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110 William Street, 3rd floor 
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Re: Initial Accreditation Denied 

(Not a final action- appealable) 

 

ACCET ID #1549 

 

Dear Ms. Proyss, 

 

This letter is to inform you that, at its August 2019 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the 

Accrediting Council for Continuing Education & Training (ACCET) voted to deny initial 

accreditation to Manhattan Institute of Management, located in New York, New York. 

 

The decision was based upon a careful review and evaluation of the record, including the institution’s 

Analytic Self-Evaluation Report (ASER), the on-site visit team report (visit conducted October 8 -9, 

2018), and the institution’s response to that report, dated November 21, 2018.  It is noted for the 

record that the Commission originally considered the institution’s application for initial accreditation 

at its December 2018 meeting.  At that time, the Commission voted to defer consideration for one 

cycle and directed the institution to submit an interim report. At the April 2019 meeting, the 

Commission voted to defer consideration for an additional cycle and directed the institution to submit 

a second interim report. Upon its review at the August meeting of the institution’s interim report, 

received June 28, 2019, the Commission determined that the institution has not adequately 

demonstrated compliance with respect to ACCET standards, policies, and procedures, relative to the 

following findings: 

 

3. Standard III-B: Cancellation and Refund Policy 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that cancellation and refund policies are written, fair, and 

equitable; are consistently administered; and comply with statutory, regulatory, and accreditation 

requirements.  
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The previous interim report required the institution to provide a narrative update including evidence 

of a revised cancellation and refund policy compliant with ACCET Document 31 – Cancellation and 

Refund Policy and evidence of implementation by way of completed refund calculations for all 

students who dropped or were withdrawn from the program since the team visit. The refund 

calculation was to document a comparison between the ACCET policy (through 50%) and the BPSS 

policy. For all dropped or withdrawn students, the institution was to provide accompanying 

supporting documentation to include: (a) enrollment agreements; (b) record of the students’ daily 

attendance; (c) the students’ financial ledgers with payment and charge history, indicating a separate 

line item for each charge and payment; (d) refund calculation worksheets; (e)  proof of any refunds 

made (e.g. cancelled checks, receipts showing credit back to credit cards, wire transfers, etc.), if 

applicable; and (f) any other documentation needed to verify refund calculations, such as leave of 

absence forms. 

 

In its response, the institution provided a blank updated enrollment agreement form that indicates a 

pro rata refund policy (through 50%) based on the 10 week term, but does not include a comparison 

of BPPS policy.  The agreement indicates that, “The student refund may be more than that stated 

above if the accrediting agency refund policy results in a greater refund.”  However, the pro rata break 

down already describes the ACCET requirements, but does not address BPPS requirements.  

Additionally, the revised catalog provided indicates a different refund timeframe, noting retention of 

all tuition after the fourth week (40%) of the term.  

 

The institution’s response also included four student refund files; however, it is noted that these four 

students are the same students reported in the previous interim report, with the same issues previously 

noted.  The institution failed to demonstrate that a refund calculation worksheet exists and that it is 

being correctly implemented to demonstrate that every withdrawn/cancelled/dropped student has to 

have a refund calculation worksheet even if not due a refund.  

 

Of the four withdrawn student files provided, the ledger indicates a charge ($5,600) for the second 

quarter; however, as the period of financial obligation is a 10-week quarter and these four students 

dropped after the first quarter, the $100 registration should not have been charged a second time.  

 

The institution failed to demonstrate correct student ledgers to include (i) separate line items for each 

charge and payment exists; (ii) the registration fee ($100) itemized separate from tuition, and (iii) the 

clear delimitation of financial obligation by quarters. 

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate systematic and effective implementation of an ACCET 

compliant refund policy and the institution has not demonstrated full compliance with this standard. 

 

2. Standard IV-A: Educational Goals and Objectives and IV-C: Internship/Externships 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that the curriculum content and learning experiences are 

preplanned and present a sound, systematic, and sequential educational methodology; that sufficient 

and appropriate knowledge and skill elements are included to meet the specific and measurable 

performance outcomes expected for the courses and programs; and that internships are based on a 
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preplanned outline of the specific knowledge, skills, and experience to be acquired; and that written 

policies and procedures for the supervision and evaluation of internships are established and followed 

to ensure  consistency and effectiveness.  

 

The previous interim report required the institution to provide a narrative response to include complete 

policies and procedures for procuring and maintaining appropriate quality internship sites as well as 

the following previously requested items: a) lesson plans for all internship courses; b) syllabi for all 

internship capstone courses; c) clarification on the measurable performance objectives and grading 

criteria for the internship courses to include a rubric or other methodology to guide the evaluation 

process for essay assignments; d) a list of all students enrolled in the internship programs with the 

supporting documentation for each internship student and corresponding internship site including 

internship affiliation agreement, MIM Site Visit Form and Academic Training/Internship 

Management Plan. 

 

In its response, the institution provided a syllabus for one capstone course and indicated that it 

modifies that syllabus for its other programs, but failed to provide all syllabi as required. The 

institution further failed to provide the required lesson plans for the three internship programs.   

 

The institution provided specific, measurable performance objectives and a grading rubric for the 

Internship programs.  A list of 10 current students enrolled in the Internship program was provided 

along with eight Externship affiliation agreements and Externship Site Visit Forms.  However, the 

institution failed to provide an Academic Training/Internship Management Plan for seven students 

(  ,   ,  ,  ,  ,  ,  ). Evidence of systematic and 

effective implementation of a compliant internship policy and procedure was not exhibited.  

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. 

 

3. Standard VII-C: Transfer of Credit 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that it has written policies and procedures that ensure the fair and 

equitable treatment of students relative to the transfer of credit to and from the institution; and that it 

provides clear, complete, factual, and timely information regarding its transfer policies and practices.  

 

The previous interim report required the institution to provide a revised transfer of credit policy that 

meets all criteria of ACCET Document 16 – Transfer of Credit Policy, as well as evidence that the 

policy has been shared with faculty and staff and communicated to prospective students, and copies 

of any transfer of credit processed, if applicable. 

 

In its response, the institution’s narrative indicated that “Until further notice, no transfer of credit will 

be accepted other than those that relate  to the minimum requirements for admission,” which include 

“a minimum of 2 years of bachelor’s degree or for their Associates Degree.”  This criteria does not 

constitute a transfer of credit, as the student’s credits are not being evaluated for application to the 

program for which they are applying, contrary to ACCET Document 16 – Transfer of Credit Policy  

which is applicable to all vocational institutions.  
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Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. 

 

4. Standard VIII-A: Performance Measurements and Standard VIII-C: Student Progress  

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that it effectively monitors, assesses, and records the progress of 

students utilizing the sound and clearly defined assessment system established by the institution; and 

that students are informed of their progress on a regular and timely basis.  

 

The previous interim report required that the institution provide evidence of all progress reports issued 

for the previous quarter to include all academic warnings and probations issued, to demonstrate 

systematic and effective implementation of the institution’s student progress policy.  

 

In its response, the institution provided current term progress reports and warning letters as well as 

communication between the instructors and leadership regarding students at risk at mid-term. 

However, the institution failed to evidence implementation of its student progress policy for the 

previous term as directed. 

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. 

 

 

5. Standard IX-D: Completion and Job Placement 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that the institution establishes and implements written policies 

and procedures that provide effective means to regularly assess, document, and validate the quality 

of the education and training services provided relative to completion and job placement rates; and 

that the number of students who complete the programs and courses in which they enroll is consistent 

with the benchmarks established by the Accrediting Commission.  Additionally, the institution failed 

to demonstrate that, at minimum, one graduating class from the longest program must have completed 

the education or training offered in order to be eligible for a grant of accreditation in accordance with 

ACCET Document 1 – Accreditation Process. 

 

The previous interim report required the institution to provide a narrative update concerning measures 

taken to increase the completion rate for the Internship Intermediate program, as well as updated 

Documents 28.1 – Completion and Job Placement for all Internship programs by calendar year, 

determined by the student cohort expected graduation date.  To insure the institution’s understanding 

of ACCET Document 28 – Completion and Placement Policy and its required implementation, a staff 

member responsible for completion tracking and job placement was directed to register for and attend 

the ACCET Completion and Placement Webinar, scheduled for April 26, 2019. 

 

In its response, the institution provided a narrative indicating that the low completion rate for the 

Intermediate Internship program was due to BPPS licensure requirements and indicated that “such 

situations would not repeat itself.”  However, the institution failed to provide the required Documents 

28.1 for all internship programs.  As a result, the Commission could not determine that the institution’s 

longest program (Advanced Internship at 1,350 clock hours) has at least one graduating class as 
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required by ACCET Document 1.  Additionally, the institution failed to attend the Completion and 

Job Placement webinar as directed.  

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. 

 

Since denial of initial accreditation is an adverse action by the Accrediting Commission, the institution 

may appeal the decision.  The full procedures and guidelines for appealing the decision are outlined 

in Document 11, Policies and Practices of the Accrediting Commission, which is available on our 

website at www.accet.org. 

 

If the institution wishes to appeal the decision, the Commission must receive written notification no 

later than fifteen (15) calendar days from receipt of this letter, in addition to a certified or cashier’s 

check in the amount of $8,500.00, payable to ACCET, for an appeals hearing.   

 

In the case of an appeal, a written statement, plus six (6) additional copies regarding the grounds for 

the appeal, saved as PDF documents and copied to individual flash drives, must be submitted to the 

ACCET office within sixty (60) calendar days from receipt of this letter.  The appeal process allows 

for the institution to provide clarification of and/or new information regarding the conditions at the 

institution at the time the Accrediting Commission made its decision to deny or withdraw 

accreditation. The appeal process does not allow for consideration of changes that have been made 

by or at the institution or new information created or obtained after the Commission’s action to deny 

or withdraw accreditation, except under such circumstances when the Commission’s adverse action 

included a finding of non-compliance with Standard III-A, Financial Stability, whereupon the 

Appeals Panel may consider, on a one-time basis only, such financial information provided all of the 

following conditions are met:  

 

• The only remaining deficiency cited by the Commission in support of a final adverse action  

decision is the institution’s failure to meet ACCET Standard III-A, Financial Stability, with the 

institution’s non-compliance with Standard III-A the sole deficiency warranting a final adverse 

action.    

 

• The financial information was unavailable to the institution until after the Commission’s decision 

was made and is included in the written statement of the grounds for appeal submitted in 

accordance with the ACCET appeals process; and 

 

• The financial information provided is significant and bears materially on the specified financial 

deficiencies identified by the Commission.  

 

The Appeals Panel shall apply such criteria of significance and materiality as established by the 

Commission. Further, any determination made by the Appeals Panel relative to this new financial 

information shall not constitute a basis for further appeal.   
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Initial applicants are advised that, in the instance of an appeal following a denial of accreditation being 

initialized in accordance with ACCET policy, the institution may not make substantive changes to its 

operations, such as additional programs or sites, until a notice of final action is forwarded by the 

Commission. 

 

It remains our hope that the accreditation evaluation process has served to strengthen your institution’s 

commitment to and development of administrative and academic policies, procedures, and practices 

that inspire a high quality of education and training for your students. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
William V. Larkin, Ed. D. 

Executive Director 

 

WVL/lao 

 

 

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

 Ms. Charity Helton, Accreditation Division, US ED (charity.helton@ed.gov) 

 Mr. James Hicks, Deputy Director for External Operations, SEVP  

 (james.d.hicks@ice.dhs.gov) 

 Mr. Robert Lyon, NYS Department of Motor Vehicles (driving.school@dmv.ny.gov) 

Ms. Lisa Stiles-Roy, Supervisor of Educational Programs, NYSED Bureau of Proprietary 

School Supervision (lisa.stiles-roy@nysed.gov) 
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