
 
 
January 5, 2021  VIA EMAIL & MAIL 

 (dkanani@laort.edu) 
 

 

Dr. David Kanani, President 
Los Angeles ORT College 

6435 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 

 

Re: Reaccreditation Denied 

While under a Show Cause Directive 

(Appealable) 

 

ACCET ID #366 

 

Dear Dr. Kanani: 
 

At its December 2020 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the Accrediting Council for 
Continuing Education & Training (ACCET) voted to deny reaccreditation while on a Show Cause 

directive to Los Angeles ORT College located in Los Angeles, California. 

 
The Commission decision was based on a careful review of the institution’s application for 

reaccreditation, the virtual evaluation team report (visit conducted September 14-15, 2020), and the 
institution’s response to that report received via email on December 3, 2020. Further, the Commission 

reviewed  the interim report (dated September 30, 2020) as directed in the August 28, 2020 letter 

resulting from the Show Cause directive originally issued by the Commission at its April 2019 
meeting based on serious concerns regarding the financial stability of the institution that jeopardized 

the institution’s state license and impacted the institution’s participation in Title IV federal financial 
assistance.   

 

The Commission determined that the institution has not adequately demonstrated compliance with 
respect to ACCET standards, policies, and procedures as outlined below.  

 
1. Standard II-A: Governance  

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that the management structure ensures the integrity 
and capability of the institution and its compliance with statutory, regulatory, and 

accreditation requirements. 
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The team report indicated that at the time of the October visit, the institution presented a 

license to operate in the state of California that expired on August 30, 2020 with no evidence 
of renewal in process.  

 

In its response, the institution indicated that it is “licensed by means of accreditation.”  
However, the Commission points out that to obtain approval to operate by means of 

accreditation, the institution must submit an “Application for Approval to Operate an 
Accredited Institution” with the BPPE. The institution failed to provide evidence of an 

updated/current license or evidence of application for approval.  The Commission noted that 

to be eligible for accreditation by ACCET, an institution must meet applicable state licensing 
requirements.   

 
Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with statutory requirements 

as required by the standard. 

 
2. Standard II-D: Records  

 
The institution failed to demonstrate that the institution has an organized record-keeping 

system that ensures all records are maintained in an accurate, orderly, and up-to-date  

manner; that the record-keeping system facilitates ready access and review of these records 
by appropriate parties; that all records are protected from unauthorized access and undue 

risk of loss; and that employees and students have appropriate access to information 
contained in their files. 

 

The team report indicated that the institution recently sold its campus facility, but student 
records remained in the facility.  The President indicated that the new owners of the facility 

continued to allow school administrators access to the building and to the student records until 
the end of the year. However, the institution did not provide a lease addendum or further 

documentation confirming that access is guaranteed.  Additionally, the institution was unable 

to locate a current student file (A. Greer), as requested by the team. 
 

In its response, the institution provided an addendum to the lease agreement as evidence that 
the institution’s management can gain access to the building with proper notice. The 

amendment  indicates that the agreement will expire on December 31, 2020.  While the 

institution believes it can be granted an extension, it provided no plan to store the records in 
the event that an extension of this agreement cannot be reached.  The institution did not 

respond to the issue of the missing student file.  
 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance, as the institution did not 

evidence appropriate storage and access to student files as required by the standard. 

 

3. Standard III-B: Financial Procedures 
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The institution failed to demonstrate that the cancellation and refund policies implemented 

comply with statutory, regulatory, and accreditation requirements. 
 

The team report indicated that four of the ten student financial files (Diloroom, A., 

Altamirano, J., Gonzalez., D and White., M.)  reviewed by the team did not compare the 
ACCET policy with the California state refund policy as required by ACCET Document 31 

– Cancellation and Refund Policy. 
 

In its response, the institution indicated that “the institution’s policy has always been to 

calculate both the state and ACCET refund calculation;” however, the institution failed to 
provide evidence of the comparison calculations for the four student cited in the team report.  

 
Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with this standard, as the 

institution did not evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and 

practices consistent with ACCET requirements. 

 

4. Standard III-B: Financial Aid/Scholarships  
 

The institution failed to demonstrate that student financial assistance programs, including 

federal financial aid programs are responsibly administered, governed by written policies 
and procedures, and in full compliance with relevant statutes and regulations. 

 
The team report indicated that the institution lost its eligibility to disburse Title IV funding 

due to fraudulent activities and a demonstrated lack of responsible administration of financial 

aid funds. In addition, the team reviewed 10 files and found one refund to be processed late. 
(Altamirano, J. - Date of Determination 10/8/2019; Refund Due 11/23/2019; Refund Paid 

11/27/2019).  
 

Further, the interim report required copies of all correspondence from the Department of 

Education relative to the loss of Title IV funding, including the calculation of the liabilities 
associated with the Program Review findings and the amount of the liabilities, in addition to 

responses from the institution. 
 

In its response to the team report, the institution indicated that the fraudulent activities were 

executed by admissions personnel who have since been terminated.  The institution noted that 
it has entered into a settlement agreement with US ED and that the Program Review is now 

closed.  However, the institution failed to provide a copy of the closed Program Review 
including liabilities or evidence of the settlement agreement. It is noted that the institution’s 

interim report response (dated September 30, 2020) indicated that the final Program Review 

had not yet been released.  
 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance, as the institution did not 

evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and practices consistent 

with federal requirements, as required by the standard. 
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5. Standard IV-A: Educational Goals/Objectives  

 
The institution failed to demonstrate that sufficient and appropriate knowledge and skill 

elements are included to meet the specific and measurable performance outcomes. 

 
The team report indicated that in the currently taught courses, communication with instructors 

revealed that there was no plan to teach and assess lab skills and homework. 
 

In its response, the institution indicated that the only program currently running is the CADD 

program which does not include a laboratory component; instead relying on a portfolio to be 
submitted at the end of the term.  The institution indicated that homework for this program is 

assessed, but provided no evident of homework assignments or assessment.  Additionally, no 
evidence of portfolio assignments or assessments were provided.    

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with this standard, as the 

institution did not evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and 

practices consistent with ACCET requirements, in practice over time. 

 

6. Standard V-A: Instructional Methods  

 
The institution failed to demonstrate that instructional methods encourage active and 

motivated responses from students; and that instructional methodology is consistent with 
contemporary training industry standards and appropriate to the educational goals and 

curricular objectives, facilitates learning, and serves the individual learning needs and 

objectives of students. 
 

The team report indicated that the institution failed to demonstrate that instructional methods 
provide encouragement, challenges, and learning opportunities for all enrolled students.  

Specifically, there were multiple levels of students enrolled or attending the same Computer 

Aided Drafting and Design (CADD) class at the time of the visit. Further, student engagement 
was not demonstrated, because instruction was delivered in a written format, provided to the 

students, and students were required to work independently and contact the instructor with 
questions. 

 

In its response, the institution indicated that as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, students 
were not allowed to be on campus and that “many students do not have access to a computer 

or internet at their homes” for this Computer Aided Drafting Design program. The institution 
indicated that the CADD instructor has personalized the experience for each of student; 

engaging with students through emails, phone calls and text messages. However, the 

institution provided no supporting documentation to demonstrate  differentiated learning for 
student of multiple levels enrolled in the same class.  Further, the institution failed to provide 

evidence of individualized learning plans,  or other forms of student engagement.   
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Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with this standard, as the 

institution did not evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and 

practices consistent with ACCET requirements, in practice over time. 

 

7. Standard V-B: Learning Resources, Equipment, and Supplies  
 

The institution failed to demonstrate that adequate, appropriate, up-to-date, and functional 
equipment, learning resources, supplies, and furnishings are readily available for instructor 

and student use and for the effective delivery of the institution’s education and training. 

 
The team report indicated that the institution sold its facility; therefore, there was no training-

related equipment to observe. The institution did not provide its students with adequate, 
appropriate, up-to-date, and functional equipment, learning resources, supplies, and 

furnishings for the effective delivery of the institution’s education and training. 

 
In its response, the institution indicated that it had “high quality equipment and internet” 

prior to the pandemic, but has since had to move all instruction to an online environment. 
However, it is noted that the institution indicated in its response to Standard V.A that some of 

its students do not have access to computers or internet. The institution failed to demonstrate 

how it is supporting students without access to necessary equipment to complete the required 
course work for the institution’s only running program, the Computer Aided Drafting and 

Design program.  
 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with this standard, as the 

institution did not evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and 

practices consistent with ACCET requirements, in practice over time. 

 
8. Standard IX-B: Employer/Sponsor Satisfaction  

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that it establishes and implements written policies and 
procedures that provide an effective means to regularly assess, document, and validate 

employer/sponsor satisfaction relative to the quality of the education and training provided; 
that feedback from employers who hire graduates is documented and utilized to improve the 

education, training, and student services of the institution; and that this feedback is obtained 

through various means such as surveys, advisory committees, and/or focus groups. 
 

The team report indicated that the institution did not provide evidence of implementation of 
the Employers’ Evaluation Form – Graduates Job Performance. 

 

In its response, the institution indicated that it does use an Employers’ Evaluation Form and 
requires the form as part of the completion of the externship before any student graduates. It 

was noted, however, that feedback from an externship site does not demonstrate satisfaction 
from an employer.  Further, the institution failed to provide evidence of feedback from 

externship sites or employers.   
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Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with this, as the institution 

did not evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and practices 

consistent with ACCET requirements, in practice over time. 

 

9. Standard IX-D: Completion and Job Placement  
 

The institution failed to demonstrate that the quality of its programs is validated by positive 
training-related outcomes consistent with the benchmarks established by the Accrediting 

Commission. 

 
The team report indicated that the institution was below ACCET’s minimum required 

benchmark of 70% for placement in eight programs in calendar year 2019.  One program was 
in reporting range while the remaining seven programs were in programmatic probation range 

(56% and below for placement). 

 
Additionally, the interim report required a narrative update explaining: (a) how the institution 

plans to continue monitoring and improving completion and/or placement rates in all 
programs under benchmark in calendar year 2019; and (b) how students in the English as a 

Second Language (FT) program, which was in probation range, will especially be supported.   

 
In its response to the team report, the institution indicated that it has “historically maintained 

compliant job placement rates” and that “this year, the institution has experienced a 
reduction in job placement rates due to the impact of COVID-19 on the local economy and 

job availability.” However, the Commission noted that the period being evaluated was well 

before the COVID-19 emergency occurred. Further, the institution failed to provide 
documentation of its efforts to continue to work with unemployed graduates and employers.  

The institution also failed to provide updated completion and job placements rates for any 
program.  

 

In its interim report response, received prior to the virtual team visit, the institution indicated 
that it had retained one full-time career services professional as essential staff to assist 

graduates and currently enrolled student with placement services.  The institution noted that, 
“For those students who have continued in their programs […], they have done so without 

cost and with strong placement rates.”  However, the ACCET Documents 28.1 provided in 

the interim report also demonstrated below benchmark rates. Further, the institution failed to 
demonstrate continued support provided to graduates from the vocational English as a 

Second Language (FT) program.  
 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate compliance with this, as the institution 

did not evidence the systematic and effective implementation of policies and practices 

consistent with ACCET requirements, in practice over time. 

 
Since denial of reaccreditation 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 
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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 $9,500.00, payable to ACCET, for an appeals hearing.  This notification must 

be accompanied by (1) a signed affidavit by an authorized representative of the institution, indicating 
that a Notice of Status of Accreditation clearly stating that ACCET accreditation is withdrawn has 

been disseminated to all enrollees and posted in a conspicuous place on the institution’s website and 

at the institution, to include, at minimum, the admission office and the student lounge or comparable 
location, notifying interested parties of the Commission’s adverse action; (2) a teach-out plan in 

accordance with  ACCET Document 32 – Teach-Out/Closure Policy, to ensure that students are 
afforded an opportunity to successfully complete their training in the event of the institution’s closure; 

(3) a certified or cashier’s check in the amount established for appeals in ACCET Document 10 – Fee 

Schedule; and (4) verification that the institution has no outstanding financial obligations owed to 
ACCET. 

 
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.   

https://accet.sharepoint.com/cal/Shared%20Documents/April%202020%20CAL%20Drafts/John/www.accet.org
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Should you have any questions or need further assistance regarding this letter, please contact the 
ACCET office at your earliest opportunity. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Judy Hendrickson 

Interim Executive Director 
 

JHH/lao 

 
 

cc: Mr. Herman Bounds, Chief, Accreditation Division, USED (aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov) 
 Ms. Charity Helton, Specialist, USED (charity.helton@ed.gov) 

Ms. Katherine H. Westerlund, Certification Chief, SEVP 

(katherine.h.westerlund@ice.dhs.gov) 
Mr. James Hicks, Deputy Director for External Operations, SEVP 

(james.d.hicks@ice.dhs.gov) 
Ms. Leeza Rifredi, Deputy Bureau Chief, CA Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education, 

(leeza.rifredi@dca.ca.gov) 

 


