
 
 

December 20, 2016  VIA EMAIL 

 (cversari@sduis.edu) 

 

 

Dr. Cristina Versari 

President 

USA English Language Center at  

San Diego University for Integrative Studies 

3900 Harney St 

San Diego, CA 92110 

Re: Reaccreditation Deferred; 

Institutional Show Cause Vacated; 

Interim Report Required 

ACCET ID #1359 

Dear Dr. Versari, 

 

At its December 2016 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; the on-site visit team report 

(visit conducted October 18-19, 2016), and the institution’s responses to that report, dated November 

23, 2016.  Additionally, the Commission reviewed the August 25, 2016 Commission Action letter 

that required no further reporting due to the institution’s reaccreditation visit scheduled in the 

December 2016 review cycle, but directed that outstanding issues be reviewed by the team, including 

issues originally resulting from the institution’s Quality Assurance Visit (visited conducted on June 

3-4, 2015) and the Commission directed Follow-Up Visit (visit conducted on February 5, 2016).   The 

August 25, 2016 letter directed the reaccreditation visit team to specifically review the following 

items:  (1) the institution’s compliance with accreditation, state, and federal regulations as it applies 

to the institution’s SEVP authorization; (2) the institution’s documentation for incoming and outgoing 

transfer students to ensure that the time frames of the policy are being systematically and effectively 

implemented; (3) the institution’s procedures for tracking student enrollment and overseeing student 

progress to ensure that they are educationally sound, along with a review of student files relative to 

level repeats and Individualized Learning Plans; (4) the institution’s processes pertaining to make-up 

work and attendance to ensure they meet ACCET standards; (5) the institution’s processes for 

vacations and leaves of absence to ensure that they are educationally sound and compliant with 

ACCET and SEVP requirements; and (6) admissions processes to ensure that students are able to 

benefit from the programs offered. 

 

Upon its review at the December 2016 meeting, the Commission voted to defer consideration and to 

extend the institution’s accredited status pending further review at its April 2017 meeting.  The 

Commission also voted to vacate institutional show cause in recognition of the improvements 

demonstrated by the institution in the team report and the institution’s response to that report. 
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While the institution’s responses adequately addressed some of the weaknesses in the team report and 

the Commission’s August 25, 2016 letter, the following issues are in need of further clarification 

and/or resolution relative to ACCET standards, policies, and procedures. Toward that end, the 

Commission directed the institution to submit an interim report to include the following specific 

items: 

 

1. Standard II-A Governance 

 

The team report indicated that the I-17 identifies the name of the school as San Diego University 

of Integrative Studies (SDUIS) and shows ACCET as the accreditor of SDUIS.  The team noted 

that the I-17 accurately states that “ACCET only accredits the USA English Language Center” 

and that “SDUIS’s degree programs do not fall under ACCET accreditation.”  However, concerns 

remain regarding the clarity of the SEVP authorized entity from which I-20s are being issued. 

 

In addition, the I-17 only includes the program names and graduation requirements for the degree 

programs of SDUIS and not the ESOL programs offered by the USA English Language Center. 

The institution’s I-17 also lists the institution’s enrollment as quarterly, and four start dates for the 

year are listed which, while corresponding to the SDUIS degree programs, are not an accurate 

reflection of ESOL program start dates, since the latter program operates on a rolling, weekly-

enrollment basis.  The I-17 also lists a California BPPE approval, which  expired on December 

31, 2013.   

 

The team report noted the institution was subject to a current Notice to Comply from BPPE with 

respect to discrepancies in programs approved and those actually offered.  The institution’s initial 

grant of accreditation included two programs:  the Intensive English Program (6 levels) and the 

TESOL Certification Program.  Subsequent to a Quality Assurance Visit, the institution was 

advised that courses offered in TOEFL Test Preparation, Conversation for Fluency, and Business 

English, ostensibly offered as electives, should be listed as separate programs, since students were 

enrolling in these specific programs.  During the reaccreditation visit, the team determined that 

these could, in fact, be listed as electives, and that the student population enrolling in these 

electives was drawn from the institution’s Intensive English Program.  The institution had not 

offered its TESOL Certification program in 2016, and requested that it be inactivated.  However, 

while the institution was in the process of reconciling program offerings with those approved by 

ACCET, the discrepancies had not been finalized by the time of the team report’s completion.  In 

addition, the team was unable to verify whether program reconciliations would be automatically 

accepted by BPPE or would require additional follow-up by the institution. 

 

In its response the institution documented its efforts to change the I-17 to satisfy the concerns 

addressed by ACCET. Since the I-17 is locked during recertification, the institution has limited 

ability to change it and is subject to delayed response time experienced by several SEVP certified 

schools relying on SEVP processing. As noted in the ACCET team report, the institution was 

successful in getting the phrases, “ACCET only accredits the USA English Language Center”, 

and that “SDUIS’s degree programs do not fall under ACCET accreditation”, added to the I-17.  

  

Regarding the graduation requirements on the I-17, the institution’s response included a SEVP 
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notice to DSO’s confirming that publishing the requirements for graduation are no longer 

required. Therefore, this concern has been addressed. Regarding the academic calendar, USA 

English Language Center follows the same calendar as SDUIS; therefore, the listing on the I-17 

is correct. Each course begins four times per year. However, in the ESOL program, students may 

enter the course at any time throughout the term, because the courses themselves are taught in a 

modular format. 

  

Regarding “SDUIS” and not “USAELC”being identified on the I-17 as the authorized entity from 

which I-20s are issued, the institution provided evidence that SEVP confirmed that the institution 

can not have a separate I-17 for the USA English Language Center. 

  

In its response, the institution provided documents verifying that the institution continues to 

operate with BPPE approval.  Enclosed was a printout of a list of approved schools from the 

BPPE website as of November 17, 2016 showing that SDUIS is on the list of approved schools 

and that the “Intensive English Language Program” continues to be listed as one of its approved 

programs.  Also provided was a letter from the BPPE to SDUIS, dated October 20, 2016, verifying 

that SDUIS is considered “likely to achieve full accreditation by July 1, 2020.”  Considering the 

evidence provided here, it was clear that SDUIS continues to operate as an approved school 

under the California BPPE; however, this does not address whether USA English Language 

Center and its programs are included in the Bureau’s review of SDUIS and are therefore 

approved by BPPE. 

 

Therefore, the institution must provide a narrative update on these issues, including 

documented evidence of the institution’s continued efforts: (1) to obtain recertification 

with SEVP; (2) to obtain official notice of approval by BPPE, along with written 

clarification (verification) from BPPE as to whether USA English Language Center and 

its programs require separate BPPE approval; and (3) to reconcile the programs 

approved by ACCET and by BPPE to ensure consistency among the programs approved 

by both agencies.   

  

2. Standard IV-A Educational Goals and Objectives 

 

The team report indicated that the two-day (Friday/Saturday) version of the 18-hour-per-week 

intensive program is not a full-time intensive program, as the program schedule ensures only 16 

hours of instruction, based on the existing two-day class schedule (two days from 8:30 am - 5:30 

pm, with two 15 minute breaks and one half-hour lunch break).  The team also noted that extra-

curricular student activities occur during scheduled hours of instruction, including field trips and 

participation in local charitable events, which exacerbate the reduced hours of instruction 

provided to students in this program. With student services and support staff unavailable on 

Saturdays, student services are not provided during half the program of study for students enrolled 

in the two-day program.  Further, the team noted that the institution was unable to provide a sound 

rationale to justify offering a two-day program to international students with F-1 visas. The 

institution failed to demonstrate that a two-day intensive English program is compatible with the 

institution’s professed methodology of direct instruction and inquiry-based learning, key 

components of which would include the recycling of learned content and the appropriate pacing 
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and accumulation of language practice via structured situational dialogues and supervised 

language production.   

 

In its response, the institution indicated that students in the two-day program are now provided 

student services on Saturday through the library, weekend faculty coordinator, or on-call campus 

administrator.  Beginning in September 2016, the institution appointed weekend coordinators to 

be available to assist instructors as needed. Additionally, the library is open on Fridays and 

Saturdays, with a librarian who is trained to assist students in many areas of the university.   

 

However, the institution failed to demonstrate that at least 18 hours of instruction are offered 

weekly, based on ACCET’s definition of a clock hour.  The institution also failed to provide a 

compelling rationale for offering field trips and participation in local charitable events during 

scheduled hours of instruction and not as extra-curricular events. Although the institution 

referenced articles from professional journals, the institution failed to demonstrate that the two-

day program is consistent with the institution’s professed instructional methodology and that the 

learning outcomes of students in the two-day program are comparable with the  learning 

outcomes of students in the full-time weekday program. The institution provided no documented 

evidence to demonstrate that the learning outcomes of F-1 students in the two-day program meet 

or exceeded those of F-1 students in other full-time programs at the institution.   

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to submit a narrative update on the two-day program, 

including: 

 

1. Documented evidence to demonstrate that the two-day program is compatible with the 

institution’s instructional methodology. Include a comprehensive review of the 

educational impact of condensing an intensive English program into two consecutive 

nine-hour days per week, with consideration of areas such as student attention span, 

effective reinforcement, language input, and attrition.  The institution must also provide 

documentation of any changes made to instruction to provide better reinforcement of 

ideas, as well as homework planning for students who are in class only two days per 

week.  Additionally, the institution must include copies of faculty meeting minutes 

detailing any discussions regarding instructional schedules, instructional delivery, and 

student support services to students in the two-day Friday/Saturday program. 

 

2. Documented evidence of a modified daily schedule for the two-day (Friday/Saturday) 

version of the full-time intensive English program to ensure a minimum of 18 hours of 

instruction in a week by either: (a) lengthening the daily schedule of instruction and/or 

(b) reducing the scheduled class breaks and lunch period to a maximum of 10 minutes 

in a discrete 60-minute period.  Note that the institution must comply with the definition 

of a clock hour in ACCET Document 25 – Policy for New, Revised, and Existing 

Program,  which states: “A clock hour is defined as a 60-minute span of time with no 

less than 50 minutes of actual class instruction.  Students must be given breaks which 

represent sound educational practices.  No more than 1.0 clock hour can be assigned to 

any discrete 60-minute period.”  Therefore, if a 10-minute break is not taken in a 
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discrete 60-minute period, the institution must count this as 1.0 clock hour and not  as 

1.167 clock hours of instruction. 

 

3. Documented evidence to demonstrate that the student learning outcomes for the two-

day program are comparable with the student learning outcomes of the full-time 

intensive weekday program. The institution must include separate spreadsheets for its 

two-day and five-day schedule for all students enrolled in the last three session in 2016 

(including the session beginning December 12, 2016), to include columns for each of the 

following:  1) student name; 2) visa status; 3) initial placement exam score; 4) initial 

proficiency level placement; 5) length of stay at institution;  5) final proficiency level; 

6) cumulative grade; 7) cumulative attendance; 8) standardized exit exam score; and 

9) percent increase/decrease in the exit exam score, to demonstrate student success and 

outcomes in both program schedules. The narrative must indicate which tests are used 

for placement and exit exams. In addition, the institution must provide grade reports 

and attendance records for three consecutive 12-week sessions for each student enrolled 

in the two-day program. 

 

4. Documented evidence of a comprehensive analysis by the institution of student surveys 

completed in 2016 for the two-day Friday/Saturday program compared with surveys 

completed in 2016 by students enrolled in the full-time weekday program to assess the 

level of student satisfaction with their programs. 

 

3. IV-B Program/Instructional Materials 

 

The team report indicated that course syllabi identified performance objectives for each 12-week 

course that were not stated in measurable terms, did not specify the performance criteria used to 

determine course grades, and did not identify the language objectives required of students to 

qualify for advancement to the next level.  By way of example, the Intermediate IA syllabus stated 

the following learning objective: “To extend language development through story lines, 

dialogues, music, and poetry.”  Similarly, the Business English course had the following stated 

learning objective: “To understand the culture and customs used in North American business.”  

 

In its response, the institution indicated that it agreed with the team’s findings and, therefore, 

revised its course objectives accordingly. The institution stated that faculty met to discuss the 

development of new objectives and decided to adopt the objectives identified in the Top Notch 

English text. These objectives were professionally written using proper methodology to ensure 

that course levels align with the expectations of the well-respected textbooks. Copies of revised 

syllabi  and faculty meeting minutes were provided with the response. The institution indicated 

that the revised course syllabi will be implemented effective December 12, 2016, which is the next 

session start.  

 

Therefore, the institution must provide a narrative update on this issue, along with 

documented evidence to demonstrate the systematic and effective implementation of the 

course objectives identified in the Top Notch English text, to include:  (1) copies of revised 

syllabi for all courses taught in the session beginning December 12, 2016; (2) evidence that 
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these revised syllabi were provided to students at the beginning of the course in December 

2016; and (3) documentation of the faculty’s discussion of course objectives,  as the minutes 

of the faculty meeting previously submitted included no such discussion. 

 

4. Standard VIII-A Performance Measurements 

 

The team report identified concerns with the institution’s current grading and assessment 

procedures and the percentages used to determine level advancement.  The team noted that 

allotting 25% of the overall course grade to participation was not an educationally sound practice 

for assessing student attainment of performance objectives.  The institution weighted participation  

even higher (33% of the final grade) for students taking vacations or leaves of absence (LOA) 

during their sessions. Furthermore, the participation rubric used by the institution allowed students 

to receive a 100% score on the participation portion of their final course grade after  achieving 

only 63% of the required rubric points (10/16). 

 

In its response, the institution agreed with the team’s concerns and subsequently revised its 

grading policy to align more closely with best practices in the ESL field. The institution indicated 

that the following changes will take place at the start of the new session, which begins on 

December 12, 2016.  

 

 The weighting of grading criteria to determine final course grades will be as follows: 8% 

participation, 10% classwork,10% homework, and 72% quizzes.  

 

 The four grading criteria will be permanently fixed at the percentages identified above with 

no fluctuations, including when students are on approved vacations or leaves of absence.  

Under the institution’s revised LOA and vacation policy,  students will no longer be allowed 

to take vacation in the middle of a class and, therefore, they will not miss any assessments. 

This will eliminate the concern that a final grade can be determined based on 33% 

participation; 33% class work; and 33% one exam (midterm or final).  

 

 A revised participation rubric will be used in conjunction with the revised grading scale to 

address the concerns identified by the team.   

 

In its response, the institution provided evidence that faculty and students were notified on 

November 28, 2016 of the new participation rubric and policies pertaining to grading and leaves 

of absence/vacations. The institution also attached revised syllabi with the updated grading 

matrix for courses being offered in the next session, along with a revised OPM and student 

handbook containing the updated policies. However, there was no opportunity for the institution 

to provide evidence of implementation, as these policies were implemented beginning on 

December 12, 2016. 

 

Therefore, the institution must provide  a narrative update on this issue, along with 

documented evidence to demonstrate that the new grading system and participation 

rubric were systematically and effectively  implemented effective December 12, 2016, to 

include course grade reports and other pertinent grading documentation for:  (1) a 
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sample of five students returning from a leave of absence that shows the calculation of 

their final course grades using the new grading criteria and participation rubric; and (2) 

a sample of five other students (not granted vacations/leave of absence) that shows the 

calculation of their final course grades using the new grading criteria and participation 

rubric.   

 

5. Standard VIII-C Student Progress 

 

The team observed that, while the institution’s policies and practices on satisfactory academic 

progress state that a “D” or 60% is considered sufficient for passing a course, all updated syllabi 

provided at the time of the visit and observed in the classrooms indicated that 70% was required 

for passing.  The team also found the policy pertaining to level advancement to be contradictory 

and academically unsound.  As noted, the institution’s satisfactory progress policy stated that an 

overall “D” is an acceptable passing score, indicating that the student has demonstrated sufficient 

proficiency of level objectives to advance to and succeed at the next level of 

instruction.  However, the same policy also stated that a student who obtained an overall “C” (2.0) 

in the course may elect to remain in the course if the student feels that he or she has not obtained 

a sufficient level of proficiency to advance and succeed at the next level.  

 

The team also found that the institution’s leave of absence and vacation policy, in conjunction 

with the institution’s rolling enrollment, resulted in students electing to take vacations or leaves 

of absence during the 12-week course and returning at any point during the program. As 

instructional objectives are sequential within the Intensive English Program, the results were that 

students who took vacations or leaves of absence under these circumstances were advanced to the 

next level having missed significant objectives (while on vacation or leaves of absence) and 

having to repeat objectives already achieved upon their return in order to complete what was, in 

effect, an incomplete or arbitrary and non-sequential 12 weeks of study.   

 

A further concern with the open enrollment policy was that, since students were allowed to start 

classes on a weekly basis and enter the course’s 12-week schedule at any point, the linear 

objectives within the course resulted in students being responsible for objectives based on 

materials presented prior to their start date.  In addition, the current open enrollment practice could 

result in students not taking the final or midterm exam due to the point of entrance.  This resulted 

in an alternative weighted final grade (33% participation, 33% classwork & quizzes, and 33% 

final or midterm), which the team found was excessive weighting for participation, as previously 

noted in Standard VIII-A. The institution’s open enrollment policy, as applied, resulted in a 

student possibly progressing to the next level at the midpoint of that level.   

 

Finally, the team noted a concern with students being allowed to exit the IEP at the Intermediate 

level to join the “elective” Business English, TOEFL, or Conversation courses, and to return later 

to the advanced portion of the linear, sequential ESL course without retesting. 

 

In its response, the institution indicated that it agreed with the team’s findings and, therefore, has 

adopted the following changes to be implemented beginning December 12, 2016:   
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 Revised Satisfactory Academic (SAP) Policy:  The SAP policy was revised to establish a grade 

of “C” or higher as the minimum criteria for achieving satisfactory progress and limit the 

retake of a course to students who earned a “D” or below. 

 

 Revised Vacation and Leave of Absence: According to the new policy, vacations and 

scheduled leaves of absence may only be approved at the end of a student’s course. In other 

words, students may take a vacation or leave only after completing week 12 of their 12-week 

course. This ensures that when the students join the next class, regardless of which week the 

course is in, all weeks and topics will be covered consecutively. 

 

 Curriculum Sequencing and Assessment: In evaluating how other ACCET accredited schools 

that have “rolling enrollment” assess students, the institution found that some did not use a 

midterm and final exam. Instead, they assess students on the discrete topics and skills learned 

every week through a series of weekly quizzes or exams. Staff and faculty met on November 

9, 2016 and decided to implement a similar policy. To complement the new assessment 

strategy, of using 12 weekly assessments (instead of 10 weekly quizzes plus a midterm and 

final exam), a new grading scale was proposed that also will be implemented on December 

12, 2016. The new grading scale is as follows: 8% participation, 10% classwork, 10% 

homework, and 72% quizzes.   

 

 Related to Retesting:  The institution established mandatory retesting for any students away 

from their course for 12 weeks or more. The testing requirement will ensure accurate level 

placement for students requesting a class change from an elective course (TOEFL, Business 

English and Conversation) to a level course.  

 

These new policies will be implemented for the session beginning December 12, 2016, including 

the policies pertaining to Satisfactory Academic Progress, Vacation and Leave of Absence, 

Curriculum Sequencing and Assessment and Retesting.  Faculty and students were notified of this 

new policy on November 28, 2016, as evidenced in the exhibits. The institution also demonstrated 

that these changes were updated in the OPM and Student Handbook. The syllabus for each course 

was also modified and submitted with the response. While the newly revised policies address many 

of the issues identified in the team report, the institution has yet to demonstrate implementation 

of these changes.  Further, there remains an outstanding issue, which is that, in accordance with 

the revised grading policy, there is no comprehensive assessment of the student’s language 

proficiency at the end of a session. There must be a comprehensive end-of-level assessment to 

measure a student’s overall language proficiency before the student is allowed to advance to the 

next level.   

 

Therefore, the institution must provide a narrative update on this issue, including:   

 

1. Documented evidence that the institution will ensure that student progress is evaluated 

by means of a comprehensive end-of-level assessment before students advance to the 

next level, to include:  (a) revised policies and procedures relative to grading and level 

advancement, including updates to  the OPM, and student handbook, as necessary; (b) 

documentation to demonstrate the dissemination of any revised policies/procedures and 
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subsequent training on the policies/procedures, as necessary; and (c) documented 

evidence of implementation of the changes to include copies of the comprehensive end-

of-session assessment instruments for all levels and completed end-of-level assessments 

for at least six students (one student from each level).  

 

2. Documented evidence of the systematic and effective implementation the revised 

Satisfactory Academic Progress (SAP) policy to include:  (a) a listing of all students 

placed on probation in accordance with the institution’s revised SAP policy and (b) a 

listing of all students required to repeat a course or level based on the revised policy, 

along with the following documentation for the listed students:  (i) grade reports and 

attendance records for the session beginning December 12, 2016 and  (ii) any 

Individualized Learning Plans. 

 

3. Documented evidence of the systematic and effective implementation of the revised 

vacation and leave of absence (LOA) policy, to include: (a) a listing of all students 

granted vacations and leaves of absence under the revised policies during the session 

beginning December 12, 2016 that identifies the following information for each listed 

student:  (i) start and end dates of the LOA and vacation and (ii) whether the student 

returned as scheduled; and (b) copies of the signed and approved LOA and vacation 

forms for each listed student. 

 

4. Documented evidence of the systematic and effective implementation of the retesting 

policy, to include:  (a) a listing of all students retested under the revise policy during the 

session beginning December 12, 2016, along with the following information for each 

listed student:  (i) the student’s level before the extended leave, (ii) the student’s reentry 

test score; and (iii) the student’s level following the reentry test and based on the test 

score. 

 

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

interimreports@accet.org no later than March 17, 2017, to allow sufficient time for the institution 

to demonstrate implementation of revised policies and procedures during the full 12-week session 

beginning December 12, 2016. 

 

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. 

 

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. 

file://///ACCET01/Company/Commission%20Action%20Letters/2016%20December/Drafts/interimreports@accet.org%20
file://///ACCET01/Company/Commission%20Action%20Letters/2016%20December/Drafts/www.accet.org
file://///ACCET01/Company/Commission%20Action%20Letters/2016%20December/Drafts/www.accet.org
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Your institution’s improvements are acknowledged and appreciated. However, 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/jhh 

 

Enclosure: Interim Report Cover Sheet 

 

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

Ms. Katherine H. Westerlund, Certification Chief, SEVP 

(katherine.h.westerlund@ice.dhs.gov) 

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

Ms. Joanne Wenzel, Bureau Chief, CA Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education, 

(joanne_wenzel@dca.ca.gov) 

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

(leeza.rifredi@dca.ca.gov) 
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