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Ms. Cristina Versari, Ph.D. 

President 

USA English Language Center at  

San Diego University for Integrative Studies 

3900 Harney St 

San Diego, CA 92110 
 

Re: Interim Report Reviewed; 

Complaints Reviewed; 

Complaints (#1377 and #1379) Closed With Merit; 

Complaint (#1396) Reviewed; 

Institutional Show Cause Continued; 

Three-person Reaccreditation Team Directed 

ACCET ID #1359 

 

Dear Dr. Versari, 

 

At its August 2016 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the Accrediting Council for Continuing 

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

May 4, 2016 Commission Action letter, based on issues originally reviewed in the institution’s 

Quality Assurance Visit report/response at its August 2015 meeting.  The Commission's April 2016 

action continued the institution’s show cause status, and directed the institution to submit an interim 

report to include the following items: 1) a narrative update on its attempts to update its I-17 to ensure 

that the degree programs are not represented as being under ACCET accreditation, along with a copy 

of communication with the SEVP Field Representative regarding the I-17 updates; 2) copies of the 

acceptance letter, signed application, and first week’s attendance roster for twenty students to 

demonstrate the institution’s policy on admitting transfer students; 3) a narrative update and 

transcripts for six students whose enrollment period extended beyond 36 months, along with an up-

to-date tracking list of enrollment times for all students, copies of all warning emails and 

individualized learning plans generated since the visit response submission and copies of transcripts 

and updated SEVIS records for two students who were beyond the 36-month limit and still active; 4) 

a chart showing all students who have received a C or D grade since the response submission and 

requested to repeat the level with a narrative and supporting documentation; 5) a narrative and 

clarification of its use of make-up work, including the effect the work had on grades and/or 

attendance; 6) a copy of the list used to track cumulative attendance, noting those students whose 

attendance has fallen below 80%, along with copies of all notifications and termination notices as 

applicable; and 7) copies of vacation and LOA request forms, along with a list of those students 
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showing each student’s start date, weeks attended, and dates of any other vacations/LOAs previously 

taken. 

 

At the August 2016 meeting, upon its review of the institution’s interim report, dated July 1, 2016, 

and the review of a series of three complaints (#1377, #1379, and #1396), the Commission determined 

that the extensive information provided and issues discussed in the interim report should be reviewed 

during the course of the institution’s on-site visit, which is occurring in the December 2016 cycle.  

The Commission voted to continue the Institutional Show Cause, close complaints #1377 and #1379 

with merit, review additional information regarding compliant #1396 at the December meeting, and, 

due to the additional work required on the reaccreditation visit, require an additional team member be 

assigned to that visit, resulting in a three-person reaccreditation team. 

 

The Commission noted the following items, still outstanding, which will be reviewed during the 

institution’s on-site visit: 

 

1. The institution provided information on its I-17, indicating that it had been updated on June 

14, 2016.  The Commission noted that the application continues to state the name of the school 

as San Diego University of Integrative Studies (SDUIS) and still shows ACCET as the 

accreditor of SDUIS.  The Commission observed the note on the continuation page of the I-

17 indicating 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. 

 

Therefore, the on-site visit team will review, in conjunction with Standard II-A: 

Governance, the institution’s compliance with accreditation, state, and federal 

regulations as they apply to the institution’s SEVP authorization. 
 

2. The institution provided documentation of transfer students to demonstrate implementation 

of its revised policy on admitting students from other institutions in the next available session.  

However, systematic and effective implementation over time has not been demonstrated. 

 

Therefore, the on-site visit team will review the institution’s documentation for incoming 

and outgoing transfer students to ensure that the timeframes of the policy are being 

systematically and effectively implemented. 

 

3. The institution provided tracking information for student enrollment indicating how many 

weeks students had been enrolled, and provided evidence that they were warning students 

who were reaching the 36-month limit of study.  The institution also provided documentation 

demonstrating that prior to January 2016, students were able to re-take courses an excessive 

number of times, as documented by one student who re-took Beginning 2 nine times with 

consistent passing grades.  The institution provided the updated policy adopted in January 

2016 demonstrating that students may only have two re-takes if they have a C or D grade and 

submit an acceptable learning plan.  The institution also provided documentation indicating 

that some retake requests submitted after January 2016 were approved, while others that did 
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not meet the criteria were denied.  The Commission noted that based on the institution’s 

documentation, 92 students have been put on Individualized Learning Plans since March 18, 

2016.  However, systematic and effective implementation and documentation over time has 

yet to be demonstrated. 

 

Therefore, the on-site visit team will review the institution’s procedures for tracking 

student enrollment and overseeing student progress to ensure that these processes have 

been systematically and effectively implemented and that student progress processes 

reflect educationally sound practices.  The team will review policies and procedures 

relative to level repeats as well as student files to ensure that students are progressing 

appropriately through the program based on the criteria developed by the institution 

and that Individualized Learning Plans provide appropriate guidance for students who 

are struggling. 
 

4. The institution provided information indicating that make-up work did not affect attendance 

and that there were restrictions governing the type, timeframe, and grade assessed for the 

make-up work.  The institution provided a memo sent to faculty clarifying the make-up work 

process and centralizing coordination of make-up work.  However, documentation of 

systematic and effective implementation of the parameters of make-up work was not 

provided. 

 

Therefore, the on-site visit team will review the institution’s implementation of this 

policy to ensure that processes surrounding make-up work meet ACCET standards for 

performance measurements and attendance and are systematically and effectively 

implemented. 
 

5. The institution provided copies of all vacation and LOA request forms completed for the 

period March 16, 2016 through June 17, 2016, along with a list of those students showing 

each student’s start date, weeks attended, and dates of any other vacations/LOAs previously 

taken.  The Commission noted a number of issues in the report regarding these vacations and 

LOAs: 

a. The list indicated a large number of students that had vacations and LOAs in this 

period: 270 students with vacations, 64 students with LOAs, and 6 students listed 

“N/A.”  Since the institution’s list of student enrollment indicates a current total 

enrollment of 917 students, this indicates that over a third of the institution’s total 

population had a vacation over that three month period. 

b. The data provided by the institution indicated a number of students with start dates 

more than 36 months prior to the interim report submission.  For example, S. 

Takahashi is listed as having a start date of 1/20/2009, and was on an LOA from 

4/25/2016-5/12/2016.  The Commission notes that this student is listed on the 

institution’s enrollment list as having been enrolled for only 96 weeks. 

c. The data provided by the institution indicated a number of short, one-to-three day 

vacations.  It appears that the institution is using vacations as a substitute for absences, 
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instead of its purpose, which is an actual break in study.  For example, D. Shustova 

has a vacation listed for 4/8/2016 to 4/9/2016. 

d. The data provided by the institution indicated a number of inconsistent start dates.  For 

example, A. Yurdaer has a start date listed on 2/1/2016, but has previous vacations 

listed for 3/9/2015, 6/15/2015, 9/14/2015, and 12/28/2015. 

e. The data provided by the institution indicated inconsistent implementation of its 

policy, which requires students to study for 12 weeks before being eligible for a two-

week vacation.  For example, Ahmed Abdullah M Alwehaibi has a start date of 

3/16/2015 and was approved for a vacation for 3/21/2016 through 3/24/2016, after 

only one week of enrollment. 

f. The data provided by the institution indicated inconsistent implementation of its 

policy, which indicates that “students will be allowed only one vacation request per 

12 week period.”  For example, T.T. Silva Dix is listed as having a vacation for the 

period 5/9/2016 to 5/12/2016, but is listed as having a prior vacation on 3/28/2016 to 

4/7/2016. 

g. The data provided by the institution indicated inconsistent implementation of its 

policy, which indicates that “vacation time is accrued and a maximum of 4 weeks will 

be permitted” and does not demonstrate that the vacation process ensures that students 

are not absent from school for long periods of time that could interfere with normal 

student progress.  For example, G. Barbosa de Araujo had a vacation approved for 

3/28/2016 through 4/21/2016, but her history indicates that she had also been on 

vacation from 2/22/2016 through 3/17/2016.  It is not clear how the student could be 

on vacation for almost four weeks, come back for six days, and be eligible for another 

four week vacation. 

h. The data provided by the institution indicates a lack of clarity between vacations and 

leaves of absence, and the leave of absence form did not include a rationale for the 

leave request as required by ACCET Document 36 – Leave of Absence Policy.  For 

example, C. Espinoza completed a vacation form for a four-week break in study to 

travel to Nicaragua.  This break did not comply with the institution’s policy for two 

weeks of vacation every 12 weeks of study, as the student had only completed 15 

weeks of study if all weeks since his start date on 11/30/2015 were weeks that class 

was in session.  No Leave of Absence form to demonstrate an emergency situation as 

required in ACCET Document 36 was provided, and the student did not complete a 

separate LOA request. 

i. The data provided for leaves of absence and vacations indicates that students are able 

to used leaves of absence to take far more time off study than would otherwise be 

allowed.  For example, O.M.O. Badahman has a start date of 1/4/2016, a completed 

vacation/LOA for the period 5/30/2016 through 6/9/2016, and an approved LOA for 

the period 6/13/2016 through 7/21/2016.  If all weeks had classes in session, the 

student completed 21 weeks of class, followed by two weeks of vacation and six 

weeks of LOA, far above the two weeks earned after completing 12 weeks, as 

indicated in the policy. 
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Therefore, the on-site visit team will review the institution’s processes for vacations and 

leaves of absence to ensure sound educational practice and adherence to the 

requirements of ACCET, SEVP, as well as the institution’s own policy. 

 

6. The institution provided documentation on its enrollment practices as part of its response to 

complaint #1396.  The institution indicated that the SDUIS admissions staff stated that the 

complainant, who was applying for a Certificate program at SDUIS, could “transfer to our 

USA English Language Learning program, attend it for the minimum of 4 weeks, then give 

your last day, and get the 60-Day Grace Period, during which you can complete your 

admission to the Certificate program,” was providing the student with options to stay in the 

country, and did not have any direct interaction with USA English Language Center.  The 

institution indicated that if the student had applied to the institution, he would have been 

assessed more thoroughly through an exceptions committee, which evaluates admissions of 

students whose English proficiency would normally be considered too advanced for an ESOL 

program.  The institution provided an organizational chart which appeared to indicate a central 

admissions office for both the university and the USA English Language Center.  The 

Commission questioned the institution’s stance that because the admissions representative 

used the phrase “you can transfer…” that he was not necessarily steering the student to an 

educationally unjustified program.  The Commission found that the statement appeared to be 

providing the prospective student with options to allow him to take advantage of the student 

visa grace period allowed for students who complete a program of study instead of 

appropriately remaining enrolled and attending a program before a transfer.  Based on the 

documentation provided, it was not clear that policies and procedures were in place to ensure 

that admissions staff had appropriate separation between university and language program 

applicants.  It was also not clear to the Commission that the institution’s admissions training 

ensured that prospective students with clear intentions of studying at the university or USA 

English Language Center were consistently provided with only accurate and truthful 

information, and that the USA English Language Center had sufficient procedures to ensure 

that students who enroll would benefit from the programs offered by the institution. 

 

Therefore, the on-site visit team will review the institution’s processes for admissions to 

ensure that staff have appropriate training on the admissions requirements for the 

institution and that students enrolled in the USA English Language Center are able to 

benefit from the programs offered. 

 

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. 

 

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. 
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Sincerely, 

 

 
 

William V. Larkin, Ed.D. 

Executive Director 

 

WVL/meay 

 

Enclosures: Invoice 

 

 

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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