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Dear Mr. Thiemann:

This letter is to inform you that, at its April ZBIneeting, the Accrediting Commission of the
Accrediting Council for Continuing Education & Tnéng (ACCET) voted to deny initial
accreditation to Conversa Language Center, logat€thcinnati, Ohio.

The decision was based upon a careful review araduaion of the record, including the
institution’s Analytic Self-Evaluation Report (ASERhe on-site visit team report (visit conducted
January 10 — 11, 2013), and the institution’s raspdo that report, dated February 13, 2013. Itis
noted that one weakness cited in the team repcst adaquately addressed in the institution’s
response and accepted by the Commission. HowdverCommission determined that the
institution has not adequately demonstrated comgiavith respect to ACCET standards, policies,
and procedures, relative to the following findings:

1. Standard I-C: Planning

The institution did not demonstrate that its writene-year and long-term plans consistently
include specific and measurable objectives, omeraltistrategies, projected time frames, and
methods for subsequent evaluation of each objectiMee team report indicated that, as the
plans were reviewed on an annual basis, they waerdeing used to evaluate the objectives
defined in the plans and that methods for subsemetuation of objectives were not clearly
stated in the short- and long-term plans.

In its response, the institution stated that theirmss objectives in the plan are reviewed
monthly along with financial reports, and the edwcel objectives are reviewed at monthly
staff meetings. In addition to this monthly revjeve institution provided updated policies to
indicate that the educational objectives will benfally reviewed quarterly. The institution
further updated its policies and procedures taigielan audit sheet to ensure that these reviews
take place, which included the date and name ofatiédtor. An example audit sheet was
provided along with a memo detailing the resultshef business plan review on February 7,
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2013. The institution also provided its 2012 a@@i@short- and long-term plans. However, the
plans provided still did not consistently includethrods for evaluating the objectives in the plan
to determine whether the objective was being meteaded adjustment, including dates for
when objectives would be completed. While the menavided evaluation of these objectives,
the plan itself did not consistently include methdar evaluating each objective or timeframes
in which the objective would occur. Because of¢batinued lack of methods for subsequent
evaluation of each objective in the short- and {targh plans, the institution has failed to

demonstrate that planning is carried out in a gsyatie and effective manner in practice over
time consistent with the requirements of this statd

2. Standard II-B; Operational Management

The institution did not demonstrate that it hasoperational management structure that is
systematically and effectively implementing theatggies and policies of senior management.
The team report indicated that faculty are managed assessed by the Director of the
institution, who does not have the background on#b training to do so.

In its response, the institution provided a jobcdesion for the newly-created position of

Academic Coordinator, whose responsibilities ineludstructor evaluation and review and
approval of the curriculum. The institution alsoyded a resume, diploma, and transcript for
the person hired for this position, along with avr@¥ganizational chart indicating that the lead
instructor is the curriculum coordinator and theademic Coordinator reviews and approves
curriculum. The organizational chart also indidatbat both the Lead Instructor and the
Academic Coordinator are responsible for evaluatisgyuctors. As the job description for the

Academic Coordinator provided in the response atdd that he/she is responsible for
classroom observations and evaluations of instrsictbe duties listed in the organizational
chart for the Lead Instructor raise questions iggrthe responsible party for instructor

evaluation, and the duties of these two positi@ganding curriculum are equally unclear. In
addition, the institution failed to provide any @snce of successful completion of any duties
assigned to the Academic Coordinator such as olassobservations or instructor evaluations.
Because of the unclear division of duties regardmsgructor evaluation and the lack of

evidence of curriculum reviews, instructor obseora, or instructor evaluations by the new
Academic Coordinator, the institution has failed demonstrate systematic and effective
operational management in practice over time.

3. Standard II-C; Personnel Management

The institution did not demonstrate that it progidiaining and development of all its

employees to ensure that qualified and capableopeet are appropriately assigned and
effectively utilized. The team report indicateditkhe institution had no policy to govern staff
professional development, and the Personnel Fildifigations Checklist included in the team

report indicated that not all office staff had eawel of professional development.
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In its response, the institution provided an updigielicy for professional development which

included administrative staff. The policy indichtthat office staff are required to have one
hour of professional development every three monti@wever, the institution did not provide

any evidence of staff professional development émahstrate that this policy has been
implemented systematically and effectively in picbver time. Therefore, the Commission
has determined that the institution has not dematest compliance with this standard.

4. Standard lI-D; Records

The institution has not demonstrated that it hagrganized record-keeping system that ensures
student records are maintained in an accuraterlpra@ad up-to-date manner and facilitates
ready access and review by outside parties. Hme teport indicated that student files were not
organized or consistently complete.

The institution provided updated policies and pdoees to evidence better organization of its
files, including an audit procedure to ensure #ilstudent files are complete. However, the
Commission noted that the audit report indicated tere were still items missing from student
files two weeks after the completion of the aualt,shown by the lack of date of resolution for
those items, which included a missing request fteresion form, a missing U.S. address, and
missing invoices. The evidence of missing documenstudent files provided in the response
to the team report has resulted in the Commissioaixlusion that the institution has not

clearly demonstrated that it has effectively imptated a system for ensuring that student
records are maintained soundly to ensure theyamplete and up-to-date.

5. Standard IlI-B; Financial Procedures

The institution has not demonstrated that it cletgéion consistently, with accurate records
and tracking of receipt of tuition payments, ottihhas cancellation and refund policies that are
fair, equitable, and consistently administerede ®am report indicated that the tuition amounts
listed online had incorrect amounts for the “Cost pVeek” and that the refund policy is
inconsistently represented in the application, lnemt agreement, and student handbook. The
team report also indicated that the refund binddy dists tuition refunds, not housing or
materials refunds, that the refund calculationdsincluded as a separate sheet in the student
file or refund binder, and that there is no finah&&dger for each student showing a record of
payments and refunds.

In its response, the institution asserted thaptlees on the website for weekly rates include the
cost of materials, and that without knowing theoexaices the team was comparing, it could
not respond to this portion of the weakness. Thgtution further stated that the refund policy

in the application, enroliment agreement, and stukdandbook are only differences in wording,

not content, and the application form only listst jwd the refund policy so that it can be easily
understood. As evidence, the institution providegies of its 2013 enrollment agreement,
application form, and cancellation and refund policThe institution also provided two
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examples of its new student ledger to evidence payrtracking and a refund example of a
materials fee.

However, the Commission noted that the tuition landsing rates listed in the “2013 Conversa
Information” document provided in the response wad match those listed on the website
presentation. Although the baseline rates arsdhee, the information in the response is listed
as total cost per 1-, 4-, 8-, and 12-week sesswhge the information on the website is
presented as price “per 4-week session (excephéoweekly price)” with three categories: “3
months or more”, “Regular Cost”, and “Cost per weekhe presentation on the website does
not make it clear that the “Cost per week” is referring to a breakdown of the regular price,
but rather to a separate 1-week session. Addilyorsince the policy posted on the website
requires students to pay for three months in advancreceive the three-month-or-more
discount, presenting costs for the discountedasieer month could be misleading to students.
Further, the Commission found that the institutimes not seem to be following its own policy
concerning the three-month discount, as the studdger provided for A.Alanazi indicates that
the student paid the discounted rate for the mohtranuary 2013 before paying up front for
three months. This ledger also shows that theestyshid a month’s worth of the discounted
rate for January 2 25, 2013, and then paid for three months upfstarting on January £4
indicating that the student paid twice for the etof January 12through 28, 2013. Based on
the inconsistent presentation of the rates on thasite and the information sheet, the lack of
transparency in the rates on the website, the ee@ef inconsistent implementation of the
three-month discounted rate, and the double chdogesertain time periods, the Commission
determined that the institution is not publishimglarging tuition rates fairly and consistently.

Further, the Commission noted that, although tisaétition asserted that the discrepancies in
the cancellation and refund policy between the lenemt agreement and application were just
wording differences, there was indeed differenteonin the policy, enrollment agreement, and
application provided in the response. The apptinaand enrollment agreement included a
$100 tuition deposit charge for students who cabe®@re attending the institution which was
not included in the cancellation and refund poli&ithough the cancellation and refund policy
and the enrollment agreement included examplesfohds for students who paid through
agents and students who were in the institutioaissimg, the application only had an example
refund of a student who paid the institution disgatot the above two examples included in the
other documents. Additionally, the cancellatiom @efund policy was the only document to
include information regarding snow days, make-uopetfor snow days, or the housing refund
policy. The application provided in the respongerebt include any information regarding the
due date for the refund, and the enrollment agraefaeked information regarding the refund
due date if the student notifies the school of ellatton after the scheduled start date or last
date of attendance, all items provided in the détmn and refund policy. The enrollment
agreement also did not inform the student thathkefaust notify the school in writing of
cancellation or withdrawal. The Commission noteal the application form included in the
response differed from the application form on itmgitution’s website, which contains no
information about cancellations or refunds at allhe Commission found the degree of
inconsistencies among the three documents andiffeend) application form on the website
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alarming, as students are not receiving consistdatmation regarding the cancellation and
refund policy and are not provided with the conpleincellation and refund policy before they
became financially obligated to the institution.

The Commission noted that based on the fees lmtethe enroliment agreement, the tuition
deposit of $100 for students who cancel beforeditg the institution is not an extra fee, but is
taken out of the student’s tuition payment andhirdfore not in compliance with ACCET
Document 31.ESL - Cancellation and Refund Policy.

Upon review of the student ledgers provided inridgponse, the Commission found that the
weakness cited in the team report regarding thenalesof housing payments was not addressed
in the example ledgers provided, as neither ledgatained housing payments. The ledgers
also appeared to be incomplete, as the ledgeraitnaica refund for the materials fee also
showed a tuition refund, but did not indicate anginal payment of tuition. The institution did
not provide a refund calculation worksheet in tlesponse to evidence that refunds are
calculated consistently and accurately. The Comsionsdetermined that the sample ledgers
provided do not offer sufficient evidence that thstitution is properly recording and tracking
student payments or consistently calculating androgng refund payments.

The inconsistencies in the presentation of tuitmies and the cancellation and refund policy,
the evidence of double payments for certain timegs, the inconsistent implementation of the
tuition discount, the lack of evidence of housimyments and refunds, and the lack of refund
calculations has resulted in the Commission’s amich that the institution has failed to

demonstrated that it is administering fair and test charges for tuition, recording and

tracking of tuition payments properly, or consififeradministering a fair and equitable

cancellation and refund policy, as required by #tedard, which can only be evidenced in
practice over time.

6. Standard llI-C:_Financial Assistance/Scholarships

The institution has not demonstrated that studean€ial assistance is awarded in a fair and
equitable manner. The team report indicated Heahame of the scholarship was misleading on
the website and that no information regarding tbleokrship was included in the student

handbook. Documentation of the scholarship proaadsdecision was not included in the file

of scholarship student A.Pitra.

In the response, the institution provided updatatigns of the student handbook and indicated
that the website had been updated to change thieaaisg name. The institution also

submitted minutes from the scholarship committeeetmg about A. Pitra and a memo

indicating the committee’s decision to award him/aescholarship. However, the student’s
letter of application for the scholarship was matluded in the institution’s response nor was
any other supporting documentation that was reduioe the scholarship. Therefore, the
Commission has determined that the institutionfhidesd to demonstrate that it is systematically
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and effectively implementing policies and procedurgative to awarding scholarships, which
can only be evidenced over time.

7. Standard IV-A: Educational Goals and Obijectives

The institution has not demonstrated that it igrirfig only programs that were included in the
application. The team report indicated that tiséitition had been offering specialized one-on-
one or group classes for business professionalshwas not part of the institution’s program

list and did not have educational materials forté@n’s review.

In its response, the institution indicated thaséhprograms were offered infrequently and that
the institution was discontinuing these progranktéowever, the Commission noted that the
institution has “Private Intensive English Progrfon Professionals” courses listed in its 2013
schedule on its website and a section of its welsffering French classes for adults and
children, with the next session beginning on Ma2&) 2013, as well as corporate French
classes and a series of summer workshops for Fteachers. The continued advertising and
offering of courses and programs absent on thenatigpplication to ACCET in conjunction
with the team’s original findings on the institutie failure to fully disclose its offerings is a
very serious concern, leading to the Commissiooigiusion that the institution does not meet
the requirements of this standard.

8. Standard IV-B: Program/Instructional Materials

The institution has not demonstrated that it h#lalsyand instructional guides that support the
stated goals and objectives of each program orseouiThe team report indicated that the
institution did not have syllabi that consistentijormed students of the policy regarding a
grade penalty for missing homework. In additiohe tsyllabus for Conversation and
Pronunciation indicated merely that a student roasiplete three or more assignments to pass
the class, but provided no guidance for the ingtruegarding the amount of total assignments
to give and did not indicate what happens in thenevhat a student completes three
assignments but misses the final exam.

In its response, the institution indicated thdtatl adjusted its grading policy for homework to
replace the grade penalty for missed homework othework minimums and had updated the
Conversation and Pronunciation syllabus. It alsavided a scoring rubric for the elective

courses, which measures weekly learning objectvested by the instructor for each course.
However, the documents provided in the institusorésponse for the grading policy and the
updated syllabus provide conflicting informatiolhe homework policy listed in the teacher’s
handbook states that instructors must assign armami of two homework assignments each
week for the Conversation and Pronunciation comsde the syllabus for the Conversation

and Pronunciation course states that studentsveecgie homework assignment per week.
Consequently, the institution has failed to denratstthat it provides consistent policies
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relative to homework on its syllabi and instrucéibiguides, and lacks credible evidence of
systematic and effective implementation in practideich can only be demonstrated over time.

9. Standard IV-C: Performance Measurements

The institution has not demonstrated that it haguamd assessment system that contains a set of
defined elements that are appropriately relataiéqerformance objectives of the program or
course. The team report indicated that the institthad a minimum passing grade of 65% for
its programs and courses and that this grade wsesihgoon weekly tests and homework. The
institution did not incorporate a score for studpatticipation, widely recognized as a key
component of language learning, into its assesseyatém. Homework was not graded, but
students’ grades were penalized if they did notpieta homework. In addition, the institution
did not have any externally-validated, nationa#lgagnized exit test as required by ACCET
policy and did not have a speaking component facgrhent or level tests, even though classes
include speaking and listening. Further, the aleatlasses did not have a consistent grading
system, as the amount of homework was decideddlyiaatructor and tests were given only at
the discretion of the institution’s management.e Tistitution did not have a written policy or
procedure governing the amount of homework or teeeldpment of tests for the elective
courses, although the institution indicated thatstevere developed by the instructor and
approved by the Director of Student Affairs.

The institution stated in its response that it hremlified its grading policy so that students must
have a minimum weighted average of the Integratadl Gonversation and Pronunciation
classes of 70% to pass a level or a minimum of 9@8tin the last two weeks if the student
wishes to move up a level before the end of thgrara. The institution provided an updated
grading policy wherein 15% of a student’s weeklpdg is based on homework, which the
institution indicated would reward students forrdphomework instead of penalizing them for
not doing it, and stated that homework is not glabecause the instructors review the
homework during class. The institution indicatieat it is converting to the ACT Compass tests
for placement and exit tests and that it is usiogversation test questions from its textbook
series in conjunction with these tests for the pgaportion. Examples of scoring sheets for
the oral portion of the level test and exit testevprovided in the response along with one
completed level test scoring sheet. The institutimvided a rubric that would be used to grade
elective classes and included minimum homework ireopents in its homework policy for
instructors.

However, the response did not provide a gradintesyshat incorporated participation into its
assessment system, and the grading system thatresdded indicated that a student’s grade
was still largely based on weekly tests. The nati@ provided by the institution to explain why
homework was not graded failed to sufficiently addrthe issue for the Commission, especially
in light of the grading system wherein homework sesds were the only graded components of
the Integrated and Conversation and Pronunciatiomses. Further, although the institution
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provided evidence that it had been approved faesigw of the ACT Compass test, effective
implementation and observable results of this tesit were not in evidence, which should have
been available even prior to the team visit. Ts#itution provided a .csv file for a student who
had taken the ACT Compass test in its responstatw&d VIII-A — Student Progress, but did
not provide information regarding the proceduresifioplementing the exit test or how the
results would be analyzed and used to improve tbgram. The scoring sheets provided for
the oral component of the level and exit test dil provide any guidance to the test-taker
regarding how to score the different componenttheftest to ensure that the test is scored
consistently for all students, and as the testtgqussranged in difficulty, the Commission
guestioned the equal weight given to each pair udstions. The sample placement test
provided by the institution indicated that the Dtog, who does not have a formal background
in teaching English, was administering and scotimg exam. An oral proficiency exam
requires sufficient knowledge of language acquisitand pedagogy that it should be
administered and scored by a trained English laggymofessional. Finally, no completed
scoring rubrics from the elective courses were idexl to evidence systematic and effective
implementation of this new assessment system. ladkeof implementation of the externally-
validated exit exam, the lack of guidance for sapthe speaking tests along with the test-giver
being untrained in language acquisition, and tlo& af evidence of implementation of the
scoring rubrics for the elective course all have the Commission to conclude that the
institution has failed to demonstrate that it ha®laesive assessment system that appropriately
relates to the performance objectives of the praogtat has been systematically and effectively
implemented.

10. Standard 1V-D: Curriculum Review/Revision

The institution has not demonstrated that it hastesyatic and effective procedures to
continuously monitor and improve the curriculungliming soliciting feedback from faculty,
students and graduates and analyzing completiaisesThe team report indicated that the
institution did not have any documentation of auliim creation, review, and evaluation. The
creation of curricula for elective courses was gmterned by institution-wide standards, but
were instead created by individual instructors.

In its response, the institution provided writtesligges and procedures for curriculum review
and revision as well as forms for guiding the qerdytand annual curriculum review meetings.
The institution provided the meeting minutes frdme guarterly curriculum review meeting.
Information regarding the criteria for approvingealve courses was also provided in the
institution’s response, along with a completed fofon initial elective content approval.
However, the Commission noted from the minutes tiiatcurriculum review meeting did not
cover all the elements for curriculum review regdiby this standard, as notes for the portion
of the form that included student satisfactiongfeeck, and test results read, “...this was not the
purpose of this meeting.” Additionally, althoudtetinstitution’s policy for curriculum review
and revision indicate that the meetings includeraliructors, the Director of Student Affairs,
the Academic Coordinator, and the Director, the tmgeminutes provided in the response
indicate that the meeting was only attended byl#sad Instructor, the Director of Student
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Affairs, and the Academic Coordinator. The Cominisslso found that the completed form
for initial elective content approval did not prdeisufficient evidence that the institution was
systematically and effectively implementing its ippl for approving elective courses, as
materials and subsequent revisions to those miatari@vidence the content elements required
by the checklist on the approval form were not mled. Therefore, the Commission has
determined that the institution has failed to desti@te systematic and effective
implementation of policies and procedures for cuitim review and revision in practice over
time.

11. Standard VI-B:_Supervision of Instruction

The institution has not demonstrated that supewvigd instructional personnel use good
practice in the evaluation and direction of inginrcor that regular classroom observations are
documented and effectively utilized to enhance ghality of instruction. The team report
indicated that the institution conducted classramservations of its instructors only once a
year; however, these observations were conductedhéyDirector, who has no formal
background in ESL pedagogy, and, therefore, cargmdure that instructors receive
appropriately constructive feedback. In additithe team report indicated that the institution
does not have a substitute policy for instructors.

In its response, the institution provided an updigelicy for observation and evaluation of its

instructors to ensure that instructors are obsetwede a year. The institution hired an

Academic Coordinator to conduct the observationssifuctors and provided a job description
for the Academic Coordinator, a resume of the petsioed for that position, and a new

organizational chart that included the new positidime institution also provided new policies

and procedures for substitute teachers, which fsp@édhat substitute teachers must meet
minimum teaching qualifications. However, althowmipolicy for instructor observation and

evaluation was included, no sample observationsewaluations were provided. The

combination of weak practice and lack of systemetid effective implementation of its policies

and procedures in practice over time has failetbtoonstrate compliance with this standard.

12. Standard VI-C_ Instructor Orientation and Training

The institution has not demonstrated that it im@eta an effective written policy for the
ongoing professional development of instructiorabpnnel that is systematically implemented,
monitored, and documented. The team report irglictttat the institution does not have a
policy which includes the requirements and debnii for professional development and that no
documentation of in-house professional developmaistavailable to be viewed by the team.

In its response, the institution provided an uplapeofessional development policy that
required instructors to undergo professional dgraknt at least once per quarter and provided
examples of acceptable forms of professional dewedmt. The institution indicated that future
in-service activities would be documented. Howether continued lack of evidence in practice
much less documented in-service professional dpuetat failed to demonstrate that the
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institution was systematically and effectively implenting a policy for instructor professional
development consistent with ACCET Commission remuents.

13. Standard VII-A: Recruitment

The institution has not demonstrated that its athreg makes only justifiable and provable
claims about the institution. The team reportéatiks that the institution did not have a written
policy for advertising and recruitment. In itspesse, the institution provided a written policy
governing advertising that complies with ACCET pgli However, the institution did not
provide any evidence of the implementation of tdicy, particularly in light of the many
policy changes the institution has made recenttgsponse to ACCET's review. Therefore, the
institution has failed to demonstrate systematid effiective implementation over time of an
advertising policy to ensure that advertising makssifiable and provable claims about the
institution as required by this standard.

14. Standard VIII-A: Student Progress

The institution has not demonstrated that it effett monitors, assesses, and records the
progress of participants using a sound assessysatrswith a set of defined elements that are
appropriately related to the performance objectiokshe program, has not published clear
descriptions of its requirements for satisfactdngent progress, and has not demonstrated that
it uses sound written policies and procedures terdene student compliance with these
requirements and to document the results. The tepant indicated that the institution’s policy
for level progression required a student to scareramum of 90% on two consecutive written
unit tests, but did not include any speaking comeporior level advancement and did not
provide for students who were passing their coubsgscould not score above 90% on two
consecutive tests. Further, the team report itetictne institution lacked any policy governing
how long students can stay in a given level. Baantreport also indicated that there was no
externally-validated exit examination and neithex placement nor the exit tests included any
speaking component.

In its response, the institution provided a pofioy student progress that allows students who
finished the textbook to progress to the next lévibley have at least an average of 70% for the
session, although students are able to repeaetet if they wish. The policy also allows
students who have a combined weighted average dfaast 90% for the Integrated and
Conversation and Pronunciation classes for twoemrizve weeks to move up to the next level.
Students are able to repeat a level twice andrhest either move up a level if they averaged
70% or greater in the last session or be withdridthey averaged less than 70% in the repeated
level. The policy also includes a provision foademic probation that requires a student who
has an overall average of less than 70% for twcsemirtive sessions to go on academic
probation and have one session to raise the aveyad®ve 70%. The policy states that if the
student’s average is not raised to above 70% tkhid session, “you must either move to a
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lower level or repeat the same level or transfamother school. If you have already repeated
the lower level twice before the academic probatyu cannot move back to that level.”
Additionally, the institution provided an oral testimponent for placement and for the exit test,
including a sample completed placement test, anegtg@ondence indicating that it had been
approved for a preview of the ACT Compass test.

However, the Commission noted that the Satisfacterggress policy provided in the
institution’s response did not include all elemeeiguired in ACCET Document 18.IEP. The
policy did not provide the total length of the praa in clock hours or the clock hours required
for each level and term. Although the policy ireded that students could move to the next
level with a minimum average of 70% when the teakbss finished, the amount of time to
finish the textbook was not defined in the polic&dditionally, the provision in the policy of
allowing students to repeat a level if they wisterewhen their scores indicate they should
progress to the next level, must be based on tewaind well-documented rationale as required
by ACCET policy. The Commission further noted ttia¢ progress policy provided by the
institution did not include the creation of a leagplan when students must repeat a level. The
probation policy provided by the institution doest provide a clear length of time for the
probation or consequences of probation and dodsaveta provision for a student to appeal the
probation, as required by ACCET policy. It appehet the probation policy is in conflict with
the institution’s policy on repeating levels, astadent is able to repeat a level twice with an
average of less than 70% both times, then go doaiom and repeat a level for a third time,
and then if the student does not raise his/herageerthe level can be repeated a fourth time
with no stated consequences. According to thegiai policy, a student could also fail a level
three times, and then move down a level and faiiragith no stated consequences. The only
consequence listed in the probation policy appeabe termination if a student has repeated a
lower level twice before the probation began. Tuwdicy provides no time limit for the
probation. The institution provided no policiesdgorocedures to ensure the systematic and
effective implementation of this student progresdicg and provided no evidence of the
implementation of this policy in its response. &ease the institution has only recently,
following the team visit, created a student progrpslicy which still lacks a clearly-stated
policy that is internally consistent and includéseqjuired elements, it has failed to demonstrate
systematic and effective implementation of souniitevr policies and procedures to determine
student compliance over time.

15. Standard VIII-B: Attendance

The institution has not demonstrated that it hasbéshed and implemented written policies
and procedures for monitoring and documenting déece. The team report indicated that the
institution did not have a written Leave of Absepoéicy. Although the institution provides for
tardies and early departures in its attendanceypdalidoes not define what constitutes a tardy or
early departure.

In its response, the institution provided a LeavAlmsence policy that differentiated a leave of
absence from a vacation and required students \ate éxtended absences longer than four
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weeks to take a placement test. The institutisa ptovided an updated attendance policy that
defined tardies as arriving more than one minueettaclass and early departures as leaving any
time before the end of class. However, the irgtitufailed to provide any updated procedures
to ensure the systematic and effective implememtaif these policies, nor did it provide any
evidence of implementation of the leave of absemzbthe retesting policies for students who
are away longer than four weeks, which can onlgidsaonstrated in practice over time.

16. Standard VIII-C: Participant Satisfaction

The institution has not demonstrated that it foBomritten policies and procedures that provide
an effective means to regularly assess, documamtyalidate student satisfaction relative to the
quality of education and training offered. Themte@port indicated that although the average
student only studies at the institution for threenths, the student satisfaction surveys are
conducted on a quarterly basis, which does nowalldficiently timely opportunity for students
to provide feedback about the institution.

In its response, the institution provided updatetices and procedures requiring monthly
student surveys. However, the policy indicated #ihough these surveys would be taken
monthly, they would only be analyzed every quamérich results in up to a two-month gap
before surveys are reviewed. Given the averageastthree months, this does not ensure an
effective and timely response to any student satisin issues that may occur. Additionally,
the institution provided no evidence of the syst&nand effective implementation of this
policy. The delay between survey distribution ahlysis and the lack of evidence of
systematic and effective implementation of the tgdigolicy have led the Commission to
conclude that the institution is not regularly aeffiectively assessing, documenting, and
validating student satisfaction, which must be destrated in practice over time.

17. Standard VIII-D:;_ Employer/Sponsor Satisfaction

The institution has not demonstrated that it foBomritten policies and procedures that provide
an effective means to regularly assess, documedtyalidate employer/sponsor satisfaction
relative to the quality of the education and tragnservices provided. The team report indicated
that although the institution has students enrdleough the Saudi Arabian Cultural Mission, it

does not have any policies and procedures to ofletattback from sponsors.

In its response, the institution provided a polgoyverning sponsor satisfaction surveys and a
blank survey form. The institution stated thah@d sent the survey to the Saudi Arabian
Cultural Mission but had not yet received a regtpwever, the policy provided did not provide
information regarding the procedure or respongialety for the sponsor surveys and made no
mention of subsequent analysis of survey respausesprove the institution’s education and
training services. Additionally, the survey formopided only had a single question relating the
quality of the education and training services mled by the institution, which was a binary
guestion on whether the sponsored students madd pomress in their classes. The
Commission regarded this single question as irgerffi for assessing sponsor satisfaction with
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the quality of the education, as is required by #tandard. Consequently, as the response
lacked clear evidence in practice over time to destrate the systematic and effective
implementation of sponsor surveys that effectiadgess sponsor satisfaction with the quality
of education and training services provided byitiséitution, the Commission determined that
the institution has failed to demonstrate compkawith this standard.

18. Standard VIII-E; Completion and Placement

The institution has not demonstrated that it haseHactive means to regularly assess,
document, and validate the quality of the educaéiod training services provided relative to
completion rates. The team report indicated tairistitution only includes those students who
have studied for four weeks or more in its comptetate statistics.

In its response, the institution indicated thdtatl updated its policy for student completion to
include students who study for any length of tinffde institution also provided a spreadsheet
to evidence the implementation of this policy. Hweer, the Commission noted that the policy
provided in the response did not include informmatiegarding how data relevant to completion
would be gathered, analyzed, or used to improvenstéution’s programs and services. The
policy for completion made reference to using tl@mpletion rate to indicate student

satisfaction, but did not detail in either thisipplor the student satisfaction policy how the
completion rate would be used as a correlated meadstudent satisfaction. In addition, the
spreadsheet included several students who weeel lest “Attending” despite a program end
date in the past. For example, one student edlias “Completed” with a program end date of
2/1/2013, while students with program end dated2321/2012 and 1/25/2013 are listed as
“Attending.” Therefore, the institution has failéol demonstrate that it is systematically and
effectively implementing a policy and procedure &msessing, documenting, and validating
student completion rates, which can only be evidéng practice over time.

Since denial of initial accreditation is an advees#ion by the Accrediting Commission, the
institution may appeal the decision. The full gadares and guidelines for appealing the decision
are outlined in Document 11 — Policies and Prastmiethe Accrediting Commission, which is
available on our website atww.accet.org If the institution wishes to appeal the decisitre
Commission must receive written notification noefathan fifteen (15) calendar days from
receipt of this letter, in addition to a certified cashier’'s check in the amount of $7,500.00,
payable to ACCET, for an appeals hearing.

In the case of an appeal, a written statement, pl€S) additional copies regarding the grounds
for the appeal, saved &DF documents and copied to individual flash drives, must be
submitted to the ACCET office within sixty (60) eadar days from receipt of this letter. The
appeal process allows for the institution to previcarification of and/or new information
regarding the conditions at the institution at thee the Accrediting Commission made its
decision to deny or withdraw accreditation. Theegbprocess does not allow for consideration of
changes that have been made by or at the institatioew information created or obtained after the
Commission’s action to deny or withdraw accredatiexcept under such circumstances when the
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Commission’s adverse action included a finding @f-sompliance with Standard IlI-A, Financial
Stability, whereupon the Appeals Panel may considera one-time basis only, such financial
information provided all of the following conditierare met:

* The only remaining deficiency cited by the Comnarsin support of a final adverse action
decision is the institution’s failure to meet ACCETandard IlI-A:_Financial Stability, with
the institution’s non-compliance with StandardAlithe sole deficiency warranting a final
adverse action.

» The financial information was unavailable to thetitation until after the Commission’s
decision was made and is included in the writtertestent of the grounds for appeal
submitted in accordance with the ACCET appealsgasicand

* The financial information provided is significanhda bears materially on the specified
financial deficiencies identified by the Commission

The Appeals Panel shall apply such criteria of iBgince and materiality as established by the
Commission. Further, any determination made byAjpgeals Panel relative to this new financial
information shall not constitute a basis for furthppeal.

Initial applicants are advised that, in the insean€ an appeal following a denial of accreditation
being initialized in accordance with ACCET polidye institution may not make substantive
changes to its operations, such as additional anogiror sites, until a notice of final action is
forwarded by the Commission.

It remains our hope that the accreditation evalnaprocess has served to strengthen your
institution’s commitment to and development of auistrative and academic policies, procedures,
and practices that inspire a high quality of edoocaand training for your students.

Sincerely,
I(< el M
O

Roger J. Williams
Executive Director

RJIJW/meay

C: Mr. Louis Farrell, Director, SEVP (louis.farr@lice.dhs.gov)
Ms. Katherine Westerlund, Certification Chief, SEVP
(Katherine.H.Westerlund@ice.dhs.gov)
Ms. Kay Gilcher, Chief, Accreditation Division, U aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov)
Ms. Teresa D. O’'Donnell, Executive Director, CEAdbnnell@cea-accredit.org)



