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dcficient in the December 2016 Decision of Secretary King (that information is attached
here as Exhibit B-O: ACICS May 2018 Supplement).
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EXHIBIT A-O

ACICS Part II Submission Explanation
May 30. 2018

I. Introduction

On March 23, 2018, the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia issued a
Memorandum Opinion (“Opinion”™) remanding the December 12, 2016 decision of Secretary
King (*December 2116 Decision™) that withdrew the U.S. Department of Education’s (*“the
Department’s”) recognition of the Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools
(“ACICS"). On April 3, 2018, Secretary DeVos issued an Order (“April 2018 Order”}
restoring ACICS’s recognition. Consistent with the District Court’s Opinion, Secretary
DeVos also initiated a review of materials previously submitted by ACICS in its May 2016
Part Il submission (“Part 11 submission”) which were not considered by the Department
staft, the National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity (“NACIQL”)
the Senior Departiment Official (SDQO), or Secretary King in connection with the December
2016 Decision.

By the terms of that April 2018 Order, ACICS is permitted to provide additional
relevant evidence and explanation regarding the Part I submission. (April 2018 Order at 2).
Specifically, ACICS provides this explanation to the Department regarding whether, and to
what extent, the documents and narrative submitted to the Department in its Part 11
submission are relevant to demonstrating that substantial evidence exists that it has been
compliant with the criteria deemed deficient in the Department’s 2016 Final Staff Report
(2016 Final Staff Report™) on which the December 2016 Decision was based or,
alternatively, that ACICS had the ability to come into compliance within 12 months.

All exhibits referenced below, unless otherwise indicated, are those previously filed
with the Part IT submission which is incorporated here by reference.

II. Relevance of Part II Submission

The narrative and documents in the Part IT submission, as detailed on a criteria-by-
criteria basis below, were and are directly relevant to demonstrating that substantial
evidence existed as to ACICS compliance with the twenty-one (21) criteria erroneously
deemed deficient in the Department’s 2016 Final Staff Report on which the December 2016
Decision was based or, alternatively, that ACICS had the ability to come into compliance
within 12 months.

Specifically, the Part II submission that was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff
Report and December 2016 Decision responded directly to the central tenets of the relevant
criteria and also the Department’s own supplemental requests for additional information
from ACICS about compliance with most of those 21 criteria. The 2016 Final Staff Report
and December 2016 Decision, therefore, failed to take into consideration relevant and
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substantial evidence of compliance by ACICS. The Secretary should have concluded in
2016 that ACICS was in compliance with each of the 21 criteria deemed deficient at that
time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance within 12 months.!

III. Explanation — Part II Submission and Recognition Criteria

1. 34 C.F.R. § 602.13 -- Acceptance of the Agency by Others

The Part II submission documents and narrative explanation are relevant to
demonstrating that substantial evidence existed as to ACICS’s compliance with this criteria
or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. In fact, the Part II submission that
was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision responded
directly to the Department’s inquiry into compliance with this criteria. The question posed
by the Department was:

602.13 acceptance of the agency by others  How has the number of major investigations
into and actions against so many of ACICS’s schools (CEC, Corinthian, ITT, MJI,
Westwood, Lincoln Tech) by multiple federal agencies and states, plus the Congressional
inguiry, affected ACICS'’s public acceptance and credibiiity? What actions have you
taken in response ?

In the Part II submission to the Department in May 2016, ACICS acknowledged the
severity of the governmental inquiries into the operations of member institutions over the last
several years. Notwithstanding these inquiries, ACICS 1dentified the ways in which it
maintained and improved its compliance with this criteria.

First, ACICS reported that the inquiries resulted in increased frequency and intensity
with which ACICS interacted and exchanged information with other oversight partners,
including state governments, federal agencies, and Congress, efforts which had worked to
establish and strengthen positive relationships between ACICS and a variety of external
stakeholders. ACICS also reported that despite the public scrutiny applied to ACICS institutions
during this time. the agency continued to serve as a reliable resource for quality assurance for
state licensing authorities, other accrediting agencies, international ministries of education,
evaluators, employers, and educational institutions, providing exhibits evidencing such
acceptance including: Exhibit 13: CHEA ACICS recognition granted Sep. 2012; Exhibit 14:
ACICS Recognition by ARRT, January 27, 2015; Exhibit 15: International Ministries of Higher
Education, Notification of Accreditation, December 2015.

Second, ACICS also presented narrative and documentary evidence in the Part IT
submission that it had voluntarily sought and received independent review of its effectiveness as

' ACICS submissions to the Department following the 2016 Final Staff Report also include discussion of
the factual basis on which the Secretary should have concluded ACICS was compliant with the 21 criteria or could
have come into compliance within 12 months. See July 5, 2016 (ACICS Comment to SDO); July 25, 2016 (ACICS
Response to OQPLE); October 4, 2016 (Request for Reconsideration): and Qctober 21, 2016 (ACICS Appeal to
Secretary).
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an accrediting agency by a variety of well-respected accreditation authorities. detailed in table

form:

Table B:

Inventory of Accountability Reviews of ACICS, 2006 through 2016

HOW: WHEN: OUTCOME:

Self-evaluation reviewed by CHEA 2007 Recognition continued through December
2011.

Sel f-study reviewed by NLNAC Board 2008 Recognition: ACICS schools eligible for
NLNAC specialized accreditation.

Self-evaluation reviewed by THECB 2009 Recognition: ACICS colleges retain

Board eligibility to offer degree programs in
Texas.

Self-evaluation; observation of Council; 2011 Compliance report required on 13 issues;

observation of school review; ED staff recognition extended pending receipt of

report, NACIQI review report.

Self-evaluation; observation of Council; 2011 Compliance report on one issue;

review by CHEA Committee on recognition extended one year.

Recognition {COR)

'Comp]iance report and CHEA Board 2012 Recognition granted through 2016.

review

ED Compliance report 2013 Recognition granted through December
2016.

Self-evaluation and review by ARRT 2015 Recognition: graduates of ACICS schools

Board w/RT programs eligible for certification,
licensure.

Self-evaluation reviewed by CHEA 2015 Eligibility affirmed; process for

COR recognition commences.

Self-evaluation; observation of Council; 2016 Pending.

observation of school review; ED staff
report, NACIQI review
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'Self—evaluation; observation of Council; 2016
review by CHEA Committee on
Recognition (COR)

Deferral; report due Fall 2016.

Third, ACICS also reported to the Department that, at the time, it was receiving regular
mnquiries from as many as 20 institutions each month seeking initial accreditation through
submission of an Eligibility Self-Assessment Checklist and that more than 115 institutional
representatives from many regions within the United States and abroad participated in the
ACICS Initial Accreditation Workshops during 2015. ACICS stated that 1t applies rigorous
standards in screening initial applicants, evidenced in the fact that only a fraction of the
mstitutions that applied were granted initial accreditation.

ACICS further stated that in a typical year, more institutions are granted initial
accreditation than those who withdraw or lose their accreditation and provided that data in Table
A, stating that these numbers reflected at the time a continuing interest on the part of institutions
in the U.S. and abroad in gaining an ACICS accreditation, evidencing ACICS’s acceptance as an
accrediting agency nationally and internationally.

Table A:
Year Number of voluntary Number of Initials
withdrawals

2015 14 30

2014 14 19

2013 18 21

2012 12 19

Total 58 30

Fourth, ACICS reported to the Department that it had strengthened its standards and
applied more rigorous requirements on member institutions over the previous five years and that
was reflected in the number of institutions who had received a negative Council action and the
increased number of institutions that were then under heightened monitoring by the agency, as is
provided in Table C:

Table C:

Action Totals 2015 (Jan- 2014 2013 2012 2011
Nov)

Show Cause 106 11 8 3 11 73
Directive/Probation
Action to Withdraw (¢ () () 1 3 0
Denials 10 0 3 1 2 4
Revocations 41 10 20 11 () 0
Debarments 6 () a 2 () 0
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[nstitution Closings  |126 37 40 27 19 3
Voluntary 54 15 14 18 5 2
Withdrawals

_hn
wh
tad

Campuses placed on 120 113 120 182 138
heightened
monitoring for student

achievement®

Campuses placed on 254 91 79 34 25 25
heightened
monitoring for
financial stability

reasons
*Tncludes institutions with placement and retention rates below Council Standards

Fifth, ACICS reported that, as indicated in the agency’s response to Part [ of the
Department’s inquiry, ACICS had monitored all of the adverse cases listed in the Department’s
mquiry and had corresponded with each institution (Exhibit 121: Table A; Exhibits 153-160:
Adverse letters, responses). It reported that the following institutions continued at that time to be
under heightened monitoring by the Council with the institutions under a show-cause directive:
ITT Technical Institute, Michigan Jewish Institute, Everest Institutions (then structured under
Zenith Education Group).

Sixth, ACICS also reported that it had actively responded to requests for information
from Congress, had regularly met with representatives of Congressional offices to keep policy
makers fully imformed of the developments regarding accreditation of ACICS member
mstitutions, and maintained an active dialogue about improvements that could be made to ensure
that students derive value from their education. ACICS further stated that it had cooperated fully
in the discovery phase of multiple inquiries and investigations of accredited institutions made by
state and federal authorities. Between September 201 1 and February 2016, ACICS reported that
it had responded to 28 requests for information from state Attorneys General, spent over 800
hours to collect and provide nearly 500,000 pages of supportive information. In addition, during
the same time period, the agency reported that it had responded to 12 investigative demands for
mformation from federal agencies, including the Federal Trade Commission, the Department of
Education, Department of Justice, Securities and Exchange Commission, and the Department of
Homeland Security. To fulfill these requests. the agency stated that it spent over 450 hours
collecting and providing federal agencies with over 440,000 pages of information (Exhibit 138:
Inventory of Subpoena Requests, 2010-2016).

The above information is directly responsive to the Department’s inquiry related to
demonstrating continued wide acceptance as an accrediting agency and actions taken against
named schools, and specifically responsive to the Department’s concerns about positive working
relationships with state and federal agencies and wide acceptance as noted in the 2016 Final Staff
Report.
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In addition, with regard to the Department’s concerns regarding reliable placement rate
and licensing exam passage rate standards as a measure of wide acceptance by employers and
others, ACICS reported that it had and was undertaking a study to understand best practices for
assessing and verifying institutional performance data, citing research commissioned from two
expert researchers and observers of higher education trends. (Exhibit 140: Improving the U.S.
Department’s Performance Data by Accreditor Dataset: A Synopsis of Two ACICS White
Papers).

With regard to license passage rate standards, the history of ACICS’s compliant
standards in this area and current policy is discussed in Exhibit A-O-1, the ACICS Licensure
Pass Rate Report (2018) and in Exhibit B-O at 602.16{a)(1 X1).

With regard to placement rates, at the time of the Part II submission, ACICS was
similarly undertaking a study to understand best practices for assessing and verifying placement
data, which ultimately resulted in the steps taken to date as detailed in Exhibit A-O-2, the
ACICS Placement Verification Program Report (2018). As noted in that Report, ACICS was
required to, and did, undertake a significant consultative process with its members and experts
about the form that its current Placement Verification Program (PVP) program takes, a
deliberative process which was necessary, if not required, by the Department’s mandate that
agencies have student achievement standards that are appropriate and fair. See 34 C.F.R. §§

602.16(a)(1)(1); 602.25.

The December 2016 Decision included no analysis by the Secretary as to why ACICS
was non-compliant with 602.13 and deferred completely to the 2016 Final Staff Report.
However, the mformation submitted by ACICS in the Part IT submission was directly responsive
to the Department’s request for additional information regarding compliance with this criteria,
and was not addressed in either the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision. The
Secretary should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria or,
alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance within 12 months.

2. 3 C.F.R. § 602.15 -- Administrative and Fiscal Responsibilities

The Part II submission documents and narrative explanation are relevant to
demonstrating that substantial evidence exists as to ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or
its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. Specifically, the Part II submission
that was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision
responded directly to the Department’s own inquiry:

602.15(a)(1) staffing/financial resources Are you confident in the number and expertise
of your staff and institutional review teams, and in the level of vourfinancial resources?
Any changes vou have made or plan 1o make?

.. provide all instances in which you have changed vour reviewers or provided yvour
reviewers with information to focus their review based upon this information.
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In the Part II submission, ACICS provided in Tables D-G detailed evidence of its
compliance with this criteria, namely: (1) information regarding the sufficiency of its staff to
manage the cycle of required agency site visits (Table D); (2) the adaptation of ACICS to match
evaluator expertise with changes in programs offered by ACICS members (Table E); (3} a
breakdown of the number and timing of staff training held by ACICS (Table F); and (4}
evaluator performance review criteria used by ACICS (Table G). ACICS stated that it was
confident that the number and expertise of its regular staff and institutional evaluators were more
than adequate for the number of institutions reviewed, and that the financial resources allocated
to support the accreditation activity were adequate. ACICS further explained that the Board has
responsibility for ensuring that the accreditation activity is adequately funded. staffed and led by
professionals with appropriate experience, training and expertise to consistently and effectively
apply the Council’s accreditation standards.

ACICS reported that, at the time, staff consisted of 39 individuals and a pool of more
than 1,900 trained, qualified on-site volunteer evaluators. Approximately 50 percent of the staff
at that time were dedicated to the recurring review of institutions through site visits and
document reviews. Accreditation coordinators, then and now, are required to have at least a
bachelor’s degree. At that time, 68 percent of the accreditation coordinators held graduate
degrees, including doctoral degrees. All staff are vetted and trained, then as now, so that they are
able to understand and interpret Council standards, to effectively coordinate on-site evaluation
teams, and to communicate effectively in writing and verbally.

ACICS explained that the allocation of resources to meet the demand for accreditation
services was accomplished through the annual budgeting process. For the then-current fiscal year
(2016}, ACICS reported that the accreditation workload (475 visit projects, 6635 program
reviews, 870 annual accountability report reviews) was funded by an operating budget of more
than $11 million and supported by a reserve fund in excess of $13 million. As evidenced, the
budget- then as now- provided sufficient allocations to meet the demand for accreditation
services.

The Part II submission stated that the number of institutions undergoing on-site
evaluations each year varied depending upon the expiration of grant length, the number of
quality monitoring visits and the number of special or unannounced visits. However, ACICS
explained that it was confident of the sufficiency of staffing capacity to handle on-site
evaluations and other demands. See Table D. ACICS also explained its training protocol to
ensure that all staff and evaluators are able to understand, interpret, and apply Council standards,
to coordinate effectively as part of on-site evaluation teams, and to communicate effectively in
writing and verbally. ACICS stated that it removed from the active roster evaluators who they
had assessed to be incompetent or have demonstrated inappropriate behavior. Procedures also
include identifying “areas of need” for recruitment of new evaluators. New evaluator
recruitment, enhancement of evaluator training, and expanded evaluator performance protocol
were reported as ongoing and were summarized in Tables E, F, and G.

Taken together, the Part IT submission documents and narrative are relevant to
demonstrating that substantial evidence existed as to ACICS’s compliance with this criteria
or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. The Part II submission that was not
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considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision responded directly to
the Department’s inquiry into compliance with this criteria.

The December 2016 Decision included no analysis by the Secretary as to why ACICS
was non-compliant with 602.15(a)(1) and deferred completely to the 2016 Final Stafi Report.
However, the mformation submitted by ACICS in the Part IT submission was directly responsive
to the Department’s request for additional information regarding compliance with this criteria.
The Secretary should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria
deemed deficient at that time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance
within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-Q at 602.15 discussion.

3 3 C.EF.R. § 602.16(a)1)(i} — Accreditation and Pre-acereditation Standards
— Student Achievement

The Part II submission narrative and documentary evidence are relevant to
demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to
come into compliance within 12 months. Specifically, the Part II submission that was not
considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision responded directly to
the Departiment’s own inquiry:

602.16(a)(1)(i) student achievement — Given what’s happened with Corinthian, CEC,
ITT, MII, Westwood, and Lincoln Tech related to inaccurate student achievement
data, what were the shortcomings in your process of verifying those data and how are
you changing the process to prevent this from happening in the future? How did these
issues occur despite ACICS 's 2012-2013 move 1o require independent verification and
auditing of student achievement data? Do you define retention as completion of the
current academic year, rather than return for a subsequent term, even if a program
may typically require over 12 months to complete. Is this different from other
agencies  methods of calculating retention for programs over 12 months in length? If
so, why do you measure retention this way?

In the Part II submission, ACICS confirmed significant changes to the assessment of
student achievement and provided evidence and explanation of compliance with this criteria.
One key change described by ACICS was its imposition of a heightened requirement that, on a
case-by-case basis, schools would be required to submit independent verification of placement
data. As a matter of record, ACICS initiated a review of the data verification process in 2011.
Development of the PVP is the end result of the iterative process employed by ACICS to fully
address issues of placement data integrity. As an earlier example, when one major multi-campus
system disclosed uregularities in the reporting of placement data to ACICS, the Council issued a
show-cause directive and required the multi-campus system, at its own expense, to submit for
Council review independent verification of all of the previous year’s placement data.

In addition to the Council requiring independent verification of placement data on a case-
by-case basis, ACICS reported that it had fortified its system of testing data integrity in the
following ways at that time: 1) ACICS’s Placement Verification Program (PVP) tested a
minimum of 20 percent of member institutions each year for intensive scrutiny of their
placement data; 2} ACICS added a dedicated student achievement data evaluator assigned to that
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task on every site visit; and 3} ACICS implemented and applied a data integrity test to the
campus data when it is uploaded annually into the ACICS IT platform. Initially. the system
focused on verifying a 20% sample of placement data from randomly selected campuses,
particularly those that exhibited increased risks (based on outcomes, complaints, external
mformation). ACICS reported that this randomized sample, coupled with the review of at-risk
mstitutions through the At Risk Institution Group (ARIG) improved upon the prior system.
ACICS stated that these data integrity improvements reflected substantial investment of time and
resources into improving its data verification procedures in compliance with this criteria. Further,
since the time of the Part I Supplement and as noted throughout this submission, the Placement
Verification Process has been fully implemented. See Exhibit A-O-2 (ACICS Placement
Verification Program Report (2018)).

In addition, ACICS reported that, at the time, the dedicated student achievement
evaluator conducted up to 100% verification of all graduates reported as placed and of all
graduates who were classified as not available for placement. (See Part II submission at Exhibit
125: Memorandum to the Field, April 2016). Calls were made to graduates and/or employers.
Any campus receiving a finding of inaccurate student achievement placement data was required
to submit its Campus Accountability Report {CAR) data for intensive verification. This
verification procedure in place at the time further demonstrates ACICS’s compliance with this
criteria.

ACICS also reported that based on these enhancements to ACICS’s data testing
protocols, the Council had substantially greater confidence that student achievement data that it
received each year was a reasonable representation of actual performance. When data reported
on the CAR was found to be incorrect, the campus was required to pay a fee and resubmit a
revised CAR. The Council reviewed any such finding during the file review process and verified
that the correction had been made.

Importantly, as noted above, ACICS described, but the Department failed to consider, its
enhanced efforts to measure student achievement by means of placement rates. ACICS detailed
its significant investment at that time to improve monitoring processes, which ultimately resulted
in the ACICS Placement Verification Program Report (2018), see Exhibit A-(3-2. This Report
details ACICS’s continued positive results in student achievement verification and turther
evidences ACICS’s compliance with this criteria.

With regard to its retention rate standard, ACICS reported that for several decades,
ACICS had required institutions to track and report retention rates as part of its Campus
Effectiveness Plan. This concept is closely tied to the *Satisfactory Academic Progress’
policy required by the Department’s regulations. ACICS explained that it defines retention as
completion of a CAR year, July Ist- June 30th. The method of calculating retention at the
program-level is the same regardless of program length. Other accrediting agencies such as
The Accrediting Bureau of Health Education Schools (“ABHES™) and the Accrediting
Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC™) utilize retention as a measurement
of student achievement and apply different methodologies for calculating program retention.
However, ACICS stated that those agencies’ methods are comparable to the ACICS method,
as neither agency calculates retention differently for programs over 12 months in length.
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In the December 2016 Decision, the Secretary agreed with the Department staff that
“not only was this one of the most significant areas of deficiency identified, but despite ACICS’s
assertions of progress in other areas, its progress in developing and effectively implementing
student achievement standards was entirely lacking or incoherent™ and that it “has not put
forward a plan to effectively develop and apply standards for evaluating student achievement.”
December 2016 Decision, at 6-7. However, this conclusion failed to account for the detailed
explanation in the Part II submission in which ACICS reported fully on the status of its
enhancements to its placement data verification protocols. Any such incoherence, therefore, was
the result of the Department failing to properly evaluate the responses ACICS provided in the
Part IT submission that were directly responsive to the Department’s inquiries. Those
enhancements have ultimately resulted in ACICS’s current systemic processes and procedures,
and have continued to show positive results and evidence of compliance with this criteria. As
stated. these results and the current PVP system are further detailed in Exhibit A-O-2.

In sum. the information submitted by ACICS in the Part II submission was directly
responsive to ACICS’s compliance with this criteria, including the Department’s request for
additional information. Viewing this evidence and narrative as a whole, the Secretary should
have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria at that time or,
alternatively, that ACICS was making significant progress in coming into compliance within
12 months. See also Exhibit B-O, at 602.16(a)(1)(1) discussion.

4, 34 C.E.R. § 602.16(a)(1)(v) - Accreditation and Pre-accreditation Standards:
Fiscal/ Administrative Capacity

This criteria was not addressed in the Department’s questions that were subject of the Part 11
submission. See Exhibit B-O, at 602.16(a)(1){(v) discussion.

5. 3 C.EF.R. § 602.16(a)(1)(vil) - Accreditation and Pre-accreditation
Standards: Recruiting

The narrative explanation and documentary evidence ACICS provided in the Part I1
submission are relevant to demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with
this criteria or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. Specifically, the Part 11
submission that was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016
Decision responded directly to the Department’s own inquiry:

002, 16(c)(1)(vii) recruiting and 602.26 rnotification of accrediting decisions — Provide
Documentation about each instance of an issue with recruiting practices or
advertising for Corinthian schools, ITT, MII, Westwood, Linceln Tech, and Globe,
and Documentation indicating whether or when yvou notified the Department. For
each of these instances, please provide all emails among, and Documents sent or
received by, any of ACICS directors, officers, staff members, consultants (including all
members of college review teams), and third parties which concern those schools, for
the following time periods:

10
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o Corinthian Schools: from January 1, 2014, to the present.
o [TT: From November 1, 2013, to the present

o Westwoaod: from November 1, 2011, to the present

s Lincoln Tech: from July 1, 2014 to the present

s Globe: from July 1, 2014 1o the present

o Le Cordon Bleu: February 1, 2013 1o the present

And: are you changing your policies and practices in any way given these issues?

In the Part II submission, ACICS responded to Department concerns and provided
documentation and explanation regarding issues related to recruiting practices and advertising
for Corinthian schools, ITT, MJI, Westwood, Lincoln Tech, and Globe. ACICS analyzed in-
depth the incidence of deficiencies regarding recruitment, admissions, advertising and marketing
derived from team reports, complaints, adverse and other sources. In response. and as detailed in
the Part II submission, ACICS adopted a more prescriptive standard for recruitment and
admissions effective July 1, 2016. ACICS explained that the revised standard requires
mstitutions to ensure that any person or entity engaged in recruitment activities is
communicating current and accurate information, among other items of student achievement
disclosures. ACICS also explained that the institution was required to present for review during
on-site visits written documentation that demonstrates that it 1s systematically monitoring the
recruiting and admissions activities.

Further, ACICS described how it had developed updated visit templates for on-site
evaluation teams to test for compliance with this requirement. ACICS explained that these
revamped templates were applied during the Fall 2016 review cycle. Evidence of these changes
and the application of the new methodology were provided in the Part I submission.
Specifically, Exhibit 148 illustrates the use of the updated visit template and the corresponding
findings with regards to Everest College. Based on the information discovered, ACICS issued a
probation order for student achievement. See Exhibits 165 — 177 (Emails) and Exhibits 147-148:
Team Reports, Institutional Responses and Council Actions for Institutions.

In the December 2016 Decision, the Secretary’s concern regarding 602.16 centered
on student achievement data verification. See December 2016 Decision, at 6-7; see also
Exhibit A-O-2. The Secretary failed, however, to consider ACICS’s narrative and documentary
evidence demonstrating substantial investment, improvement, and compliance (or the ability to
become fully compliant within 12 months) as detailed in the Part II submission. Further, with
respect to the aspect of this criteria concerning recruitment, the December 2016 Decision
included no analysis by the Secretary as to why ACICS was non-compliant and deferred
completely to the 2016 Final Staff Report. The Part II submission documents were directly
relevant to demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS compliance with all aspects of this
criteria, including data verification and recruitment practices. The Secretary should have
concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria or, alternatively, that ACICS
could have come into compliance within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-O, at
602.16(a) 1(vi1) discussion.

11
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6. 3 C.EF.R. § 602.16(a)(1)(ix) - Accreditation and Preaccreditation Standards:
Student Complaints

Although the Department did not direct a specific question to ACICS for this criteria,
ACICS’s Part II submission addressed how ACICS incorporates student and other
complaints into its processes and decisions, see infra, discussion regarding Part 11
submission responses to 602.16(a)(1)(vi1), 602.20(a), (b), and 602.21(a),(b).

Although the December 2016 Decision did not focus specifically on this criteria, it
nonetheless failed to consider ACICS’s evidence directly relevant to demonstrating
substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to come into
compliance within 12 months. The Secretary should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS
was compliant with this criteria or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into
compliance within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-O, 602.16(a)(1)(ix) discussion.

7. 34 C.E.R. § 602.16(a)(1)(x) - Accreditation and Preaccreditation Standards:
Title IV Responsibilities

ACICS’s narrative explanation and documentary evidence presented in the Part IT
submission are relevant to demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with
this criteria or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. Specifically, the Part 11
submission that was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016
Decision responded directly to the Department’s own inquiry:

602.16(a)(1)(x) - Title IV responsibilities and 602.19(b) monitoring  Provide
Documentation, including all communications and analyses, of when you had reason
to believe and when vou notified the Department of each instance that a Corinthian
school, ITT, CEC, and MII, had violated its Title IV responsibilities or engaged in
fraud or abuse.

In the Part II submission, ACICS confirmed that it takes seriously its responsibility as an
oversight partner with the Department’s Federal Student Aid (FSA) division. ACICS stated that
it had formally established procedures and protocols to test for compliance with the expectations
of the Department in connection with federal student aid regulations. It described that the on-site
evaluation review of Title IV-related items includes a review of the last audit by the Program
Participation Team to determine if they had any questions or concerns with the institution’s
practices with the administration of federal financial aid. See Exhibits 147 to 159.

In addition, ACICS described that the standard team report template has as many as 84
questions that are directly or indirectly related to Title IV compliance. ACICS explained that
while a majority of these compliance questions are addressed by the Student Relations evaluator,
who has some expertise in the administration of student financial aid, other questions (such as
academic credit analysis, distance education regulations, and verification of retention and
placement data) are addressed by program specialists, distance education specialists, or the
educational activities specialists. Id.
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Importantly, ACICS explained that it reviews the appropriate application of standards of
satisfactory academic progress through the qualitative and quantitative measurements, consistent
with Title IV regulatory requirements, to ensure that students’ progress is accurately tracked and.
if necessary, financial aid funds are not being inappropriately disbursed. ACICS stated that it
reviews the qualifications and expertise of financial aid administrators to ensure that they are
capable of applying the Department’s regulations. The institution’s conversion of contact hours
to credit is evaluated through its ¢lass schedules, time cards for externship hours, and interviews
with students. Id.

The December 2016 Decision included no analysis by the Secretary as to why ACICS
was non-compliant with respect to the Title IV responsibilities implicated by this criteria. The
Part II submission narrative and documents were directly relevant to demonstrating
substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to come into
compliance within 12 months. In addition to the Part IT submission, ACICS is also
submitting additional narrative and evidence regarding its important Title IV gatekeeping
function. See Exhibit B-O, at 602.16(a)(1){x) discussion. The Part II submission and
ACICS’s additional supplementary evidence readily demonstrate that ACICS was compliant
with this criteria deemed deficient at that time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have
come into compliance within 12 months.

8. 3 C.EF.R. 8§ 602.17(a) - Application of Standards in Reaching an Accrediting

Decision

The Part 11 submission that was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or
December 2016 Decision responded directly to the Department’s concern as stated in the
2016 Final Staff Report:

§602.17(a) The agency must clarify its policies and procedures relative to its new
data integrity standards and new team reviewer. The agency must also demonsirate
that it has applied these standards. (For example, in a site visit report)

Further, the Part I submission responded to this question posed by the Department:
Per 602.17 and 602,18, how do you verify information provided by a school?

In its Part II submission, ACICS acknowledged that it was aware of historical
deficiencies in the integrity of self-reported data by member institutions particularly related to
placement outcomes. As a matter of record, ACICS initiated a review of the data verification
process in 201 1. Development of the current PVP system, see Exhibit A-()-2, is the end result
of the iterative process employed by ACICS to fully address issues of data integrity. As an
earlier example, ACICS reported in the Part II submission that when one major multi-campus
system disclosed uregularities in the reporting of placement data to ACICS, the Council issued a
show-cause directive and required the multi-campus system, at its own expense, to submit for
Council review independent verification of all of the previous year’'s placement data. ACICS
explained that the show-cause directive and independent verification imposed on that multi-
campus system served as a springboard for new reforms, the implementation of which were
detailed in the Part II submission. ACICS confirmed that the related ACICS’s policies and
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procedures called for verification of an institution’s compliance with approved program
offerings, credit hour analysis, out-of-class educational activity, standards of satisfactory
academic progress, enrollment agreements, institutional disclosures, institutional publications,
and other areas. Further, ACICS demonstrated that it had applied these standards by providing
examples from ACICS institutions in the Part II submission exhibits. Specifically, ACICS
presented self-studies and required attachments CEC, ITT, Westwood, Lincoln Tech, Globe
University and Le Cordon Bleu at Exhibits 146 (a) and 146 (b).

ACICS described the verification process and requirements in place at the time of the
Part IT submission. The agency explained that, at the time, a dedicated student achievement
evaluator conducted up to 100% verification of all graduates reported as placed and of all
graduates who were classified as not available for placement. In the April 2016 Memorandum to
the Field, as submitted with the Part II supplement, ACICS proposed a new standard to provide
explicit requirements for its expectations as it relates to the truthfulness, reliability, and accuracy
of data collected and submitted by institutions to the Council in fulfillment of its accountability
requirements. In addition, as a procedural measure beginning in the Spring 2016 cycle, the
Council sought to identify an evaluator at each evaluation site visit with the primary role of
verifying reported institutional data. The effective date of the proposed policy change was July 1,
2016. The new standard read:

3-1-203. Data Integrity.

All performance and institutional data reported to ACICS for any purpose is expected to
reflect an accurate and verifiable portraval of institutional performance, which is subject
to review for integrity, accuracy, and completeness. The Council has the discretion to
independently review performance data upon which it relies, in part, on making an
accrediting decision. to revise the definition of placement. See Exhibit 125:
Memorandum to the Field, April 2016.

As part of this verification process, ACICS evaluators called graduates and/or employers.
Any campus receiving a finding of inaccurate student achievement placement data was required
to submit its CAR data for mtensive verification. When data reported on the CAR was found to
be incorrect, the campus was required to pay a fee and resubmit a revised CAR. The Council
further reviewed that finding during the file review process and verified that the correction had
been made.

ACICS reported to the Department the materials that are required from the institutions
prior to a review include:

+ An application for renewal of accreditation or substantive change
* Institutional self-study

* School catalog

+» Copy of the Campus Effectiveness Plan

+ State authorization

» Academic credit analysis

* Syllabi for new programs

» Campus Accountability Report
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» Annuval Financial Report

Further, ACICS confirmed that on-site evaluation teams have access to the following
documents at least two weeks prior to a visit:

* An update on self-study

+» Faculty and staff rosters, including qualifications

*» List of approved programs

* Syllabi (on-site and electronic access in some cases)

+ Access to distance education courses (where applicable)
» Academic Credit Analysis

As detailed in the Part IT submission, in addition to the Council requiring independent
verification of placement data on a case-by-case basis, ACICS described that it fortified its
system of testing data integrity in the following ways:

1. Placement verification program which tests a minimum of 20 percent of member
mstitutions each year for intensive scrutiny of their placement data;

2. A dedicated student achievement data evaluator assigned to that task on every site
visit; and

3. A data integrity test that is applied when the campus data 1s uploaded into the ACICS
IT platform annually.

Based on these enhancements to ACICS’s data testing protocols, the evidence supported
the Council’s representation that it had substantially greater confidence that the student
achievement data it received each year is a reasonable representation of actual performance.

ACICS also explained that, historically, as part of its annual data collection process,
ACICS had conducted statistical analysis of the placement outcomes of all its institutions,
focusing on the average placement rate, as well as the standard deviations from the mean to
determine the spread of the outcomes across all schools and to identify trends that present *“at
risk™ institutions. The results of the analysis varied from year to year and was sometimes
affected. in part, by external factors beyond the control of the institutions such as local economic
changes (as in the Midwest), and changes in licensure/certification testing requirements.

In the development of a more reliable system, the Council directed the inclusion of a
“data integrity reviewer” on every full team site visit, the purpose of which was to focus
primarily on the reliability of the placement information reported by institutions on the Campus
Accountability Report. With the support of the subject matter experts on the team, the data
integrity reviewer was responsible for attempting to contact, via telephone, up to 100% of all
graduates reported as placed. The subject matter experts provided practical input on the
appropriateness of the placement as disclosed by the campus and confirmed by the graduate or
employer. It was also this individual’s responsibility to confirm that acceptable documentation
was on file for all graduates classified as not available for placement on the CAR.
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ACICS also explained that it had implemented the PVP system, explaining that
institutions submit graduate placement information to the system. Once the placement data has
been successfully uploaded to the system, emails are automatically and instantaneously sent to
the graduates and employers using a unique template depending on the language and placement
type selected that requests verification of the iformation provided by the campus. The adoption
of the PVP process expanded the existing DIR process and is detailed in Exhibit A-O-2.

In the Part I submission, ACICS provided substantial evidence of its compliance
with this criteria or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. The Secretary
should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria or, alternatively,
that ACICS could have come into compliance within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-0O, at
602.17(a) discussion.

9, 34 C.F.R. § 602.17(c) - Application of Standards in Reaching an Accreditin
Decision: On Site Review

The Part II submission narrative and documentary evidence are relevant to
demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to
come into compliance within 12 months. The Part IT submission that was not considered in
the 2016 Final Staft Report or December 2016 Decision responded directly to the
Department’s concern as stated in the 2016 Final Staff Report:

§602.17(c) The agency needs to provide evidence that its regular on-site visit process
currently and consistently obtains sufficient information to determine if the
institution complies with ACICS standards.

The Part II submission also directly responded to the Department’s additional request for
information:

Per 602.17 ... how do you verifv information provided by a school?

Specifically, ACICS confirmed that it conducts on site reviews of institutions as part of
its accreditation review. Further, the Council indicated that it had strengthened its process for
conducting interim on-site evaluation visits between accreditation renewal periods. ACICS
explained that any time it conducted an on-site visit, the evaluation team reviewed an
institution’s overall effectiveness in key areas such as administrative capability, effectiveness
planning, admissions and recruitment practices, recordkeeping, and faculty qualifications.
ACICS stated that interim on-site evaluations were also being included as part of the quality
assurance monitoring process of the Council.

In addition, as discussed above, ACICS explained that the on-site evaluation review of
Title IV -related items includes a review of the last Title IV audit by the Department’s Program
Participation Team to determine if they had any questions or concerns with the institution’s
practices with the administration of federal financial aid. In addition, the standard team report
template includes as many as 84 questions that are directly or indirectly related to Title IV
compliance. ACICS stated that although a majority of these compliance questions are addressed
by the Student Relations evaluator, who has expertise in the administration of student financial
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aid, ACICS explained that other questions (such as academic credit analysis, distance education
regulations, and verification of retention and placement data) are addressed by program
specialists, distance education specialists, or the educational activities specialists.

Further, in the Part II submission ACICS described the on-site evaluation teams and the
on-site evaluation review. On-site evaluation teams, ACICS explained, have access to the
following documents at least two weeks prior to a visit:

* An update on self-study

*» Faculty and staff rosters, including qualifications

*» List of approved programs

+ Syllabi (on-site and electronic access in some cases)

+ Access to distance education courses (where applicable)
» Academic Credit Analysis

The documents noted above and provided to the evaluation team ensure that the
regular on-site visit process currently and consistently produces sufficient information to
determine if the institution complies with the ACICS standards. With the successful
implementation of the PVP, ACICS verifies the data provided by the institution and only
those graduates that have been validated can be reported as placed on the CAR. This
demonstrates ACICS’s compliance with the requirements of 602.17(c).

In the Part IT submission, ACICS provided substantial evidence of its compliance
with this criteria or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months. The Secretary
should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria or, alternatively,
that ACICS could have come into compliance within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-0O, at
602.17(¢) discussion.

10. 34 C.F.R. § 602.18(d) — Reasonable Assurance of Accurate Information

The Part II submission narrative and documentary evidence are relevant to
demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to
come into compliance within 12 months. The Part II submission that was not considered in
the 2016 Final Staft Report or December 2016 Decision responded directly to the
Department’s concern as stated in the 2016 Final Staff Report:

§602.18(d) The agency must have a reasonable basis for determining that the
information it relies on for making accrediting decisions is accurate. The agency must
clarify how the agency holds institutions accountable for ensuring integrity in their data
submissions and explain their verification processes. The agency must provide
documentation demonstrating that they have applied their standards (such as an onsite
visit repori).

The Part II submission also responded to a supplemental question posed by the
Department:

Per 602.18 ... how do you verify information provided by a school?
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In the 2016 Final Staff Report, staff acknowledged that the agency instituted a Placement
Verification Program to randomly call employers to see if the information provided by selected
mstitutions was reasonably accurate, but raised concerns that the agency had an inadequate
process and provided insufficient resources to accomplish its purpose. Further, staff noted that
based on the widespread placement rate falsification discussed in Section 602.16{a)}(1)X1), it had
determined that the agency was not in compliance § 602.18(d).

In its Part IT submission, however, ACICS acknowledged that it was aware of
deficiencies in the integrity of self-reported data by member institutions, particularly related to
placement outcomes. To address these concerns, ACICS explained that its policies and
procedures call for verification of an institution’s compliance with approved program offerings,
credit hour analysis, out-of-class educational activity, standards of satisfactory academic
progress, enrollment agreements, institutional disclosures, institutional publications, among other
requirements. To demonstrate how ACICS implemented this verification process, the Part II
submission set forth the materials ACICS required from institutions prior to an on-site review,
mcluding: an application for a renewal of accreditation or substantive change, an institutional
self-study, a school catalog, a copy of the Campus Effectiveness Plan, State authorization
documentation, an academic credit analysis, syllabi for new programs, a campus accountability
report, and annual financial reports. Furthermore, the Part II submission stated that the on-site
evaluation teams have access to the following documents at least two weeks prior to a visit: an
update on self-study, faculty and staff rosters (including qualifications), a list of approved
programs, syllabi (on-site and electronic access in some cases), access to distance education
courses (where applicable), and academic credit analysis.

To demonstrate the efficacy and sufficiency of this system for ensuring accuracy of the
institution-submitted data and information, in the Part II submission ACICS provided in Exhibits
146(a) and 146(b). These exhibits provided an example of the comprehensive set of materials
that are required from institutions prior to a review and on-site evaluation. The variety and
robust nature of the on-site evaluator’s review of this information supports ACICS’s compliance
with this criteria.

Also relevant to this criteria is ACICS’s fortification of its system of testing data integrity
in the following ways. As described above, ACICS describe in its Part II submission narrative
the various ways in which it had strengthened its data-integrity processes and procedures,
including: (1) enhanced algorithms within ACICS’s Placement Verification Program that
intensely scrutinizes placement data for a minimum of 20 percent of member institutions each
vear; (2) a dedicated student achievement data evaluator assigned to scrutinize placement data
during every site visit; and (3} expanded application of a data integrity test to each institutions
annual campus data submission.

Further, ACICS’s Part I submission described the verification process and requirements
n place at the time. ACICS explained that the dedicated student achievement evaluator
conducted verification of all graduates reported as placed and of all graduates who were
classified as not available for placement. See Exhibit 125: Memorandum to the Field, April
2016. This verification step entailed ACICS evaluators contacting graduates and/or employers to
verify employment. With respect to data, ACICS stated that any campus receiving a finding of
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inaccurate student achievement placement data was required to submit its CAR data for intensive
verification. When data reported on the CAR was found to be incorrect, the campus was required
to pay a fee and resubmit a revised CAR. The Council further reviewed that finding during the
file review process and verified that the correction has been made. This robust data verification
process supports the conclusion that ACICS was compliant with this criteria, or, alternatively,
could have become fully compliant within twelve months.

These enhancements to ACICS’s data testing protocols supported the Council’s
representation that it had substantially greater confidence that the student achievement data it
receives each year is a reasonable representation of actual performance.

ACICS further reported that historically, as part of its annual data collection process,
ACICS conducted statistical analysis of the placement outcomes of all its institutions, focusing
on the average placement rate, as well as the standard deviations from the mean to determine the
spread of the outcomes across all schools and to identify trends that present “at risk™ institutions.
The results of the analysis varied from year to year and was sometimes affected, in part, by
external factors beyond the control of the institutions such as local economic changes (as in the
Midwest), and changes in licensure/certification testing requirements.

In the development of a more reliable system, ACICS reported that the Council directed
the inclusion of a “data integrity reviewer” on every full team site visit, the purpose of which was
to focus primarily on the reliability of the placement information reported by institutions on the
Campus Accountability Report. ACICS explained that with the support of the subject matter
experts on the team, the data integrity reviewer was responsible for attempting to contact, via
telephone, up to 100% of all graduates reported as placed. The subject matter experts provided
practical input on the appropriateness of the placement as disclosed by the campus and
confirmed by the gradunate or employer. It was also this individual’s responsibility to confirm
that acceptable documentation was on file for all graduates classified as not available for
placement on the CAR.

In the final stage of development, ACICS has now fully implemented the PVP system.
Institutions submit graduate placement information to the system. Once the placement data has
been successfully uploaded to the system, emails are automatically and instantaneously sent to
the graduates and employers using a unique template depending on the language and placement
type selected that requests verification of the information provided by the campus. The adoption
of the PVP process expanded the existing DIR process and is detailed in Exhibit A-O-2.
Information about the ongoing development of the PVP system was provided with the Part I1
Supplement.

In the December 2016 Decision, the Secretary did not include a discussion regarding
this criteria and deferred to the 2016 Final Staff Report. The Part II submission narrative and
documents were directly relevant to demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS
compliance with this criteria or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months, and
not properly considered in the December 2016 Decision or 2016 Final Statf Report. The
Secretary should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria
deemed deficient at that time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance
within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-Q, at 602.18(d) discussion.
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11. 34 C.E.R. § 602.19(b) - Monitoring

The Part II submission narrative and documentary evidence are relevant to
demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to
come into compliance within 12 months. The Part IT submission that was not considered in
the 2016 Final Staft Report or December 2016 Decision responded directly to the
Department’s concern as stated in the 2016 Final Staff Report:

§602.19(b) The agency does not meet the requirements of this section of the criteria. The
agency must demonstrate that it could apply revision in such a way as to document
effectiveness in monitoring in the time it would be given to respond in ¢ compliance
report, particularly in view of its weak record in monitoring and failure to document
enforcement. Also, the agency must demonstrate that it provided the appropriate
information and documentation of the use of all monitoring mechanisms included in the
agency's narrative as requested in the staff draft analysis.

The Part IT submission also responded to supplemental request by the Department to
provide:

All emails among, and Documents sent or received by, any of ACICS directors, officers,
staff members, consultants (including all members of college review teams), and third
parties which concern those schools, for the following time periods:

» Corinthian Schools: from January 1, 2014, to the present.

* CEC: from February 1, 2013, to the present

» ITT: From November 1, 2013, to the present

» MJI: from October I, 2012, to the present

» Westwood: from November 1, 2011, to the present

» Lincoln Tech: from July 1, 2014 1o the present

» Globe: from July 1, 2014 to the present

» Le Cordon Bleu: February 1, 2013 to the present

In the Part II submission, ACICS provided all requested emails evidencing the history of
monitoring these mnstitutions (Exhibits 165 177: E-mails Sent or Received by ACICS
Representatives). The Part II submission also sets forth in detail all of the processes (including
on-site evaluation reviews, team reports, specialist evaluations, student interviews) and materials
that ACICS requires from institutions for purposes of effectively identifying problems with
continued compliance with agency standards, as well as evaluating institutional or program
strengths and stability. Furthermore, ACICS explained the reasoning behind its actions as a result
of monitoring the specific institutions.

In fact, the Department acknowledged in the 2016 Final Staff Report that ACICS via its
narrative and supporting exhibits  other than the Part IT submission  had provided information
and documentation to describe its process for reviewing data and information it has collected and
the manner in which it has identified deficiencies with regards to fiscal information and measures
of student achievement. (Exhibit 127: Response to Secretary of Education Letter May 16, 2016
from A. Bieda). The Department explained how the Council monitors and evaluates institutional
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performance regarding financial stability, student achievement, excessive growth, substantive
changes. and adverse information and complaints through its standing committees and reference
that the agency had detailed the process used by the committees involved in the monitoring and
evaluation process. Thus, the Department recognized the relevance of this information to this
criteria. By extension, the additional information provided in the Part I submission narrative
and documents, were directly relevant to demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS
compliance with this criteria or its ability to come into compliance within 12 months.

In considering 34 C.F.R. § 602.19(b), the regulation requires the agency to demonstrate
that it has an effective set of monitoring and evaluation approaches supported by data collection
and analysis that enable the agency to identify and report problems with institutions’ continued
compliance. In its application, ACICS described its system in place to comply with this
requirement. However, citing multiple substantial settlements agreed to by ACICS-accredited
mstitutions and actions by state attormeys general, Department staff and NACIQI found ACICS’s
monitoring regime “insufficient to deter widespread misconduct regarding placement, recruiting
and admissions.” Department staff further found it unlikely ACICS could demonstrate
compliance with this requirement in the 12 months it would be allotted to file a compliance
report, citing ACICS’s “weak record in monitoring and failure to document enforcement,”
December 2016 Decision, at 7. In turn, the Secretary adopted these findings with little
discussion or analysis. Id.

However, the Part IT submission included voluminous email, including both internal
ACICS emails and also correspondence between ACICS and the named schools, detailing
extensively the steps ACICS took to monitor and enforce its policies. Examples include the
correspondence with Everest and MJI. See Exhibits 148 and 165. These emails provided
substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to come into
compliance within 12 months. By ignoring this information, the Department and the
Secretary failed to consider evidence supporting the conclusion that ACICS was compliant
with this criteria or, alternatively, could have become fully compliant within 12 months. In
addition, ACICS has continued to make improvements in this area, as detailed in Exhibit B-
Q, at 602.19(b) discussion,.

12. 3 C.EF.R. § 602.20(a),(b) — Enforcement of Standards

ACICS’s Part II submission included detailed narrative as well as documentary
evidence concerning its compliance with, or ability to become compliant within 12 months,
this criteria. Specifically, the Part Il submission responded to the Department’s concerns as
stated in the 2016 Final Staff Report:

§602.20(a) The agency’s response to the documentation requests regarding enforcement
of timelines was insufficient. In addition, the agencyv’s proposed language revisions are
insufficient and have not been finalized and implemented, and the agency has been
ineffective in past efforts to bring itself into compliance. As a result, the agency cannot be
Jfound in compliance with the requirements of this section.

§602.20(b) -- The agency’s proposed policy language regarding good cause extensions
does not include a maximum time period, as requested. In addition, the agency did not
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provide the requested documentation demonsirating ACICS took immediate adverse
action when an institution did not bring itself into compliance within the specified time
period. As a result, the agency cannot be found in compliance with the requirements of
this section.

Further, the Part II submission also responded to the Department’s supplemental requests:

602.20(a) and (b) - With respect to when vou have identified problems in general since
January 1, 2013, please provide the total number of institutions or programs you have
reviewed off cycle; as well as the mumber of instances in which you have taken adverse
action and the nature of those actions; the number in which you have placed the
institution or program on probation or equivalent status; and the number in which you
have taken other corrective actions and the nature of those actions.

What is the mean time you actually allowed (including all extensions) for a school to
come into compliance under each of 602.20(a)(2){i), (ii), and (iii})? For each such school,
provide the time allowed and break out this data for probation and show cause.

ACICS responded that its off-cycle reviews of institutions were driven by the Council’s
thorough consideration of a variety of factors, including complaints, adverse information,
potential financial instability, student achievement issues or apparent non-compliance with
specific standards. To support its compliance with this criteria, ACICS provided examples of
such reviews, including:

. Lebanon College  April 2013 (Financial as well as academic reasons)

. California International Business University — March 2013 (Financial as well as
academic reasons)

. New York Institute of English and Business — March 2013 (Financial)

. Mattia College  June 2015 (FACT review focused on institutional operations,

student relations, and overall educational activities)
Brown Mackie College Phoenix and Tucson — October 2015 (review of nursing
program as a result of adverse action taken by the AZ Board of Nursing)

In each of these examples, ACICS demonstrated that it conducted a substantive review of
the relevant information and required corrective action. The Part II submission also demonstrated
the performance of unannounced visits to the following institutions:

Herguan University — November 2014 (Complaints and adverse information)
. Laurus College — February 2014 and 2016 (Complaints and adverse information)

Through these unannounced visits ACICS conducted a substantive review of the adverse
information and the related complaints.

ACICS also detailed how the Council strengthened its process for conducting interim on-
site evaluation visits between accreditation-renewal periods. Any time ACICS conducted an on-
site visit, ACICS explained, the evaluation team reviewed an institution’s overall effectiveness in
key areas such as administrative capability, effectiveness planning, admissions and recruitment
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practices. recordkeeping, faculty qualifications, and other areas. ACICS explained that interim
on-site evaluations are included as part of the quality assurance monitoring process of the
Council.

Additionally, ACICS explained that Table E in the Part I submission (Exhibit 121 to the
Part IT submission: ACICS Response to U. S. Department of Education Supplemental Request
for Information 03 03 16} presented an analysis of intervals required to resolve accreditation
findings. The summary was representative of all institutions.

ACICS further explained in the Part Il submission that the time allotted for institutions to
come into compliance was based on the length of the longest program, as required by the
Department’s own regulation and stated in ACICS’s Accreditation Criteria, Title II, Chapter 3,
Introduction (Exhibit A-O-3). ACICS explained that even for ‘good cause,” the Council had not
allowed any institution to remain accredited beyond the expiration of the maximum timeframe.
Further, in extreme findings of non-compliance, ACICS explained that the Council may revoke
an institution’s accreditation even when the institution’s maximum timeframe has not expired.
ACICS stated that its Accreditation Criteria ensure that an institution is granted appropriate due
process rights.

In the December 2016 Decision, the Secretary’s discussion of compliance with
602.20 simply concluded that the Department did not have evidence that ACICS took
required action against institutions even when faced with information about violations of
standards. See December 2016 Decision, at 7. However, the Part II submission provided
precisely this information, including ACICS’s adverse actions and application of relevant time
frames for action under its standards. As a result, the Secretary should have concluded in 2016
that ACICS was compliant with this criteria deemed deficient at that time or, alternatively,
that ACICS could have come into compliance within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-Q,
at602.20(a).(b) discussion.

13. 3 C.F.R. § 602.21(a), (b) — Systemic Review of Standards

The Part II submission narrative and documentary evidence are relevant to
demonstrating substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with this criteria or its ability to
come into compliance within 12 months. The Part II submission that was not considered in
the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision responded directly to the
Department’s own inquiry into compliance with this criteria. Specifically, the Part I1
submission responded to the request by the Department:

§602.21(a){b) The agency must provide additional documentation (o demonstrate
that it has a systematic reoccurring process to identify issues occurring at
problematic institutions outside of its normal standards review process as noted in
the draft analvsis. The agency must also provide a completed CEP and evidence of a
standards revision as a result of its review of a CEP.

In the Part IT submission, ACICS also responded to the following supplemental
question from the Department:
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602.21{a)(b) systemic review of standards and 602.21(c) revision of standards — Has
any review or change been prompted by the multiple issues and investigations over
the past few vears? If so, what? If not, why not?

The Departiment was concerned that ACICS did not have a systematic process to
review its standards outside of the scheduled review cycle to address issues at problematic
institutions, and make changes as appropriate. In its Part II submission, ACICS explained
that it had implemented revisions to several policies and procedures that are designed to
strengthen the quality assurance and quality monitoring processes. ACICS provided
examples of standards that were either revised or newly introduced as a result of systematic
reviews of Council policies and standards over the course of the prior three years. These
included: (1) enhanced training and development of ACICS accreditation coordinators and on-
site evaluation team chairs, student relations specialists, and other evaluators; (2) aggressive
monitoring of institutions that have been subject to ACICS s investigation of complaints and
adverse information; (3} monitoring of institutions that show signs of stress that may impact on
their financial stability; and {4} introduction and implementation of additional policies and
procedures that affect student outcomes (such as placement rates, retention and student
persistence rates, licensure pass rates, student satisfaction, graduate satisfaction, and employer
satisfaction).

Additionally, ACICS stated that, in August 2014, the Council defined Student Learning
Outcomes and included “direct” as well as ‘indirect’ assessments of learning especially as they
applied to Competency-based Education. ACICS also stated that in December 2014, the Council
published extensive standards for Competency-based Programs and that the Council published
and included in the Accreditation Criteria, a new appendix on Principles and Guidelines for
Program Enhancement Education or Study Abroad Activities.

ACICS further explained that the agency had strengthened its procedures for monitoring
institutional disclosures of student achievement information, timely notification of Council
actions to the Department and other agencies, and pre-emptively requiring teach-out plans from
mstitutions that show evidence of financial instability or that show evidence of significant non-
compliance of Council standards. ACICS stated that the Council had taken action on the
following items that went into effect in July 1, 2016 with prior notification to member
institutions, with input from the public: clear definition of ‘ Academic Quality’; data integrity
standard; recruitment activities review; institutional performance disclosures; and revised
definition of ‘placement”.

The Part II submission also addressed the issue of changing policies and procedures to
address problem schools and provided pertinent emails among ACICS directors, officers, staff
members, consultants (including all members of college review teams), and third parties which
concern those schools, for the periods specified. ACICS explained that through its systematic
process of policy and procedure reviews, which relies on contribution and assessment of all
stakeholders and interested parties, ACICS had been making and would continue to make
changes that demonstrate its commitment to quality and the integrity of its membership.

The Part II submission further provided examples of off-cycle reviews. To address
fraudulent job-placement disclosures, ACICS reported on its adoption of a new Data Integrity
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ACICS Part I Submission Explanation (May 2018)

Review. This standard required that all data reported to ACICS must reflect an accurate and
verifiable portrayal of institutional performance and is subject to review by ACICS. In relation to
this change, ACICS added a dedicated Data Integrity Reviewer to each on-site evaluation team
to strengthen the data verification function. ACICS reported that, historically, as part of its
annual data collection process, ACICS conducted statistical analysis of the placement outcomes
of all its institutions. focusing on the average placement rate, as well as the standard deviations
from the mean to determine the spread of the outcomes across all schools and to identify trends
that present “at risk™ institutions. The results of the analysis varied from year to year and was
sometimes affected, in part, by external factors beyond the control of the institutions such as
local economic changes (as in the Midwest), and changes in licensure/certification testing
requirements.

In the development of a more reliable system, the Council directed the inclusion of a
“data integrity reviewer~ on every full team site visit, the purpose of which was to focus
primarily on the reliability of the placement information reported by institutions on the Campus
Accountability Report. With the support of the subject matter experts on the team. the data
integrity reviewer was responsible for attempting to contact, via telephone, up to 100% of all
graduates reported as placed. The subject matter experts provided practical input on the
appropriateness of the placement as disclosed by the campus and confirmed by the graduate or
employer. It was also this individual’s responsibility to confirm that acceptable documentation
was on file for all graduates classified as not available for placement on the CAR.

ACICS has now fully implemented the PVP system. Institutions submit graduate
placement information to the system. Once the placement data has been successfully uploaded to
the system, emails are automatically and instantaneously sent to the graduates and employers
using a unique template depending on the language and placement type selected that requests
verification of the information provided by the campus. The adoption of the PVP process
expanded the existing DIR process and is detailed in Exhibit A-(-2.

ACICS also reported that it had made changes to strengthen review of recruitment
activities and stated that on-site evaluation teams would not only interview recruitment and
admissions personnel but would also assess that the institution has a written documentation to
show that it systematically monitors its recruitment and admissions activities. ACICS stated that
the team would also continue to have access to student surveys which include specific questions
on recruitment and admissions practices of the institution.

ACICS noted that the institutional performance disclosure requirements had been
clarified and strengthened. ACICS stated that the data must match those reported to ACICS in
the most recent Campus Accountability Report and must be reliable. Each of these examples
illustrated how ACICS conducts off-cycle reviews in response to issues at institutions.

In the December 2016 Decision, the Secretary’s discussion of compliance with
602.21 simply concluded that “ACICS could not and did not adapt its standards to adequately
respond to the violations and failures of its systemic program for evaluating the quality of the
institutions and programs it accredits.” December 2016 Decision, at 8. However, the Part 11
submission provided information about the numerous changes that ACICS had and was making
to its standards. As a result, the Secretary failed to consider substantial, relevant evidence and
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should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with this criteria deemed
deficient at that time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance within
12 months. ACICS’s continued enhancements in this area are further detailed in Exhibit B-
0, at 602.21 discussion.

14. 34 C.F.R. § 602.22(a)(3) - When Substantive Change Evaluation Required

This criteria was not addressed in the Department’s questions that were subject of the Part 11
submission. See Exhibit B-O, at 602.22(a)(3) discussion.

15, 34 C.F.R. § 602.24(c}{1} — Teach Out Plan Triggers

With respect to this criteria, the 2016 Final Staft Report requested that ACICS:

Provide (1) all Documentation regarding teach out policies and processes in general
or the application of such policies and processes to any institution in the last three
years, and (2) all documentation on specific teach out plans adopted to date for ITT,
MJI or any other schools for whom ACICS was contemplating adverse action.

Further, the Department also posed a supplemental request:

§602.24(c)(1)- The agency needs to revise its teach out plan policies to include the
requirements of this section of the criteria.

ACICS s Part Il submission responded directly to these inquiries and the information
ACICS provided reflected substantial evidence of ACICS’s compliance with, or ability to
become compliant with, this criteria. Specifically, in the Part II submission, ACICS provided a
description and examples of the policies and procedures for teach-out plans and agreements. The
policy included the requirements for this criteria. In the submission, ACICS explained when an
institution voluntarily or involuntarily closes, it is required to comply with the agency’s teach-out
policies and procedures (ACICS Petition to the Department, January 7, 2016: Response to
Section 602.24(c}(1) Teach-out Plan Triggers, p. 69). In response to the Department request,
ACICS also included all email correspondence in connection with teach-outs. Further, ACICS
provided evidence of teach-out plans submitted as part of a response to adverse information
(Exhibits 153-160: Adverse Correspondence).

ACICS also provided in Table K a summary of campus closings and withdrawals,
including approved teach-out/closure plans for institutions under consideration. Additionally, the
Part IT submission included documents pertaining to teach-out plans and approval letters for
selected institutions (Exhibit 145: Teach-out Plans and Approval Letters).

Further, the Part II submission explained that, if an institution closes without processing
an acceptable teach-out plan, such as was the case with Corinthian owned schools in California
and New York, the agency has applied its policy regarding debarment actions against the chief
administrator or other decision-makers (Exhibit 126: Debarment Correspondence and Council
Actions).

26
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The December 2016 Decision included no analysis by the Secretary as to why ACICS
was non-compliant with 602.24(c)(1) and deferred completely to the 2016 Final Staff Report.
However, the information submitted by ACICS in the Part I submission was directly responsive
to the Department’s request for additional information regarding compliance with this criteria,
and was not addressed in either the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision. The
Secretary should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with these criteria
deemed deficient at that time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance
within 12 months. See also Exhibit B-Q, at 602.24(c¢)(1) discussion.

16. 34 C.F.R. § 602.27(a)(6)-(7), (b} — Fraud and Abuse

The Part 11 submission that was not considered in the 2016 Final Staff Report or
December 2016 Decision responded directly to the Department’s own inquiry into
compliance with this criteria. Specifically, the Part IT submission responded to the request
by the Department:

§602.27(a){6-7),(b) The agency's Accreditation Criteria provided fail to comply with
the requirements of this section and as a response for this item are not effective until
Julv 1, 2016. The agency has not complied with this section in practice and has
provided no basis for concluding it will do so in the future. It is unclear to
Department staff how the agency has held its institutions accountable for fraud and
abuse prior to this or how it will following the effective date (July 1, 2016) of the new
standards.

In the Part II submission, ACICS also responded directly to the Department’s
supplemental question to this question:

602.27(1)(6-7),(P) fraud and abuse and 602.21 review of standards  Given what's
happened with problem schools, are there any changes to policies and procedures vou 've
made or plan to make? For each of the instances listed in Section I, please provide all
emails among, and Documents sent or received by, any of ACICS directors, officers, staff
members, consultants (including all members of college review teams), and third parties
which concern those schools, for the periods specified in iterm h above

Specifically, ACICS confirmed that, through its systematic process of policy and
procedure reviews, which relies on contribution and assessment of all stakeholders and interested
parties, ACICS had made and would continue to make changes that demonstrated its
commitment to quality and the integrity of its membership. To address fraudulent job-placement
disclosures, the Part II submission stated that ACICS had adopted a new Data Integrity Standard.
(As noted elsewhere, the data integrity process was the predecessor to the current PVP system,
see Exhibit A-()-2. The submission stated that this standard required that all data reported to
ACICS reflect an accurate and verifiable portrayal of institutional performance and is subject to
review by ACICS. The submission further stated that the technology system was designed to
calculate and test the integrity of certain student achievement data. In order to strengthen the data
verification function, the submission stated that ACICS added a dedicated Data Integrity
Reviewer to each on-site evaluation team.
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Additionally, the Part IT submission explained that, to strengthen the recruitment
activities review, on-site evaluation teams will not only interview recruitment and admissions
personnel but also assess that the nstitution has a written documentation to show that it
systematically monitors its recruitment and admissions activities. ACICS stated that the team
will also continue to have access to student surveys which include specific questions on
recruitment and admissions practices of the institution that the students were exposed to.

The December 2016 Decision included no specific analysis by the Secretary as to why
ACICS was non-compliant with 602.27 and deferred to the 2016 Final Staff Report. However,
the information submitted by ACICS in the Part IT submission was directly responsive to the
Department’s request for additional information regarding compliance with this criteria, and was
not addressed in either the 2016 Final Staff Report or December 2016 Decision. The Secretary
should have concluded in 2016 that ACICS was compliant with these criteria deemed
deficient at that time or, alternatively, that ACICS could have come into compliance within
12 months. See also Exhibit B-O, at 602.27(a)(6)-(7), (b) discussion.
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Introduction

As an accrediting agency recognized by the U.S. Department of Education, ACICS must
demonstrate that it has standards that are rigorous enough to ensure that the agency is a
reliable authority regarding the quality of the education or training provided by the schools
and programs it accredits, including, as appropriate, consideration of State licensing
examinations as relevant to measuring student achievement. See 34 C.F.R. §
602.16(a)(1)(i).

5% of ACICS Programs Lead to Licensure: Currently, of the approximately 3,000
active programs offered by ACICS accredited schools, only 153 programs
(approximately 5%) require licensure for employment in the occupation for which
the program prepares a graduate.

Appendix L of the ACICS Accreditation Criteria sets forth the Student Achievement
Standards of the agency that apply to retention and placement rates at the campus
and program levels, and licensure or certification examination pass rates, where
applicable, at the program level. Minimum standards are intended to ensure that a
substantial majority of students at ACICS-accredited campuses are retained, pass
licensure or certification examinations where applicable, and find appropriate
employment.

Current 60/70 Rates: ACICS has a program-level licensing exam pass rate Standard
of 60% and Benchmark of 70%, which apply only to programs for which licensure
or certification is required to practice in the specific career field. ACICS also requires
the program to meet any higher licensure or certification standard set by a state or
certification agency.

Programs Failing Benchmark or Standard: A program with rates below the
Benchmark must develop and implement an Improvement Plan. See Appendix L. A
program with rates below the Standard receive a written show-cause or compliance
warning regarding the alleged deficiency as well as further adverse action if the
deficiency is not resolved. See 2-2-502 (Program Show-Cause or Compliance
Warning).

Monitoring via CAR: Pursuant to Accreditation Criteria 2-1-809 (Student
Achievement Review), the Council reviews the Campus Accountability Report (CAR)
to monitor performance of student achievement including licensure or certification
examination pass rates, if applicable to the program(s) offered. Licensure and/or
certification examination pass rates are a component of ACICS’s overall review of
the quality of the institution.

Other standards published in the Accreditation Criteria, specific to licensing include:

e 3-1-502 (Programs Requiring Certification or Licensure) For institutions
offering programs in which state certification, licensing, or registration is
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mandatory in order to become employed in a specific career field, curricula
must contain the necessary course work to afford students the opportunity to
obtain the minimum skills and competencies in order to become certified,
licensed, or registered in that career field.

o 3-1-503 (Specialized/Programmatically Accredited Programs) Where
accreditation of a program by a specialized or programmatic accreditor is
required for students to obtain entry-level employment in the state where
the institution is licensed or otherwise approved, the institution must obtain
such accreditation in a timely manner. The institution must provide and
document notification to students as to: (a) which programs hold specialized
or programmatic accreditation; (b) whether successful completion of a
program qualifies a student to receive, apply to take, or take licensure exams
in the state where the institution is located. For online programs, this
information must be provided for all states from which the institution enrolls
students; and (¢) any other requirements that are generally required for
employment. The institution shall assess the curriculum and/or the need for
specialized accreditation and update it as needed to reflect current
requirements for employment.

+ Minimum Requirements of Criteria

o 34 CF.R.§602.16(a)(1)(i) requires agencies to monitor institutional and
program quality by reference to licensure exam pass rates when such
information is relevant to a program and provided by the institution through
the Campus Accountability Report (CAR].

* However, as stated in the criteria, ACICS has flexibility to use “different
standards with different institutions or programs, as established the
institution,” when and as appropriate.

s Further, as stated in 34 C.F.R. § 602.16(f), agencies are permitted to set and
apply their own student achievement standards to accredited institutions,
but are not required to so do.

ACICS has always utilized campus level student achicvement data submitted through the
CAR in evaluating institutional and program quality, but in 2011 took the additional step of
establishing a “bright line” licensing pass rate benchmark and standard. In the process of
evaluating licensing data as applied to that standard, ACICS has learned that the variety of
programs offered by ACICS institutions that report licensing rates creates challenges due to
the incomplete, irregular, and inconsistent manner with which many state licensing entities
collect and report data. As described below, ACICS will continue to consider license exam
pass rates as one indicator of a program’s quality and the institution’s ability to meet its
mission, but has taken recent steps to ameliorate problems caused by a bright line licensing
rate standard.
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Timeline: Collection of Licensure Exam Pass Rate Data

e 2009: Beginning in 2009, recognizing that an increasing number of programs
at its institutions required licensure for employment, ACICS began collecting
licensure exam passage rate information as part of its annual data collection
process, through its Campus Accountability Report (CAR) (previously the
Annual Institutional Report (AIR)). This initial collection, through 2011, was
the starting point for the agency to collect and evaluate licensure pass rate
data as it impacted placement outcomes and the agency’s assessment of the
overall quality of the programs in question.

e 2011:In 2011, the Council established a separate licensure pass rate
standard for programs for which licensure is required for employment.
Benchmark and compliance standards were set at 60% and 40%
respectively.

As published in the December 2011 Memorandum to the Field,

Although as an institutional accreditor, ACICS has jor many years had specific, well-defined
campus-level standards for student achievement, USDE requires that in order to be officially
recognized, ACICS must immediately add program-level standards including standavds for
licensure pass rates, that clearly distinguish the threshold below which an institution is our of
compliance with these standards, and include an evaluation of all programs against these
student achievement measures in o detailed written report provided to the institution.

This standard included a stipulation that “programs must also meet any applicable state or
national pass rate standards.”

April 2012: In April 2012, guidance was provided to the membership concerning
the collection and reporting of these rates, including the following considerations:

Standards for Compliance -Campuses should also report if the relevant state or
national testing agency has established a standard below which a program is
considered to be out of compliance.

Size of Programs - The ACICS standards for Licensure Pass Rates will only apply to
programs with 10 or more graduates. Smaller programs may be examined on a case-
by-case basis.

On-line programs - A drop-down menu will be provided for members to indicate if
graduates from an on-line program are taking licensure examinations in any states
that have their own licensure pass rates standards.

Special Circumstances - This is a text field on the CAR for use in reporting any
circumstances for which data are provided other than rates that are

» reported for a calendar year

» describe results for graduates from one campus
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+ including only first-time test takers
» as calculated by the responsible state or national agency

e June 2012: In June 2012, during its review for recognition by the U.S. Department of
Education, ACICS was “strongly” advised to revise and increase its minimum
standards for all student achievement outcomes. ACICS accordingly revised its rates
upward to 70% and 60% for benchmark and compliance, respectively, and
combined the requirement that accredited programs leading to licensure also meet
any other state or certification agency pass rate standards. Institutions were
expected to comply with the 2012 Campus Accountability Report (CAR) submission
in November 2012.

« December 2012: During its review of the CAR results at its December 2012
meeting, the Council determined that licensure data were not, and could not have
been, submitted for a number of programs because of the reporting schedules of the
state licensing agencies. That is, while the CAR was due in November for the
previous July - June reporting period, oversight agencies like the state nursing
boards reported their rates on a calendar schedule, with the annual rate published
in the winter or spring of the following year. Of the 121 programs reported on the
CAR, 57 did not have licensure data. Consequently, the Council acted to revise its
data collection period to March 2013, and from the data received, there was a 147%
increase in reporting from the CAR submission {an additional 178 programs were
able to provide data) for subsequent review of the results at its April 2013 meeting.

e April 2013: The Council’s deliberation of the licensure information obtained is
outlined in Exhibit 1 (April 2013 Policy Outline) and Exhibit 2 (April 2013 Policy
Item Additional Notes).

Of note is the Council's recognition of the various circumstances and processes that directly
impacted the accuracy of licensure data reported, including the availability of first time
rates versus cumulative rates and defined standards of the licensing or state agencies, to
name a few.

Therefore, in lieu of taking actions based on the standards published in 2012, the Council
determined that, given that the data on licensure pass rates were revealed to be rife with
inconsistency, ACICS advised institutions accordingly, by placing the programs on
compliance warning to request additional information as well as requiring an improvement
plan (See Exhibit 1, at 2)

To further augment its assessment of licensing pass rate data, the Council directed the
inclusion of a licensure documentation review during the onsite evaluation visit process to
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better inform the team on the quality of the program in meeting its objectives against the
expectations of the licensing body.

Having tasked staff to research the practicality of having separate licensing pass rate
standards independent of that of other licensing oversight agencies, the Council, at is
August 2013 meeting, issued revised guidance based on the information available to it at
that time. See Exhibit 3 (August 2013 Policy Outline). That information included the
review of the standards and procedures of other similar accrediting agencies:

v ABHES applies its own standards without regard for that of the agency and does not
differentiate between distinct types of data (licensure, registration, or certification).

v ACCSC collects information about Licensure/Certification Examination Agency Pass
Rates as well as numbers of graduates who take and pass the exam.

v" COE also applies their own standard without regard to the agency standard and does
not differentiate between several types of data.

v DETC analyzes pass rate results on a case-by-case basis.

Since ACICS does not control the type of data on licensure pass rates that is provided to
member institutions, the definition of pass rates was also simplified by removing
references to first-time, cumulative, combined or calculated. Institutions, in 2014 and
2015, reported any data showing that the percent of students who passed the exam
sometime during the reporting period meets or exceeds the ACICS standard and for which
they can provide adequate documentation.

One of the implications of this revision of the data reported was the inconsistency of the
data provided - some being cumulative, some being first time, others based on a calendar
report, while others manually calculated to match the CAR.

Licensure Pass Rate Actions (2016 CAR)

The Council took the following pass rate outcome actions in February 2017 from the 2016
CAR submission:

49 programs were directed to show-cause why approval should not be withdrawn
27 programs were placed on compliance warning
50 programs were placed on reporting

As aresult of these actions, ACICS received extensive feedback and guidance from
institutions, industry experts, and contacts from oversight agencies, on the challenges with
the data collected and reported by state licensing agencies and certification organizations.
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Challenges with the Information Collected

During its verification of the information reported and feedback from campuses
subsequent to the extensive actions taken, the Council was receptive to the challenges
surrounding the review and enforcement of a “bright line” licensure pass rate standard,
outlined below.

Some of the inconsistencies identified included, but are not limited to: when the rates are
published, how often they are published, who is calculated in the cohort to determine the
rate, and how agencies correct their rates when errors are found.

Second, when conducting its own review, staff was sometimes unable to obtain
independent verification of the data as published by the oversight agency/third-party
entity because it was not published but only available by request or as a cohort in the state
{not separately by institution). Further, attempting to secure licensing agencies’ internal
formulas and standards for published passage rates was difficult even after direct outreach.

Third, the testing/certification/registration procedures of the oversight agency/third-party
differed widely, with no consistency on the determination of the rate. For example, the
Florida Board of Nursing used to only consider for its calculation, first time text takers
within the first 6 months of program completion. The success of graduates after the 6
months or on subsequent attempts do not count even though they did obtain licensure and
can secure employment.

Fourth, the opportunity to sit for the licensure or certification exams vary geographically
and graduates may not be able to take the exam for months. In some cases, as in Puerto
Rico, while licensure is required for the majority of vocational programs, the activity of the
oversight agency is limited or non-existent with graduates having to wait for years to take
the test.

Finally, even though ACICS presumed that the rates published by the oversight agencies
were accurate, on a number of instances, it obtained reliable information that corrections
to rates made through a successful appeals process were not incorporated into the rates
being reflected online. Consequently, ACICS would not know of these discrepancies until a
conditioning or adverse action is taken, to the possible detriment of the institution.

Licensure Pass Rate Review and Verification — 2017 and 2018

e 2017: ACICS revised questions on the 2017 CAR to improve the collection of pass
rate information and included a prompt that only rates that are required and
PUBLISHED needed to be reported.

e 2018: Atthe April 2018 meeting, the Council approved language, published in the
May 2018 Memorandum to the Field as proposed for comment, that would allow
ACICS to consider any conditions, including actions from the oversight agencies, in
taking student achievement enforcement action. See Exhibit 5 (May 2018 Memo to
the Field).
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Further, the Council would account for, “...external factors, beyond the control of the
campus, which severely impact its ability to maintain compliance with outcomes.”

e Prior to taking this action, the Council revisited the standards of other agencies and
its initial licensure review procedures to identify best practices that it could
emulate. Ongoing concerns with applying a bright-line standard without mitigating
circumstances review for licensure influenced its discussion and decision at the
April 2018 meeting.

o (ampuses that had a previous licensure action (show-cause or compliance warning)
as well as those which reported programs that were below 60%, were directed to
provide additional information for the Council’s review at its subsequent meeting.
See Exhibit 4 (Request for Licensure Outcomes Information Template).

Licensure Pass Rate Ongoing Discussions and Challenges

Additional discussion on the review and impact of licensure pass rates on overall student
success, academic quality, and institutional accountability is expected at the August 2018
meeting following receipt of comments from all interested parties.
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COMMITTEE:

DATE:

ISSUES:

STAFF:

CRITERIA:

POLICY ACTION-DECISION OUTLINE

IEC/4.13/2
April §, 2013

Programs that did not meet the licensure pass rate benchmark and
compliance standards in the 2012 Campus Accountability Report
and/or CAR Addendum; Continuation of CAR Addendum; and
Verification of Licensure Pass Rate data.

Ms. Terron King and Dr. Thomas Wickenden

2-1-809. Student Achievement Review. The Council reviews the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) and [nstitutional Accountability Report (IAR) to
monitor performance in terms of student achievement at both the campus and
program levels. Measures will include retention; placement: and licensure,
registration or certilication pass rates, i applicable. When this review indicates that
the achievement of an institution’s students is weak or deteriorating. the Council will
require the institotion to add an improvement plan within its Campuos Elfectiveness
Plan (CEP) and/or Institutional Eftectiveness Plan (IE). If the Council determines
the institution no longer complies with the Council’s requirement for student
achievement, the Couneil will issue a compliance warning, a show-cause directive, or
otherwise take action and require the nstitution to demonstrate compliance within
the time Irames deseribed in Tide T Chapter 3. These tme frames may be extended
at the sole discretion of the Counctl Tor good cause, including evidence thal there has
been signilicant improvement in the deficient areais) and the applicable time frame
does not provide sufficient Ume o demonstrate full compliance, e.g.. signilicant
improvement in retention, placement, or licensure pass rates. Institutions that are
required to include a plan of student achievement improvement within their CEPs or
that are determined to be out of compliance with the Council’s stanclarcls for student
achievement are considered to be on student achicvement review and those with

campus- or imsttuton-level plans are subject o additional requirements



IEC/4.13/2

April 8, 2013
Page 2 of 5
ISSUE: Should the Council place programs falling below Licensure Pass Rate
benchmarks and standards on Student Achievement Review?
OVERVIEW: Staff recommends placing 137 programs on student achievement review
(106 below benchmark standards and 31 below compliance standards).
Programs Programs Programs
Without State | Without State Programs Below State
Pass Rate Pass Rate Below State Standard and
Standards Standards Standards and | Above ACICS
Below ACICS | Below ACICS | Below ACICS | Licensure Pass
Licensure Pass Licensure Licensure Rate
Rate Compliance Compliance Compliance
Benchmark Standard Standard Standard
(59.5%) (39.5%) (39.5%) (39.5%)
Licensure | 17- Program 5- Program | 26- Program | Y1- Program
Pass Improvement | Improvement | Improvement | Improvement
Rates Plan Plan Plan Plan
Required Required Required Required
and and
Compliance | Compliance
Warning Warning
OPTIONS: L. Accept staff recommendations
2. Reject staff recommendations
RECOMMENDATION:  Option 1
MOVED:
SECONDED:
AMENDMENTS:
MOVED:

SECONDED:



IEC/4.13/2
April 8, 2013
Page 3 of 5

ISSUE: Should the Committee continue the CAR Addendum for collecting licensure
pass rate information due in March of each year and considered at the April Council
Meeting?

OVERVIEW: There were 121 programs reported in the CAR, submitted in November
2012. In addition, 57 programs indicated that they did not have data for 2012 licensure pass
rates at that time. For this reason the committee decided to ask campuses to fill out the licensure
pass rate questions a second time in March 2013, An additional 178 programs completed the
CAR Addendum in March, for a total of 299 programs reporting. The number of programs, if
any, that reported “no data” in March and the reasons for any remaining lack of data will be
identified. However, based upon the 178 additional programs that were able to report licensure
pass rate data in March (60% of the total}, it appears that many programs do not have licensure
data on the current year that they can report when the CAR is due in November.

Therefore, it is recommended that the gquestions regarding Licensure Pass Rate information
be permanently moved to the CAR Addendum to be submitted by March of each year and
considered by the Council at the April meeting. The other implications of this change of date
are as follows:

e Evaluators will review Licensure Pass Rates and any required program improvement
plans required by the Council at the April Council meeting, starting with the Spring cycle
and running through the Winter cycle, whereas they review retention and placement and
any required improvements plans from the Winter cycle through the Fall cycle.

*  Any campus receiving a Licensure Pass Rate Warning in May, will have through the
following April to meet a 12-month timeframe for compliance, through the following
December to meet an [8-month time frame and through the next April to meet a 24
month timeframe.

OPTIONS: l. Accept staff recommendations

2. Reject staff recommendations

RECOMMENDATION:  Option 1

MOVED:
SECONDED:

AMENDMENTS:

MOVED:
SECONDED:
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ISSUE: Should the Council direct that subject matter specialists on full evaluation
team visits should check required documentation on the licensure pass rate and the
licensing agency’s licensure pass rate standard for any program(s} which they review that
require licensure for employment in the state where the institution is located?

OVERVIEW: As of 2012, Licensure pass rates standards have been added to the student
achievement standards at the program level and are applied to licensure pass rate data. In
addition, if an licensing agency has a standard for the licensure pass rates that are acceptable
from programs whose graduates apply to take a licensure examination, that rate is also reported
in the CAR and applied to the data. The guestion has been raised as to how this data should be
checked by ACICS.

It is recommended that the same mechanism be used to check licensure pass rate data as
has been used by ACICS to check data on retention rates and placement rates, namely
evaluation of documentation by program specialists serving as evaluators on site visit
teams. (Of course a new, separate program has been proposed to supplement the verification of
placement rates, but only the original on-site spot check is recommended for licensure pass
rates).

Placement rates differ from retention and placement rates, in that at present, the rate 1s calculated
by the licensing agency and reported to the campus and thence to ACICS. Therefore verification
of licensure data is far easier since only programs for which licensure is required to be employed
must be checked. Moreover, the data that must be checked is data on a program, not data on
each student who has been retained or who has been graduated and placed by a program.
However, just like campus data submitted in the CAR on retention and placement rates, the data
submitted in the CAR Addendum on licensure pass rates and agency pass rate standards (if any)
can be reported in error and therefore should be checked by reviewing the documentation from
the licensing agency for the pass rate and for the pass rate standard. if any. The campus is
required to maintain documentation in the form of communications from the licensing agency
and would make available in the team room a file with a copy of this documentation on any
program or programs for which licensure was required. The program specialists would be
familiar with the licensing examination in their field of expertise and could easily and quickly
review the two percentage figures in the CAR against the figures in the documentation: (1) the
current pass rate for the program and (2) the agency pass rate standard.

Any campus which had reported either figure inaccurately would be cited until they revised the
CAR Addendum with the correct figures. Any revised pass rates that were below the ACICS
benchmark would be immediately placed on review and required to develop a Licensure Pass
Rate Improvement Plan. Any program whose revised rates fell below the compliance standard
would be given an official warning, with an appropriate timeframe.
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SUMMARY OF REPORTING RESULTS FROM THE CAR ADDENDUM

OVERVIEW: There were 121 programs reported in the CAR. submitted in Novemnber 2012, In
addition, 57 programs indicated that they did not have data for 2012 licensure pass rates at that time. For
this reason the committee decided to ask campuses to fill out the licensure pass rate questions a second
time in March 2013. The results were as follows:

Additional Licensure Pass Rates - An additional 178 programs completed the CAR Addendum in
March, lor a total of 299 programs reporting. This represents 60% of the total and a 147%
increase over the CAR

No Dala due to timing - The number of programs that reported “no data’ in March was 70, but
only 8 reported that 2012 rates had not been received yet, so the March reporting date appears to
be optimal.

RECOMMENDATION: Retain the CAR Addendum in March of each vear.

The implications of separating the determination of licensure rates from the determination
of retentien and placement rates include the following:
Evaluation of requirements - Evaluators will review the documentation for Licensure Pass Rates

and any required program improvement plans required by the Council at the April Council
meeting, starting with the Spring cycle and running thronugh the following Winter cycle, whereas
they review retention and placement and any required improvements plans from the Winter cycle
through the following Fall cycle.

Timelrames [or compliance - Any campus receiving a Licensure Pass Rate Warning in May, will
have through the following April to meet a 12-month timeframe for compliance, through the
following December to mect an 18-month time frame and through the next April to meet a 24
month timeframe.

Test Takers versus Graduates — The goal of the CAR Addendum is to collect current and

complete data on student success at passing required licensure exams for application of standards
by the Council. To minimize the reporting burden on ACICS members, the CAR Addendum is
based upon summary data reported (o the campuses each year by licensure agencies. Therelore, 1t
is based upon the cohort of students who take a required exam rather than on students who
graduate from a program.

Calendar versus Reporting Yeur — The CAR Addendum is based on data reported by the licensing
agency during the most recent calendar year ending in December 31. Some agencies have
reporting years that correspond closely 10 ACICS’ reporting year, but [or those who include pass

rate data from the calendar vear, it would include students whose graduation is more recent than
those reported 1 the CAR and could include students who gradvate carlier. So, there is
substantial overlap but no precise link between the cohort of graduates in the CAR and the cohort
of test takers in the CAR Addendum.

Lack of explanation - Most of the other 70 programs do not receive any data or do not receive any
first-time pass rate data from the licensing agency or did not provide an explanation.
RECOMMENDATION: Require an explanation for all programs withont data

Cumulative Rates - Cumulative rates were reported by 193 programs.
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RECOMMENDATION: If first-time data is not provided, use the Cumulative data for
cvaluating these programs. NOTE: Cumulative data 1s proposed for use in oblaining a waiver
it the first-time rate is below compliance and the cumulative rate is above ACICS standards.

¢ Lack of first-time or cumulative dala — Some agencies report all students who take each exam,

without differentiating between first-time rates and cumulative rates.
RECOMMENDATION: Combined data could be lower than either first-time or
cumulative rates, se it should not be entered.

¢ State Standards — Some states have standards. but the standard was writlen instead of numeric
and therefore could not be used in calculations.
RECOMMENDATION: Allow entry of numeric data only on state standards.

RESULTS OF CAR ADDENDUM

Programs reporting 2012 Licensure Pass Rates

Reported in CAR 121

New reports in CAR Addendum 178

TOTAL Reporting Data 299

Programs where data were not provided

Required hours, no exam 1
Wrong program — closed in 2011 3
No data for single campus 7
Less than 10 exam takers 8
No data provided by agency/can’t determine 8
Results not vet received g
Total technical issues 35
Programs where first-time data not provided

No first time data/can’t tell 19
Total where data not provided 15
Total No explanation 16
TOTAL NO DATA 70
TOTAL REPORTING 369
Programs reperting Cumulative Rates 193
State Standards

Programs with State Standard 259
Standard is written & won’t calculate 92
No Standard 18
Total Reporting 369

Programs preparing students for exams in other states
Misreporting of national exams and reciprocity 5
Other states, with rate above standard pi

Total Reporting
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Recommendation

1. Ask for pass rate from licensing agency

a.
b.

If more than 1 type of rate, highest or best
If more than 1 exam or part of exam, average, weighted by takers

2. Ask for type of data, if known, but apply ACICS standard to all
3. Ask for mitigating circumstances

d.

If incorrect, calculate based on student data and document result above ACICS
standard

If first-time or combined rate provided by agency inappropriate, document by
calculating pass rate with % of students passing on any attempt {cumulative) above
ACICS standard.

If hard exam, document by 50% or more of state programs below ACICS pass rate
standard

If high standard, document by state standard below ACICS standard

If students’ fault, document by 30% or more of students taking the test whe
graduated before the start of last year’s reporting period = July 1, 2011.



COMMITTEE:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

STAFF:

ISSUE:

OVERVIEW:

Policy Action-Decision Qutline

[EC/8.13/3

August 5, 2013

Licensure Pass Rates

Dr. Thomas Wickenden, Ms. Terron King

Should the IEC propose that the ACICS Licensure Pass Rate Standard be
modified for 2013 to include only the ACICS standards of 70% for
benchmark and 60% for compliance (and not combine it with any agency
standards) and to utilize whatever data on pass rates the institution wishes
to provide and is able to document.

At the December 2011 meeting, pursuant to the U.S. Department of
Education interpretation of a regulation governing the recognition of
accrediting agencies. the Council defined a licensure pass rate standard for
programs for which licensure is required for employment. This standard
included a stipulation that “programs must also mect any applicable statc or
national pass rate standards.”

At the December 2012 meeting, the Institutional Effectiveness Committee
(IEC) reviewed data from the Campus Accountability Report (CAR) and
determined that many members offering programs for which licensure is
required were not able to report data for 2012 since this data is reported by
some licensing agencies after the end of the calendar year, and the
submission date for the CAR was November 15", Therefore the IEC
decided to collect information on licensure pass rates for 2012 by March
15, 2013 and review the results at 1ts April 2013 meeting.

At the April 2013 meeting, the IEC determined that the amount of data
submitted on licensure pass rates was substantially increased by moving
the submission date for this information back to March, and decided to
continue collecting licensure pass rate information each year through an
Addendum to the CAR due by March 1*.

The information reported to the [EC in April of 2012 was divided into four
reports:  Institutions without an agency standard below the ACICS
standard for benchmark and below the ACICS standard for compliance,
and institutions with an agency standard below the ACICS standard for
benchmark and below both the agency standard and the ACICS standard
for compliance. This was based upon a strict interpretation of the footnote
about meeting both agency and ACICS standards to be out of compliance.
Furthermore, the pass rates collected were defined as “first-time” pass
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rates, although provision was made for also collecting “cumulative™ pass
rates, where available or where they could be “calculated” from
“combined” data provided by a licensing agency. Thus it was recognized
that there were potentially four different types of data that could be
provided and used to calculate a program’s licensure pass rate.

The IEC decided that the data on licensure pass rates were overly
complicated and should be simplified before the compliance standards
were applied. They determined that only improvement letters requiring
licensure pass rate 1mprovement plans should be sent to member
institutions. Those institutions below the standard for compliance would
not be placed on warning but should receive an “fyi” letter for their
information, informing them that programs below the compliance
standards would have been placed on compliance waming if the standards
had been implemented this year.

The TEC also proposed that at the August meeting, the committee revisit
two issues: (1} Source of Standards — Since licensing agencies can
administer their own standards and withdraw approval for a program
without concurrence from ACICS, the standard should be simplified by
focusing only upon the ACICS benchmark (70%) and compliance (60%)
standard. Most agency standards are higher than the ACICS standards, so
the likelihood that a campus is above the licensing agency standard and
below ACICS’ compliance standard is low. Moreover, if that is in fact the
case, 4 campus can now request a walver from the application of the
ACICS compliance standard by describing this as an “other mitigating
circumstance” and uploading documentation as part of the submission of
the 2013 CAR. (2) Type of Data — Since ACICS does not control the type
of data on licensure pass rates that is provided to member institutions, the
definition of pass rates should be simplified by removing references to
first-time, cumulative, combined or calculated. and accepting any data
showing that the percent of students who passed the exam sometime
during the reporting period meets or exceeds the ACICS standard and for
which they can provide adequate documentation. This documentation
might be reviewed by evaluators on full-team on-site evaluations as part of
the verification of the CAR.

Other Accreditors who have standards for Licensure Pass Rate also utilize
this general approach.
o ABHES applies their own standards without regard to agency
standards and does not differentiate between different types of
data.
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CRITERIA:

o ACCSC collects information about Licensure/Certification
Examination Agency Pass Rates as well as numbers of gradates
who take and pass the exam.

s COE also applies their own standard without regard to the
agency standard and does not differentiate between different
types of data.

o DETC analyses pass rate results on a case-by-case basis.

¢ No response was received yet from NACAS.

2-1-801. Annual Accountability Reports. The Annual Accountability
Reports must be submitted on Council forms, comply with Council
guidelines, and be certified by the chief executive officer of the institution.
Data must be submitted separately on the Campus Accountability Report
(CAR) for each main campus and for each additional location. A centrally
controlled institution must also submit a consolidated Institutional
Accountability Report (IAR) containing information and data on the
institution as a whole. These reports are due on or before November 1
annually.

2-1-809. Siudent Achievement Review. The Council reviews the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) and Institutional Accountability Report
(IAR) to monitor performance in terms of student achievement at both the
campus and program levels. Measures will include retention: placement;
and licensure, registration or certification pass rates, it applicable. When
this review indicates that the achievement of an institution’s students 1s
weak or deteriorating, the Council will require the mstitution to add an
improvement plan within its Campus Etfectiveness Plan (CEP) and/or
Institutional Effectiveness Plan (IEP}, If the Council determinegs the
institution no longer complies with the Council’s requirement for student
achievement, the Council will 1ssue a compliance warning, a show-cause
directive, or otherwise take action and require the institution to
demenstrate compliance within the time frames described in Title TI,
Chapter 3. These time frames may be extended at the sole discretion of the
Council for good cause, including evidence that there has been significant
improvement in the deficient area(s) and the applicable time frame does
not provide sufficient time to demonstrate tull compliance, e.g., significant
improvement in retention, placement, or licensure pass rates. Institutions
that are required to include a plan of student achievement improvement
within their CEPs or that are determined to be out of compliance with the
Council’s standards for student achievement are considered to be on
student achievement review. Those with campus- or institution-level plans
are subject to additional reporting requirements, and additional restrictions
may be imposed upon those that are out of compliance.
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OPTIONS:

l. Adopt the following language as proposed criteria and final
changes in the Student Achievement Standards section of the web site, the
2013 CAR Addendum, and the Guidelines and Instructions for the 2013
CAR Addendum and publish it in the Memorandum to the Field for
comments (additions are underlined and deletions are stevek—out).

2-1-801. Annual Accountability Reports. The Annual Accountability
Reports must be submitted on Council forms., comply with Council
guidelines, and be certified by the chief executive officer of the institution.
Data must be submitted separately on the Campus Accountability Report
(CAR) and, for licensure pass rate information, on the CAR Addendum
for each main campus and for each additional location. A centrally
controlled institution must also submit a consolidated Institutional
Accountability Report (IAR) containing information and data on the
institution as a whole. These—reports CAR is are due on or before
November 1, annually, and the CAR Addendum is due on or before March
|, annually. The IAR 1s due on or before September |, annually.

2-1-809. Student Achievement Review. The Council reviews the Campus
Accountability Report (CAR}), the CAR Addendum, and Institutional
Accountability Report (IAR) to monitor performance in terms of student
achievement at both the campus and program levels, Measures will
include retention; placement; and licensure, registration or certification
pass rates, if applicable. When this review indicates that the achievement
of an mnstitution’s students 1s weak or deteriorating, the Council will
require the institution to add an improvement plan within its Campus
Effectiveness Plan (CEP)} and/or Institutional Effectiveness Plan (IEP), If
the Council determines the institution no longer complies with the
Council’s requirement for student achievement, the Council will issue a
compliance warning, a show-cause directive, or otherwise take actien and
require the institution to demonstrate compliance within the time frames
described in Title 1l, Chapter 3. These time {rames may be extended at the
sole discretion of the Council for good cause, including evidence that there
has been significant improvement in the deficient area(s) and the
applicable time frame does not provide sufficient time to demonstrate full
compliance, e.g.. significant improvement in retention, placement, or
licensure pass rates. Institutions that are required to include a plan of
student achievement improvement within their CEPs or that are
determined to be out of compliance with the Council’s standards for
student achlievement are considered to be on student achievement review.
Those with campus- or institution-level plans are subject to additional
reporting requirements, and additional restrictions may be imposed upon
those that are out of compliance.
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Institution ID:
Institution Name:

Student Achievement Standards — The description of the licensure pass
rate standard on the ACICS web site should be changed to include only
the ACICS standard and to mention the possibility of mitigating
circumstances. The footnote in the table of Student Achievement
Standards stipulating that “programs must also meet any applicable state
or national pass rate standards,” will be interpreted to mean compliance
with an agency standard considered separately from the ACICS standard.

2013 CAR ADDENDUM - The questions previously included in the
CAR and now the CAR addendum should be simplified to refer only to
the pass rate. The definition will be general enough to encompass any
type of data. The changes below are proposed for the 2013 CAR
Addendum to be submitted by March 1, 2014.

2013 CAR Addendum

ACICS Program Name (Code):
Institutional Program Name:

Credential Awarded:

Licensure Information

1. Is cerification, licensure, or registration based upon an indusiry-recognized examinaticn required to become

employed in your state in this curriculum area?

—
i

Yes

! No

2. Agency administering the exam:

L

3. What is the first-time pass rate for this program (i.e., the percent of program graduates who sat for the

examination and received a passing score whenthey tirstook-the-exam-some time during the reporting period})

for the last three calendar years? You may enter first-time rates or cumulative rates, and rates that you have

received or that you have calculated. If there is no pass rate available for one or more year(s) select "No

Data" for the year(s). This question will populate the field with N/A for all blank fields.

No Data for all fields  No Data for all blank fields
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—

2013: N/A

No Data
2012: N/A

No Data
2011: N/A

No Data

If the pass rate for 2013 is "N/A" please explain (required).

.

|

L] ]

r Data not available.

the examination and received a passing score in the first or a subsequent taking of the exam during the

:

"__Dafea—ne{—avaﬂabl&

5. If the agency providing the certificate, license, or registration based upon an examination has a pass rate

describe the following:

——
a—thestandard {56)]

6. Does the program prepare graduates to take a cerdification, licensure, or registration examination required to

examination have a pass rate standard?

——Yeas
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—Ne

thestaleorstates theslandard (%  Yourpassraleinthissiate

4. Request for a Waiver from the Licensure Pass Rate Standard based on Other Mitigating Circumstances.

Please describe any mitigating circumstances over which the campus has no contral and which has brought the

Licensure Pass Rate for this program below the ACICS caompliance standard. [Please upload documentaticn

and a program improvement plan addressing the issue in the "Upload Backup Document” section of the CAR.]

2013 CAR Addendum Guidelines and Instructions. Current CAR
Guidelines and Instructions will be modified as follows:

Licensure Information - ACICS is collecting information about licensure
pass rates in order to apply standards to these rates. Where relevant, please
describe the pass rates and pass rate information you receive from the
licensing agency by answering the following questions:

1. Exam Requirement - If program graduates who seek employment are
required to have a certification, licensure or registration based upon an
industry-sponsored examination in this field in your state, please answer
"Yes." If you answer "Yes," other questions will appear and must be
completed. Otherwise, please answer "No,” even if your program requires
or recommends that graduates take such an exam.

2. Examining Agency - Please list the state, regional or national agency
which administers the required examination in the text field provided.

3. Calendar Year Fest-TFime Pass Rates - If you are provided by the
examining agency with a frsttme pass rate for your program graduates
who sat for the exam for each of the last three calendar years. please
include these rates. You may include a first-time rate, a cumulative rate, or
a rate that vou calculate based upon the information you have recelved
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from the examining agency or from your students. If you do not have pass
rate information for a year, please indicate "No Data.” If you have no data
for 2012, please explain why in the text box below the question. Fhe

-

4, Mitigating Circumstance — If there is a circumstance over which the
campus has no control and which has brought the Licensure Pass Rate for
this program below the ACICS compliance standard, you may request a
walver from the application of that compliance standard. Along with a
description of the circumstance in response to this question, please upload
documentation for the mitigating circumstance and a program
improvement plan addressing the issue in the “Upload Backup Document”
section of the CAR.

Instructions regarding other questions will be deleted, since those
questions will be deleted.

2. Make no changes.

RECOMMENDATION:  Option 1

AMENDMENT:

MOVED:
SECONDED:

MOVED:
SECONDED:



DATE ID Code 000XXXX(M/BC})
VIA E-MAIL ONLY campusemailaddress

CAMPUS CONTACT
TITLE

INSTITUTION NAME
ADDRESS

CITY, STATE ZIP CODE

Subject: Student Achievement Review — Licensure Qutcomes Reporting
Dear Mr./Ms./Dr. CONTACT LAST NAME:

The Council has reviewed the licensure/certification information reported on the 2017 and/or
2016 Campus Accountability Report (CAR} for the NAME OF PROGRAM CREDENTIAL
program. As part of its review, the Council recognized that other factors which may influence the
data reported, were not previously submitted for its consideration of appropriate action.

Council Action

Therefore, the Council acted to direct the campus to provide a report of supplemental
information relative to the licensure/certification data reported for its subsequent review at its
August 2018 meeting. This report must include the following items, with substantive
documentation as appropriate:

l. Narrative on the licensure reporting process with the appropriate oversight agency or
licensing body and its impact on the ACICS CAR data. The narrative should also include
the campus’s assessment of its licensure performance and the subsequent impact on
placement outcomes.

2. All communication from any oversight agency or licensing body, including any
monitoring or reporting actions taken as a result of the program’s performance.

3. Any updated licensure data since the CAR submission with appropriate narrative to
explain the results.

4. A licensure pass rate improvement plan for the program, to be included in the Campus

Effectiveness Plan for student learning outcomes, which includes a summary of historic
data. an analysis of the program’s performance over time, and the specific activities that

750 First Street, NE, Suite 980 @Washington, DC 20002-4223 @1t - 202.336.6780 @ f - 202.842.2593 @www . acics.org

ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS
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have been implemented in the past year with measurable evidence of results to improve
the pass rates.

This report must be submitted electronically to reporting(@acics.org no later than July 1, 2018.
Failure to follow the Council’s directive may result in the suspension or revocation of your
institution’s grant of accreditation.

If you have any questions about this action, please contact Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam at
pwgilliam@acics.org if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Michelle Edwards
President and CEO

C: Ms. Cathy Sheffield, Accreditation and State Liaison, U.S. Department of Education
(aslrecoerdsmanager(@ed.gov) (caseteams(@ed.gov)
Mr./Ms./Dr. MAIN CONTACT, State Contact Agency {e-mail address)
[If institution has specialized accreditation:
Mr./Ms./Dr. MAIN CONTACT, Specialized Accrediting Agency (email address)]




MEMORANDUM TO THE FIELD
MAY 2018

TO: ACICS-Accredited Institutions and Interested Parties

FROM  Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools
DATE: May 3,2018

The Memoranduim to the Field contains proposed criteria along with other information for ACICS-
Accredited Institutions and Interested Parties

l. Proposed Criteria ReVISIONS......oocoiiiii ettt et ee st sennbn e snestnaennns 1
A, Minimum Eligibility — Programs with no enrollment...........ccoccooveieenncennennee. 1
B.  Financial RepOrtimg........ccooooiiiiiiii it ee s esseae e s enaaee s 2
C.  Student AChIEVEIMENT. ... ...t e ee e ee e esrrae e e aee s 2
D.  Date of Revocation Following a Campus Closure........coovvovvvenveniviiviiciinnnns 4
E.  Voluntary Withdrawal ... 5
2. For Information Only ... e e ee e e ae e e ee e s srmeeeaeanas 6
A.  Opportunity to Vacate Show-Cause DIrective........o..cooovicviicieniciiei e 6
B, Systematic ReVIEW . ...occvieiiineiir et e 7
C. LearnINg STIES c.oveere ittt ettt ettt e et ts e st aneesstraennestraonaenrnsnaes 7
D.  Graduation Rate GUIdelines........c..ccoooiiiiiiiiiii e 7
E.  Termination of Doctoral Programs ............cc.occociiii e 7
F. Renewal of Accreditation Workshop........covvveivveniiiiviiiiciicinenecoinvennse s 8
3. Comment Survey — Proposed Criteria RevISION ......ccoeoviiiieeiiinee e 8

1. Proposed Criteria Revisions

At its most recent meetings, in February and April, the Council reviewed specific areas of the
ACICS Accreditation Criteria outlined in this section, and approved the revisions as proposed
for feedback from the field (new language is underlined. deleted language is struck). Proposed
changes are reconsidered for final approval and implementation at the Council’s next meeting
and incorporate the perspectives shared by the field. Public comment on these revisions is
requested through the ACICS Comment Survey explained at the end of the memorandum.
ACICS requests comments and recommendations from a broad cross section of ACICS
stakeholders, including students, faculty, school administrators, policy advocates, and other
interested parties.

A. Minimum Eligibility — Programs with no enrollment
Explanation of Proposed Changes:
The Council proposes to remove procedural language regarding the minimum eligibility of
an institution that may be seeking accreditation but has a program with litile 1o no
enrollment. The proposed stricken language is outdated and procedural in nature,
therefore not applicable.

Section 1-2-100(¢} — Minimum Eligibility Requirements
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To be eligible for consideration for accreditation, an mnstitution or entity must satisty the
following minimum requirements.

(€) ... It shall have a sufficient number of graduates from a majority of 1ts programs to
enable ACICS to assess the educational effectiveness of those programs. RS

B. Financial Reporting
Explanation of Proposed Changes:

The Council proposes to clarify the requirements for an institution’s Annual Financial
Report (AFR). The proposed language would explicitly state that the AFR dates, as well as
those on other financial reports, should align with the institution’s financial vear.

Section 2-1-802. Annual Financial Report. The Annual Financial Report must be
submitted en Council forms and be certified by an officer or stockholder of the
corporation. Data reported must align with an institution’s fiscal year and must be
submitted separately for each campus included in athe institution’s grant of accreditation.
[t is due no more than 180 days after the end of the institution’s fiscal year. Failure to
submit the Annual Financial Report in a timely manner will result in the revocation of
accreditation.

Section 2-1-803. Compliance Audits and Audited Financial Statements. Title 1V
compliance audits and audited financial statements, certified by an independent certified
public accountant, are essential instruments in the determination by ACICS of an
institution’s compliance with Title 1V requirements and {inancial stability. All institutions
are required to submit audited financial statements within 180 days of the end of their
fiscal year,_and the statements must represent the institution’s fiscal vear. All institutions
that participate in the Title IV program are required to submit the compliance audit within
180 days of the end of their fiscal year. This audit must also represent the institution’s
fiscal vear, as required by U.S. Department of Education regulations.

C. Student Achievement
Explanation of Proposed Changes:

The Council proposes additional language to the student achievement standards, in
consideration of best practices in the industry that are aligned with its expectations. The
additional language gives consideration to extenuating circumstances during the review of
a campus’s data relevant to student achievement on the Campus Accountability Report
(CAR). Recognizing that there may be external fuctors, beyond the control of the campus,
which severely impact its ability to maintain compliance with outcomes, the Couwncil will
provide an opportunity for these campuses to submit substantive evidence of the direct
refationship for its review. The campus would also have 1o demonstrate, through other
direct and indirect indicators, that students have achieved the outcomes of the program.
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In addition, the Council also proposes language which further clarifies its expectations for
the review and actions on reported licensure pass rates, when needed for employment. The
proposed language will defer to any action taken by the oversight agencies’ in their
Jocused review of the outcomes in the programs where licensure/registration/certification
is required for employment. In its review of the differing roles of these agencies across
stares and industries, the Council determined that its monitoring and incorporation of
licensure outcomes as part of its overarching consideration of student achievement review
would be more appropriate and consistent with other accrediting agencies.

2-1-809. Student Achievement Review. The Council reviews the Campus Accountability Report
{CAR) to monitor performance in terms of student achievement at both the campus and program
levels. Measures will include retention, placement, and licensure or certilication cxamination pass
rates, if applicable. When this review indicates that the achievement of an institution’s students is
below benchmark, the Council at its discretion will take action consistent with the guidelines
outlined in Appendix L. Student Achievement Standards and Campus Accountability Reports.

APPENDIX L

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS

Student achievement standards outlined below apply to retention and placement rates at the campus
and program levels. and licensure or certification examination pass rales, where applicable, at the
program level. Minimum standards are intended to ensure that a substantial majority of students at
ACICS-accredited campuses arc retained, pass licensure or certification examinations where
applicable, and find appropriate employment. Consideration will be given to extenuating
circumstances in relation to local, state, or national requirements or trends; student population;
program length; graduates pending the completion of licensure or certification ¢xams: ¢conomic or
cultural factors; or any other reasonable circumstances impeding an institution’s ability to meet or
exceed the established compliance standard. However, the institution must also submit documented

cvidence of student learning through other appropriate indicators.

Campust ol suden Adfsemnt Femnts | g | penchmant
Retention Rate 60% 70%
Placement Rate 60% 70%
Retention Rate
e  Program length equal to or less than one (1) year 6% 70%
e Program length equal to or more than one (1) year 60% 65%
Placement Rate 60 % 70%
60% " 70%
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Licensure Examination Pass Rates, where

applicable®*

*A campus and/or program whose rates fall below the Benchmark must develop and implement an
Improvemeiit Plan.

*=Standards apply to programs for which Hcensure or certification is required to practice in the
specific career field. The program is required 1o meet any higher ficensure or certification agency
standards.

M The Council also will consider any conditions or negative actions from other oversight agencies,
as well ay additional student achievement indicators when taking an aciion.

Date of Revocation Following a Campus Closure
Explanation of Proposed Changes:

The Council proposes language to provide clarification that an institution’s grant of
accreditation or a campus’ inclusion in an institution’s grant of accreditation will be
revoked effective the last date of academic activity/instruction, not the final day of
administrative operations (the date a campus finally closes its doors), since academic
activity is required for accreditation. This correlates with the date that an institution
reports to the Department of Education for Title IV purposes.

The revision would also clarify that the accreditation of a summarily suspended institution
would be revoked effective a date later than its actual closure, should the institution
provide information (ot a petition indicating that it has not closed) as to its actual closure
date.

2-2-301. Closing of a Main Campus. An institution is required to notify ACICS as far in
advance as possible when 1t plans (o cease operation. It must complete the appropriate
forms describing its plans for teaching cut its students and for storing and servicing its
records and other information necessary for effecting the cessation of operations as
smoothly as possible. The mstitution’s grant of accreditation will be revoked effective its

final date of academic activityas-of-the-effective-dute-ofclosing.

When ACICS receives information from any source that an institution has ceased to
operate, it shall immediately take steps to verify the infermation. If the Council believes
that the institution, in fact, has ceased operatiens, the grant of accreditation is summarily
suspended. Such action 1s authorized without prior notice or hearing and with immediate
public notice.

The nstitution shall be notified of the summary suspension in writing at its address of
record. Within 10 days after receipt of the suspension notice, the institution may petition
ACICS for an expedited determination of whether such suspension should be withdrawn, If
no petition 18 filed within 10 days, the suspension automatically shall become a revocation
effective as of the date of notice of suspension. Altematively, should the closed institution
provide ACICS with information regarding its final date of academic activity, the
suspension shall become a revocation effective as of the date provided by the institution.
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(a)
(b)

()

(d)

(e)

2-2-302. Closing of a Nonmain Campus. An institution is required to notify ACICS as far
in advance as possible when it plans to close a nonmain campus. It must complete the
appropriate forms describing its plans for teaching cut its students and for storing and
servicing its records and other information necessary for effecting the cessation of
operations as smoothly as possible. The nonmain campus will cease to be included in the
institution’s grant of accreditation effective its final date of academic activity as-ofthe

e{ie&.ti v e da Ee e{ Elle e‘le;‘!lllg-

=

2-3-401. Revocation. Revocation occurs without a hearing for any of the following
Teasons:

An nstitution or campus notifies the Council that it has closed and/or ceased operation.

An institution or campus fails to submit a written response (o a show-cause directive by the
indicated due date.

An institution or campus whose accreditation has been summarily suspended does not

challenge or appeal the suspension within 10 days of receipt of the suspension notice. (See
Section 2-2-301.)

The mnstitution or campus fails to file an annual report as required by the Council. (See
Sections 2-1-301-2-1-802.)

The nstitution or campus fails 1o pay its annual fees, application fees, other assessed fees,
or evaluation expenses. (See Section 2-1-804.)

Voluntary Withdrawal
Explanation of Proposed Changes:

The Council proposes the addition of language on the formal process that should be
employed when an institution wishes to voluntarily withdraw its accreditation or the
inclusion of one of its branches from within its accreditation status from ACICS. This
language provides the necessary actions to be taken by an institution or campus seeking to
withdraw and the subsequent revocation action that would be taken by the Council upon
withdrawal. Institutions are advised that implications may exist for the eligibility of their
students for licensure or certification exams necessary for graduate employment, should
they withdraw from their institutional accreditation.

2-2-7T0{) = VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL

If an institution seeks to voluntarily withdraw from its grant of accreditation by ACICS, or
the inclusion of one or more of its nonmain campuses from within its grant of
accreditation, 1t must submit written notice to ACICS of its request. The notice must be
signed by the chief executive or admimistrative officer of the institution, and indicate the
requested date of effect. The institution’s grant of accreditation will be revoked as of the
effective date. or retroactive to the date that all outstanding obligations. including payment
of fees, had previously been fulfilled by the institution.

2-3-401. Revocation. Revocation occurs without a hearing for any of the following
reasons:
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() Aninstitution or campus notities the Council that it has closed and/or ceased
operation.

{by An institution notifies the Council that it is voluntarily withdrawing its grant of
accreditation or the inclusion of one or more of its nonmain campuses from within its
orant of accreditation.

{¢) éBFAn mnstitution or campus fails to submit a written response to a show-cause
directive by the indicated due date.

(d} te}-An institution or campus whose accreditation has been summarily suspended does
not challenge or appeal the suspension within 10 days of receipt of the suspension
notice. {(See Section 2-2-301.)

(e) ¢B-The institution or campus fails to file an annual report as required by the Council.
(See Sections 2-1-801-2-1-802))

(1) €e}The institution or campus fails to pay its annual fees, application fees, other
assessed fees, or evaluation expenses. (See Section 2-1-804.)

A revocation action is not appealable. It requires an institution to start anew and 1o undergo
the entire accreditation process to regain accreditation.

ARTICLE VI
Membership, Fecs, and Meetings

Section 2—Loss of Membership. Any member that ceases to be accredited by ACICS shall
automatically, and without the necessity for further action, be deemed to be removed trom
membership. Members may voluntarily-restgn_withdraw pursuant to the procedures
described in 2-2-700, which-alse results in a revocationdess of accreditation. All
obligations owed to ACICS, including payment of fees, shall be fulfilled prior to
resignation, The loss ot accreditation shall be retroactive to the date that all outstanding
obligations had previously been fulfilled,if applicable.

2. For Information Only

A. Opportunity to Vacate Show-Cause Directive Following Continued Placements

At the April 2018 meeting, the Council approved a procedural change which will allow for
institutions or programs placed on show-cause due to placement, to continuc confirmation of the
employment for graduates from the previous CAR period, through the PVP. The campus must
comply with the directives issued from the show-cause action; however, if the campus continues to
conlirm, verily, and validate placements {or the reporting period which resulled in the show-cause
action, it may send a formal request to CAR{@acics.org to have that CAR unlocked so to make
revisions to the placement data. Once approved, the CAR can only be revised once, and the
institution must have placed enough graduates to increase their placement rate above the
compliance standard. Once the CAR has been revised and successtully approved, the campus can
then make a formal request to the Council to vacate the show-cause action. Institutions are advised
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that the revised rate will not replace placement rate initially reported rather, it will serve as
additional data for the Council to consider during its next cycle of review.

Systematic Review

As ACICS continually strives to enhance its standards to remain current with the best
practices in the industry, the Council continues its solicitation of feedback from all
stakeholders. As previously described, the Council’s 2018 Systematic Review Program
includes the areas of Distance Education (Appendix H), English as a Second Language
(Appendix F), and the development of standards relevant to institutions outside of the
United States. The Council respectfully requests feedback from all parties in these areas,
along with the proposed revisions above. Stakeholders with expertise in a particular area
are especially invited to contact staff for direct involvement in the continued review and
revision of these components of the Accreditation Criteria. Requests may be sent to Karly
Zeigler, Manager Policy and Institutional Compliance at kzeigler@acics.org.

Learning Sites

Effective January 1. 2017, the Council approved a change in the definition of a learning
site as outlined in Section 1-3-103 of the Accreditation Criteria, which stipulated that
learning sites must be located within five miles of the oversight campus or otherwise
approved by the Council on a case-by-case basis. Institutions were given until January [,
2018 to come into compliance with the new definition.

In August 2017, an extension through December 31,2018, was approved for institutions to
re-designate, close, or provide rationale of appropriateness, for any sites located outside of
the five-mile radius. This notice is to serve as a reminder and institutions are advised that
ACICS will be sending communications to those identified as having active learning sites
that do not meet the current definition. This communication will require institutions to
respond to the Council concerning the closure, redesignation to branch status, or petition to
keep the learning site active with substantive rationale.

Graduation Rate Guidelines

ACICS continue to collect graduation information by cohort on the quarterly Campus
Accountability Report (CAR) submissions. Graduation rate guidelines were communicated
in the January 2018 Memorandum to the Field and are expected to be taken into
consideration in the campus’s review and evaluation of graduation rates as a component of
the Campus Effectiveness Plan (CEP).

Termination of Doctoral Programs

As communicated previously, via the Memorandum to the Field and direct correspondence
to the institutions offering doctoral programs, ACICS will terminate all doctoral criteria on
December 31, 2019, and all doctoral programs would have to be taught out or the
mstitution has transitioned to another accrediting body. ACICS remains committed to this
plan while supporting institutions who serve these students.
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F. Renewal of Accreditation Workshop
With a number of institutions scheduled to undergo the renewal of accreditation review
process, ACICS will be offering a Renewal Accreditation Workshop on Tuesday, July
10, 2018, at its offices in Washington, DC. Registration information will be posted on the
website shortly.

G. Statement of Accreditation
In light of the recent U.S. Secretary of Education’s order reinstating the recognition of
ACICS back to December of 2016, institutions are advised that they may update their
statement of accreditation in all publications to reflect this status.

3. Comment Survey — Proposed Criteria Revision

The Council encourages students, faculty, administrators, evaluators, employers, and other
interested parties to provide feedback regarding proposed revisions to Council policies and
procedures. Comments on the proposed Criteria revisions are due by Friday, June 29,
2018. ACICS is collecting all comments from the field on proposed Criteria revisions
through an electronic survey. Please find the survey link below:
https:/iwww.surveymonkey.com/t/F7DGP6N

Aok ok

In preparation for the scheduled AWARE Webinar on Tuesday, May 15™, 2018 to discuss
these proposed changed and informational procedures, please send your questions to
kzeigler{@acics.org to ensure that we are able to provide as much guidance as possible.

For any other questions or to provide policy comments, please contact:

Ms. Karly Zeigler
Manager of Policy and Institutional Compliance
kzeigler{@acics.org
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Context

As an accrediting agency recognized by the U.S. Department of Education, ACICS must
demonstrate that it has standards that are rigorous enough to ensure that that the agency
is a reliable authority regarding the quality of the education or training provided by the
schools it accredits, including with respect to success in placing students in positions for
which their career focused programs prepare them. 34 C.F.R. § 602.16{(a)(1)(i). Further,
ACICS must demonstrate that it not only has such standards, but that the agency is effective
in its application of the standard to member schools. ACICS understands that this
demonstration is critical not just to the Department, but to students, schools, states,
taxpayers and the accrediting system as a whole.

The Accreditation Criteria, 2-1-809 (Student Achievement Review), provides that the
Council reviews the Campus Accountability Report (CAR) to monitor performance in terms
of student achievement at both the campus and program levels, including placement rates.
When this review indicates that the achievement of an institution’s students is below
benchmark, the Council will take action consistent with the guidelines outlined in Appendix
L, Student Achievement Standards and Campus Accountability Reports.

ACICS should be able to trust placement data submitted to it by schools, but must also be
able to verify that data given its critical importance to the mission of the schools it
accredits. Traditionally, ACICS had a process for analyzing and reviewing that data.
However, as history has shown, that process was not adequate to detect “on the back end”
all errors in data submission that had occurred. The development of the ACICS Placement
Verification Program (PVP) system is the result of a mission-critical initiative of this agency
to strengthen the oversight of placement rate data submissions at the “front end” in a
manner that leverages technology and data analytics as an ally.

The PVP system did not emerge quickly, with many lessons learned along the way, and it
remains a work in progress. However, this document presents a summary and analysis of
the current system, including identified strengths, challenges and opportunities.

ACICS is hopeful that through the development and effective implementation of the PVP
system, it is serving as an important contributor to identifying best practices among
accrediting agencies with regard to verification of student achievement data.

Executive Summary

The PVP relies on a custom-built application to facilitate the submission and review of
graduate placement information submitted by ACICS member schools. Hosted in Amazon's
cloud, the application is web-based and provides a user-friendly process for the submission
of placement information for verification by the graduate and/or the employer directly
prior to validation by the ACICS review team.
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The value of the system hinges on the direct contact made through the system with the
graduate and/or employer to validate the accuracy of the placement information provided
by campuses and reported to ACICS. To prevent abuse, the respondent’s IP address is
captured at that time and compared against that of the submitter. This information is
extremely important as it gives the location of the submitter and responders. An IP address
is a 32-bit number that uniquely identifies a host on the internet (in this case). For example,
the expectation is that the submitter’s IP address is located within the campus. The
responder’s IP address should not be an exact match or within the same network (the first
six numbers of the IP address) unless the graduate is placed at the campus. The PVP system
also keeps these IP addresses in its database and a report is generated if the responder’s IP
already exists in the database (see attached Pictorial Overview of the PVP, p.15).

The objective of the system is to strengthen the integrity, reliability, and accuracy of the
placement information reported and published by ACICS-accredited institutions to all
stakeholders.

The PVP has been fully implemented for almost two years and has been required by all
campuses for 18 months (almost two full reporting periods). To date, 91,930 placements
have been submitted by 791 unique ACICS IDs. For context, this number includes
institutions that are no longer part of the ACICS membership, as well as verifications
conducted outside of the annual campus review periods for various purposes.

As a ground-breaking placement verification process in the career education industry, the
learning curve has been tremendous for both member institutions as well as ACICS. Being
cognizant of that learning curve, ACICS regularly reviews the system to identify areas in
need of improvement, how the system can be strengthened, and other opportunities to
incorporate the system into the accreditation process to hold the agency and the
institutions accountable.

The PVP is still in its infancy and while significant successes have been realized in the areas
of credibility and reliability of the data, there is room for improvement. With that in mind,
the Council approved the establishment of a Focus Group to provide feedback and
recommendations for the modification and enhancement of the PVP system.

Placement Monitoring and Review at ACICS Prior to PVP System

ACICS, as an institutional accreditor of institutions whose missions are to “...offer
educational programs which help students develop skills and competencies to enhance
their careers” has, for most of its history, emphasized and expected institutions to achieve
placement outcomes as a practical reflection of meeting that mission.

Historically, as part of its annual data collection process, the Council has conducted
statistical analysis of the placement outcomes of all its institutions, focusing on the average
placement rate, as well as the standard deviations from the mean to determine the spread
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of the outcomes across all schools and to identify trends that present “at risk” institutions.
The results of this analysis have varied from year to year and are sometimes affected, in
part, by external factors beyond the control of the institutions such as local economic
changes (as in the Midwest) and changes in licensure/certification testing requirements.
Further, more than 400 unique programs (using CIP codes) are offered across all ACICS
institutions, many of which require additional qualifiers to secure employment such as
apprenticeship requirements prior to testing or full-status employment, and/or
licensure/registration/certification testing periods which conflict with the CAR reporting
period.

In 2012, as part of its self-evaluation for re-recognition with the U.S. Department of
Education, the Council took the opportunity to evaluate the appropriateness of the
Council’s then-existing compliance standards of 52% and 47% for retention and placement
respectively. To provide additional context to its review, the standards of similar
accrediting agencies were used as part of the basis for the reconsideration of these
minimum expectations. As articulated in the July 2012 Memorandum to the Field,

“...the Council believes that ACICS accreditation should guarantee that a majority of
students are retained, ...and a majority of graduates are able to find employment related to
their fields of study. To ensure this minimum level of student success, ACICS is setting each of
these standards, for both the campus and program levels, at 60%...”

The Council also visited for consideration multiple times the definition of what is
considered a “placement,” given the range of skills that can be attained from a program or
study, the variations in titles used in different industries, and the frequency of the pursuit
of additional studies to enhance an individual’s current career opportunities. Subsequent to
the adoption of the revised 60% rate, feedback from institutions and other interested
parties resulted in the revisions to the definition of placement (See January 2013
Memorandum to the Field for final proposed language).

The previous simplistic categories of “in-field” and “related field” were replaced with the
following,

“The position is either included in the list of job titles published by the institution for
which the program prepares students, it requires the use of the skills learned in the student’s
program as a predominant component of the job, or the student attests to the benefit of the
training received as a catalyst in obtaining or maintaining the position.”

Additional revisions were made to this definition as the Council continued to gather
information from its constituents including institutions, experts in the fields of study, and
common practices in the industry including comparison with the current standards of
other accrediting agencies. In sum, ACICS has always had and evaluated student
achievement standards regarding job placement, using its traditional sampling

Page 4 of 18



The ACICS Placement Verification Program
May 2018

methodology of review during the onsite evaluation process, agency benchmarks,
placement rate definition, and review processes consistent with the practices of ACCSC,
ACCET, and COE, among other nationally accredited agencies. However, more needed to be
done to increase public confidence by identifying additional mechanisms to strengthen the
reliability of the data collected from institutions on which it could base accurate and fair
agency actions.

The genesis of the ACICS “Placement Verification Program” was a survey to the
membership in February 2013 to consider a mandate that all ACICS campuses utilize a
third-party verification service as then required by at least one other agency. Information
on the cost, services provided in the market at that time, and practicality of the service was
collected along with a poll of those institutions that had their own internal, yet
independent, placement division.

During 2013-2016, ACICS issued surveys, collected responses and analyzed feedback, and
beta tested variations of the PVP system. This testing and assessment was critical to being
able to launch the current ground-breaking Program. While the PVP system was being
developed and tested, the Council took additional steps. In the spring of 2016, the Council
developed specific Accreditation Criteria language that explicitly held institutions
accountable for the integrity and reliability of all and any data reported to the ACICS for
any purpose. With this new language, members were put on notice that any discrepancies
in submitted data were not mere recordkeeping errors, but would call into question the
integrity of the data submission as a whole and the reliability of the school for submitting
accurate information to ACICS. Schools were provided clear notice that data errors could be
the basis for an institution to show the Council cause why its accreditation should not be
withdrawn.

At the same time, the Council also directed the inclusion of a “data integrity reviewer” on
every full team site visit, the purpose of which was to focus primarily on the reliability of
the placement information reported by institutions on the Campus Accountability Report.
With the support of the subject matter experts on the team, the data integrity reviewer was
responsible for attempting to contact, via telephone, up to 100% of all graduates reported
as placed. The subject matter experts provided practical input on the appropriateness of
the placement as disclosed by the campus and confirmed by the graduate or employer. It
was also this individual’s responsibility to confirm that acceptable documentation was on
file for all graduates classified as not available for placement on the CAR. While in most
cases achieving 100% contact was feasible, in others it was not given the number of
graduates reported placed by the campus in various programs (i.e., 200 - 300). Also,
making phone calls was very time consuming and hit-or-miss, with most businesses
available by phone within limited time windows. The ability to make successful contact
was also affected frequently by common company policies that prohibit confirmation of
employment over the phone or by inability of the company representative reached to
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identify or maintain contact information for the appropriate individual. With these issues
identified following the initial training and roll out of the program, ACICS conducted a DIR
Debrief with the staff and assigned evaluators to determine how the role could achieve
more success and efficiency in the Fall 2016 review cycle.

At the beginning of the 2017 CAR period (July 2016), and after years of development with
the expected challenges, the Council directed all campuses to submit on a monthly basis
placement information using the current PVP system.

Since the system would start with information for the coming year, the Council also
directed the incorporation of PVP submissions for January 2016 - June 2016, into the
onsite review of campuses on the Fall 2016 evaluation cycle. This exercise provided
additional information for the Council’s review and helped prepare and train campuses for
the monthly submission process.

Further, the Council utilized the services of 34 Party Verifiers to conduct reviews on
historic placement data previously submitted to ACICS on the CAR but which had not gone
through the PVP. The 3™ Party Verifiers were contracted by the institution, but selected by
ACICS, to ensure objectivity in the selection process. Further, the service was also tasked
with conducting graduate and employer satisfaction surveys as part of its verification. The
cases in which the service was used helped to address data integrity concerns identified
either on a site visit or from external sources. The Council was then able to compare the use
of a 3vd Party Verifier against its recently launched PVP.

Development and Implementation of the Placement Verification
Program (PVP)

Initially, the system focused on verifying a sample of placement data from randomly
selected campuses, particularly those that exhibit increased risks (outcomes, complaints,
external information). It also required staff to initiate phone calls to graduates and
employers. While this would have been practical with the sampling methodology used by
third parties and other accreditors, ACICS determined that an attempt to make contact with
100% of all graduates reported as placed was critical to its ability to rely on the placement
data reported by its institutions and overcome lost confidence in its placement review.

As previously outlined, the path to a fully developed PVP system included the use of the
onsite data integrity reviewer to focus on placement and third-party verification services.
The practices of other agencies, as were readily available, were also reviewed to determine
best and most effective practices in the area of placement verification. While beyond the
scope of this document, ACICS stands ready to provide more information to the
Department, NACIQ], or other stakeholders about the extent of its review of “industry
practice” among accrediting agencies regarding placement verification.
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To begin its research for development, ACICS conducted an initial survey of the
membership in February 2013 (see Appendix A) to evaluate the current use of 34 Party
and Independent Placement Verification services by institutions and to get feedback on the
factors that may influence consideration of such services by institutions. From the
feedback received, the Council, at its April 2013 meeting, decided to utilize its internal
resources, at least for the first phase of the program. Further, the Council asked that the
sampling plan be randomized to foreclose any opportunity for manipulating timing of
reporting of placements.

The independent verification program was to be performed by a new verification unit to be
developed within ACICS. A Member Advisory Committee was established to develop the
data submission formats and protocols; define appropriate frequency and intervals for
independent verification of each campus’s CAR data; set procedures for reconciling
differences between submitted and verified placement data; and integrate site-visit
verification of back-up documentation with the independent performance audit.

Subsequent to multiple meetings and discussions of the Advisory Committee over a six-
month period, its recommendations were forwarded to the membership in October 2013 in
the form of another survey to obtain more reaction on how ACICS can best and most
effectively obtain the placement information directly from the campuses’ student
management systems (see Appendix B).

With more than 150 responses received, ACICS hired a consulting firm to assist with the
development of the PVP system's requirements. The firm observed visits, reviewed
program outcomes and employment options, and held focused meetings with accreditation
staff to better understand the complexities of placement review. At its December 2013
meeting, the Council received a report of the current development activities, which
included the following excerpt:

Alpha Test (Appendix C of the System}- The Staff Technical Advisory Group is
conducting an internal test of the documents and requirements affecting member
campuses. These documents will be revised and included in a Rollout of
Requirements, scheduled for First Quarter, 2014. Improvements have already been
incorporated based on feedback from participants and from our new consultants.

Consultants and Staffing - Due to changes in personnel assigned to lead roles on
this project, ACICS has engaged the services of an external consultant to provide
interim continuity while a permanent, full-time PVP manager is recruited, hired
and on-boarded.

Call Center and Visit Team Roles - The PVP program will build upon and
strengthen the placement verification process already provided through the on-site
team visit process. The program will have both a call center and a visit team
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component, which will be aligned to ensure coordination, consistency and
complementarity, while eliminating duplication and discrepancy.

Possible Policy-Related Issues - The PVP program is designed to restore
confidence in the promise of career education, which is manifest in the validity of
data on the placement of students in jobs related to their field of study. The
Council’s new definition includes a significant expansion of the traditional concept
of job placement beyond traditional employment in a new, full-time permanent job.
This expansion is necessary in order to recognize all the legitimate and
demonstrable benefits of career education at a time when the nature of
employment is changing in response to economic and political forces. However,
other policy makers such as the U.S. Department of Education are considering
alternative definitions of placement which differ in some respects from that
developed by ACICS. There is no telling whether or not the Department will at
some future time mandate that all accreditors utilize this as a common definition.
However, it is important that the Council be aware of these differences and related
issues.

Armed with a better understanding of the scope of the Program and the system
requirements for development, a Request for Proposal (RFP) was sent out in February
2014 with responses from many vendors. Following multiple stages of interviewing and
needs assessment, a contract was awarded in April 2014 and development work started in
May 2014.

After two months of design production, beta testing began in July 2014, using the member
advisory committee institutions as the first pilot. Beta testing was targeted to conclude by
June 2014, in order to launch the system on July 1, 2014, for the randomly selected
campuses’ submission of placement to begin verification August 1, 2014. This schedule was
presented at the December 2013 meeting. However, changes in personnel and necessary
revisions to technical requirements impeded that aggressive schedule. Consequently, with
beta testing not occurring until spring 2014, the Program was not ready for this initial full-
scale launch date.

For the remainder of 2014 and most of 2015, ACICS immersed in an intensive cycle of
testing, review, revision, and enhancement, including the drafting of placement documents,
training materials, and webinar sessions of the development team and advisory committee.
Additionally, visits were conducted to independent verification divisions of member
institutions and 3 party processes reviewed to garner best practices for final testing of the
PVP. Critical changes were made to the system including the decision to not connect the
campus’s system to ACICS’ in-house review given the variations in systems used, cost to
create alignment of systems, and the additional burden to make that model work.
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Using the random selection of campus methodology, the system launched in July 2015 for
the 2016 CAR period. The system used was an earlier version of the current system,
utilizing a spreadsheet for the submission of the data instead of a direct connection
between campuses’ and ACICS' systems. Campuses were notified the month prior to their
selection of that decision and webinars were conducted on a monthly basis to provide
training on the use of the system and the submission process. In-house staff managed the
calls to and from graduates and employers as well as the validation of placements that
were verified by email.

The decision to require the use of the PVP for verification and validation of all placement
information was made in Winter 2016 for implementation against the 2017 CAR. That is,
data from placements reported in July 1, 2017 had to be reported in August 2017, and
every month thereafter, for the graduate/employer verification, and subsequent ACICS
validation. Informational webinars and guidelines were provided to all campuses in
addition to individual consultations to prepare campuses for the transition.

Accessing the PVP System

To access the application, campus representatives simply log into a secure website using
information specific to the campus to access the placement data submission template, PVP
guidelines, and FAQs. Campuses are required to use the PVP template (see attached
Pictorial Overview of the PVP, p.2) to submit their placement data. The template asks for
specific data points including graduate name, student ID, program information, placement
information, and employer information. Once completed, the user uploads the template
into the PVP system, with an option to select a language for the confirmation emails.
Languages available represent the breadth of ACICS-accredited institutions and include
Spanish, Croatian, [talian, Danish, Chinese, Vietnamese, and English (see Pictorial Overview
of the PVP, p.3).

System Review

Upon submission, the system conducts an internal audit to determine if the graduate had
not already been submitted to the PVP system. If they have, the system will notify the user
that this is a duplicate record and ask if the record should be overwritten with this new
information. This review allows for the resubmission of a graduate whose placement was
previously incorrect or needed to be revised with more accurate contact information. It
also provides campuses with an opportunity to achieve placement standards by
resubmitting placement data for graduates whose placements could not be confirmed.

Next, the system checks for any errors in the spreadsheet (data not as expected) relative to
data needed for the verification and will reject {(and notify the user) any rows with errors.
The key data points include full graduate name and ID, graduate e-mail address, placement
classification, and any information required for that placement classification.
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Once the error-checking has been completed, the system will notify the user as to how
many successful entries were added to the database. Data entries with errors are not
accepted and would need to be resubmitted. At this point, the system also records the
submitter’s IP address for future comparison and review (more details in the section
below).

Mechanics of Placement Verification — Graduate and Employer

Once the placement data have been successfully uploaded to the system, emails are
automatically and instantaneously sent to the graduates and employers using a unique
template depending on the language and placement type selected that requests verification
of the information provided by the campus (see Pictorial Overview of PVP, pp.4-6).

The email templates are viewable on any device and designed to not take up more than a
single screen. The email recipient is asked to select one of the following responses -
confirm the placement information, reject the placement information and provide a
correction, request a call back, or leave a comment about the placement. The respondent’s
IP address is captured at that time and compared against that of the submitter to prevent
abuse. As previously noted, an IP address is like a fingerprint. Each IP address is unique to a
given location. As such, itis another layer of identity management that ACICS uses to verify
that the responders are who they say they are and located where we expect them to be
located. The system will attempt to get a response from the graduate OR employer every
two weeks up to three attempts. Once the graduate or employer has responded, no
additional emails will be sent except if that record is resubmitted and overwritten.

The campus is able to monitor the verification and validation of each record, with the
option to contest a negative decision by ACICS (see Pictorial Overview of the PVP, pp.7-9).

Mechanics of Placement Verification - Administrator

The PVP application functions like a customer service application (a request queue,
internal and external comments, escalation workflow, track calls, and uploading of
additional documentation). The ACICS Staff Analyst logs into the application with
individual ID so that their interactions with the system can be recorded and used for
management/ training purposes. The analyst dashboard presents a number of
functionalities (see Pictorial Overview of the PVP, p.8) one of which is the ability to sort
verified placement information by campus or by date for review and action. The
application also allows the analyst to forward a placement record to a supervisor for
guidance when there are questions on the validity of the placement information provided
by the campus. These interactions are recorded in the system for training as well as to
achieve consistency with the review process.

The placement is marked as UNABLE TO VERIFY if there is a response, generally from the
employer, that they are unable to verify due to HIPAA or company policy.
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Monthly Placements:

This feature allows for the admin staff to review any and all institutions’ submitted
placements, by month or collectively (see Pictorial Overview of the PVP, p.11). In ‘Monthly
Placements,’ by clicking on an individual campus, the administrator can view all of the
individual graduates submitted by the campus, to include: contact information, the date
they were submitted, the graduate cohort, program name and credential level, employer
name and contact info, placement date and title, as well as whether the placement was
verified and by whom.

Contested Placements:

This is a queue which allows the admin staff to review all of the placements for which the
campus has contested the ACICS staff review decision (see Pictorial Overview of the PVP,
p.14). The home screen provides a listing of all those awaiting a final review. There are
buttons located at the top through which the admin can view all of those previously
reviewed, as well as export the information for a data analysis in Excel.

Upon entering each individual submission, the admin can review the information from the
original submission, as well as the explanation and documentation submitted by the
campus to evidence the validity of the placement.

Needs Assistance and Response Queue:

The Needs Assistance queue is for any placement review that require additional discussion
and consideration by management for consistency. These entries are then reviewed by the

manager of the PVP, comments provided, and either back to the Response Queue where the
first reviewer can review the guidance and take appropriate action; or the final review may
be completed by the manager.

Call Requests:

This feature displays any requests for a phone call that have been submitted by graduates
or employers in response to the email verification email. One of the options is for them to
request a call from ACICS staff to verify their employment. They choose a date and time
that is suitable and upon submission, that is logged here. There is a list view as well as a
calendar view. Once the call has been completed, it is marked as verified or unverified, and
then marked as ‘completed’ in the queue.

Fraud Check:

This view allows staff to comparison the IP addresses from the campuses that uploaded the
submissions against the IP addresses of the graduate/employer that responded (see
Pictorial Overview of the PVP, p.15). This feature allows ACICS to detect any systemic abuse
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of the system through possible fraudulent responses (by the campus on behalf of graduates
or employers).

Reports:

This feature allows admin staff to run numerous reports for data collection, to include the
following (see Pictorial Overview of the PVP, p. 16):

1.

ACICS Reviewer Activity - This feature shows an analysis of the actions completed
by ACICS staff. The data includes the staff name, action taken, the unique placement
ID number, and the date of the action.

ACICS Verification - This feature is a queue that is utilized by admin staff to review
placements that have recently been verified or otherwise responded to by the
graduate or employer and are awaiting verification by ACICS. The view is the same
as that in Monthly Placements, however it is a compilation of all campuses. It can be
filtered and sorted in several ways, as well as exported to Excel for further data
management.

ACICS Totals - The report provides summary totals for the placements that have
been submitted. The header provides overall totals for submissions, submissions
verified by ACICS, submissions verified by the employer or graduate but not yet by
ACICS, as well as the total number of submissions marked invalid by ACICS. The
page also lists all of the campuses, with the following data for each: total placements
submitted, those that have been verified, the percentage of verified placements, the
number of invalid placements, the percentage that are invalid, the number of
submissions that have not yet been verified, and the percentage of placements not
yet verified.

Institution Submission History - This report provides the number of placements
submitted by a campus every month. The campus ID is entered in the search box
and the monthly totals are populated.

Contested Placements Report - This report is similar to that for the ACICS Totals
except the content consists of only placements that have been or are being
contested. The header provides overall totals for contested placements, placements
contested successfully, placements contested unsuccessfully, and placements
awaiting review. The list contains each campus and can be filtered and sorted to
view how many have been contested successfully or unsuccessfully and in what
category (title, skills, or benetfit).

Corrections Report - This report lists out ever change that a graduate, employer, or
ACICS has made to the original information in a campus submission.
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7. Contradictions Report - This report lists all contradictions in responses between the
graduate and the employer (i.e. the graduate verified, but the employer made a
correction to some of the information).

8. Comments Report - Similarly to the last two, this report is a compilation of all
responses where the graduate or employer has included a comment.

9. Last Upload Report - This is a basic report which lists the campuses and shows
when they last submitted any placements to the PVP as well as the last time they
submitted and selected that they had no placements for that month.

Evaluation of the Integrity of the Placement Information
One of four actions can be taken on the review of each placement record:

1. If only one, or both parties, state that the placement information is incorrect, the
placement is marked as INVALID by ACICS staff.

2. If one, or both parties confirm the placement but it does not meet the definition of a
valid placement, it will be marked as INVALID by ACICS staff.

3. If only one, or both parties, confirm the placement, and it meets the requirements of
a valid placement, as outlined in the Guidelines, ACICS staff mark the placement as
VALID.

4, If the graduate or employer have conflicting responses, the placement is marked as

INVALID. Neither party’s response is given more weight and since ACICS does not
know why the responses conflict (one negative, one positive), it becomes the
campus’s responsibility to justify the accuracy of the data.

Once an action has been taken on a placement record, it is recorded for the campus’s
review and follow up. In the cases where the submission is deemed to be INVALID, the
campus can “contest” that action through the system. To contest the placement decision,
the institution must complete a web form and submit backup documentation. The PVP
Review team evaluates the substance of the information, which must address the reason(s)
identified for rejection, to make a final determination on the acceptability of the placement.

The PVP — CAR Relationship

The CAR, Campus Accountability Report, is the ACICS student matriculation report which
tracks every enrollment, by program, into a campus on an annual, and now quarterly basis.
Three of the most critical functions of the CAR are the reporting of retention, placement,
and more recently graduation rates, at the program and campus levels. Previously,
placement information was self-reported by the campus with the expectation that all
documentation to support the classification of graduates as placed would be available
onsite for ACICS review and verification at any point in time but more specifically during
the renewal of accreditation visit. With the successful implementation of the PVP, only
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those graduates that have been validated by ACICS can be reported as placed on the CAR.
That is, ACICS had to have deemed the placement as appropriate and acceptable for it to be
counted into the program ‘s and campus’s placement outcome.

Following the annual submission of the CAR in November, and now on a daily basis for the
quarterly report, CAR/PVP error reports are generated by the system to capture, for follow
up, those graduates that have been classified as placed but not recorded as a valid
placement in the PVP. In these instances, ACICS staff provides the campus with the errors
via email and time is given to allow the campus to make the necessary corrections to the
report. The Council has taken a conditioning action (Show-cause Directive) against a
campus that did not correct such errors as it called into question the integrity of the data
submitted to ACICS (Appendix D: Show-Cause Directive to Manhattan School of Computer
Technology).

Application of the PVP to Accreditation Review

1. Student Achievement Outcomes Evaluation
The 2017 CAR was the first annual report that included placement information that
was linked directly to the PVP. Campuses were advised in various communication
about the relationship and their inability to categorize any graduate as placed on the
CAR who was not verified and validated in the PVP system. Based on an internal
review of PVP submissions and Council actions, there was a direct correlation
between the PVP and the placement data on the CAR.

For this reporting period, the Council withdrew the accreditation of two institutions
and the approval of three campuses from within the accredited status of their
institution for placement outcomes. More than 20 institutions were directed to
show-cause why their accreditation, or the continued approval of a campus, should
not be withdrawn. With compliance warning being a conditioning action, more than
30 campuses were warned that their underperformance in placement could result
in the loss of accreditation and immediate improvements were needed.

Further, more than 500 programs were withdrawn, show-caused, or placed on
compliance warning following the Council’s review of the 2017 CAR data which
were based on the PVP system.

2.  Placement Qutcomes for the Consideration of Substantive Changes
The Executive Committee, which serves as the Council’s substantive change
committee, considers placement information submitted to, and validated in the PVP,
as part of its review of substantive change applications. Campuses that are unable to
demonstrate success in placing students, as verified by the student/graduate and
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validated by ACICS, in other programs or similar programs at a lower credential, the
Commiittee will either defer action pending receipt of updated PVP information or
deny application if the campus is unable to evidence substantive success in this area.

3. Complaint Reviews
Complaints that are received from students, former students, or graduates
concerning the provision of placement services include the review of PVP
submissions as part of ACICS' investigation of the merit of the complaint.

Cost and Staffing

The PVP relies on a custom-built application to facilitate the submission and review of
graduate placement information that is submitted to ACICS by ACICS member schools.
Hosted in Amazon’s cloud, the application is web-based and provides a user-friendly
process for the submission of placement information for verification by the graduate
and/or the employer directly prior to the validation by the ACICS review team.

Using the Amazon Web Services (AWS) cloud allows ACICS to scale and innovate, while
maintaining a secure environment. ACICS pays only for the services used. As such, we can
have the security and compute power we need, but without the upfront expenses, and at a
lower cost than in an on-premises environment. AWS is used by all agencies of the Federal
Government and is compliant with many the security standards {including but not limited
to CSA, 1SO 27001, ISO 27018, SOC2Z, FISMA and FIPS). For more information on AWS's
security compliance, please click here. The PVP application itself uses rights based security
to separate data access from individual ACICS members, ACICS analysts, and ACICS
SUpervisors.

The original scope and budget for the program, drafted in 2015 was almost $50,000.
However, to date, almost $160, 000 has been used for the continued enhancement and
development, including staffing, of the system. More specifically, resources were
committed to offering the system in six additional languages, and enhancing work flows,
data collection mechanisms, and tools within the system. As the system continues to evolve
and mature, additional financial resources will be made to facilitate development and

quality.

While initial estimations included the use of dedicated staff to the PVP, internal staffing
changes at ACICS necessitated reassignment of the PVP responsibilities. This included
expanding the scope of the Manager of Policy and Institutional Development to manage the
process {previously held by the Vice President of Accreditation Operations); and utilizing
the knowledge of an accreditation coordinator to conduct the daily verification and
monitoring (previously a Placement Verification Analyst).
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A Strategic Analysis of the PVP

The PVP has been fully implemented for almost two years and has been required by all
campuses for 18 months (almost two full reporting periods). To date, 91,930 placements
have been submitted by 791 unique ACICS IDs. For context, this number includes
institutions that are no longer part of the ACICS membership as well as verifications
conducted outside of the CAR review periods for various purposes.

As a ground-breaking placement verification process in the career education industry, the
learning curve has been tremendous for both institutions as well as ACICS. Being cognizant
of that growth, ACICS has included a system of regular review of the system to identify
areas in need of improvements, ways the system can be strengthened and other ways it can
be incorporated into the accreditation process to hold the agency and the institutions
accountable.

STRENGTHS:

1. Confirmation of placement is dependent on the graduate and employer, the two
important parties in the process. This information comes directly to ACICS, not
through a 3vd party. As a result, ACICS is able to obtain additional information from
these two stakeholders including the use of skills, the placement services provided,
and any conflicts in the verification (disagreement between the two).

2. ACICS is more efficiently able to identify placement errors including the reporting of
placements for unacceptable positions as well as responses from graduates and
employers about the accuracy of the placement information. More than 5000
placements were marked as invalid by ACICS because of this. A number of
institutions received communication from ACICS and the Council (Appendix E:
Letter to Camelot College) concerning its classification of graduates as placed in
positions that are not appropriate. In one particular case, the campus’s placement
rate on the 2017 CAR was 19%.

Further, through the system, staff is able to monitor the verifications by one
particular employer or individual, especially if the graduates deny the validity of the
placement. This would raise questions on the objectivity of the employer and
possible collusion with the campus.

3. ACICS has validated 73, 307 or 80% of placements submitted to the PVP. In order
for ACICS to validate any placement, it must first be verified by the graduate and/or
the employer. Data points that had conflicting verification would not be validated.
Onsite, conflicting information would only be obtained if both the graduate and
employer were contacted as part of the sample for verification, decreasing the
probability of identification. Even with the DIR attempting to make 100% contact,
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identifying conflicting placement information between graduate and employer
would have been limited.

Campuses can electronically submit documentation to contest results for the review
of the team. Previously, this was done via email and very time-consuming to review.
With an enhancement to the system, the team is able to share their review of the

contested placement to make decisions that are consistent with ACICS expectations.

CHALLENGES:

1.

Initially, emails were only sent in the English language and did not consider those
areas {in the US) and other countries where the primary or most comfortable form
of communication was not English. Other languages were added with an option by
the campus to select its preference. Formal translation services were secured as
well as the involvement from campus administrators in those countries to ensure
the substance of the email communication was not lost in translation.

Given the interaction between the PVP and the CAR, the alignment of information
between the two systems was critical to ensure that ACICS could determine when
campuses were not reporting accurate placement information for subsequent
action. ACICS has since made changes to the PVP template to ensure it closely aligns
with the CAR. The email templates have also been through a few different revisions
to ensure the questions to the graduates/ employers were clear and that they had
specific and relevant responses to select from.

With the breadth and depth of programs at ACICS-accredited institutions, the need
for expertise to determine the appropriateness of skills in some areas is challenging.
While ACICS staff has the accreditation expertise, the subject-matter experts are
volunteer evaluators so there is a current need to expand the pool of PVP Evaluators
to ensure accurate review of those programs which include unique skills for
placement. The PVP manager is developing a Placement Review Team for this
purpose and will continue to refine as needs evolve.

For the 2017 CAR, campuses were advised of discrepancies after their submission of
the report which was a herculean task for their staff as well as for ACICS. Since then,
ACIS has changed the process for comparing the CAR and PVP data so that campuses
are notified of any placements that should not be on the CAR. Weekly error reports
are generated and communication sent, with details, to the campus on correcting
the information {(Appendix F: Email communication on CAR/PVP Errors). The goal
of this new process is to ensure that only verified placements are used to calculate
campus and program level placement rates.
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While the system boasts an 80% response rate, with some campuses realizing 100%
responses from their graduates and employers, ACICS recognizes that email
communication is a challenge in some areas for some demographics. This challenge
may be beyond the control of the campus if the graduate and/or employer does not
use email, or privacy laws, or cultural nuances limit responsiveness. Currently, non-
responders are treated as invalid placements, and therefore cannot be considered a
placement on the CAR. This adversely affects the program and campus level
placement rates. However, ACICS is gathering data on non-responders to develop a
sound statistical data model.

Changes in personnel at campuses impacted their ability to commit resources and
remain up-to-date on the changes and communication from ACICS. To ensure that
institutions always had access to the information, regardless of the individual tasked
with the responsibility, ACICS created a PVP Resources section in its Member Center
which includes FAQs, Guidelines, copy of the spreadsheets, and webinar training
sessions. Administrators also always have a point of contact for PVP or CAR related
issues.

OPPORTUNITIES:

1.

To incorporate the assessment of graduate and employer satisfaction - two
requirements of campus effectiveness. With campuses already having to submit to
the system, providing an efficient means of collecting satisfaction information at the
same time from these two groups would alleviate the campus’s need to do another
outreach. The results, along with statistical analysis would be easily incorporated
into the Campus Effectiveness Plan and stored for historic responses.

ACICS believes its PVP system is cutting edge for accrediting agencies and stands
willing and able to share lessons learned and its experience with the Department,
NACIQI, policy makers, and other agencies.

The Future of the PVP

The PVP is still in its infancy and significant successes have been realized in the areas of
credibility and reliability of the data, however there is room for improvement. With that in
mind, the Council approved the establishment of a Focus Group to provide feedback and
recommendations for the modification and enhancement of the Program.
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Appendix A: Survey to Membership — February 2013

Request for Feedback: Third-Party & Independent Placement Verification

ACICS is implementing a program to verify campus placement data. This verification may be conducted by a campus’ own verifier or,
for those campuses that do not conduct their own verification, ACICS will contract with a third-party vendor to conduct the verification.

The purpose of this survey is to identify possible third-party vendors, the factors that might be used to vet them, and the extent to which
ACICS institutions are already utilizing third-party and independent verification of their placement data.

If independent verification is provided for your campus at the corporate level, please forward this survey to the appropriate corporate
office.

We appreciate your time and feedback. Thank you.




Request for Feedback: Third-Party & Independent Placement Verification

1. Have you considered contracting with a vendor to verify your campus' placement information?
Yes

Mo

2. If so, which vendors did you consider?
3. If you have contracted with a vendor for this purpose, which vendor are you currently using?

4, Please describe the nature of the services provided by the vendor.

5. What are the main factors you considered in selecting a vendor to provide verification of placement
information {e.g., understanding of our sector, arganizational capacity, experience with verification, flexibility
in warking with the school, cost, etc.)?

6. Are there any other factors you believe ACICS should consider in selecting a competent and effective
vendor to provide verification of placement information?

7. In addition, do you have an independent, internal process for verification of placements?
Yes

No




8. If so, please describe the job verification process and how it is independent of the campus’ job placement
process.
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Placement Verification: Membership Feedback

Dear ACICS valued member:

ACICS is developing a verification program based on the definition of placement that was posted
and effective as of January 2013. In order to minimize the effort involved for campuses to provide
information for this program, please tell us how you prefer to collect and report placement
information by completing this brief survey.

Kindly respond by Friday, October 25, 2013. Thank you for your time and valuable feedback.




Placement Verification: Membership Feedback

Recording Placement Information

1. Please describe your internal verification process, if any, prior to recerding a completer/ graduate as
placed in the ACICS Campus Accountability Report (CAR).

2. What student information system/ database do you use to collect completer/ graduate job placement
information?




Placement Verification: Membership Feedback

Collecting Graduate Job Placement Data

In collecting job placement data, please consider the following:

3. How do you collect this information (i.e. in-person meetings, phone, email, social media, etc.}

4, How soon after graduation do you contact the graduate?

5. What day/time elicits the highest response rate?

Morning Mid-Day Evening

Week

Weekend

6. Do you ask for the completer/ graduate's specific job responsibilities?

Yes

Mo

7. 1f yes to Question 6, how do you collect this information (i.e. from a job description or verbal explanation
from the former student)?

8. If yes to Question 6, do you record the job responsihilities in your database?

Yes

Mo




8. If No to Question 6, how difficult would it be for you to record the job responsihilities in your database?
1- Already in Process
2- Feasible

3- Very Difficult




Placement Verification: Membership Feedback

ACICS Collection of Campus Placement Data

1C. If ACICS requested that your campus collect and transfer data from your database 1o us on each
completer/ graduate you report as "placed,” please rate the feasihility of each of the following:

Likely Possible Unlikely

Transferring the data on
each placement within 1
month of internally

verifiying that placement

Transferring the monthly
placement data in a
prescribed Excel
spreadsheet or similar
report

Providing the monthly
placement data on an
ongoing basis
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April 18, 2018 ID Code 00012511 (MC)
VIA E-MAIL AND REGULAR MAIL info@manhattanschool.edu

Ms. Galina Shumskaya

Director

Manhattan School of Computer Technology
931 Coney Island Avenue, 2nd Floor
Brooklyn, NY 11230

Subject: Institutional Show-Cause Directive for Unreliable Placement Data on Campus
Accountability Report (CAR)

Dear Ms. Shumskaya:

The Council, at its February meeting, reviewed the institution’s placement data recently
resubmitted on the 2017 Campus Accountability Report (CAR) and provided a detailed outline
of the inaccuracies that were to be corrected within ten (10) business days following the receipt
of the communication. This communication was sent on Monday. March 5, 2018; and to date,
after multiple communications, guidance, and attention provided by ACICS staff, the corrected
Report has not been submitted. Consequently, the Council is unable to evaluate the institution’s
placement outcomes for compliance with its standards.

Council Action

Therefore, the Council directs the institution to show cause at its next scheduled meeting why
its accreditation should not be withdrawn or otherwise suspended for failing to correct the
inaccuracies previously identified and accordingly, reporting unreliable placement data.

The institution 1s reminded that all show-cause reviews are in writing except if specifically
directed by the Council to appear in person. Hence, the institution must provide the appropriate
notification and fee, as outlined in the Hearing section of the “Schedule of Fees” on the ACICS
website, of its intent to respond in writing, within ten (10} business days of receipt of this notice
(May 2, 2018). Failure to do so will be considered a deviation from the directive of ACICS and
result in a withdrawal by suspension action of the institution’s accreditation in accordance with
Section 2-3-402 of the Accreditation Criteria.

In response to this directive, the institution must successfully submit its revised 2017 Campus

Accountability Report (CAR) to the ACICS CAR system no later than May 2, 2018, at which
time the Council will consider vacating the show-cause directive.
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ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND SCHOOLS



Ms. Galina Shumskaya
April 18,2018
Page 2 of 2

The $500 CAR revision fee will be invoiced separately and is due upon receipt but no later than
the deadline for the submission of the CAR.

The Council is obligated to take adverse action against any institution that fails to come into
compliance with the Accreditation Criteria within the established time frames without good
cause. Please consult the Introduction of Title II, Chapter 3 of the Accreditation Criteria tor
additional information.

Please contact Ms. LaToya Boyd at Iboyd@acics.org or (202) 336-6777 if you have any
questions or need assistance with the revision process.

Sincerely,

b){8)

Michelle Edwards
President and CEQO

o Ms. Cathy Sheffield, U.S. Department of Education, Accreditation and State Liaison
Dr. Richard Rose, New York State Education Department (richard.rose(@nysed.gov)
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LY

LCICT |
December 16, 2016 ID Code 00011311(MC)
VIA E-MAIL ONLY
Rev. Ronnie .. Williams home(wicamelotcollege.com

President

Camelot College

2618 Wooddale Boulevard, Suite A
Baton Rouge, LA 70805

Subject: Appeal to Council of ACICS Staff PVP Review Decisions/Rejections
Dear Rev. Williams:

The Council has reviewed and considered the tnstitution’s appeal of the ACICS staff’s decision
to consider invalid the placements of Advanced Medical Assistant (AMA) graduates in
phlebotomy, mental health tech, and ceritfied nursing assistant positions; and Cosmetology
graduates in Mary Kay positions, as placed by skills. While much of a curnculum argument was
not provided for the Cosmetology program, according to the institution, . the above three
disciplines are major fraining components in our Advanced Medical Assistant program”™.

However, the Counctl’s review of the AMA curriculum provided in the institution’s request
indicate that Phlebotomy is an 80-hour, 2 credit course. Nurse Aid Training 1s an 80-hour, 4-
credit course; and Mental Health Tech i1s another 80-hour, 4-credit course. Hence, these
“disciplines”, independently, are not major training components of the AMA curricufum.

The Council also considered the institution’s argument that during its most recent renewal of
accreditation visit the ACICS review team accepted these placements as appropriate. While the
Counctl” empathizes with the institutton on the confuston that this may cause, 1t is tmportant that
the institution recognizes that the Council has purposefully strengthened and clarified in
numerous webinars and memoranda to the field its heightened expectations on placements since
that review cycle.

As a result of 1ts thorough consideration of the tnstitution’s request, including the attestations
from graduates and employers, the Council has determined that the staft”s analysis and review
are consistent with its expectations on the tnterpretation of the placement definition and the
institution must submit the following to the Council:

[ The placement documentation to support all graduates classified as placed on the 2016

Campus Accountability Report (CAR) along with documents to support those classified
as not available for placement.
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December 16, 2016
Reyv. Williams
Page 2 of 2

2. Revised publication and advertising materials, including the catalog, web site, and
brochures, to accurately reflect the objecttves of the Advanced Medical Assistant and
Cosmetology programs, removing all references to careers in those areas identified as
inappropriate — Mary Kay Consultant, Phlebotomy, Mental Health Tech, and Certified
Nurse Assistant.

Further, the institutton needs to address the sertous disconnect between statements of
concern for its students in the context of comparative high costs and length of training for
enrollees in the AMA program being routed into low-level paying jobs for CNAs, by
example, when shorter and cheaper options would have better served their interest
relative to the outcome.

The requested information must be submitted to the Council’s office via carf@acics.org no later
than February 28, 2017, Failure to submit the information as requested may result in an adverse
action against the insuitution. If you have any questtons, please contact me at
pweilliam({@acics.org.

Sincerely.
(b){E)

Perlifer Walters-Gilllam
Vice President — Accredttation

o Mr Roger J. Williams, Interim President (rjwilliams{iacics org)
Dr. Terron King, Senior Manager, Institutional and Program Review (tking{@acics.org)



From; Perliter Walters -Gilham

To: "cepresidftagl com"

Ce: Boger ] Willigms

Subject: RE: PVP (Camelot College-00011311)
Drate: Wednesday, October 19, 2016 3.18:00 PM

Dear Pastor Williams:

This is to follow up on our telephone call on Monday concerning your response to Mr.
Williams. relative to the placement of CNAs and Mental Health Techs from the Advanced
Medical Assistant (AMA) program. To ensure that we are cleat, it is necessary that | reiterate
ACICS' position. We do not consider these placements to be appropriate. and the campus
has been invited to submit. for the Council's consideration. documentation to support its
position that these placements justify the $13, 897.81 investiment in the AMA program.
However, the monthly PVP sulxmissions will be validated from ACICS' position. Please email
these materials Mr. William’'s attention and we will process them accordingly. Thank you.

Ms. Petliter Walters-Gilliam

Associate Vice President - Accreditation

Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools
750 First Street, NE - Suite 980 Washington. DC 20002
www.acics.org 202.336.6769 -p 202.421.593L -¢

Coxpusexanry Norwn:

This communication 1s onlv intended lor the persons or enlities to which it 15 addressed or copied
and may contain information that 1s confidential and/or privileged in some wav. Distribution or
copving of this communication or the information contained herein is not expressly authorized.
ACICS reserves the right (o disclose this communicalion as required by Law without the consent of
the persons or entities 1o which this communication is addressed

From: "copresid@anlcom” <gopresidi@anl comi>
Date: Sunday, October 16, 2016 at 4:19 PM
To: Roger ) Williams <rjwilliamsisacics org>
Subject: Fwd: PVP {Camelot College-00011311)

Mr. Roger Williams,

Thank you for your guidance in your October 12, 2018, letter. | sincerely apologize for giving the
perception that we were resisting the guidance of the organization [ACICS] that initially gave us the
opportunity twenty-six years ago to help thousands of graduates to have successful career jobs.

Please know that we would never resist the guidance of our Accrediting Commission and we are fully
aware of the pending ACICS Petition for Re-recognition with the Department of Education. My letter
to [l 25 only intended to inform our Commission that some of our graduates who were
classified as CNA's are performing Medical Assistant tasks such as Computerized Patient Charting,
Initial Patient Assessments, Vital Sign Checks and other Medical Assistant tasks also on their jobs



as we identified in cur recent survey. We inadvertently classified them by Title Match in the PVP
system instead of placing them by Skills Match. | am referring to the guidance we received in the
Placement Vernfication Proagram Guidelines cn ACICS website. Respectfully, we know that students
who graduated from a six week or shart term CNA school could not perform the Medical Assistant skills
that our graduates perferm. Again, respectfully, this is the reason why The Baton Rouge General
approached Camelot with the concept of adding mare skill sets to the Medical Assistant program in an
effart to hire more qualified health care professicnals. These skills can be validated by speaking

with our graduates or their employers. Also, | would love to have an opportunity to speak with you
more on this issue and tc speak with you on our outreach efforts te our Louisiana Congressional
Delegation with regards to the pending decision by the Secretary of Education. Please call me at 225-
907-3310 or give a time that you could be available for me to call you.

Again respectfully,

Pastor Ronnie L. Williams



From: PVP review

To: ccoptidihunterbusinessschool.edu
Cc: P¥P review, Perliter Walters-Gilliam; Roger J Williams
Subject; RE: PUP Subrmission Concemns
Date: Thursday, February 16, 2017 4:45: 18 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002 png

Dear Mr. Copt,

The PVP review committee as well as an additional subject specialist reviewed the information that
you submitted regarding the PVP submissions for the Medical Office Administration and Medical
Assistant programs. Upon review the committee has determined the following:

The Medical Office Administration placements are suitable placements hased on the skills presented.
Based on the curriculum reviewed, predominant skills from the program are utilized in the positions.
Howcever, please be advised that the question of the appropriateness of the CII? code remains and will
be addressed in the renewal of accreditation review at the Council’s April meeting.

For the phlebotomy placement of the medical assistant graduates, the committee affirms the staff
decision regarding the phlchotomy placements as invalid. Although graduates in such placoments
may be using some skills from various courses, the assessment is that the placement does not require
the use of predominant skills from the program as a whole. Secondly, while employers may prefor
graduates of a medical assisting program due to the additional skills they attain, these additional
skills, for which the graduate invested extra resources to obtain, may be utilized in positions that
more closely align with the training received.

Regards,

Harly Zeiglen

Manager, Institutional Compliance
Accrediting Council for Indepeandent Colleges and Schoaols

From: Perliter Walters-Gilllam

Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2017 9:25 AM

To: chuck copt

Cc: Karly Zeigler; Corrisa Barker; Roger I Williams
Subject: RE: PVP Submission Concerns

Good morning Mr. Copt
Thank you for your detailed response. The PYP Review Team will meet to discuss and | will follow up
at my earliest opportunity.

Ms. Perliter Walters-Gilliam

Vice President  Accreditation

Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools
TH0O First Street. NE - Suite 280 Washington, DC 20002
www.acics.org  202.336.67692 p

Covariona oy Neez
This communication is onlv intended for the persons or entitics to which it is addressed or copied and max



contain information that 1s conlidential and/or privileged in some way. Distribution or copying of this
communication or the information contained herein 1s not expresshy authorized. ACICS reserves the ripht
to diselosc this communication as required by law withoult the consent of the persons or entitics to which
this conumunication is addressed.

From: chuck copt [mailto:ccopt@hunterbusinessschool.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 521 PM

To: Perliter Walters-Gilliam

Subject: FW: PVP Submission Concerns

Dear Ms. Walters-Gilliam:

As mdicaled i my previous email, | reccived the letier that vou submitted Lo -on January 13, 2017
concerning the "PVP7 critoria. Your response leli our management team wath several questions and
concerns that we would like to address.

General Office Placement for Graduates from the Medical Office Administration program:

In your responsc yvou indicate that we should change the program description i our catalog. on our
webstie. and any other publication to no longer make reference to the “busmess cavironment™. I we
remove the wording “business ey ronment” [rom the program description found in our catalog and
published on our websiie and replace t with the wording “gencral office skills™, will this then meet the
criteria that ACHCS uses thereby allowing our institution to place students m a “general office™ setiing
ouiside of the health carc ficld providing the student is ultlizing a predominant number of skills thatl werce
acquircd in the courses that [ocus on “general olTice™ skills? Please advise.

Placements Pertaintng to Phlchotomy:

We were intially waiting for a letier from LabCorp which is a national laboraton testimg company . The
letter was Lo support the need for trained Medical Assistants [rom Huuler as a requircnient 1o work as a
phlcbotomist. We have been waiting for the Regtonal Ficld Supervisor to forward the letler le their
Corporaic Human Resources departiment [or approval belore sending it on 1o Hunter Business School. We
decided 1o submit the [ollowing supportive inlormation and then forward the leiter (rom ([ EEGR
Regional Supervisor. LabCorp m a scparate cmail.

As vou point out, there must be predontinant usc of skills from the progrant tn the position to make tl a
valid placement. howes o in vour letier vou consider Philcbolomy one skill learncd as part of the larger sot
ol skills obtained from the program. Qur students arc oaly placed as phlchotonrists at iwe National
Laboratorics who &y pically only hire emplovees with more than | vear of work experience. In their job
postings LabCorp advertises for PST Patient Scervices Technician fvee attached posting) and Quest
Diagnostics uscs the title Phlcbotomy Services Rep [ fsee attached posting). We used the job title
phlcbotonitst as an casy wav {o tdenitly the tvpe of work the studenis do. Would it help il we change the
titles that we have been using (or these two organizations 1o maich the title i the job postings? Both
LabCorp and Quest Diagnostics make an cxception for our students because of their education and tratning
at our institution. in which our Medical Assistanl program has programmalic accreditation by the
Commission on Accreddation of Allicd Health Education Programs since 2013 (Jetter from LabCorp to
Joliow in a separate emaily.

In vour letler vou staled that phlcbotomy is covered in two courses along with Laboratory Procedurces (120)
hours. This 15 120 hours in a 910-hour prograny which represents 13% ol the program. [ 1s our asscrtion
that the phlebotomy placements that we statc as placemenis arc skills-based and utilize 73% of the lotal
currtculum . If vou look at the job description found below from Quest Diagnostics. 667 hours out of the
910 hours offered m our Medical Assisiant program arc actually ulilized within the job description. They



require students to utilize skills that have been taught within the following courses:

MAI
MAI
MA2Z
MA2Z
MAS3
MA4
MAS
MAS
MAG
MAS

1A Ascpsis & Assisting with Minor Surgery (27) hrs

2: Communication & Human Relations (60) hrs

1 Lrinalysis & Microbiology (60) hrs

2: Kevbearding with Micresolt Word (60) hrs

1 Phlcbolomy & Laboratory Procedures 1 (60) hrs

1: Phlcbolomy & Laboralory Procedures 11 (60) hrs

1. Chinical skills (603 hrs

2: Mcdical Admnustrative & Business Practices (60) hrs
2 Computerivzed Mcdical Billing & EMR (60) hrs

1: Externship (160) hrs

Below is the job description rom Quest Laboratorics that weve used in detenmining that our placements
meel the skills-bascd requirements scl forth by ACICS, which 1s: “Any graduatc or compleler ol a program
that was placed based upon the required usc of skills leamed 1n the student’s program as a precdominant
component of the job. These skills must be those listed in the institution’s published program description
and a majonty of these skills must be documenied in the emplover’s job description as required or desired
skills, dulics or responsibilitics™,

Quest Diagnostics Job Phlcbotomy Scrvices | Job Family: Laboralon
Description Job Title: Rep |
Reports To: | Ficld Opcrations Manager | Grade

Basic Purposc:

Under the dircetion of the arca supervisor, perform datly activities of the Patient Service Center /Mobile/In-
office Phlebolomy accuratcly and on time. Mamlam a safc and prolcssional environment. Performs with
confidence, both the forensic and clinical specimen collection and processing dutics following cstablished
practices and procedurcs. Maintains required records and documentation. Demonstrales organizational
commitment and promolcs a posilive image Lo patients, clients, employvees and the public in general,

Dutics and Responsibilities:

1 Greet customers appropnately. Treat all customers in a courlcous manner

2 Ensurcs all Meld phlebotomy and PSC specimens are colleeled accurately and on time,

a. Collects speeimens according to established procedures,

b. Responsible for completing requisitions accurately,

¢. Call clients 1o conlirm handwritten orders. yerily tesi(s) ordered. obtain accurate billing information. 1.c.
Diagnosis codes. UPIN information. cic.

d. Rescarch test/client information utilizing lab computer sy siem or Dircctory ol Scrvice.

¢. Label. centriluge. split. and frecsc specimens as required by test order.

f Packagc specimens for transport.

g. Adminisiers glucosc. lactosc and d-xy losc oral solutions according 1o cstablished training.

3 Maintains required records and documcentation.

a. Reads. understands and complics with departmental policics. protocols and procedures: (i.c. Procedure
Manuals. Safety Manual. Compliance Manual. Automobile policics and procedures. Emplos ce Handbook.
Qualitv Assurance Manual).

b. Maintains all appropriaic PSC/Phlcbolomy logs.

¢. Assist with compilation of monthly statistics and data. Submits data on time monthly

d. Perfonm basic clerical dutics. 1.c. [iling. faxing. preparing mail. Will be required to perform clectronic
data cnir .

¢. Submits accurate time and ravel logs as dirccted by management and on time.

f Submits accurale cxpensc forms. il applicable. on the required dav.

4 Demonstrates organizational commitment.



a. Adheres (o departmental and company code of grooming and dress code and lab coat policics, appearing
ncal and clean at all limes.
b. Reports on time Lo work, following attendance guidclines.
¢. Answers the (elephone in a friendly and helpful manner, by incorporating the company name, sclf-
identifcation and a helplul stalement
d. Communicatcs approprialely with clients, patients, coworkers and the gencral public.
¢. Communicales all unresolved problems immedialcly to the appropriale Manager, Supervisor, Group
Leader or PSR 11 for resolution. Remains pohite and courtcous at all time.
3 Miscellancous dutics and responsibihitics.

a. Kceps work arca neat and elcan. Disposcs ol biohazard containers when scheduled.

b. Heclp with inventories and other tasks as assigned.

¢. Stock supplics as nceded.

d. Performs other department-related clerical dutics when assigned.

c. Answers phone and dispatceh calls when assigned.

. Participatcs on lcams and special projects when asked.

Qualifications:
Education Preferred: BS with DMLT/B §¢ (MLT)
Work Experienee: 1 vear phlebolomy experience.
Customer service in a service environmient,
Other:

Must be flexible and av ailable based on stalfing requirements: wechends.,
holidavs. on call and overtime.

Exccllent phlcbotomy skills 1o include pediatric and geriatric.

Demonstrates good organization, communication. and interpersonal skills. s
ablc to managce concerns of patients and cmploy ces in a prolcssional manner.
Capablc of handling multiple prieritics in a high yolume sctting,

Ability 1o perform data-cntn .

Additionally, we encourage our students Lo certily themselves through the American Mcedical
Technologists as a Regislered Medical Assistant which s onc of the lcading centifving orgamzations lor
Mcdical Assistants. This exam, cncompasses Medical Assisting, EKG Technician and Phlebotomist. T
they want to be certified only in Phlecbolomy (especially afier oblaming a job offer from Quest), below 1s
the conlent of the American Medical Technologists Phlcbotomy Exam,

AMT Registered Phlebotomy Technician (RPT)
Certification Examination Construction Parameters
Number of 1lems in category

Calcgory, Sub-category, and Compelency

1. Obtaining Blood Samples (47.5% of test)

A. ldentily correet palient properly

B. Scleel appropnale containers for speeimens and know requirements
for container identilication

C. Know physiological aspeets of blood collection

[3. Prepare patient lor various Lests

E. Scleet proper venipunciure site

F. Perform venipunclurcs

G. Collcel speeimen in proper tube-draw sequence

H. Perform shin puncturcs

I. Perform heel puncturcs on inlants

J. Prov ide proper post carc of venous. arterial. & shin puncture silcs
K. Handlc bloed samples to maintain specimen integrity



[.. Label transfusion services (blood bank) specimens according Lo proper

Protocol

flunter’s Courses in which above is learned:
a. MA: 301 Phlehotomy and Laboratory Procedures [ (60 krs)
b MA40I Phlehotony and Laboratory Procedures {1 (60 hrs)
¢ MA:801 Externship (160 hrs)

1. Specimen Collection and Processing (13.3% of test)

A. Properly handle non-blood speeimens to maintain their miegrity

B. Properly collect and handlc speeimens with time/lemperature

requircments

C. Properly colleet and handle specimens for blood cullures

D). Scleel proper station for specimen delivery

E. Process specimens for shipping

F. Instruct paticnt in the colleelion of uring specimens

G. Instruct patient in the collection of ather specimens

H. Collcet and process pomt-ol-care testing (POCT) specimens

flunter’s courses in which the above is learned
a. MA: 201 Urinalysis and Microbiology (60 hrs)
b MA: 30T Phlehotomy and Laboratory Procedures { (60 krs)
¢ MAAGT Phiehotomy and Laboratory Procedures [F (66 Birs)
d. MA:80T Externship (160 hrs)

I, Time Management and Assignment Organization (8.0% af iest)

A. Rcad physician orders and requisilions

B. Sct priorities for specimen colleclion

C. Schedule time intervals for lolerance tesis

D. Schedule time intervals lor drug-dependent (ests

E. Refer problems to supervisor appropratcly

F. Cooperate with co-workers in the completion of assignments

flunter’s Courses in which the above is learned
a. MA:302 Medical Administrative and Business Practices (60 hrs)
b MA: 102 Communication and Human Relations (60 hrs)
¢ MA: IR Pharmacology (33 hrs)
d. MA:80T Externship (160 hrs)

1V. Professional Communications (4.3% of fesy)

A. Develop and usc proper and professional communication skills with

stafl, patients, and Mmilics

B. Use proper technique and etiquetle for answering the tclephone

C. Inform paticnts of speeial tesl requirements

Hunter’s courses tn which the above is learned
a. MA: 102 Communication and Human Relations (60 hrs)
b, MA:R0I Externship (160 hrs)

Y. Clerical Skills and Duties (3.3% of iest)
A. Charl or lle laboratory-gencraled reports properly
B. Enter, retricve, and vernify patient collection data and speecial notations
USINg approprialc sources
C. Maintmin inventory levels, order and restock supplics
D. Employ computer skills
flunter’s courses in which the above is learned
a. MA:202 Kevboarding with Microsaoft Word (66 krs)
b MA:602 Computerized Billing
¢ MA:I02 Communication and Human Relations (66 hrs)
d. MA:80T Externship (160 hrs)



V1. Safety Standards and Procedures (10.0% of test)
A. ldently appropnale regulatory and standard -sctting, agencics
B. Know the use of malenal safety dala shecis
C. Employ Umiversal/Standard precautions
D. Emplov infection control and 1solation techniques
E. Recognive patient problems rclated o ssncope, nausca, and other
complications
Hunter’s courses in which the above is learned
a. MA:H2 Communication and Human Relations (60 hrs)
h. MATOIA Asepsis (27 hrs)
¢, MA:30] Phichotonmy and Laboratory Procedures {66 krs)
d. MA:A0] Phiehotomy and Laboratory Procedures 1 (60 hrs)
e, MA:30] Externship (160 hrs}

Y1l Legal, Ethical, and Professional Considerations (6.0% af tesi)
A, Know prmeiples of habihity regarding the practice of phicbolomy
B. Perlorm dutics prolessionatty, cthically, and Icgally, adhening to
cnmmal justice and cival nights acls
C. Employ professional conduct and appearance in the performance of
dutics
Hunter’s courses tn which the above is learned
a. MA102 Communication and Human Relations (60 hrs)
b, MA:86] Externship (160hrs)

Y1, Terminology, Anatomy, and Physiology (V.0% of fest)
A. Employ basic terminotogy including suflixes, prelixes, and root words
B. Know basic analomy
C. Know basic physiological svstcms
Hunter’s courses tn which the above are learned
a. MA:302 AP [ with Medical Terminology (60 Iirs)
b, MA:A402 A&P I with Medical Terminology (60 hrs)
. MA:8O Externship (160 hrs)

As vou can sce, even il vou do not melude the extemship, our students must Icam 63.9% of the total
Mcdical Assistant Program vt order to pass the AMT Phlcbotomy Exam.

W arc looking to resolve these 1ssucs as quickhy as possible so that we may continuc to supporl our
students in finding them emplovment that mects thewr carcer asprrations and (he cnileria sct lorth by
ACICS. Thank vou m advance for vou tme, we took lorward o vour response,

Sircerely,

Clusek Copt

Chuck Copl

D -ector of EdLcation & Ever'rg Scnool Dector

HUNTLR

Hunter Business School
Broo<laven Executive Certer
3247 Route 117 Bldg. 3
Medford, NY 11763

(631} 736 7350 F«d. 116

www . 1Laterbusresssciool.ecu







From: Perliter Walters-Gilliam

To: Ms. Tibby Loverman

Cc: Roger J wWilliams, PYP review

Subject: A& PYP Submission Concerns

Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 1:44.00 PM

Attachments: PST Specialist - Flushing Queens - WY at LABORATORY CORP OF AMERICA HOLDINGS. pdf

Quest phlebotomy job description. pdf
RPT Content Qutline detail.pdf
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From: chuck copt [mailto:ccopt@hunterbusinessschool edu)
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 5.21 PM

To: Periiter Walters-Gilliam

Subject: FW: PVP Submission Concerns

Dear Ms. Waliers-Gilliam:

As indicated in my provious cmatl. I received the letter that you submiticd to [l on januan 13,
2017 concerniag the PV crileria. Your response leli our management team with sevoral questions and
concerns that we would like 1o address.

General Office Placement for Graduates from the Medical Office Administration program:

[t vour responsc you mdicaie that we should change the program descripiion in our catalog. on our
webstiie, and any other publication 1o no longer make reference Lo the ~business environment™. If we
renrove the wording “business environment”™ from the program description found in eur catalog and
published on our websiie and replace it with the wording “gencral office skills™, will this thea mect the
criteria that ACICS uses thereby allowing our instifution to place studenis in a “general office™ selling
outside of the health care field providing the student is wtilizing a predommant number of skills that were
acquired i the courses that focus on “general ollice™ skills? Pleasc advisc.

Placements Pertaining to Phichotemy:

We were intially watting lor a letter [rom LabCorp which s a national laboratony {esting company. The
lcticr was 1o support the aced for tramed Medical Assistants from Hunler as a requircmeat {0 work as a
phlchotonmist. We have been waiting [or the Regional Ficld Supervisor to forward the letter to their
Cerporatec Human Resources department [or approval belore sending it on 1o Hunter Business School.
We decided to submit the following supportive information and then forward the leiter from -
- Regional Supervisor. LabCorp m a scparate cimail.

As vou point out. there must be predominant use of shills from the program in the position 1o make it a
valid placement. however m your letter vou consider Phlcbolomy one skill teared as part of the larger
sct ol skills obtained [rom the program. Cur students arc only placed as phicbotomists at iwo National
Laboratorics who typically only hire cniplovees with more than | vear of work experience. I their job
postings LabCorp advenises for PST Patient Services Technician (vee attached posting) and Quest
Diagnostics uscs the titic Phlcbolomy Scrvices Rep 1 (see atiached posting). We used the job itle
phlchotomist as an casy way 1o ideatily the tx pe of work the students do. Would 1t help if we change the
titles that we have been using for these two organizations {o maich the title in the job postings? Both
LabCorp and Quest Diagnostics make an exception [or cur students because of their education and
tratnig at our mstituiton, in which our Med:cal Assistant program has programmaiic accreditation by the
Commission on Accreditation of Allicd Health Education Programs since 2013 (letter from LabCorp to
Jollow in a separate email).

In vour letter vou stated thatl phicbotomy is covered in two courses along with Labaratory Procedures



(120) hours. This is 120 hours n a 210-hour program which represents 13% of the program. It 1s our

asscrtion that the phlebotomy placements that we state as placements are skills-bascd and utilize 73% of
the total curriculum, I vou look at the job description found below rom Quest Diagnostics, 667 hours
out of the 910 hours offered in our Mcdical Assistanl program arc actually utilized within the job
deseription. They require students to ulilize skills that have been taught within the following courscs:

MAI
MAI
MA2Z
MA2Z
MAS3
MA4
MAS
MAS
MAG
MAS

1A Ascpsis & Assisting with Minor Surgers (27) hrs
2: Communication & Human Relations (6() hrs

1 Lrinalvsis & Microbiology (60) hrs

2: Keyvboarding with Microsoll Word (60) hrs

1 Phlebolomy & Laboratory Procedures | (60) hrs

1: Phlcbotomy & Laboratory Procedures 11 (60) hrs

1. Climcal skills (60} hrs

2 Mcdical Admimustrative & Business Practices (60) hrs
2 Computcrized Medical Billing & EMR (60) hrs

1: Externship (160) hrs

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Below is the job description from Quest Laboratorics that we've used in deternuining that our placements
meel the skills-based requirements sct forth by ACICS, which 1s: “Any graduatc or complceter of a
program that was placed bascd upon the required use of skills lcamed 1n the student’s program as a
predominant componenl of the job, These skills must be thosc listed m the institution’s published
program descriplion and a majonity of these skills must be documented in the cmployver’s job deseription
as required or desired skills, dutics or responsibilitics™,

Quest Diagnosties Job Phlcbotomy Scervices | Jub Family: Laboralon
Description Job Title: Rep |
Reports To: | Ficld Operations Manager | Grade

Basic Purposc:

Under the direction of the arca supervisor, perform daily activities of the Patient Scrvice Center
/Mobile/In-office Phlcbotomy accuralely and on time. Mainlam a safc and professional environment,
Performs with confidence, both the lorensic and clinical specimen collection and processing dutics
following cstablished practices and procedures, Maimntains required records and documentation,
Demonstrales organtzalional comniitnent and promolcs a positive image to patients, clients, cmplovecs
and the public in general,

Duties and Responsihilities:

| Greet custemers appropriately . Treat all customers in a couricous manncr

2 Ensures all ficld phlcbotomy and PSC specimens are collecied accuratehy and on time.

a. Colleets specimens according 1o cstablished procedures.

b. Responsible for completing requisitions accuratcly.

¢. Call clients to confirm handwriticn orders. verify tesi(s) ordered. obtain accurate billing infermation.
1.c. Diagnosis codes. UPIN inlormation. ctc.

d. Rescarch test/client information utilizing lab computer svstem or Dircetony of Service.

¢. Label. centrifugc. split. and [recrzc specimens as required by 1est order.

f Pachage specimens for transport.

¢. Administers glucosc. lactose and d-xylosc oral selutions according to cstablished training.

3 Maintains required records and documcntation.

a. Recads. understands and complics with departmental policices. protecels and procedures: {1.c. Procedurc
Manuals. Salcts Manual. Compliance Manual. Automobile policics and procedurces. Emplovee Handbeok.
Qualitv Assurance Manual).

b. Maintains all appropriaic PSC/Phlebotomy logs.

¢. Assist with compilation of monthly statistics and data. Submits data on time monthly.



d. Perform basic clerical dutics, 1.c. Nling, faxing, preparing mail, Will be required to perform clectronic

data entry,
¢. Submils accuratc time and

travel logs as dirceled by management and on time.

I Submits accurate expensc lorms, if applicable, on the required day.

4 Demonstrales organizalional commitment,

a. Adhcres (o departmental and company code of grooming and dress code and lab coal policics,
appcaring ncal and clean at all imes,

b. Reports on time to work, lollowing attendance guidelings.

¢. Answers the (elephone in a miendly and helplul manner, by incorporating the company name, sclf-
identilcation and a helpful stalement

d. Communicalcs appropriatehy with clients, patients, coworkers and the general public,

¢c. Communicates all unresolved problems immedialely (o the appropriate Manager, Supcrvisor. Group
L.cader or PSR 1 Tor resolution. Remains polile and courtcous at all time.

3 Miscellancous dutics and responsibilitics.

a.
b.
c. Stock supplics as
d.
C.
f

Qualifications:

Keeps work arca neal and clean. Disposes of bichazard contaimers when scheduled.
Help with inventorics and other tasks as assigned.

nceded.

Performs other department-related clerical dutics when assigned.
Answers phone and dispatch calls when assigned.
Parlicipales on tcams and special projects when asked.

Education Prelerred:

BS with DMLT/B.Sc¢ (MLT)

Work Expernicnee:

1 vear phlebolomy cxperience.
Customer service in a service environmend,

Other:

Must be [exible and available based on staffing requircments: weckends.
holidavs. on call and ovcortime.

Exccllent phlebotomy shills to include pediatric and geriatric.

Dcmonstrates good erganization. communication. and interpersonal shills. 15
ablc to manage concerns ol patients and emplovees in a prolcssional
manncr.

Capablc ol handling multiple prioritics in a high volume sciting,

Ability 1o perform data-cntry.

Additionally, we cncourage our students Lo certify themsclves through the Amenican Medical
Technologists as a Regislered Medical Assistant which 1s one of the leading certilying organizations for
Mcdical Assistants. This exam, encompasses Medical Assisting, EKG Technician and Phlebotomist. [
they want to be cerlified only mn Phlcbolomy (cspecially after obtaining a job offer from Quest), below is
the content of the Amcernican Mcedical Technologists Phlcbolomy Exam,

AMT Registered Phlebotomy Technician (RPT)
Certification Examination Construction Parameters

Number of ilems in catcgory

Calcgory, Sub-catcgory, and Compeleney

1. Obtaining Blood Samples (4/.3% af tesiy)
A. ldentify correel patient properly
B. Sclect appropriale containers lor specimens and know requirements

for container ideniification

C. Know physiological aspects of blood colleclion
[3. Prepare patient for vanous tests
E. Scleet proper venipunciure site




F. Perform venipunclures

G. Colleel specimen in proper lube-draw sequence

H. Perform skin punclurcs

[. Perform heel punctures on inlants

J. Provide proper post care of venous, arlerial, & skin punclure siles

K. Handlc bloed samples to maintain speeimen integrily

L.. Label transfusion scrviees (blood bank) specimens according Lo proper

Protocol

flunter’s Courses in which above is learned:
a. MA:301 Phlebotomy and Laboratory Procedures I (60 hrs)
b, MAAG] Phlebotomy and Laboratory Procedures I (60 hrs)
¢ MA:801 Externship (160 firs)

1. Specimen Collection and Processing (/5.3% of test)

A Properly handlc non-blood specimens to maintain their inlegrity

B. Properly collect and handle specimens with lime/temperature

requircments

C. Properly colleel and handle speeimens for blood cultures

. Scleel proper slation for specimen delivery

E. Progess specimens lor shipping

F. Instruct patient in the collection of urine specimens

G. Instruct patient in the colleetion of other specimens

H. Collect and process point-ol-care testing (POCT) specimens

flunter’s courses tn which the above is learned
a. MA: 200 Urinalysis and Microbiology (61) hrs)
b MA:301 Phlebotomy and Laboratory Procedures I (60 hrs)
¢ MA:AG] Phlchotomy and Laboratory Procedures [ (60 firs)
d. MA:801 Externship (160 hrs)

1, Time Management and Assignment Organization (8.0% of iest)

A, Read physician orders and requisilions

B. Sct prioritics for specimen colleclion

C. Schedule time intervals Tor lolerance (ests

D. Schedule time mlervals for drug-dependent (ests

E. Refer problems to supervisor appropriately

F. Coopcrale with co-workers in the complelion of assignments

flunter’s Courses in which the above is learned
a. MA:502 Medical Administrative and Business Practices (60 hrs)
b, MA: 102 Communication and [luman Relations (60 firs)
¢ MA: 1018 Pharmacology (33 hrs)
d. MA:801 Externship (160 hrs)

1V. Professional Communications (4.3% of fest)

A, Develop and usc proper and professional communication skills with

stafl, paticnis, and familics

B. Usc proper lechnique and ctiquetie for answering the telephone

C. Inform paticnts ol special test requirements

flunter’s courses in which the above is learned
a. MA: 102 Communication and [luman Relations (60 firs)
b, MA:801 Externship (160 hrs)

Y. Clerical Skills and Dutics (3.3% of fest)

A, Chart or Nle laboratory-gencraied reports properly

B. Enter, retricve, and venfy patient collection data and special notations
USing appropriatc sources

C. Maintain invenlory levels, order and restock supplics

[3. Employ compuler skills



Hunter’s courses in whick the above is learned
a, MA:202 Kevboarding with Microsoft Word (60 hrs)
b MA:602 Computerized Billing
. MA:102 Communication and Human Relations (60 hrs)
d. MA:80] Externship (160 hrs)

V1. Safety Standards and Proecedures (7/0.0% of test)

A Identify appropriate regulatony and standard-sctiing agencics

B. Know the use ol matenal safcty data shecets

C. Employ Umiversal/Standard precautions

[3. Employ micction control and i1solation lechniquces

E. Recognize paticmt probloms retated Lo syncope. nausca, and other

complications

Hunter’s courses in which the ahove is learned
a. MA: 162 Communication and Human Relations (66 hrs)
h. MAIHA  Asepsis (27 hrs)
¢ MA:3010 Phichotony and Laboratory Procedures I(60 hry)
d. MA:0] Phlebotomy and Laboratory Procedures H (66 hrs)
e, MA:801 Externship (160 hrs)

V1L Legal, Ethical, and Professional Considerations (6.0% af test)
A, Know principles of lrability regarding (he practice of phlcbotomy
B. Perlform dutics prolessionally, cthically, and legally, adhering to
conmmal justice and civil nghts acts
C. Employ professional conduct and appearance i the performance of
dutics
Hunter's courses in which the above is learned
a. MA: 102 Comnunication and Human Relations (66 hrs)
b, MA:80] Externship (1660hrs)

VI, Terminology, Anatomy, and Physiology ¢V.0% af test)
A, Employ basic tcommology mcluding sulfixes, prelixes, and root words
B. Kuow basic anatomy
C. Know basic plivsiological svstems
Hunter’s courses in which the above are learned
a. MA:302 A&P I with Medical Terminology (60 hrs)
b, MA 402 A&P H with Medical Terminology (60 hrs)
. MA:801 Externship (166 hrs)

As vou can sce, cven if vou do not include the cxicmship, our students must lcam 63.9% of the Lotal
Medical Assistant Program in order to pass the AMT Phlcbotomy Exam.

W are looking to resolve these 1ssucs as quickly as possible so thal we may continuc o support our
students in Nedmg them employment that mects their carcer aspirations and the cnitena set forth by
ACICS. Thank vou m advance for vou time, we look lonward 1o vour responsc,

Sirce-ely,

Chack Copr

Chuck Copt

D -ector of Education & Evenireg Scnool Birector

HUNTLR
Hunter Business School
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From: Perfiter Waiters Gilkar

Te:

Ce: i, Leove Dove; Kelv Zeige; Co-ipe Sarke-
Subject: PP SLomssior Doncems

Date: Frday, Jaruary 13, 2017 9:55:00 AM

Importance: High

Dear Ms Nyx:

Lataya shared yaur email below far my review and follow up concerning placements deemed invalid for Medical Assistants
araduates in Phichotamists positians. Cansistent with guidance previously provided, this is cansidered to be invalid and all
proeviously accepted submissions will be revised. The rationale is as lallows:

Phelobatomy is one skill learned as part of the larger set of skills abtained from the program. Per our requirement, there
must be predominant use if skills from the program in the position to make it a valid placement. According to the program
outline on page 14 ol the 2016/2017 catalog, Phlebotamy is covered in two courses along with Laboratory Procedures
{120 hours) This is 120 hours ina 910-hour program { 13%).

I have also revicwed the general office placements far graduates from the Medical Office Administratian program. While a
predaminant number of courses in the program (11/16 = GH.75%) a is focused on general office, therehy justifying these
classifications, the reference to “husiness enviranmenrs” in the pasition description is inappropriate given that the CH code
deseriptian af the Medical Office Administration {(71.0710] reads as fallows:

A program that prepares mdividuals, under the supervision of office managers and other professionals, 1o perfonm routme
administridive duties || NN (o fucdes insiTuction in
general ollee skills, data processing. oftice cquipment operaton. principles of medical record-keeping and business
regulations. medicalfelinieal ofliee procedures. and communications skills. A program that prepares individuals, under die
superviston of oflfice managers and other professionals, (o perfonn routine admimtsirative dubies i a medicat, cimeal, or
health care actlitv/svstem ollice environment. Includes instruction in general ollice skills, data processing. offiee
cquipnient operation. prineiples of medical record-keeping and business regulations. medical/elmical olliee procedures,
imd commurstions shlls.

(httpsdmces ed goyvApedsicipeode/eipdetan] aspyts =53&ep=31.07 1)

Hence, the institution is advised that the program description, in its catalog, web site, and any other pullication
must be revised to no longer make reference to the business environment, or it should revise the program
description alang with the CIP Code designatien accordingly. 1 nete that the instituiion recenily hasted the onsite
cvaluation team which had serious concerns in this regard, with sericus resisiance by the campus. Hence, Lthe
instituilion is advised ihatl it may respond ta this assessment as parl of its response to ithe Council’'s deferred
Renewal ef Accredilation aclion for the Council’s censideraiion at its April 2017 meeling.

Mease advise it the changes will be made ar if the institutian will respand o Cauncil in appeal.

Ms=. Perliter Walters-Gilliam

Vice Prosidont - Aocroditation

Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools
750 First Stroot, NE - Suite 980 Waoshington, GC 20002

Tt

Nate]| ZOZ338.675% - p

Cose s s N

Thi~ communication is volv intended tor the persons or entities o wlieh it s addressed or copied and may contain information
that 15 confidential and or privilesed i some wav, Istribuation or copving of s communication or the intonmanon contaned
hereln is oot expressly authuorized, ACICR reserves the right o disclose this conmunication as reyuired by Jaw without the
consent ot the poersons or entities toowhich this communication 15 addressed.

From: Jennifer Miyx <[ry@h Jrte-oLs 10855000 00>
Rent: Thursday, ;andary 22, 2017 4:26:5% PM

To: LaToya Boyd

Subject: RE: Hello La™ oya

Hello LaToqa-'”



Ido have a few guestions.

As you can see below, we have a few placements that arve stated as invalid.

4 of them are phlebotomists — which is not an accepted title but the skill sets are in aligument with the
placement. ACICS is stating that it is invalid. In the past, when § have submitted Phlebotomists as placements, it
has been accepied, except for these last 4 from this past monih.

The other placement, _ is a Medical Office Administration graduate. Her skill setis also in

aligumem with the placement. Please see listed on our website:

The Medical Office Administration program prepares students with the skills necessary to provide excellent administrative
support while working and playing a key role in running an efficient. productive office in a variety of medical and business
enviranments.

We have had a tew Medical Oftice Administration graduates who take jobs in a business environment, like

Please let me know what the next steps are to get this rectified. Thank you, ©

z ¥
¥ ¥
% E
K ¥

-uw o380

Director Of Career Services

Hunter Business School



3247 Route 112, Building 3
Mediord, NY 11763
631-569-7707 - Tel
631-736-7310 - Fax

From: LaToya Boyd [mailto:LBoydéacics.org)
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 8.05 AM
To; Jennifer Myx

Subject: RE; Helio LaToya

2ur Lo yod oo

Flello Jeraifer gno cdpoy lew

Wibat lyne o casslor doyven nave? s Lyt T guestion on iz it aboent veus slecerrenl e lization?

Aceriuie g Conrdir i, or
Accrediting Council far Independent Calleges and Scheools

T Tires Btra T washing o, T

W ETCI

From: Jennifer Nyx [mailto;jnyxihunterbusinessschoal.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 6:57 PM

To: LaToya Boyd

Sabject: Hello LaToya

Hello LaToya~

Happy New Year

[ was hoping that you could steer me in the right direction.
Who would 1 contact about the PVP as Thave a few questicns.
Thank you. ©

/‘/)/‘// AV fy}

Director Of Career Services

Hunter Business School

3247 Raute 112, Building 3
Medfard, MY 11763
631-569-7707 - Tel
631-736-7310 — Fax




The ACICS Placement Verification Program
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Appendix F: Email Communication to

Fra: Szeven Gelfanan <o --

R e e

Dato: torsdag der 3. mearks 2018 <) 15.50

Til: Claus Vil bmsen <. =

e

Emine: Breacs moyour 2018 CAR

Good "Aorrirg Clauy

I revizinrg the 2028 01 CAK 0313 we found Th2 Talveing 2reos.

Tre folowarg sTLdent &%s stowr as g 302 onThe JAR, o07 rof comalenr g the prograT

00171290

M'els Brock Copenhager Business College

i 2ty

Post-Secendary Business Vacatioral And Soucatiana Training

Tre folowirg students were shaw.n ac gracdati~gor corrglet ng the program battbere @ -oplacerent riorratizr

171280

Lo171Z30

00171250

So171z3aC

00171230

wo1mac

Q17130

wiTa

00171330

H101E3C

171280

Lo171Z30

00171250

oo171zac

M els Brock Copeahager Business College
M el Brocs Zooet age Business Cul ege
M els Brock Copenhager Business College
M elzBracs Zopen-age- Business Col zpc
W els Brock Copanhager Business Collega
Hels Brare Copen-age- Businast Jol 2ge
Wels Grack Copenhager Businass Collizge
M els Braze Zonennage Buminass {ol 2ge
N els Brack Copenhager Businass Collzge
M els Bracs Zoosqmagen Buinass Col 2ge
M els Brock Copeahager Business College
M el Brocs Zooe age Business Cul ege
M els Brock Copenhager Business College

Hels Bracs Copen-age- Busines: Col ege

- e

e

ZB7as

ZEreL

ZETAL

ZBTas

Fost-3econdary Busirgss Vocanaral and Zoucduara Trarng

Fust-3eiordary Busicess VoL atioral Arcd Zeacanz g~ a ung

Posi-Secondary Business Vaocatioral And Zoucatiana Traming

Fost Seccrdary Busiccas Vocatioral Ard Soocati Traning

Post-Secondary Business Vocatioral And Soucatiana Training
Fost-Sarardary Busitess Woratioral Ard Soacatiora ~raning
Post-Sacendary Busingss Yeratioral And Zeutiona Training
Fost-320ordany Busingss veoatioral drd Seudatizta Tra ing
Fost-3ecendary Busingss vecauoral and Soucanana Traming
Fost-32¢ordary Busim €53 VEIInor3l Ard Zeacausta "a wng
Post-3ecoendary Busiress Vecanuaral Ahd Zpucanuana Traming
Fusl-3eiordary Busicess VoL atoral Arcd Zeacanzea " a ung
Posi-Secondary Business Vaocatioral And Zoucationa Traming

Fost-Seccrdary Busicess Voratioral Ard Soacatiora "ratning
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Campuses on PVP/CAR Errors

Certifizate/Diplama

CeruficatasDiplama

Certhea R

Ceruficate/Diplama
CertificateDiolomra
Certifizate/Diplama
Certifirarz;Diol>mra
Certifizarz/Liploma
Cernfizarz;Cigloma

Cervficarz;Ciploma

Cemhcatasalana

Cernfica’

plama

Certhea LR ]
Ceruficate/Diplama

Certificate;Diolomra




High Level Overview of PVP
Supplement to PVP Report




PVP Excel Template
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PVP Submission Page

ficati [ 200010001 210G OFF _
ACICS Placement Verification 2 00010001 £ LOG OFF

{s

1. If you need a copy of the PVP template, please download it here.

2. Prepare your Excel file with your placement activity, if you have no placements this month please check the box below.

Mo Foacemrsnts Cigeem e .

3. Select your language and upload your monthly placements below. Please note graduates and employers will be automatically be contacted via email
upon upload.

Language Select File
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Email Communications

The Accrediting Councit for Independent Cofleges and Schools {ACICS). the accrediting
agency of ACICS Test Crg. from where you graduated in 02/18 or completed coursework in
test program needs 16 confirm that the credential or framing has been beneficial to you mn
maintaining or advancing in your current position due to the following:

If you have any issues with the links above please respond to this message with your
answer.

The Accrediting Councy far Independent Calfegas and Schoals (ACICS, He accrediting
agericy of ACICS Test Org s sending this commanication i an effort to venfy that graduates
arg provided Wi oareer oppotunities thal uniiza the skills chtainad from thew trammg.
Therefsre, we ask that you confrm that the cradential or traving received by John Smith ik
a test program \vhao s vorking or Nas pravious' s warked as tester aided the graduale
mamtaining or advanung thair carger (w0 your company.

Make a Comection

Request a Phone Call

fveu have any issues with the links above please respond to this message vith your a~swer



Email Communications

- 2
]
T

The Accrediting Council for Iindependent Colleges and Schools (ACICS), the accrediting
agency of ACICS Test Org. from where you graduated in 02/18 or completed coursework in
test program, needs to confirm that you are using or have used the knowledge and skilis
learned from the program as a predominant component of your current posihon or position

previously held. as reported by the institution: tester at John.

Skills Used: testing

Make a Comectio

Request a Phone Call

If you have any issues with the links above please respond to this message with your
answer.

TSz CEMTENNIAL 2012

ngent Colleges and Schoo's (ACICS). the a-*cr'oj-fung
gagency of ACICS Test Org s offanis to venfy that graduales are pravded with career
opportieies that uilize the siiig shtaned from ther rammg. needs to confirm John Smith,

1ith & test program. is currently wworkimg or Bas previousiy worked as tester at your company’
using the faliowving skills histed as a predominant compganen: of the job

The Accregiting Councd far Indeper
s

Skills Used: testing

Make a Correction

Request a Phone Call

If ycu have any 1ssues wth the limks above please respond o ihis message with your arswer



Email Communication

The Accrediting Council for independent Colleges and Schools (ACICS), the accrediting ; . .
. T ~rreditono Cooned far (nedena s Henes and Schools (ACICS the socraditing

agency of ACICS Test Org. from where you graduated m 02/18 or completed coursework in the Atufiaég?m---om’ J’.;deper:r:rem Ca edfbﬂa-'ﬂ Scho f-“ (ACICS) the a Lf'l'-“f gle
: noy s efforts to venty that graduates are prowided with career

test pragram, needs to confirm that you are. or have been previously, employed in the ageny ol est Org i its efforts (o venfy that graduates are provided i caree
opportumiies that utiize the siuls chtainad from their rainmyg. needs to confivm that John

folfowing position, as reported by the institution: tester at John oL . . , A
' Smith s or has Leen previousiy empicyed as tester at your company

Make a Comrection Make a Correction
Request a Phone Cal Request a Phone Call

If you have any i1ssues with the links above please respond to this message with your fycu have any issLes wth the links above clease respond 16 this message with your answer

answer.

&




Campus Management View of PVP Data

Graduate Graduate | Date Employer Program Graduate/Employer
For L ETT ID Submitted | Name Verified ACICS Verified Date Reviewed Contest Results Remove
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Campus Management View of PVP Data
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4
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51.0801
51.0801
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INTRODUCTION

The Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools (“ACICS™ or “Council”™) suppotts the
concept that periodic evaluation entered into voluntarily by institutions and their peers enhances the
quality of the educational process and demonstrates that self-regulation of a profession is superior (o
outside regulatien, This has been the philosophy of ACICS since 1912 when the first association of
business schools was formed.

ACICS 15 incorporated as a non-profit education organization in the Commonwealth of Virginia and
maintains offices in the District of Columbia. It has been recognized by the Council of Higher Education
Accreditation (CHEA) since 2001. CHEA is an association of degree-granting colleges and universities
and recognizes institutional and programmatic accrediting organizations; and it serves as a primary
national voice for accreditation in the U.S. and as a representative of the U.S. accreditation community
to international audiences,

To help institutions and peer evaluators meet their responsibilities in conducting the process, ACICS
developed and periodically has revised a set of policies, procedures, and standards governing the
activity. Collectively, they comprise the Accreditation Criteria which, when complied with by
msttutions, results in the awarding of accreditation. This document incorporates all changes agreed to
by the institutions since the last published edition, as well as organizational modifications.

Embodied in these criteria 1s the beliet by ACICS that accredited institutions should at all times
demenstrate a high standard of professional conduct invelving educational practices and business ethics.
Accreditation 1s not a regulatory process in the legal sense. The Council encourages not just conformity
o standards but a continuous striving for excellence. Only those institutions that believe in this tenet
should seek accreditation.
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TITLE] GENERAL POLICIES

Chapter 1 An Overview of the Council

STATEMENT OF MISSION

The mission of the Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools is to advance educational
excellence at independent, nonpublic career schools, colleges, and organizations in the United States and abroad.
This is achieved through a deliberate and thorough accrediting process of quality assurance and enhancement as
well as ethical business and educational practices.

DEFINITION OF ACCREDITATION

Accreditation s an independent appraisal of an institution during which the institution’s overall educational
quality (including outcomes), professional stalus among similar institutions, financial stability, and operational
ethics are self-evaluated and judged by peers. It is a voluntary activity separate and distinct from business
licensing, authority to award educational credentials, and eligibility to administer student financial assistance,

DEFINITION OF ACADEMIC QUALITY

ACICS defines academic quality as the overall performance of the institution in the context of its mission and as
measvred by the extent to which the institution achicves its intended student learning and student success
oulcomes.

Student learning outcomes involve assessment of skill and competency attainment. Student success outcomes
include student retention or persistence; employment or placement; and student, graduate and employer
satistaction.

The effectivencess of the institution is demonstrated by its compliance with accreditation standards as well as its
continucus striving for enhancement of quality. ACICS assesses academic quality in the following areas: mission
and ohjectives; campus effectiveness planning; student outcomes; financial stability; recrnitment and admission
practices; organizational structure and administration; student services; academic program and curricvlum; quality
of faculty and instruction; physical facilities; library and learning resources; and publication and disclosure of
student achievement,

1-1-100 — BYLAWS

The Bylaws of the Accrediting Council for Independent Colleges and Schools (“ACICS” or “the Council™) are an
integral part of the Accreditation Criteria and are incorporated herein by refercnce. The Bylaws are contained in
Appendix A.

1-1-200 — RECOGNITION

ACICS 15 a national institutional accrediting agency that is a reliable authority regarding the quality of education
and training provided by the institutions that it accredits. It has been recognized by the Council on Higher
Education Accreditation (CHEA) since 2001, Any proposcd change in the policics, procedures, or accreditation
criteria that might alter ACICS s scope of recognition or ACICS s compliance with the requirements for
recognition will be submitted to the membership and other appropriate agencies,

The Council adopts the following statements regarding ACICS and the manner in which it carries oul its
accreditation function;

(a) The Council grants accreditation for an established period of time, as described more [ully in these
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criteria. Prior to the expiration of the grant of accreditation, cach institution must seck a renewal of
accreditation. The Council maintains complete and accurate records for each aceredited institution that
cover the current and the prior periods of acereditation.

(b) The Council conducts ongoing and comprehensive reviews of ils accreditation criteria and its policies and
procedures to ascertain their appropriateness and effectiveness. Proposed changes to the criteria or the
Council’s policies and procedures may be initiated by the Council or submitted by member institutions or
other interested parties, and substantive proposed changes approved by the Council will be circulated o
member institutions, appropriate governmental agencies, and other interested parties for comment. The
Council will consider all comments before it adopts any tinal changes.

1-1-300 — PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Visitors to Council policy meetings will be seated as space permits, They should notify the President or the Chair
ol the Council in advance if they wish to address specilic agenda items. Individuals may request that ilems be
placed on the agenda by writing to the President at least 45 days before each meeting.

Publication Date: Mav 20048 13




TITLE] GENERAL POLICIES

Chapter 2 Eligibility Criteria

INTRODUCTION

The Council fullills an evaluative and accrediting [unction [or & particular sector of postsecondary education. This
function has been deemed appropriate by the U.S. Department of Education and by the Council for Higher
Education Accreditation (CHEA) through the recognition of ACICS.

The mission of the Accrediting Council [or Independent Colleges and Schools 15 to advance educational
excellence at independent, nonpublic career schools, colleges, and organizations in the United States and abroad.
This 1s achicved through a deliberate and thorough accreditation process of quality assurance and enhancement as
well as ethical business and educational practices.

1-2-100 = MINIMUM ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

To be elignble for consideration for accreditation, an institution or entity must satisly the following minimum
requirements.

(a)

(d)

It shall be either an institution of postsecondary education (as herein defined) primarily offering
certificates or diplomas and postsecondary institutions offering associate’s, bachelor's, or master's
degrees in programs designed to educate students for professional, technical, or occupational careers; or a
noninstitutional entity offering professional enhancement education.

An institution is presumed to be an institution of postsecondary education if it (1) enrolls a majority of its
students in one or more programs, the content of which is on a postsecondary academic level and which
leads 10 a postsecondary academic credential (such as a certilicate, diploma, or degree) or an occupational
objective; (2) enrolls students who possess a high school diploma or its equivalent, or who are beyond the
age of compulsory school attendance and demonstrate through valid asscssment an ability to benefit from
the educational experience; and (3) offers at least one program which is & minimum of 300 clock hours in
length.

A noninstitutional entity must enroll a majority of its students in one or more programs. the content of
which is on the postsecondary level or at a level which prepares the student for immediate enrollment into
a postsecondary program. A noninstitutional entity is incligible to participate in federal student aid
programs or lo award degrees.

It shall be legally orgunized; licensed by {1} the appropriate state education agency for postsecondary
institutions or (2) the appropriate state agency for authorizing the conduct of business in that state for
noninstitutional entities; and have offered its educational services to the general public for at least two
years immediately prior to consideration of the application by ACICS.

Its mission shall be te offer educational programs which help students develop skills and competencies to
enhance their careers.

Its residential enrollment and enrolliment in cach program shall be sufficient both to support coursework

and learning experiences thal, separately or in combination, constitute measurable and defined
educational programs, and to enable ACICS to assess the educational effectiveness of those programs.

Institutions that are considered distance education institutions may be considered on a case-by-case basis
provided they require a residential component.

It shall have a sulficient number of graduates from a majority of its programs 1o enable ACICS to assess
the educational effectiveness of those programs. Programs offered at any credential level from which
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therc arc no graduates will be reviewed in accordance with Section 2-2-107.
(f) Tt shall be in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.

(g} Tt shall be organized as a corporation, as a limited partnership with a corporate general partner, or as a
limited liability company,

(hy Tts evaluation for accreditation shall be authorized by the chief executive officer.

(1) Its owners or managers shall not have been debarred by ACICS. (See Section 2-3-900.)

Publication Date: Mav 20048 1

N




TITLE] GENERAL POLICIES

Chapter 3  Classification of Campuses and Institutions

INTRODUCTION

ACICS 15 an institutional accrediting body that accredits entire institutions. It does not separately accredit
individual campuses or programs. All approved locations and programs are included within the institution’s grant
of accreditation, Therefore, all campuses must meet the standards established by the Council and must be
evaluated accordingly. The specific method by which compliance with these standards is evaluated and
accreditation is conferred depends upon the classification of campuses and the institutions they comprise.

1-3-100 — CLASSIFICATION OF CAMPUSES

The Council classifies campus acltivities inlo two calegories: main and branch campus.

1-3-101. Main. A main campus is the primary location of an institution to be accredited by ACICS. This campus
15 expecied 1o meet [ully all applicable standards set [orth in the Accreditation Criteria.

1-3-102. Branch Campus. A branch campus is a location of an institution that is gcographically apart and
independent of the main campus of that institution, but under the same corporate structure as the main campus
(i.e., part of the main camipus corporation or a wholly owned subsidiary), The branch campus is permanent in
nature, offers courses in educational programs leading to a degree, certificale, or other recognized educational
credential, and has its own budget, faculty, administrative staff. and supervisory organization.

Full disclosure must be made in the catalogs of the main campus and/or branch campus as to the credentials and
programs oflered at each location. A branch campus may publish ils own catalog.

1-3-103. Learning Sife. A lcarning site 1s a classroom extension of a main or branch campus that is within a five-
mile radius of the managing campus and maintains academic quality by providing sufficient academic and
administrative oversight and access to all student services and instructional resources, Learning sites that are
greater than five miles from the managing campus and offer student transportation to the managing campus or arc
used for delivery of distance education activity or collaborative arrangements with other entities for specific on-
site educational activity must be approved by the Council on a case-by-case basis and are subject to a quality
assurance visit as specilied by the Council. All learning sites are subject o an on-sile evaluation visit during the
managing campus renewal of accreditation evaluation visit.

1-3-200 — CLASSIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS

1-3-200. Classification of Institutions. The Council classifies institutions into two categories: single-campus and
multiple-campus,

1-3-201. Single-Campus Institution. A single-campus institution 1s an institution that provides educational
programs at one main campus. Accreditation is granted to the institution.

1-3-202. Multiple-Campus Institution. A multiple-campus institution is an institution that provides educational
programs at ong main campus and one or more branch campuses. Compliance with the Accreditction Criteria of
the main campus and its branch campusces is reviewed separately. Accreditation is granted to the institution at the
main campus, with the specific inclusion of each of the branch campuses.
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TiTLE I1 GENERAL PROCEDURES

Chapter 1 Gaining and Maintaining Accreditation

INTRODUCTION

This chapter outlines the steps that institutions must lollow and the procedures utilized by ACICS leading to and
following the award of accreditation status. Accreditation is a deliberate and thorough process and is entered into
for purposes of quality assessment and institutional enhancement. When an institution applies for and receives a

grant ol acereditation, 11 1s commilting itself 1o operate in accordance with the standards and policies established

by the Council throughout the term of the grant.

Inasmuch as accreditation is given for a specified period of time not to exceed six years, ACICS uses the term
“initial grant”™ to connete the first time an institution is accredited. The term “renewal of accreditation™ indicates a
continuing status with ACICS after an institution has reapplied. has been reevaluated, and, in effect, has been
reaccredited.

2-1-100 — ACCREDITATION WORKSHOP REQUIREMENTS

The Council schedules accreditation workshops each year, Applicants for initial or renewals of accreditation are
required to attend a workshop. During these workshops, Council representatives will consult with institutional
representatives 1o help them understand and complete the process. Institutional representatives are required 1o
attend an accreditation workshop within 18 months prior to the final submission of the evaluation visit materials,
which arc due two weceks prior to an on-site visit. For initial applicants, the chicf on-site administrators of main
campuses and all branch campuses are required to attend. For currently accredited institutions, the chiet on-site
administrators or the renewal self-study coordinators for single campus institutions and multiple-campus
institutions are required to attend.

2-1-2({) — INITIAL ACCREDITATION

All communications concerning initiation of the accrediting process for an institution should be sent to the ACICS
office. The acerediting process proceeds in distinet phases, cach of which must be satisfactorily completed by the
institution belore the next can occur. Each phase must be authorized by the chiefl executive olficer of the
institution, who also can authorize voluntary withdrawal from the process at any time prior to final action by
ACICS.

When considering whether to award an initial grant of accreditation to an institution. ACICS will take into
consideration the actions of other recognized accrediting agencies that have denied accreditation to the institution,
placed the mstitution on probationary status, or revoked the accredilation of the institution. Il an institution’s
accreditation was withdrawn or denied previously by ACICS., its initial application will be considered only after at
least two years have elapsed.

2-1-201, Preliminary Review. The institution must request in writing a preliminary review and receive a
determination as to whether it 1s cligible to apply for acereditation as a single campus institution or a multiple
campus institution. Such a preliminary review does not constitute an application.

To be eligible for accreditation, the institution must mect the cligibility criteria outlined in Title I, Chapter 2, and
the delinitions of campuses and institutional types outlined in Title I, Chapter 3. In addition, it must have
graduated at least one class at each credential level it offers. Programs offered at any credential level from which
therc arc not graduates will be reviewed as required in Section 2-2-107.
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TITLE I1 GENERAL PROCEDURES  CHAFTER 1 GAINING AND MAINTAINING ACCREDITATION

2-1-202. Application. The institution, after receiving a favorable preliminary review, shall submit a formal
application for accreditation on forms supplied by ACICS. By submilting an application lor an inmitial grant of
accreditation, the institution agrees to be bound by the standards contained herein, including the ACICS Bylaws
contained in Appendix A.

The institution shall certify that the requirements covered in Title I, Chapter 2, “Eligibility Criteria™ have been
met. The application forms, eligibility certification, supporting documents required in the application form, and
the nonrefundable application l[ee shall be submitted to ACICS.

Once an institution has been determined te be eligible for evaluation, filed a formal application, and remitted the
application fee, the application 1s kepl active for a period ol one year.

2-1-203. Resource Visit. Following a determination by staff of the completeness of the application materials, a
resource visit will be made to the institution, at the institution’s expense, (o determine il it is ready to begin the
self-evaluation. ACICS, at its discretion, may waive a resource visit if that institution has maintained a
satistactory standing with another recognized accrediting agency. A report of the resource visit will be made
availuble (o the school and 1o ACICS and will be used for advisory purposes only.

Initial applicants must submit audited financial statements certified by an independent certified public accountant
for the institution’s most recent [scal year before a resource visit will be scheduled.

2-1-204. Self-Evaluation. Self-evaluation is the most important part of the accreditation process, requiring full
involvement by administration. stalf, and faculty. The Council publishes separate guidelines and malerials to help
institutions with the process.

2-1-205. Scheduling the Evaluation Visit. Council stall will schedule dates for the visit or visils (o evaluale
compliance of an institution at all of its locations. Tt is the responsibility of the institution to agree to dates for the
visit(s) when classes are in session, faculty is teaching, administrative staff s available, and other operations are
functioning normally.

2-1-300 = RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION

It is the responsibility of the institution to file an application and remit the appropriate fees for a renewal of
accreditation three months prior to the start of the assigned review cycle. This also involves submission ol the
institution’s renewal self-study, with supporting documents. Institutions that have not submitted a renewal self-
study at least two months prior to the start of the assigned review cycle, and have not requested a