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In response to the Department’s letter dated June 19, 2019, ACICS provided a documented
response to the issues that relate to the Criteria.

Administrative and fiscal capability

The agency provided a narrative response and its audited financial statements for fiscal years
2017 and 2018, its current budget and projections through 2023, its membership directory, a list
of scheduled accreditation reviews, organizational chart, staff resumes and job descriptions
(Exhibits 1 — FY 2020 and FY 2021-2023 Preliminary Budgets, 1 — Rejection of Consideration,
2 — Executive Committee Meeting Minutes, 2 — Reserve Fund Withdrawals, 3 — FY 2019
Budget, 3 — Number of Institutions Long Term Projections, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10).

In its narrative response, ACICS stated that the 10 full-time, one part-time and one contract
employee are sufficient to carry out the accreditation activities required for the 74 institutions
(117 main and branch campuses) which offer over 250 different programs that are accredited by
the agency. The agency provided the staff resumes and job descriptions to document that all
accrediting responsibilities are included.

Regarding fiscal capacity, Department staff reviewed the information and documentation
provided by the agency, which demonstrates that ACICS currently has sufficient financial
resources to carry out its accrediting responsibilities. Although the documentation indicates that
the agency is currently operating at a deficit and is projected to do so until 2023, ACICS has
sufficient reserves to cover the expected operating deficits, and the level of those reserves are in
line with other similarly sized accrediting agencies. In addition, the financial projections
included within the agency’s budget reflect a measured growth at a realistic level, which projects
that the operating deficits will be eliminated by 2024.

These findings notwithstanding, ACICS is also required to submit to the Department its audited
financial records on a yearly basis over the next three years, as required by the Secretary’s
recognition decision dated November 21, 2018, and is scheduled to submit a petition for
recognition on February 1, 2020. These submissions provide the Department with additional
opportunities to review the agency’s actual fiscal performance measured against the projections
provided.

While the information and documentation provided by ACICS did not indicate that the agency
has been unable to fulfill its accreditation activities due to a lack of administrative or fiscal
capacity as related to site visits, council meetings or other committee meetings, the Department
is concerned that the lack of effective evaluation and monitoring approaches related to the two
institutions discussed in this letter, VIU and SDUIS, reflects inadequate staffing and other
resources, which does not demonstrate effective compliance with Section 602.15(a)(1).

Although not requested by the Department, ACICS addressed the assertion included in The
Chronicle of Higher Education article that the agency’s financial challenges could cause it to
accredit institutions that did not meet the agency’s standards. The agency provided information
and documentation that it has limited the institutions that have been invited to apply for
accreditation to those that meet the ACICS eligibility standards, and that the executive




Page 3 of 6

committee of the agency is involved in the preliminary review process. The agency also
provided information and documentation that it has limited the reinstatement of previously
accredited institutions to those that meet ACICS’ accreditation standards, and provided an
example of a reinstatement denial due to academic quality concerns. ACICS asserts that if it
were making accreditation decisions based solely on the agency’s financial condition, it would
not limit applications or reinstatements.

However, the institutional examples reviewed in this letter, SDUIS and VIU, do not demonstrate
that the initial application review process is as discerning as described, nor that the renewal
accreditation or monitoring processes are as thorough as necessary for the agency to identify
issues with the institution’s continued compliance with accreditation standards, as required by
Sections 602.17(c), 602.17(e), and 602.28(d).

Virginia International University

The agency provided a narrative response and the accreditation actions on and significant
correspondence to VIU, as well as correspondence with the State Council for Higher Education
in Virginia (SCHEV) related to the institution (Exhibits 11 & 12).

In its narrative response, ACICS described its review of VIU once it learned of the action taken
by SCHEYV, including the agency’s issuance of the show-cause directive in March 2019 and
continued show-cause in May 2019. Based on the agency’s narrative response and the timeline
and information provided to the Executive Council of ACICS on March 21, 2019 (Exhibit 11,
pages 1-2), the action taken by ACICS appears to be the result of an article in Inside Higher Ed
on March 20, 2019, and not a result of the receipt of the audit and recommendation to revoke the
certificate to operate by SCHEV on February 8, 2019 (Exhibit 11, pages 7-19).

The Department notes that the agency has a standard, Title If, Chapter 3, 2-3-700 (Accreditation
Criteria, Publication Date: September 14, 2017), which states that “ACICS periodically receives
and may investigate information from federal or state agencies or other accrediting agencies, or
through public media sources, which may indicate possible criteria violations. Adverse
information may include, but is not limited to, ... negative audits or program reviews, and
government agency investigations.” The agency also states in its Policies and Procedures Manual
(Revised September 2017) that the At-Risk Institutions’ Group (ARIG) will investigate adverse
external information (Chapter 13: Complaint and External Information Review).

However, it is not clear that a review by the ARIG occurred. An email to the Executive Council
of ACICS on March 21, 2019 stated there was a discussion and recommendation by the ARIG,
but the supplemental information provided does not include any notation of an ARIG meeting
nor discussion on VIU, and includes an accreditation action recommendation that appears to
come from an individual, not the ARIG (Exhibit 11, pages 1-2).

The Department is concerned that the agency had information and documentation from SCHEV
that called into question VIU’s ability to potentially meet the ACICS’ standards, but did not
review the information and documentation, nor act upon it until over a month later once the issue
was raised in the press. This appears to indicate that ACICS failed to follow its own policies and
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procedures related to the timely review of adverse information, as expected by Section 602.
28(d).

Even though ACICS eventually took action and issued a show-cause directive to VIU in March
2019, it is not clear from the information and documentation that the agency conducted its own
review of the issues to ensure that VIU continued to meet ACICS’ standards in the same areas,
but instead relied upon the SCHEV review process and outcome, In addition, the March 2019
show-cause directive mainly addresses the potential revocation of VIU’s license to operate by
SCHEY and the institution’s response to that proposed revocation, but does not demonstrate that
ACICS initiated a review of VIU itself to determine if VIU continued to meet the agency’s
accreditation standards (Exhibit 11, pages 20-25). Therefore, the Department is concerned that
ACICS still does not have adequate mechanisms in place to conduct a prompt review when it
receives a negative report from a State or other agency about an institution nor to determine if
the agency should independently investigate the allegations of the report to confirm compliance
with ACICS’ standards, as required by Section 602.28(d).

The Department is concemed with the strikingly different conclusions reached by ACICS and
SCHEY regarding the academic quality of the distance learning programs at VIU. ACICS
conducted its comprehensive renewal of accreditation through an on-site visit in January 2018 to
VIU and did not appear to find the significant concerns found by SCHEV in August 2018,
especially in relation to the courses offered by distance education. We are concerned that either
ACICS’s distance education standards did not contain the same level of rigor as those utilized by
SCHEV or that ACICS’s onsite reviewers failed to uncover the deficiencies noted by the
SCHEV audit in August 2018 as required by Sections 602.16(c) and 602.17(c)

Specifically, SCHEV found that the courses offered by distance education provided limited peer-
to-peer and faculty-student interaction, lacked academic rigor at the graduate level, and were not
comparable to the residential offerings (Exhibit 11, pages 12-17). The concerns ACICS found
related to distance education during the comprehensive evaluation of VIU in January 2018 was
limited to the lack of an adequate distance education plan and that the plan wasn’t integrated into
the institution’s Campus Effectiveness Plan (Exhibit 11, page 6). After a deferral action in April
2018 (Exhibit 11, pages 4-5) due to issues unrelated to distance education or other significant
academic concerns, ACICS granted renewal of accreditation in August 2018 without conditions
(Exhibit 11, page 3). Even though SCHEV did not ultimately revoke VIU’s license to operate,
the audit findings led to a forced three-year moratorium of distance education due to the severity
of the issues in that area (Exhibit 12, page 9).

San Diego University for Integrative Studies

The agency provided a narrative response, as well as the application for accreditation,
accreditation actions on and significant correspondence related to SDUIS (Exhibits 1A, 1B, 1C,
1D, 1E, 1F, 1G, 1H, 11, 2 — Initial Resource Report SDUIS, 13, 14a, 14b, l4¢, 15, 16 and 17).

The agency did not provide any correspondence with ACCET regarding SDUIS, as requested by
the Department in its letter to ACICS. Instead, the agency states that SDUIS is not accredited by
ACCET, but that it is a separate entity, USA English Language Center (USAELC), owned by
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SDUIS, that is accredited by ACCET. Therefore, ACICS did not contact ACCET due to that
distinction and because “the institution being invited to apply for accreditation is not, and cannot
be, accredited by the agency (i.e. SDUIS’ program offerings are beyond ACCET’s scope of
recognition).” The agency provided SDUIS’ documentation of this separation, to include listing
of USAELC in the State of California Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (BPPVE)
directory in July 2019; approval by ACCET of a change of ownership without a change in
control for USAELC in October 2018; State of California articles of incorporation for USAELC
filed in October 2016; and the assignment by the IRS of an Employer Identification Number
(EIN) to USAELC in August 2018 (Exhibit 17).

However, the Department notes that even though ACICS provided information and
documentation that appear to support the agency’s assertion that SDUIS and USAELC are
legally separate entities, the agency’s report from the initial resource site visit on June 30, 2016
includes a concern related to the ACCET action to place USAELC on show cause and requires
“Evidence that the institution has been removed from the “Institutional Show Cause” status with
ACCET” as part of the institution’s action plan (Exhibit 2 — Initial Resource Report_SDUIS,
pages 4, 18, and 20). In addition, the Database of Accredited Postsecondary Institutions and
Programs (DAPIP), that is hosted on the Department’s website, lists the “USA English Language
Center at San Diecgo University of Integrative Studies” and includes the ACCET accreditation
history and documentation under the “Institutional Accreditation” tab.

In Exhibits 14a, 14b, and 14c, the agency provided the response by SDUIS to public comments
received by ACICS. The SDUIS’ response cover letter includes statements by the institution that:
“SDUIS enjoys an excellent reputation in the professional community and is currently approved
and monitored by the following agencies — Accrediting Council for Continuing Education and
Training (ACCET)” (Exhibit 14a, page 7-8); and “the ESL program has been accredited by
ACCET since 2013. A copy of our letter of accreditation is included as Attachment C” (Exhibit
14a, page 8). Beyond the cover letter, the attachments, provided by SDUIS to ACICS in
response to the public comments, included numerous references to USAELC. For example,
Atitachment A (Exhibit 14a, pages 12-70), referred to as the “Who We Are” document, includes
“USA English Langauge (sic) Center @ The San Diego University for Integrative Studies” on
the cover, and references USAELC 10 times and SDUIS six times throughout the document.
Attachment D (Exhibit 14b, pages 5-93), referred to as the institution’s Operations and
Procedure Manual, includes “USA English Language Center, SAN DIEGO UNIVERSITY FOR
INTERGRATIVE STUDIES” on the cover, as well as the website for USAELC,
www.usaelc.com, and the email for SDUIS, sduis@sduis.edu, and other references to both
USAELC and SDUIS throughout the document. Attachments F, H, I, and M within Exhibit 14c
also include references to USAELC and SDUIS and do not distinguish between the two entities.

The breadth and depth of information and documentation provided by SDUIS does not clearly
demonstrate that USAELC is a separate entity, nor does the information included within the
initial resource site visit report or on the DAPIP. Therefore, it does not appear that ACICS
conducted a comprehensive analysis to assess the relationship between SDUIS and USAELC, to
determine if ACICS is required to take into account the accreditation action by ACCET on
USAELC when reviewing SDUIS, as required by Section 602.28(d).
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Peter Blake STATE COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION FOR VIRGINIA (804) 225-2600
Pirector Janies Monrae Building, 101 North Fourteenth Street, Richmond, V4 23219 www schev.edu

February 8, 2019

Dr, Isa Sarac, President

Virginia International University
4401 Village Drive

Fairfax, VA 22030

Certified Mail: 7018 0360 0000 6304 6905
Dear Dr. Sarac:

[ write to inform you that the staff of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia
(SCHEV) will report the results of Virginia International University’s (VIU) most recent audit at the
next feasible Council meeting, pursuant to 8VAC40-31-200(D) of the Virginia Administrative Code
and in accordance with “Guidelines for Procedures Related to Audits of Certified Institutions”
adopted by Council on January 14, 2019.

Staff will prepare a report recommending revocation of VIU’s certificate to operate, and
Council will review the report and determine the next actions to be pursued by staff. The options for
action will include (but are not necessarily limited to): (i) allowing VIU to maintain its certification
status; (ii) changing the VIU’s certification to “conditional;” or {iii) initiating procedures, consistent
with the Administrative Process Act, to revoke the school’s certificate to operate.

SCHEYV staff”s recommendation to revoke VIU’s certificate to operate is based on the
following:

1. SCHEYV staff conducted an audit of Virginia Inlernational University {VIU) on
August 14-16, 2018.

2. SCHEYV staff found five items of non-compliance.

3. Two of the non-compliant items were repeat violations from the October 2014 audit.

4. One item of non-compliance is of special significance because it adversely affects the
quality of education at VIU.

The next Council meeting is scheduled for March 18-19, 2019 at Virginia Polytechnic

Institute and State University (Virginia Tech) located in Blacksburg, VA. I have enclosed a Report
of Audit detailing the five items of non-compliance that will be reported to Council. You are

Advancing Virginia Through Higher Education






STATE COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION FOR VIRGINIA

Report of Audit
Virginia International University (VIU)
Audit Date: August 14-16, 2018

Report Date: February 8, 2019

ITEMS OF NON-COMPLIANCE

1. INSTRUCTORS NOT QUALFIED TO TEACH ASSIGNED COURSES
(Repeat Finding: October 2010 & October 2014)

8 VAC 40-31-140(D)(4)

All instructional faculty teaching in a program at the master's level or higher shall
hold a doctoral or other terminal degree in the discipline being taught from an
accredited college or university. Exception to academic preparation requirements
for instructional faculty may be made in instances where substantial
documentation of professional and scholarly achievements and/or demonstrated
competences in the discipline can be shown. The institution must document and
justify any such exception.

Finding:

The faculty file reviewed by SCHEV staff did not support Jeffrey White’s qualification to teach
CMP557 or MBA640. The file does not include evidence of academic preparation to tcach
graduate level healthcare-related subjects.

2. INSTITUTION DOES NOT COLLECT ALL ITEMS JUSTIFYING ADMISSION
(Repeat Finding: October 2010 & October 2014)

8 VAC 40-31-160(E)({)

The postsecondary school shall maintain records on all enrolled students. At a
minimum, these records shall include each student's application for admission and
admissions records containing information regarding the educational
qualifications of each regular student admitted that are relevant to the
postsecondary school's admissions standards. Each student record must reflect the
requircments and justification for admission of the student to the postsecondary
school.

Finding:

1. VIU is not collecting relevant and proper documentation to prove that students arc meeting its
admissions policy. The following student files were reviewed and found to be missing
documents:
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5. ON-LINE COURSE OFFERINGS DO NOT MEET STANDARDS OF TRAINING
SVACH0-31-160 L (1-3)

All programs oftered via telccommunications or distance education must be
comparable in content, faculty, and resources to those offered in residence, and
must include regular student-faculty interaction by computer, telephone, mail, or
face-to-face meetings.

SVAC 40-31-140(C)

The course, program, curriculum and instruction must be of quality, content and length to
adequately achieve the stated objecctive.

Overview:

SCHEV staff found the quality and content of the online education provided by VIU to be
patently deficient. Notable concerns include: limited peer-to-peer and student-faculty interaction;
failure of instructors to adhere to standards outlined in course syllabi; rampant plagiarism;
graduate level courses lacking academic rigor; online courses that are not comparable in content
to those offered in residence; and grade inflation. Inadequacies found in the online course
offerings reviewed by staff were not limited to one area of study or one instructor. Instead, the
low quality of education passing as online education at VIU affects all programs of study on the
undergraduate and graduate level,

Audit Process:
Online classes reviewed were randomly selected and included:
» Undergraduate and graduate offerings
o Courses in business, computer science, project management, general education and
Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL)
» Courses taught by nineteen difterent faculty members

Auditor review included:
» Online platform from the administrator point of view
e Student assignment submissions
o Student to student and faculty to student interactions
¢ Time students and faculty spent on the online platform
o Student grades

Statistics for online courses reviewed by SCHEV Staff
Period of review: Fall 2017, Spring 2018, Summer I 2018 and Summer 11 2018

Total number of courses offered during period (excluding ESL): 385
Total number of online courses offered during period: 98 (25% of total offerings)

Number of online courses reviewed by SCHEV staff: 27 (26% of online offerings)
Number of online courses reviewed with no issues to report: 3 (11% of online offerings)
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Findings

[.  Limited peer-to-peer interaction - Online classes require peer-to-peer interaction and a
portion of the grade received is based on the quality of these interactions.

A. Peer-to-peer interaction was severely limited or impossible due to the number of
students enrolled in certain classes. Out of the 98 online classes offered during the
period reviewed, 26 (27%) had enrollments of three students or less. Eight classes
(8%) had enrollments of one student. Even under the best circumstances,
students cannot benefit from peer-to-peer interaction in classes this small.

B. Courses with more than three students did not fare better in peer-to-peer
interaction. SCHEV staff noted very little peer-to-peer interaction in the courses
reviewed. In many cases peer exchanges were inconsequential; such as “hello
there, you explained very clear and easy to understand,” (sic). SCHEV found no
original, meaningful communication between peers in courses where peer
interaction was reviewed

iI.  Limited faculty-student interaction - Online courses require faculty engagement.

A. Out of the 27 online courses reviewed by SCHEV staff, only three (11%) were
noled to have good faculty to student engagement.

B. Feedback provided by instructors was random and was not helpful in improving
the learning experience. Instructors did not provide constructive feedback or-
comments on assignments and quizzes.

C. SCHEYV staff randomly selected 11 courses and evaluated the amount of time
each faculty member spent on the online platform for the class assigned.

1. Hours clocked in by the eleven faculty members ranged from a low of 3
hours 34 minutes to a high of 78 hours 42 minutes.

2. Four faculty members (36%) clocked into the class more than 42.5 hours
during the 8-week online session. (Note: 42,5 hours is the actual time a 3
credit face-to-face class meets during a 15 week semester.)

3. Four (36%) clocked in between 20 and 40 hours during the 8-week online
session.

4.  Three faculty members (27%) clocked in for less than 10 hours during the
entire 8-week session.

1. Failure of instructors to adhere to standards outlined in course syllabi or school
policy

A. While the discussion forum is part of the online learning experience, student
responses did not reflect a clear understanding the topic of study, yet students
were not penalized for substandard postings.

B. Although there’s a clear policy on academic integrity, in most cases mnstructors
did not follow pelicy when instances of plagiarism were detected. In some cases,
the instructor would warn the student and in one case, twe students received zeros
for plagiarized work. This was not the norm, howcver.
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C. Although course syllabi instruct students to submit work in APA format, many
students that did not follow the policy were not penalized.

IV. Rampant plagiarism - VIU has a policy for academic misconduct which includes a
process by which plagiarism is to be handled by instructors. SCHEV found many
instances of plagiarism that were not penalized although it was obvious to the auditors
that the material submitted as students’ work was not original. In many cases, students’
own words, determined through student postings on the online platform, indicated a poor
command of English including errors in grammar, spelling, word usage and punctuation.
Yet the same students submitted assignments that were highly complex in word choice,
vocabulary and organization. While these assignments raised red flags with the auditors,
faculty either ignored the signs of obvious plagiarism or chose not to penalize the student.

A. SCHEYV staft found:

1.  Rampant examples of plagiarism in work submitted by students in 11 out
of the 27 (41%) courses reviewed at the time of audit.

2. Inall, 50 separate cases of plagiarisin were detected during the audit. In
only two of these cases did students receive a zero for the plagiarized
work. None of the other plagiarized work reviewed by the audit team was
penalized. :

3. One student submitted plagiarized work for all assignments in one
graduate level class. Even though he submitted no original work, he still
received an A for the course.

V.  Graduate level courses lacking academic rigor

A. In one 600-level graduate course in computer science, the assigned textbock was
described as “intended for use in a one- or two-semester undergraduate course in
operating systems for computer science, computer engineering and electrical
engineering majors.”

B. The answers to the multiple choice midterm exam for a graduate level course
were readily available via an internet scarch.

C. An instructor’s solution sheet for a graduate level course included referenced
articles obtained from Wikipedia.

D. Student responses in several cases did not answer the question posed by
instructor, but the students still received a full grade.

E. In one course, a student submitted an assignment that was clearly for another class
and still received a full grade for it.

VI,  Online courses are not comparable in content to those offered in residence

A. Asnoted in IIA above, only three out of 27 courses reviewed indicated an
acceptable level of faculty to student engagement.

B. Student engagement with classmates in online classes is also poor. Items I A&B
above support SCHEV’s finding that VIU’s online courses lack peer-to-peer
engagement.

C. SCHEV staff randomly selected 11 courses and evaluated the amount of time
each enrolled student spent signed into the onlinc platform to complete
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assignments and peer-to-peer engagement. In comparison to class attendance of
42.5 hours if the student had enrolled in a comparable face-to-face class, online
students’ “attendance’ hours were {ar less.

1. There were 28 students enrolled in the 11 courses. Hours spent online
ranged from a low of 7.5 hours to a high of 158 hours.

2. Four students (14%) clocked in more than 40 hours during the 8-week
course.

3. Fifteen students (54%) clocked in between 21 and 40 hours during the 8-
week online session.

4. Nine students (32%) clocked in for less than twenty hours during the
entire 8-week session. SCHEV questions how a comparable level of
work, peer-to-peer engagement and student-faculty interaction can take
place in less than half the time it takes to attend a face-to-face class.

VII.  Grade Inflation
A. Overall observations regarding grade inflation
1. Late submissions even when penalized did not affect the overall grade
2. Some students did not turn in assignments and class projects but the final
grade did not reflect missed work
3. Instructors did not detect plagiarized submissions or chose to ignore the
obvious signs. Surprisingly, in some cases where the work submitted was
clearly not the student’s own, the instructor feedback was positive, e.g.
“well explained” or “good work.”
4. Students responded incorrectly to questions on assignments and still
receive full grades for the assignment.
B. Specific examples of grade inflation (Note: The examples below do not constitute
all the instances of grade inflation found by SCHEV staff.}
1.  CMP 570 - A graduate level computer class:

a. SCHEV staff reviewed a portion of the assignments submitted by
students and detected 11 plagiarized assignments. Every student in
the class submitted at Icast one plagiarized item. Five of the six
students enrolled received final grades of A. The sixth student
received an A-.

2. CMP 641- A graduate level computer class:
a. SCHEV staff reviewed three assignments for this course with the
following results
1. Week 1 - Nene of the students followed the instructions for
the assignment; all submissions included some plagiarism;
three out of four students received 100% on the assignment
and the fourth student received 70%.
ii. Week 2 - All four students plagiarized; all received 100%
on the assignment.
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iii. Week 6 (Research Paper) - All four students plagiarized;
one student plagiarized an entire research paper found on
the internet, including its sources.

b. Three out of four students received final grades of A, the fourth
student received an A-.

CMP 650- A graduate level computer course:

a. One student plagiarized every assignment, the midterm exam and
the final exam and received a final grade of A.

b. The second student in the class plagiarized one assignment and
received a final grade of A,

MBAS00- A graduate level business course in “Managerial
Communication™

a. All three students submitted writing assignments that contained
crrors in grammar, sentence structure, word usage, spelling and
intelligibility.

b. Two students received final grades of A; one student received a
B+.

MBAG11- a graduate level business course.

a. The assignment directions instructed students to respond to
questions in their own words but none did. Responses were
directly plagiarized from other sources. SCHEV auditors
concluded that students did not understand the material well
enough to paraphrase what they read.

b. Nearly all students submitted work that contained plagiarism, poor
grammar, incorrect word usage, misspellings and incorgect
sentence structure.

c. Four final papers reflected students with extremely low levels of
English proficiency. In their attempts to hide plagiarism, students
substituted synonyms for words in their reports and created strings
of nonsensical sentences in the process. Three of these students
received final grades of A, one received a C. The following
represent examples of wording from 2 different final papers:

i. “However, if the situation is happencd even the company
protected, the occupational disease is seeking so they need
to get treatment earlier.” (sic)

ii. “Faircheck will use Justice theory as battleship with the
conflict of interests.” (sic)

PMP620- a graduate level course in project management:

a. The assignment directions instructed students to respond to
questions in their own words, but none did. Responses were
simply plagiarized and the students were penalized for not
following directions.

b. One student cited a source that he did not use. Instead, the
submitted work was entircly plagiarized from a different source.
The instructor called it a “perfect paper” and graded it “A.”
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c. On student submitted a totally unintelligible paper by substituting
synonyms throughout a plagiarized paper. The paper received a
grade of 90. The student repeated this same technique for the
midterm exam.

d. Another student in the class submitted a paper filled with
grammatical crrors, incorrect word usage and non-standard
formatting,

e. There were five students enrolled in the course. Four received final
grades of A, the fifth student received an A-.

VIII.  Factor contributing to substandard quality of online education

The single most important factor contributing to the substandard quality of onlinc education at
VIU is the institution’s acceptance of international students with an abysmally poor command of
the English language. This is especially true for graduate level programs. It is unclear whether
this an intentional recruiting decision or if it is the result of an admission policy that does not
properly assess whether a candidate has sufficient mastery of the English language to engage in
genuine graduate level work.

SCHEV’s review of VIU’s online course content indicates that the admission of unqualified
students is the first of many impediments to a quality online education system. Unqualificd
students regularty submit plagiarized or inferior work; faculty turn a blind eye and lower grading
standards (perhaps to avoid failing an entire class); and administrators do not cffectively monitor
the quality of online education being provided. That such substandard coursework could
continue with no complaints from students, faculty or administrators raises concerns about the
purpose of education at VIU.

Final SCHEY staff recommendation:

In accordance with “Guidelines for Procedures Related to Audits of Certified Institutions”
adopted by Council at the January 14, 2019 meeting, SCHEV staff will prepare a report for
review by Council at its March 18-19, 2019 meeting recommending revocation of Virginia
Internationa) University’s certificate to operate. The basis for this recommendation is that VIU
was found to have (i) a violation that adversely affects the quality of education; and (i1) repeat
violations from an audit conducted in the past five years.

This report concludes that the courses and instruction by VIU Online fail to meet quality and
content to adequately achieve the stated objectives of the programs offered. Additionally,
SCHEV staff believe that the deficiency of the education provided by VIU is not limited to
online courses. This conclusion is based on the following:

» Students who regularly plagiarize in online classes are cqually likely to submit
plagiarized work in face-to-face classes.

¢ The lack of English proficiency in the student population of VIU would not only affect
their online courses, but their face-to-face courses as well.

¢ Taculty teaching online courscs also teach face-to-face classes. SCHEV staif conclude
that faculty members who ignore or cannot identity flagrant plagiarism in an online class
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will not be better equipped to recognize and penalize such academie violations in a
classroom setting.

¢ SCHEV reviewed over 60 student transcripts and noted no discernible diffcrence in the
grades received for online courses versus face-to-face coursework. If all factors are equal,
including submission of inferior work by students, the limited English proficiency of
enrolled students, and faculty inability or unwillingness to penalize plagiarism, then the
quality of face-to-face instruction would also likely be of unacceptable quality. As such,
SCHEV concludes that the only reasonable recommendation staff can make to Council is
revocation of the certificate to operate.



VIU Audit
August 14-16, 2018

Online courses reviewed

s APLX 530 Language Teaching Methods, Summer Il 2018 (Shufang Ni)

e APLX 572 Technologies for Language Learning (Marietta Bradinova)

e APLX 630 Sociolinguistics in the Classroom Spring 2018 {Marietta Bradinova)
e BUSS 154 Into to Import/Export Management Spring 2018 {Osman Masahudu)
e BUSS 210 Intro to Business Spring 2018 {Lena Starr)

s BUSS 312 Organizational Theory Spring 2018 {lena Starr)

e CMP 375 Human-Computer Interactions Spring 2018 (Salman Qureshi)

e CMP 467 Database Systems for web applications Fall 2017 {Alla Webb)

e CMP 498 Capstone Project Spring 2018 (Manuel Medrano)

o CMP 551 Research Methods Fall 2017 {Alfred Basta)

¢ CMP 570 Enterprise information Systems Fall 2017 (Darcell Tolliver)

e CMP 641 Operating Systems, Sumr [ 2018 ( Alla Webb)

e CMP 650 Software Design Fall 2017 {Alla Webb)

e ECON 207 Intermediate Microeconomics (Srinidhi Anantharamiah)

e ENG 113 English Composition Spring 2018 { Sean Uibert)

o GEOG 101 World Geography Spring 2018 {Christine Rosenfeld)

e  GOVT 632 Comparative Politics Spring 2018 (Emrullah Uslu)

e«  GOVT 790 Advanced Research Project Spring 2018{Klara Bilgin)

¢ MBA 500 Managerial Communication Spring 2018 {Seth Gillespie)

s MBA 514 Marketing Management Spring 2018 {Yun Lee)

e MBA 514 Marketing Management Summer | 2018 (Yun Lee)

e MBA 523 HR Law, Sumr Il 2018 {Ashley Newell)

¢ MBA 611 Business Law and Ethics Spring 2018 {Ashley Newell)

s MBA 641 Economics of Healthcare and Policy Spring 2018 (Jeffrey White)

s PMP 615 Risk Project Management Spring 2018 (Seth Gillespie}

e PMP 620 Contracts and Project Procurement Management Spring 2018 (Seth Gillespie)
e STAT 200 intro to Statistics Spring 2018 {Zelalem Chala)
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