
 
 

December 18, 2015  VIA EMAIL & FEDERAL EXPRESS 
 (jeff.santilli@berlitz.us) 
 
 
Mr. Jeff Santilli 
Manager of Facilitation and Instruction, North America 
Berlitz Language Centers 
7 Roszel Rd. 
Princeton, NJ 08540 

 
Re: Reaccreditation Deferred; 

Institutional Show Cause Issued; 
Interim Report Reviewed; 

Additional Interim Report Required 
ACCET ID #320 

Dear Mr. Santilli: 
 
At its December 2015 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the Accrediting Council for 
Continuing Education & Training (ACCET) reviewed the institution’s interim report submitted in 
response to the August 28, 2015 Commission letter, resulting from its review of the reaccreditation 
visit reports/responses (visits conducted on May 12-15, 18-22, 27-28 and June 4-5, 10-11, 16-17, 22-
25, 2015).  The August Commission action extended the institution’s accredited status pending review 
at the December meeting and directed the institution to submit an interim report to address findings 
under 17 ACCET Standards, including:  I-C Planning, II-A Governance, II-C Personnel Management, 
II-D Records, III-B Financial Procedures, IV-C Performance Measurements, V-A Instructional 
Methods, V-D Facilities, VI-A Qualifications of Instructional Personnel, VI-B Supervision of 
Instruction, VI-C Instructor Orientation and Training, VII-B Enrollment, VIII-A Student 
Progress,VIII-B Attendance, VIII-C Participant Satisfaction, VIII-D Employer/Sponsor Satisfaction, 
and VIII-E Completion and Placement.     
 
Upon its review of the Interim Report, dated October 30, 2015, the Commission voted to defer 
consideration, extend the institution’s accredited status pending further review at the April 2016 
meeting, and issue a Show Cause directive requiring the institution to show cause why the institution’s 
accredited status should not be withdrawn due the institution’s continued failure to demonstrate full 
compliance with ACCET standards and policies, including those pertaining to financial procedures, 
performance measurements, and student progress. 
 
While the institution adequately addressed fourteen weaknesses originally identified in the team 
reports, the following issues were insufficiently addressed in the interim report and continue to be in 
need of further clarification and/or resolution relative to ACCET standards, policies, and procedures:   
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1. Standard III-B Financial Practices (All Centers) 
 

The institution was previously directed to provide revisions to the institution’s cancellation and 
refund policy, BSA application forms, and enrollment agreements (both the generic and the 
California-specific versions). The revised cancellation and refund policy was to address: (a) full 
refunds for program cancellations initiated by the institution; (b) removal of the $50 refund 
processing fee; (c) the maximum timeframe for the completion of the refund process; (d) 
appropriate instances when written notice of withdrawal are required; and  (e) the event or 
timeframe that triggers the refund calculation process in cases when written notice are not 
required. 
 
Additionally, the institution was required to provide evidence of the dissemination of the 
revised policies and procedures to all centers and documentation of new procedures and forms 
(at least two completed enrollment agreements and/or BSA applications) in use at all 16 centers 
visited.  
 
Further, the institution was to demonstrate revisions to its calculation refund worksheet to 
evidence removal of the cancellation fee and demonstrate the steps necessary to complete the 
calculation. The institution’s narrative was to explain how the refund calculation is appropriate to 
both versions of the refund policy currently in evidence (as expressed in terms of weeks vs in 
terms of lessons) and demonstrate revisions to the form as necessary.  
 
To demonstrate the systematic and effective implementation of the revised refund policies and 
procedures, the institution was also directed to provide at least six sample refunds with complete 
supporting documentation, including: (a) enrollment agreements/applications, (b) student ledgers, 
(c) attendance records, (d) refund calculation worksheets, and (e) proof of refund as applicable.  
These samples were to include at least two BSA refunds and two foreign language refunds, 
and originate from at least three different centers. The institution also was to submit a narrative 
update on the training and supervisory efforts underway to ensure that 100% of refunds are 
issued within the maximum stated timeframe from the date of determination (DOD) as defined 
by ACCET Document 31 and 31.ESL – Cancellation and Refund Policy. Additionally, the 
institution was required to demonstrate effective implementation by conducting a survey of all 
cancellations and withdrawals initiated since the date of the last team visit at all 16 centers.  
The institution was directed to present survey results in a table listing (a) center, (b) name of 
withdrawn or cancelled student, (c) DOD, and (d) date refund issued (the date refund 
calculation documented showing no refund due or “processing still underway”).  Finally, the 
institution was to provide refund calculations for San Francisco students (T. Inguagiato, J. 
James, and J. Bride) and proofs of refund, as necessary. 
 
The institution in its response demonstrated that it continues to have noncompliant and 
inconsistent policies/procedures relative to cancellations and refunds. Additionally, the 
institution failed to provide documented evidence of staff training and internal reviews, as 
directed.  Areas of continued concern include the following:  
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• The requested revised cancellation and refund policy for the Berlitz Study Abroad (BSA) 
program was not provided by the institution. While three of the BSA application contained 
a refund policy, the policy did not address: (a) program cancellation by the institution, (b) 
maximum timeframe for completion of the refund process, nor (c) notification of 
withdrawal, as required.  Further, in the case of a visa denial, the institution required the 
prospective student to  provide a copy of the visa denial as a condition for a refund, which 
constitutes an unnecessary barrier to a refund.  

 
• The BSA applications provided by the institution did not consistently include a cancellation 

and refund policy.  While the applications for Beverly Hills and the application for M. 
Stacherl (Chicago) included the incomplete refund policy referenced above, the remaining 
five applications provided did not include a cancellation and refund policy. 

 
• The cancellation and refund policy on non-BSA forms indicated that refunds are provided 

through 50% of the timeframe (or 60% for CA), as each student receives a certain number 
of lessons with a specified timeframe in which those lessons must be taken.  However, since 
lessons do not have a set schedule, 50% of the program completed is not necessarily 50% 
of the timeframe of enrollment.  For example, a student who enrolls for 100 lessons may 
choose to have the lessons spread throughout a year or have three weeks of concentrated 
language training just before the year end, which would result in two different refund 
calculations based on either the percentage of the program completed or the timeframe 
completed.   

 
• There were inconsistent costs identified in the enrollment agreements provided by the 

institution, as indicated below: 
 

o Twenty-four enrollment agreements provided indicated one lump sum for training 
costs, without delineating separate fees and tuition costs, implying that this single cost 
was tuition.  However, the refund policy listed on these enrollment agreements 
indicated, “this enrollment includes a $100 non-refundable registration fee.”  Only six 
enrollment agreements submitted by the institution clearly delineated separate fees and 
tuition costs:  L. Bartell, M. Allegretti, S. Rezgaoui (Beverly Hill); I. Gherasim 
(Montgomery); Y. Nomura (San Francisco); and A. Alghamdi (Schaumburg). 

 
o Five enrollment agreements provided by the institution clearly indicated a $0 

registration fee, but then indicated in the refund policy that the enrollment included a 
$100 non-refundable registration fee:  A. Espinoza (Beverly Hills), R. Boviard 
(Independence), M. Means (San Francisco), R. Miller (San Francisco), and R. Razzano 
(San Francisco). 

 
o One enrollment agreement provided by the institution, for C. Otting (Minneapolis), 

indicated a $99.20 registration fee, but indicated in the refund policy that a $100 non-
refundable registration fee is included. 
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• There were issues with the supporting documentation provided for the sample refunds 
submitted, including:   

 
o No record of students’ daily attendance was submitted with the supporting 

documentation for sample student refunds. Therefore, the last date of student 
attendance (LDA) could not be verified for the students sampled. 

 
o Refunds provided were from before the updated refund information form was created.  

Three of the six were from before the August 2015 Commission meeting, and one of the 
remaining is for testing, which is not under the ACCET scope of accreditation.  
Therefore, the refund documentation did not show implementation of the revised 
policies and procedures. 
 

• Supporting documentation provided for the sample students is confusing, as evidenced by 
the documents for D. David. The enrollment agreement for D. David does not list a  
registration fee. The fee is only disclosed under the “Terms and Conditions” section.  This 
student’s enrollment agreement includes total charges and number of lessons, but does not 
include the per lesson charge.  The refund information form does include a per lesson 
charge, but does not calculate to match the enrollment agreement.  It appears that the 
Enrollment agreement is for 42 lessons, which comes to approximately $66.53/lesson (or 
$64.15/lesson if there’s a $100 registration fee), but the refund information form indicates 
that the lesson rate is $57.36/lesson.  In this case, the student received a 100% tuition 
refund, but it is unclear how the institution is calculating the information on the refund 
worksheet.   

 
• Regarding the “timely refund” issue, the spreadsheet provided only identifies the date the 

refund was requested, which was the date the center asked the accounting department for 
the refund.  This does not provide sufficient information to determine whether refunds were 
made in a timely manner, as there is no information relative to when the student actually 
cancelled or withdrew.  The institution is again reminded that refunds must be provided 
within 45 days from the Date of Determination, which is the date that the student notifies 
the center of cancellation or withdrawal or in the case of no-shows, 45 days from the first 
scheduled day of class. 
 

• The institution did not provide the requested information on training and supervisory 
efforts to ensure that 100% of refunds are processed within the maximum timeframe.   

 
Therefore, the institution must provide an updated narrative, including an explanation 
of the inconsistencies described herein and in the team reports,  and documented evidence 
to demonstrate that the institution’s cancellation and refund policies and procedures are 
compliant with ACCET standards and policies. Specifically, the response must include 
the following: 
 
a. The institution must provide detailed information on staff training, supervisory 

reviews, and internal audits implemented by the institution at the corporate, district, 
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and center level to ensure that: (1) enrollment agreements consistently contain 
accurate and complete costs for the program, including delineation of materials and 
registration fees, as well as appropriate striking of non-applicable clauses; (2) refund 
policies are consistent with ACCET standards/policies and consistently published in 
all enrollment agreements, applications, and related documents; and (3) refunds are 
calculated and made in a fair, equitable, accurate, and timely manner.  Supporting 
documentation must include: (i) the schedule for training and internal auditing; (ii) 
those responsible for training and auditing; (iii) the training agenda/topics covered 
and method of training delivery; and (iv) samples of training materials utilized. 

 
b. The institution must also provide a rationale for why its refund policy determines a 

refund eligibility based on calendar time for those students whose lesson schedule 
does not have a fixed calendar time schedule. 

 
c. To demonstrate systematic and effective implementation of the revised policies, 

procedures, and documentation, the institution must provide two enrollment 
agreements for non-BSA program from each of the 16 campuses visited, as well as 
eight applications for BSA programs originating from at least three different centers. 

 
d. The institution must also submit a minimum of ten (10) representative refunds made 

since November 1, 2015 from various centers and programs, along with supporting 
documentation. These sample refunds must include at least two BSA refunds and two 
foreign language refunds, and originate from at least three different centers. For each 
student refund, include and clearly label the following documentation: (1) an accurate 
and transparent refund calculation worksheet, (2) enrollment agreement identifying the 
student’s program start and scheduled end dates, (3) student ledger/account card 
showing all charges and payments, (4) student’s daily attendance indicating last date of 
attendance (LDA), (5) documentation of notice of withdrawal, and (6) proof of refund 
to or on behalf of the student (e.g. canceled refund check, credit to credit card account, 
etc.).  All supporting documentation must corroborate the information reported on the 
corresponding refund calculation worksheets (e.g. last date of attendance, date of 
determination, percent of program completed, etc.) and must demonstrate that student 
charges are clearly disclosed, and refunds are made accurately and timely. 

 
2. Standard IV-C Performance Measurements (New York, Austin, Chicago, San Francisco, 

and Beverly Hills branches) 
 

The institution was directed to provide a narrative update and documented evidence of the 
systematic and effective implementation of a proficiency exit exam and Ped Cards to record 
student academic performance and attendance. The institution was required to provide 
supporting documentation to demonstrate that the institution’s Berlitz Online Proficiency 
Test (BOPT) was being systematically administered at all centers offering the Intensive 
English Program and utilized as a regular part of the exit process. Additionally, the 
institution was required to submit evidence that level checks were consistently performed 
at the Austin Center, with results reviewed and documented in the weekly meetings. 



Berlitz Language Center 
December 18, 2015 
Page 6 of 8 
 

Specifically, the institution was to provide evidence of the consistent and meaningful use 
of Ped Cards at the Austin Center through the submission of five (5) completed Ped Cards 
since the team visit. 
 
The institution in its response indicated that it has developed its own speaking exit 
proficiency exam and correlated Berlitz’s curricula to the Common European Framework 
of Reference for Languages (CEFR).  Additionally, the institution provided sample Ped 
Cards for the Austin Center, along with faculty meeting minutes and notes indicating the 
proper utilization of  the Ped Cards to record and monitor student progress. However, the 
institution did not provide adequate evidence of the systematic and effective 
implementation of the exit proficiency exam and the Ped Card for F-1 students at the four 
visited centers authorized to enroll F-1 students (New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and 
Beverly Hills). 
 
Therefore, the institution must provide a narrative update on this matter, including 
the following specific items:   
 
a. A detailed description of how the speaking proficiency exit exam was developed 

and validated, along with the rubric used to assess students’ proficiency.   
 

b. Documented evidence of the effective staff training, implementation, and 
utilization of the new speaking proficiency exit exam at the four centers 
authorized to enroll F-1 students (New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and Beverly 
Hills), including: (i) the training schedule, (ii) agenda/topics covered, (iii) method 
of delivery,  (iv) the qualified individual(s) conducting the training and (v) samples 
of the training materials utilized.  
 

c. Supporting documentation to demonstrate the systematic and effective 
administration of the proficiency exam and the compilation and analysis of the 
test data obtained. Present these test results in a table that identifies the following 
for each center:  (i) center name, (ii) student name, (iii) date started and date 
completed, (iv) level started and last level completed, (v) date the exam was taken, 
and (vi) scores on the exit exam.   
 

d. An example of any improvement or change made to the program or institution 
based on the proficiency exam results.   

 
3. VIII-A Student Progress (Austin, Raleigh, Chicago, San Francisco, and Beverly Hills) 

 
The institution was directed to provide documentation to demonstrate ongoing compliance 
with ACCET’s requirements for student progress at all visited centers that enroll F-1 
students. The documentation was to include, but not be limited to samples of signed copies 
of the Rules & Regulations for F-1 students newly completed at each center and sample 
developmental learning plans, as available.  The institution was also to provide evidence 
of recent Ped Cards and progress reports for all students at the Austin and Raleigh Centers.  
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The institution in its response included the requested Ped Cards and progress reports for 
the Austin and Raleigh Centers.  While the institution provided the requested signed copies 
of the Rules & Regulations for F-1 students, the institution failed to provide sufficient 
documented evidence of the systematic and effective implementation of:  (1) the Rules and 
Regulations and (2) progress reports regularly provided to all F-1 students, not merely 
produced upon student request.   
 
Therefore, the institution must provide a narrative update on this issue, along with 
documented evidence of the systematic and effective implementation of the Rules and 
Regulations and the regular production and dissemination of progress reports to all 
F-1 students.  Supporting documentation must be provided for all F-1 students 
enrolled since November 1, 2015 at the four visited centers authorized to enroll F-1 
students (New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and Beverly Hills), to include:  
 
a. Individual learning plans for any F-1 students who repeated a level more than 

once; and 
 
b. Student progress reports completed for all F-1 students since November 1, 2015. 

 
A copy of this report, including the attached interim report cover sheet, must be emailed to 
interimreports@accet.org for receipt at the ACCET office no later than February 26, 2016. 
 
The Commission advised the institution to submit a comprehensive interim report that demonstrates 
the institution’s full compliance with ACCET standards and policies throughout the organization. The 
institution must provide documented evidence of sufficient training, supervision, reviews, and internal 
audits to ensure consistency and compliance at the corporate, district, and center levels. The 
Commission reminds the institution to provide a complete and consistent response to ensure a 
favorable outcome. 
 
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 and Institutional Show Cause are not adverse actions, as 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.  
During the deferral period and while the institution is on Show Cause, no substantive changes will be 
permitted, 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. 
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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. Westerland, Certification Chief, SEVP  
  (katherine.h.westerland@ice.dhs.gov) 
  Ms. Joanne Wenzel, Chief, California Bureau of Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE) 
  (joanne_wenzel@dca.ca.gov) 
  Ms. Leeza Rifredi, California Bureau of Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE)  
  (leeza.rifredi@dca.ca.gov) 
  Ms. Carole Yates, Director, NYSED Bureao of Proprietary School Supervision  
  (cyates@mail.nysed.gov) 
 
 
 
 

mailto:katherine.h.westerland@ice.dhs.gov
mailto:joanne_wenzel@dca.ca.gov
mailto:leeza.rifredi@dca.ca.gov

