing critical information, including current or requested levels, as 

well as signatures. This student also repeated the Intermediate 1 class twice and the 

TOEFL class once with no individualized learning plan developed and implemented, 

as required by this standard. 

f. Academic decisions regarding students’ language competencies were being made by 

other students employed at the institution, rather than academic staff.  For example, 

 was permitted to change levels, from Beginner 2 to Beginner 1, upon the 

signature of a student worker, , employed in the student services office, 

without further review by academic staff. 

g. The online Booster software, while making basic student information readily available 

for third party review, was not supported by materials necessary to corroborate the 

numbers contained in the system, including physical placement tests, which were 

missing in a large number of student files. 

h. During a review of 10 randomly selected current student files, four students had failed 

to meet satisfactory academic progress policies, and three of these students (  

) had no individualized learning plans, and  

 had not received notice of academic probation.  

 

In its response, the institution indicated that: 

 

a. It had modified its process to formally evaluate students at the mid-point of each term, 

by requiring a cumulative quiz at the end of the 6th week of the term. However, no 

documentation was provided to demonstrate actual implementation of the revised 

policy. 

b. The response indicated that students cited by the team were in compliance with the 

institution’s policies and provided the following examples: 

i. Student  – narrative indicated that the student had received an 

automated e-mail due to the system mistakenly sending out emails to all 

students who were failing, regardless of the course week in which they were 

enrolled.  However, no explanation was provided as to the nature and extent 

of the mistaken e-mails, nor any indication that this error has been corrected. 

ii. Student  – the narrative indicated that this student started on 

4/23/18, at week six had a GPA of 54% and was appropriately notified. 

However, no documentation of probationary status was provided. 

iii. Student  – The narrative indicated that the student had multiple 

placement tests due to having two enrollments and provided copies of the two 

placement tests on file as well as copies of several individual learning plans.  

The narrative indicated that the student had only repeated the Intermediate 1 

course once and suggested that the confusion may have resulted from the 

student having taken a vacation mid-course, as was allowed at the time.  

However, the exhibit referenced (Exhibit 38.1) is a Notice of Mandatory 
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Tutoring to an unnamed student, dated June 26, 2018, which was well after 

the ACCET team visit. 

iv. Student  – The narrative indicated that a letter dated 2/7/2017 from 

the faculty requesting this student be moved from Beginner 2 to Beginner 1 

was the academic authorization, and ’s (student worker) 

signature on the form simply documented the administrative course change. 

The narrative indicated that a copy of the 2/7/17 letter from the faculty was 

included as Exhibit 38.2 but Exhibit 38.2 contained copies of file 

documentation only for student . 

v. Student  –The response indicated that a notice of probation was 

sent on 6/9/17 and that Exhibit 38.3 included the ILPs (8/8/17 and 11/20/17).  

However, exhibit 38.3 includes only file documentation for student  

, who was not referenced in the team report. 

c. Relative to the finding that academic probation is not clearly defined or well 

understood by faculty, and that there is no clear definition of consequences for 

continued probationary status and no clear timeline for termination for chronic 

failure to comply with the institution's satisfactory academic progress , the response 

policy provided the USAELC Academic Probation policy. However, there was no 

indication of changes made, if any, the effective date of the policy, if revised, nor did 

the response address the finding that the policy was not well understood by faculty. 

d. Relative to the finding that no appeals process is available to students who would wish 

to contest probationary status, and that faculty interviewed during the on-site visit 

could not identify which students were on probationary status, the response cited the 

Student Handbook which states that “Students … may appeal a determination by 

completing the Student Request Form available in the administrative office,” which 

is reviewed by the Exceptions Review Committee, which meets weekly. This policy is 

also available in the OPM and Faculty Handbook.  However, the response did not 

address the issue of faculty not being aware of students’ probationary status, nor did 

it provide any page references to the appeals policy in the Student Handbook, OPM, 

or Faculty Handbook.  The institution did not provide documentation to demonstrate 

that academic appeals are conducted by academic staff.  

e. Relative to the finding that academic decisions regarding students' language 

competencies were being made by other students employed at the institution, the 

response restated that these were not USAELC students (they are SDUIS students) 

and that they are otherwise qualified for their positions.  However, irrespective of 

their matriculation with SDUIS and not USAELC, the institution did not demonstrate 

that student workers were qualified for their roles.  

f. Relative to the finding that "tutoring" was anything other than self-study,  nor that this 

self-study was appropriately monitored, the response indicated that tutoring was 

designed as individual study in a group setting, with an instructor in the room to 

provide support, and suggested that a better term would be “Supervised Self Study 

(SSS),” and added an additional requirement that students who do not attend SSS are 

not eligible for vacation.  The response also explained that approximately 20 of the 

[47]students on the tutoring list actually did not require tutoring, as they were missing 
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one test or quiz, and approximately 10 were in their last week of school and ended 

their program the following week, and the remaining students had until Friday to 

fulfill their four-hour tutoring requirement. However, no explanation was provided as 

to why students would be signed up for SSS when they only needed to make up a test 

or quiz, why an exact count could not be provided of who these students were, or why 

no documentation was provided that tutoring or SSS was actually taking place.  

g. Relative to the finding that the data in the online Booster system was not supported by 

corroborating materials, including physical placement tests, the response indicated 

that the team report was not accurate and that all student data including attendance, 

grades and placement tests is supported by physical records.  Samples were provided 

as Exhibit 23.  However, while Exhibit 23 was attached with the institution’s response 

under Standard II-D, no such exhibit was included under this standard, and the II-D 

exhibit is comprised solely of classroom sign-in sheets. 

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to 

resolve this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic 

and effective implementation of policies and procedures to ensure that:  (a) the 

institution effectively monitors, assesses, and records the progress of students utilizing a 

sound and clearly defined assessment system; (b) Student progress is documented 

consistently in accordance with institutionally established performance outcomes and is 

communicated to all students; (c) Students are informed of their progress on a regular 

and timely basis; and (d) The institution publishes a clear description of its requirements 

for satisfactory student progress and utilizes sound written policies and procedures to 

determine student compliance with these requirements and to document the results. 

 

10. Standard IX-A: Student Satisfaction 

 

The on-site team indicated that no student satisfaction surveys had been conducted since 2016, 

other than a single survey conducted between the first and the second day of the on-site visit.  

Further, survey instruments were not utilized to improve the education, training, and student 

services provided by the institution, as required by the standard. 

 

The institution’s response repeated its answer to the weakness in Standard I-A (above), 

indicating that it collects student satisfaction data through a wide variety of methods, and  

also indicated that an additional student survey was conducted in July which solicited 

feedback about a variety of issues, thereby assisting the institution in making decisions 

relative to computer availability, expansion of administrative support hours, and addressing 

classroom cleanliness and maintenance. 

 

The response included a revised policy specifying that student satisfaction surveys will be 

conducted at least twice annually and that … “administrative staff will periodically determine 

an appropriate time…” and “at approximately 6-month intervals.” A compiled summary of 

recent survey results, including student comments, was attached along with faculty meeting 

minutes where survey results were discussed.  However, the revised survey policy did not 
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identify the staff member (by name or title) responsible for implementing the new policy or a 

time frame specific enough to provide assurance that the surveys would be reliably 

disseminated, compiled, and analyzed, or that it would result in both interim evaluations and 

a final evaluation upon completion of the term of enrollment for all students, as required by 

this standard.   

 

Therefore, the follow-up team will review the status of the institution’s efforts to resolve 

this issue, including any documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic and 

effective implementation of policies and procedures to ensure:  (a) effective means to 

regularly assess, document, and validate student satisfaction relative to the quality of 

education, training, and student services provided; (b) Interim evaluations and a final 

evaluation upon completion of the term of enrollment to determine student satisfaction; 

and (c) utilization of  student feedback to improve the education, training, and student 

services provided by the institution. 

 

The follow-up visit will take place prior to the December 2018 Commission meeting.  However, 

there be no advanced notification of the dates of the visit.  While the follow-up team’s review will 

focus on the weaknesses cited in the on-site team report and the institution’s responses to those 

citations, the Commission advises the institution that the follow-up team’s review is not limited 

to the issues of the original weaknesses cited and may include all standards.  Further, the visit may 

address related issues raised in complaints #1496, #1502, and $1508 as well as earlier complaints 

that were shown to have merit.  

 

Further, the Commission directed the institution to submit an interim report to provide further 

clarification and/or resolution relative to ACCET standards, policies, and procedures by 

submitting the following documentation: 

 

1. Separate organizational chart for USA English Language Center and for San Diego University 

of Integrative Studies (as of 9/26/18) 

2. ACCET Document 21 – Personnel File/Qualifications Checklist completed for USA English 

Language Center, with all data field entered (as of 9/26/18). 

3. SEVIS list of active students enrolled at USA English Language Center (as of 9/26/18). 

4. Roster of all active students enrolled at USA English Language Center (as of 9/26/18). 

5. List of all students on leave of absence and/or vacation in 2018 (January 1 – September 26, 

2018), identifying for each F-1 student the following: (a) program start date and scheduled 

end date, (b) program, (c) last date of attendance, and (e) schedule return date from leave of 

absence or vacation. 

6. List of all withdrawn, dropped, or canceled students in 2018 (January 1 – September 26, 

2018), indicating for each student the following: (a) program start date and scheduled end 

date, (b) program, (c) last date of attendance or cancellation date. 

7. List of all student workers in 2018 (January 1 – September 26, 2018), indicating for each 

worker the following: (a) job title, (b) date hired and, if applicable, last date of employment, 

and (c) citizenship or visa status. 

8. Payroll records for 1st, 2nd, and July-August of 3rd quarters of 2018 to include all student 
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workers and contract workers (faculty and staff) working for or with USA English Language 

Center. 

9. List of students on academic probation in 2018 (January 1 – September 26, 2018) identifying 

for each student: (s) program start date and scheduled end date, (b) program, (c) visa status, 

(d) date issued academic probation, (e) current enrollment and academic status. 

 

A copy of this report, including the attached interim report cover sheet, must be mailed to 

interimreports@accet.org no later than September 26, 2018. 

 

As a reminder, please be advised that late submission and receipt of documents and reports are subject 

to significant late fees in accordance with Commission policy.  These fees are outlined in ACCET 

Document 10, which can be found at www.accet.org. 

 

Further, while under a Show Cause directive, the institution is restricted from making any substantive 

changes including, but not limited to, new programs, major program revisions, new branch campuses 

or other new sites, or relocations out of the general market area. 

 

Deferral of reaccreditation is not an adverse action and is explained in ACCET Document 11 – 

Policies and Practices of the Accrediting Commission, which is available on our website at 

www.accet.org.  The deferral of a final decision is intended to allow for an opportunity to clarify 

and/or resolve the issues of concern cited herein, specifically focused on the demonstration of 

systematic and effective implementation of revised policies and procedures in practice over time.  In 

accordance with Commission policy, no substantive changes including, but not limited to, new 

programs or major program revisions, new branch campuses or other new sites, and/or relocation out 

of the general market area, will be permitted during the term of the deferral period. 

 

Your demonstrated capabilities and commitment in support of the institution’s accredited status are 

essential to a favorable outcome in this process.  Should you have any questions or need further 

assistance regarding this letter, please contact the ACCET office at your earliest opportunity. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

William V. Larkin, Ed.D. 

Executive Director 

 

WVL/jss 

 

Enclosures: Interim Report Cover Sheet 

 Staff Report Cover Sheet 
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CC: Mr. Herman Bounds, Chief, Accreditation Division, US ED (aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) 

Ms. Valerie Lefor, Accreditation Division, US ED (valerie.lefor@ed.gov) 

Ms. Rachel Canty, Director of External Operations, SEVP (rachel.e.canty@ice.dhs.gov)Ms. 

Katherine H. Westerlund, Certification Chief, SEVP (katherine.h.westerlund@ice.dhs.gov) 

Ms. Yvette Johnson, Enforcement Chief, CA Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education, 

(yvette.johnson@dca.ca.gov) 

Ms. Leeza Rifredi, Deputy Bureau Chief, CA Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education, 

(leeza.rifredi@dca.ca.gov)
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