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Mr. Charles Baukal, Director 

John Zink Institute 

11920 East Apache 

Tulsa, OK 74116 
 

Re: Reaccreditation Deferred; 

Institutional Show Cause Continued; 

Interim Report Reviewed; 

Interim Report Required 

ACCET ID #1307 

 

Dear Mr. Baukal, 

 

At its August 2017 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the Accrediting Council for Continuing 

Education & Training (ACCET) reviewed the institution’s interim report submitted in response to the 

April 28, 2017 Commission Action letter, as a result of continued issues originating from the 

December 2016 review of the application for reaccreditation of the John Zink Institute in Tulsa, 

Oklahoma, the on-site visit report (visit conducted September 12 – 13, 2016), and the institution’s 

response to that report, dated November 1, 2016.  The Commission's April 2017 action extended the 

institution’s accredited status until August 2017, and directed the institution to submit an interim 

report to include the following five (5) items: 1) documented evidence that all courses offered by the 

institution are submitted to ACCET for approval, including clock hour revisions, applications for new 

courses and new course delivery methods, and applications for course name changes; 2) sample 

contract agreements with third parties to demonstrate that agreements are entered into on behalf of a 

specific group of employees rather than individual enrollees; documentation to address the refund for 

J. Johnson; 3) copies of Form 941s for the last quarter of 2015 and the first and third quarters of 2016; 

4) a written policy and procedure guiding the administration of the employer/sponsor survey, copies 

of surveys collected, and a summary of the results and any follow-up actions that may be required 

due to the results; and 5) a listing of all students who took FL102 in calendar year 2016 along with 

the final test results for all completers to demonstrate the 97% completion rate. 

 

Upon its review, the Commission noted that item five was resolved, and item four was partially 

resolved.  However, the three remaining issues are largely unresolved, and require definitive action 

on the part of the institution to demonstrate responsiveness to the Commission's directives.  Therefore, 

the Commission voted to extend the institution’s accredited status until December 2017, continue the 

Institutional Show Cause directive, and defer further action pending receipt of additional information. 
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Toward that end, the Commission directed the institution to submit an interim report to include the 

following specific items: 

 

1. The institution indicated in its interim report that it did not intend the free-standing courses, 

including PB155, BB115, PB165, PB181, PB185, VC106, VC184, and KG178, to be 

accredited, nor did it intend to have any courses accredited that are taught through the E-

learning delivery method.  However, the institution is advised that as an institutional 

accreditor, ACCET accredits the entirety of the educational institution, and therefore all 

courses offered by the John Zink Institute must be approved by ACCET.  If the institution 

wishes to have short courses approved via an "umbrella" designation, that designation must 

also be approved via a New Program/Course Application, and all modalities by which the 

courses in that designation are offered must also be approved.  The institution has been 

previously advised via email communications from ACCET staff to consult the Co-Chair of 

the Program Review Committee, Donna Hutchison, regarding any questions regarding the 

program application process. 

 

Therefore, the institution must provide a narrative update regarding the institution’s 

decision to either discontinue offering all unaccredited courses for which students can 

enroll, or submit complete applications for these courses, as well as an application to be 

approved for the E-Learning modality through ACCET Document 25.E-learning.  New 

program applications must be submitted electronically to Ms. Donna Hutchison 

(dhutchison@accet.org) for review in the normal course. 

 

2. The institution indicated in its interim report that employers pay for the courses, not 

students, and that it is therefore exempt from licensure and refund requirements in the state 

of Oklahoma.  However, the institution is advised that ACCET requirements may be 

different than state requirements, and exemption from state licensure does not equate to 

exemption from ACCET requirements.  The information provided by the institution 

implies that while it requires third-party payment, enrollment is still conducted via the 

individual student.  No contracts were provided to demonstrate business-to-business 

contracts between the institution and employers with separate cancellation or enrollment 

transfer provisions.  ACCET Document 31 applies equally to students who self-pay and 

students who are paid for through a third party, and the Commission notes that other 

ACCET-accredited institutions with third-party payers follow the ACCET policy.  While 

the institution stated in its interim report that it requested an exemption, the institution did 

not submit a Letter of Special Consideration to the Commission to demonstrate the reasons 

why it should be exempted from this accreditation requirement. 

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative response to this issue to 

include either: 

a. Contracts with the employers of students demonstrating that the program is 

offered through business-to-business contracts, which include provisions for how 

refunds and enrollment transfers are made.  The institution must also provide its 

procedures for how outstanding enrollments such as that for J. Johnson are 
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recorded to ensure that payments are consistently tracked for replacements or 

date changes. 

b. A refund policy compliant with ACCET Document 31, which includes a provision 

for refunding all monies paid to students who cancel or do not show up for the 

program (no-show) apart from an application/registration fee, which must be 

delineated on the enrollment agreement and designated as non-refundable, and 

may be a maximum of $200.  Procedures for processing refunds must also be 

included. 

 

3. In its interim report, the institution provided a single Form 941, for the second quarter of 

calendar year 2016.  However, the April Commission Action letter specifically requested 

the last quarter of 2015 as well as the first and third quarter of 2016, which were not 

provided in the previous interim report. 

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative response to this issue to 

include Form 941s for the last quarter of 2015 and the first and third quarters of 2016. 

 

4. In its interim report, the institution provided written policies and procedures for 

monitoring, assessing, and analyzing employer/sponsor satisfaction, as well as two 

responses to the survey.  The institution indicated that it would perform an analysis once 

more responses were received. 

 

Therefore, the institution is directed to provide a narrative response to this issue, to 

include any further survey responses received, as well as documentation evidencing 

an analysis of the survey and any relevant follow-up actions, including any steps 

necessary to improve the quality of the course offerings based on employer/sponsor 

feedback. 

 

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 October 27, 2017. 

 

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. 
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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.  Failure to provide a complete response to these issues 

may result in denial of accreditation.  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/meay 

 

 

Enclosures: Interim Report Cover Sheet 

 

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

 Ms. Donna Hutchison, Co-Chair of the ACCET Program Review Committee 

 (dhutchison@accet.org)  
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