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Public Notice of Probation as of February 7, 2016 
 
The following institutions are currently on Probation as directed by the Accrediting Commission of 
Career Schools and Colleges (ACCSC). A summary of the reasons for Probation for each institution 
follows this list. The specific accreditation standards cited in this document are available for review by 
downloading the Standards of Accreditation from ACCSC’s website. 
 

PROBATION  

School School # City, State Origination 
Date Next Review 

Advance Tech College M070589 Bayamon,    
Puerto Rico Aug 2015 Feb 2016 

All-State Career M059349 Baltimore, 
Maryland Sep 2015 Feb 2016 

American College of 
Hairstyling M000656 Des Moines, Iowa Jun 2015 May 2016 

Globelle Technical Institute, 
Inc. M068548 Vega Baja,    

Puerto Rico Jan 2016 Feb 2016 

J&J Driving School of 
Logistics M072250 New Bedford, 

Massachusetts Aug 2015 Feb 2016 

Pelican Flight Training, LLC M070278 Pembroke Pines, 
Florida Dec 2015 May 2016 

 

What Does Probation Mean?  

In cases where the Commission has reason to believe that a school is not in compliance with accreditation 
standards and other requirements, the Commission may place a school on Probation. A school subject to a 
Probation Order will be required to demonstrate corrective action and compliance with accrediting 
standards.  
 
The Commission may require a school to submit Commission-directed reports and receive on-site 
evaluation teams in conjunction with a Probation Order. Failure to demonstrate compliance with 
accrediting standards or other accrediting requirements by the end of the probationary period may result 
in the school being removed from the accredited list.  
 
When a Probation Order is directed, a written notice is sent promptly to the school. The notice: 

• States fully the reasons why the Probation Order was issued;  

• Identifies the standard and other accreditation requirements with which the school may not be in 
compliance;  

• Explains the reasons and cite the evidence indicating that the school may not be in compliance with 
accreditation requirements; and  

• Advises the school of its obligations under the Probation Order and the deadline for response.  
 
ACCSC’s Rules of Process and Procedure require a school subject to a Probation Order to inform current 
and prospective students that the school has been placed on Probation and that additional information 

http://www.accsc.org/Accreditation/Standards-of-Accreditation.aspx
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regarding that action can be obtained from the Commission’s website. A copy of the Probation Order is 
made public via the Commission’s website in accordance with Section VII (L)(7), Rules of Process and 
Procedure, Standards of Accreditation1. 
 
Commission Action Factsheet 
The Commission Action Factsheet is designed to provide information on the types of actions afforded to 
the ACCSC Commission under the Standards of Accreditation.   For a definitive overview of 
Commission Actions, be sure to review Section VII, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation. 

                                                 
1 See March 18, 2014 Accreditation Alert. 

http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/July%202014%20IRD%20Forms/august%202014/Commission%20Action%20Factsheet.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/ACCSC%20Accreditation%20Alert%20031814.pdf


October 2, 2015  ELECTRONIC DELIVERY AND FEDERAL EXPRESS 
 acef_atc@hotmail.com 
Yasmin Acevedo  
Director 
Advance Tech College School #M070589 
P.O. Box 55407 Station One Continued Probation Order 
Bayamón, Puerto Rico 00960  
 
Dear Ms. Acevedo: 
 
At the August 2015 and September 2015 meetings, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and 
Colleges (“ACCSC” or “the Commission”) considered the previous action to continue Advance Tech 
College (“ATC”) located in Bayamon, Puerto Rico on Probation. At the meetings, the Commission 
reviewed the following items: 

• The Commission’s March 31, 2015 Probation Order and the school’s April 14, 2015 response; 

• The July 2, 2015 Commission letter and the school’s July 10, 2015 response; and 

• The Commission’s August 11, 2015 Continued Probation Order and the school’s September 3, 2015 
response. 

Upon review of these items, the Commission voted to continue ATC on Probation with a subsequent 
review scheduled for ACCSC’s February 2016 meeting. The reasons for the Commission’s decision and 
the Commission’s requirements for the school to demonstrate compliance are set forth below. 
 
History of the Commission’s Review 
 
May 2014  
 

At the May 2014 meeting, the Commission considered the April 22, 2014 response submitted by ATC as 
it pertains to the February 7, 2014 Heightened Cash Monitoring 2 (“HCM2”) method of payment notice 
issued by the U.S. Department of Education (“the Department”) due to the school’s denial of 
recertification. Upon review of the March 14, 2014 Commission Letter and the school’s response, the 
Commission voted to place ATC on Warning1 with a subsequent review scheduled for the Commission’s 
September 2014 meeting.  
 
November 2014  
 

At the November 2014 meeting, the Commission reviewed ATC’s response to the Warning which 
included a description of the financial position; description of new policies and procedures; an 
Institutional Teach-Out Plan; and an update as to the school’s HCM2 status. Upon review of the July 23, 
2014 Warning Order and the school’s response, the Commission voted to continue the school on 
Warning with a subsequent review scheduled for ACCSC’s February 2015 meeting. This action was 
held in abeyance to be combined with the review and action of the Renewal of Accreditation in February 
2015.  
 
 

                                                           
1 Effective July 1, 2014, the Commission adopted a common framework for Commission Actions whereby Show Cause is now 
Warning. 
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February 2015 
 

At the February 2015 meeting, the Commission considered ATC’s Application for Renewal of 
Accreditation and the notice of the school’s delinquent audited financial statements, sustaining fees, and 
Annual Report fees. Upon review of the October 23, 2014 Team Summary Report and the school’s 
response to that report, along with the Commission’s previous decisions, the Commission voted to place 
ATC on Probation with a subsequent review scheduled for ACCSC’s August 2015 meeting. In addition, 
the Commission voted to direct ATC to submit the outstanding financial statements, reports, and fees. 
Failure to submit the outstanding financial statements, reports, and fees would result in the revocation of 
accreditation. 
 
August 2015 and September 2015 Commission Review and Action 
 

At the August 2015 and September 2015 meetings, the Commission considered ATC’s responses to the 
Probation Order; request for additional information in relation to the school’s Institutional Teach-Out 
Plan; and Continued Probation Order with the notice to submit the outstanding financial statements, 
reports, and fees. Upon review of the school’s responses, along with the Commission’s previous 
decisions2 the Commission determined the following. 
 
1. ATC must demonstrate that the school is currently operating and training students in accordance with 

its primary objectives (Section I (E)(2)(b), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation). In response to the July 2, 2015 Commission letter, the school provided a list of 
students enrolled at the school between January 1, 2014 and June 30, 2015. The Commission noted 
that the school did not appear to have students enrolled between September 4, 2014 and October 27, 
2014, and as such the Commission directed ATC to submit an explanation as to whether the school 
was in continuous operation as part of the August 11, 2015 Continued Probation Order. In response, 
ATC stated “the school (ATC) did not ceased operation neither closed [sic] [emphasis added by 
the school],” but that the school received several visits from the Water and Sewer Authority Agency 
and that, eventually, services were suspended during the investigation and thus the school was 
“forced to declare forced [sic] scheduled break until October 27, 2014,” deferring the fall 2014 term 
by “27 working academic days.” ATC did not, however, notify ACCSC of this event that materially 
affected the school’s ability to operate as required by Section V (E)(1), Rules of Process and 
Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
Additionally, the Commission noted that the list of students only identifies two (2) currently active 
students, Christine Ayala Lugo and Ixia Solsa Colon, and that only one (1) student, Sugheily Burgos 
Ortiz, had enrolled in all of 2015 (on January 26, 2015) but subsequently withdrew on May 13, 2015. 
As such, the Commission is concerned that the school may now have no students enrolled and is not 
training students. Therefore, the Commission directs the school to provide the following: 

a. A roster of all currently enrolled students: 

Student Name Program Start Date Projected Graduation 
Date 

    

b. A description of any period where the school has had no enrollments, the circumstances, and the 
length of time the break in enrollment occurred; 

                                                           
2 The school was placed on Show Cause (Warning) in May 2014, continued on Warning in November 2014, and placed on 
Probation in February 2015. 
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c. An updated Teach-Out Plan Approval Form with all attachments; and 

d. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with employment verification accrediting 
standards. 

 
2. ATC must demonstrate that the financial structure of the school is sound, with resources sufficient for 

the proper operation of the school and the discharge of obligations to students (Section I (C)(1), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). In response to the August 11, 2015 Continued 
Probation Order, ATC submitted the following: 

• Audited financial statements for the fiscal year end December 31, 2013;  

• The ACCSC Sustaining Fees Calculation Worksheet; 

• FY 2015 Sustaining Fee and Annual Report Fee;  

• Late fees of $1,000 ($500 for the late FYE 2013 financial statements and $500 for the late 
Sustaining Fee and late Annual Report Fees); and  

• The school’s fiscal year 2015 budget and a budget-to-actual analysis for fiscal year 2014. 

The Commission noted that the fiscal year end December 31, 2014 audited financial statements 
indicated doubt with the ability of the school to continue as a going concern. ATC has now recorded 
increasing net losses for three consecutive years – $77,993 for 2012; $310,903 for 2013; and $47,591 
for 2014.  In addition, the Commission noted that ATC lost eligibility to participate in the Title IV 
Federal Student Aid Programs, effective December 22, 2014. The school’s reinstatement application 
is currently under evaluation by the U.S. Department of Education (“the Department”).  
 
The Commission remains concerned with the financial structure of the school given the net loss and 
loss of ability to participate in Federal funding. Based on the forgoing, the Commission directs the 
school to submit the following: 

a. Internally prepared financial statements for the eleven-month period of January 1, 2015 to 
November 30, 2015, submitted in accordance with requirements set forth in ACCSC’s 
Instructions for the Submission of Financial Statements and Related Information, available on the 
ACCSC website at www.accsc.org;  

b. A Management Discussion & Analysis (“MD&A”) narrative examining and explaining the 
school’s current financial condition to include: 

i. A discussion that addresses school’s financial performance goals and results, 

ii. A financial improvement plan to return to profitability, 

iii. Anticipated future demands, events, conditions, and trends that may impact the school, and  

iv. Specific comments relative to the school’s financial position and condition, its revenues and 
costs, assets and liabilities, and other obligations and commitments; 

c. The school’s budget-to-actual analysis for the eleven-month period of January 1, 2015 to 
November 30, 2015; 

d. The school’s fiscal year 2016 budget; 

http://www.accsc.org/
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e. An update as to the school’s status with the Department, eligibility to participate in the Title IV 
federal student financial assistance programs; and 

f. Any other information or documentation that the school believes will assist the Commission in its 
review of the school’s financial position.  

 
3.   ATC must demonstrate successful student achievement by maintaining acceptable rates of graduate 

employment in the career field for which the school provides education (Section VII (B)(1)(b), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). Although the school submitted student 
achievement rates in response to the TSR, the information was not submitted on the ACCSC 
Graduation and Employment (“G&E”) Charts. In addition, the “Reporting Period” included in the 
submission for the 13-month Cosmetology program and 13-month Barber Hairstyle program was 
incorrect. Therefore, the Commission directed ATC to submit updated charts. In response to the 
March 31, 2015 Probation Order, using a March 2015 Report Date on the Graduation and 
Employment (“G&E”) Charts, the school reported the following student achievement rates: 

 
Program 

(Credential) 
Length in 
Months 

ATC 
Graduation 

Rate 

ACCSC 
Benchmark 

Graduation Rate 

ATC 
Employment 

Rate 

ACCSC 
Benchmark 

Employment Rate 
Cosmetology 
(Diploma) 13 20% 51% 86% 

68% Barber Hairstyle 
(Diploma) 13 27% 51% 67% 

Medical Billing 
(Diploma) 12 35% 55% 50% 

 
The Commission found that ATC reported the highlighted rates above that fell below ACCSC’s student 
achievement benchmark rates.3 The school noted the termination of key management as part of the 
school’s reorganization to comply with federal government directives “created a temporary instability on 
the college operations” and this negatively affected the student achievement rates. ATC stated that “the 
great majority of the students that decided to stay in the college and graduated, found jobs in their area of 
studies increasing the employment rate [emphasis added by the school] of the institution.” The 
Commission found that this hardly excuses the significantly low rates of student retention in the school’s 
programs. 
 
Additionally, the Commission found that the employment rates touted by the school are not reliable. 
Specifically, the “Self-Employment Certification” form does not include all items required by the 
Standards of Accreditation. Specifically, the form does not include an attestation that the self-
employment is aligned with individual’s employment goals, is vocational, and is based on and related to 
the education and training received. In addition, the Commission found that the school did not make clear 
whether licensure is required for employment in cases where graduates are self-employment. The 
Commission’s position is that in fields such as cosmetology or barbering, if the local government 
authority has determined that licensure is required for employment, unlicensed graduates may not be 
counted as employed even if they are self-employed in their field.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission determined that additional monitoring is warranted. As such, 
the Commission directs ATC to submit the following: 

                                                           
3 Section VII (B)(1)(b)(ii), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation and Appendix VI - Student Achievement Rates. 
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a. A description of the factors impacting successful student achievement in the Cosmetology, Barber 
Hairstyle, and Medical Billing programs, an updated description of the strategies implemented to 
overcome those factors, and an analysis and assessment of the effectiveness of the school’s 
efforts. 

b. A Graduation and Employment Chart for the 13-month Cosmetology, 13-month Barber Hairstyle, 
and 12-month Medical Billing programs using a November 2015 Report Date. 

c. Summary information for each Graduation and Employment Chart organized according to the 
corresponding cohort start date reported on the chart (line #1) as follows: 

i. For each student start, provide the following information: 
Student Name Program Start Date Graduation Date Withdrawal/Termination Date 

     

ii. For each student classified as “Unavailable for Graduation” (line #6), provide the following 
information:  

Student Name Program Start Date Reason Unavailable 
    

iii. Supporting and verifiable documentation for each student in (ii.) above to include minimally, 
external documentation such as military orders, letter from physician/doctor, death 
notice/obituary, public record of incarceration. 

iv. For each graduate classified as employed in the field4 (line #14), provide the following 
information: 

Graduate 
Name Program Start 

Date 

Employer 
Name, 

Address, & 
Ph. # 

Employer 
Point of 
Contact 

Date of Initial 
Employment 

Descriptive Job 
Title and 

Responsibilities 

Source of 
Verification5  

(i.e., graduate or 
employer) 

        

v. From the list in (iv.) above, for each graduate classified as employed in a training related field 
that is “self-employed,” provide the following: 

Graduate Name Program Start Date Description of the Documentation on File 
    

vi. Supporting and verifiable documentation for each graduate in (v.) above to include a signed 
statement from the graduate acknowledging that the self-employment is aligned with the 
individual’s employment goals, is vocational, is based on the education and training received, 
that the graduate is earning training related income and that in cases where licensure is 
required for employment, that such licensure has been achieved. 

vii. For each graduate classified as “Graduates-Further Education” (line #11) or “Graduates-
Unavailable for Employment” (line #12), provide the following information: 

Graduate Name Program Start Date Classification on the G&E Chart Reason 
     

viii. Supporting and verifiable documentation for any student classified as “Unavailable for 
Graduation” (line #6), “Graduates-Further Education” (line #11), “Graduates-Unavailable for 
Employment” (line #12), or “Non-Graduated Students Who Obtained Training Related 

                                                           
4 See Appendix VII – Guidelines for Employment Classification, Standards of Accreditation. 
5 Appendix VII (4)(a) Guidelines for Employment Classification requires the school to verify the employment classification. 
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Employment” (line #19). This should include, minimally, external documentation such as 
transcripts/enrollment agreements for “Graduates-Further Education” and military orders, 
letter from physician/doctor, death notice/obituary, public record of incarceration, etc. for 
“Graduates-Unavailable for Employment.” 

d. Any additional information, to include contemporaneous retention, graduation, or 
employment data, that the school believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with ACCSC’s student achievement outcomes 
requirements. 

 
4.   ATC must demonstrate that the school supports reported rates of student achievement through 

verifiable records (Section VII (B)(1)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).The TSR 
notes that at the time of the on-site evaluation, the school did not have documentation that a third-
party verified employment classifications in accordance with the instructions in the Application for 
Renewal of Accreditation and the Self-Evaluation Report. The school hired BEC Solutions Group 
Corp, Inc. (“BEC”) to complete the third-party audit, but the documentation provided by ATC did not 
include descriptive job titles and duties, dates of initial employment, and whether the third-party in 
fact verified the information with the employer or the graduate or not. In the March 31, 2015 
Probation Order, the Commission directed ATC to engage an independent third-party auditor to 
verify for accuracy of the graduate and employment data as reported by ATC to ACCSC in the 2014 
Annual Report and as disclosed  to students. In response to the March 31, 2015 Probation Order, ATC 
“requested BEC services to correct their report to comply with the Commission review.” In reviewing 
the data provided by the school, the Commission noted the following statistics as reported by ATC: 

 

Program Number of 
Students 

First Audit Verified 
as Correct 
Percentage 

Second Audit 
Verified as Correct 

Percentage 
Administrative Assistant 2 100% 0% 
Advance Cosmetology (Master) 2 100% 50% 
Barber Hairstyle 4 100% 0% 
Cosmetology 6 100% 33% 
Medical Billing 5 100% 40% 
Nail Technician 5 100% 40% 
Professional Esthetic 6 100% 83% 
Small Business Administration 1 100% 0% 

 The Commission found the low rates of verification of the reported data during the second audit to be 
unacceptable and that school’s reported employment rates cannot be considered reliable. Adding to 
the finding of unreliability, the Commission found that based on the school’s data how Andino Rivera 
Katirialis, a Cosmetology graduate employed as an educational assistant with VPA KiddoKidz, and 
Valdes Cancel Ruby, a Small Business Administration graduate employed as “Costom Service,” can 
be classified as employment in a training-related field.  

 
Although ATC stated that the “school has established an ongoing year to year self-requirement to 
engage an Independent Third-Party Employment Data Verification, in addition to our internal policies 
to verify the students’ achievement for each program offered,” the Commission is not convinced in 
the current or future reliability of the school’s reported data. As such, the Commission determined 
that additional monitoring of these efforts is warranted particularly in light of the aforementioned low 
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verification rates of the school’s data. Therefore, the Commission directs ATC to submit the 
following: 

a. The results of the most recent Independent Third-Party Employment Data Verification which the 
school indicated in its response would be conducted year-to-year or, if this process has not been 
implemented, an explanation as to why the school has not put this verification audit into place as 
ATC informed the Commission the school would;  

b. If the school cannot show the implementation of its own reliable Independent Third-Party 
Employment Data Verification as requested in (a.) above, then the school may submit an audit 
conducted by an acceptable independent third-party6 auditor who must secure or attempt to secure 
verification from the employer or the graduate either verbally or in writing for at least 50%7 of 
the graduate placement data (“Graduates-Employed in Field,” line 15 on the Graduation & 
Employment Chart) for each program submitted in the school’s 2015 ACCSC Annual Report. 
The independent third-party auditor must include a signed certification attesting to the accuracy 
of the information; 

c. A list of all the employment records selected for verification organized by program; 

d. Audit findings grouped by program including the following for each employed graduate in the 
sample, at a minimum: 

• The graduate’s name, place of employment, and descriptive job title/position; 

• Status/Results (i.e., minimally: verified accurate placement, placement is not accurate, or 
unable to verify); 

• The source of that verification (i.e., graduate or employer); 

• The date of the verification; 

• How long the graduate has been in the position; 

• Reason Placement is Not Accurate, as applicable (e.g., employee could not be found in 
employer’s records); and 

• Reason for Unable to Verify, as applicable (e.g., employer unwilling to provide information, 
could not reach employer or graduate after all attempts, etc.); and 

e. Any additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with employment verification accrediting 
standards. 

 
5.   ATC must demonstrate that the school has and implements a fair and equitable refund policy in 

accordance with the school’s disclosures (Section I (D)(5), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team observed that refunds for students who withdrew between 
February 13, 2014 and April 15, 2014 (40 students) were not made in a timely manner in accordance 
with the school’s published policy. The school provided a review of the change in administrative staff 
overseeing refunds and noted that 22 of the students did not require a refund. For the remaining 18 
students, each refund made was not within the timeframe established by the school’s refund policy.  

                                                           
6 Please refer to the July 1, 2013 Accreditation Alert for the Commission’s independent third party auditor definitions and 
requirements.  Given the difference between the first and second audit, the school may not use BEC for this audit. 
7 For those programs with 25 or fewer employed graduates, the auditor must attempt to verify 100% of the placements. 
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In the March 31, 2015 Probation Order, the Commission directed ATC to submit a copy of the 
school’s policy for calculating and dispersing refunds and to submit a Refund Report for all students 
who were either dismissed or withdrew between October 1, 2014 and March 31, 2015. In response, 
the school provided a copy of the catalog including the “Refund Policy (Withdrawals) ‘Pro-Rata 
Method.’” and the refund calculations for 23 students with September 29, 2014 as the date the refund 
was paid. The Commission found that while the catalog does include the policy for calculating a 
refund, the policy does not include the timeframe in which the refund will be completed. Moreover, 
the Commission found that the Refund Report did not provide any information for students who 
withdrew or terminated within the timeframe of October 1, 2014 to March 31, 2015 as specified by 
the Commission.   

 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ATC to submit the following: 

a. An updated copy of the school’s catalog to include the updated policy for calculating and 
dispersing refunds; 

b. An ACCSC Refund Report for all refunds issued to students (both financial aid students and non-
financial aid students) who were either dismissed or withdrew between October 1, 2014 and 
December 31, 2015 in accordance with the enclosed Refund Report Summary Sheet and Refund 
Report Worksheet to include: the Refund Report Worksheet; Refund Report Summary Sheet; 
copies of all electronic refund transactions and/or checks – front and back – issued for the 
purpose of students refunds;  

c. An explanation for any refund not completed within the timeframe set forth in the school’s 
written and published refund policy; and   

d. Any additional information that the school believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with ACCSC’s refund requirements. 

 
6.   ATC must demonstrate that the school has conducted at least two (2) Program Advisory Committee 

(“PAC”) meetings for all programs annually (Section II (A)(5)(d), Substantive Standards, Standards 
of Accreditation). The TSR notes that the last PAC meeting took place in April 2009. In response, the 
school provided November 24, 2014 PAC meeting minutes; however, the minutes were not 
translated. In addition, ATC stated “we will schedule two meetings for next year (2015)” but did not 
provide any tentative dates for the proposed meetings. In the March 31, 2015 Probation letter, the 
Commission directed ATC to a list of all PAC members, an English translation for the November 24, 
2014 PAC meeting minutes, and written and detailed minutes of all PAC meetings held for all 
programs since the submission of the response to the TSR. In response to the March 31, 2015 
Probation Order, ATC submitted a list of all PAC members and a translation for the November 24, 
2014 PAC meeting minutes. In addition, the school stated “[w]e did not hold meeting [sic] with our 
PAC members after the submission of the response to the TSR. We scheduled meetings for August 3 
and November 9, 2015.”  

 
The Commission found that the school’s response failed to sufficiently demonstrate that the school 
has conducted PAC meetings in accordance with accreditation requirements and as such, the 
Commission directs ATC to submit the following: 

a. Written and detailed minutes for the August 3, 2015 and November 9, 2015 PAC meetings that 
include: 

i. A description of all members in attendance (i.e., titles and affiliations); 
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ii. The date, time, and location of the meeting; and  

iii. A comprehensive and clear description of the review of and commentary made by the school 
representatives and the Program Advisory Committee members; and 

b. Any additional information that the school believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with ACCSC’s PAC requirements.8 

 
7.  ATC must demonstrate that the school verifies prior work experience of all faculty members (Section 

III (A)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The on-site evaluation team found that 
the school did not verify the prior work experience for Miriam Ocasio, a Nail Technician instructor. 
The school stated that Ms. Ocasio “attended trainings in her prior work [and] participated in various 
training before was [sic] hired by ATC” and that “[s]he worked for Rogie’s Schools of Beauty 
Culture, Instituto de Banca and MBTI.” The school, however, failed to submit evidence that the 
school in fact verified Ms. Ocasio’s prior work experience as described. Therefore, in the March 31, 
2015 Probation Order, the Commission directed ATC to submit the school’s policy for verifying 
work experience for faculty and documentation of the school’s verification of Miriam Ocasio’s prior 
work experience along with any faculty members hired since the on-site evaluation.  
 
In response to the March 31, 2015 Probation Order, ATC provided a copy of the school’s policy for 
verifying faculty prior work experience including the implementation of an “Employment 
Verification Form for Faculty Candidates.” In addition, the school stated “[a]s we included in our 
response of [sic] the on-site evaluation team report, Ms. Miriam Ocasio has the experience and was 
trained to be a Nails Technician instructor. The school considered the prior work experience to hire 
Ms. Ocasio for the position of Nails Technician.” The Commission does not dispute that Miriam 
Ocasio has been trained in instructional methods and teach skills (Section III (B)(4), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation); however, ATC still has not shown that the school has in fact 
verified Ms. Ocasio’s prior work experience or all faculty members (Section III (A)(4), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

As such, the Commission directs ATC to provide the following: 

a. Documentation of the school’s verification of Miriam Ocasio’s prior work experience; 

b. Documentation of the school’s verification of Gloria Santiago’s academic credentials; 

c. Evidence that ATC has verified the prior work experience for any faculty members hired by the 
school since the date of the on-site evaluation; and  

d. Any additional information that the school believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with ACCSC’s faculty qualifications 
requirements. 

 
8. ATC must demonstrate institutional assessment and improvement goal setting, benchmarking, and 

implementation activities in the areas of fiscal condition and budget; administrative policies and 
practices; student support services; educational program curricula; learning resources system, 

                                                           
8 Please note that the Commission recommends reviewing the “Maximizing Program Advisory Committees” Monograph Series 
publication available on the Commission’s website. This brochure explains why institutions need effective Program Advisory 
Committees, describes how to establish and operate a committee, and provides ideas on how to evaluate and reap the benefits of a 
PAC’s success to meet the program’s need for continuous performance improvement.  Furthermore, the Commission invites ATC 
to view the Webinar regarding Program Advisory Committees that occurred in March 2011 and is available on the ACCSC 
website at www.accsc.org. 
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equipment, and supporting materials; facilities; and student achievement outcomes (Section I (B)(2), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The TSR states that ATC did not demonstrate 
that the school had created detailed benchmarks and timelines for institutional improvement in the 
aforementioned areas. In response to the findings of the on-site evaluation team, ATC stated that the 
school has “made the necessary changes and adjustments to ensure is in compliance [sic],” that “the 
school is working with the IAIP to verify the information submitted to ACCSC,” and that the school 
“will establish the necessary controls to ensure comply wit [sic] the ACCSC standards.” However, 
ATC did not provide a copy of the school’s IAIP, documentation of the changes and adjustments, or 
implementation of the controls to ensure compliance.  
 
Therefore, the Commission directed ATC to submit evidence that the school’s institutional 
assessment and improvement activities are appropriate to the size of the school’s operations and 
support the management and administration of the school; support and enhance the quality of 
education provided; include internal and external information and feedback; and are significant and 
ongoing. In response to the March 31, 2015 Probation Order, ATC provided an account of the current 
retention rate of 67%; agendas for the Faculty Meetings held January 20, 2015 with Jesus Sánchez 
Olmo and Maritza Nieves and June 18, 2015 with Jesus Sánchez Olmo, Maritza Nieves, and Marybel 
Lopez with documentation of the topics in Spanish; a description of changes to be implemented with 
new students enrolling in the 2015-2016 Academic Calendar based on PAC recommendations; and 
documentation that Edwin Colon and Yasmin Acevedo attended ACCSC Workshops in May 2015 
and January 2014, respectively. Overall, while the Commission found that while it does appear that 
ATC’s institutional improvement activities include internal and external feedback, the school did not 
provide evidence that the activities and planning are appropriate to the size of the school’s operations 
and support the management and administration of the school; that the activities support and enhance 
the quality of education provided; and that the school’s activities are significant and ongoing. 
Specifically, the school’s narrative response to this concern addressed increasing enrollment 
for 2015-2016; new hires; and faculty and staff training. The response, however, did not 
provide evidence for all areas of the IAIP as required by accrediting standards. 

 
Therefore, the Commission directs ATC to provide: 
 

a. Evidence that the school engages in ongoing institutional assessment and improvement activities 
and planning appropriate to the size of the school’s operations and that support the management 
and administration of the school as well as the quality of education provided; 

b. Evidence that the school’s institutional assessment and improvement activities support and 
enhance the quality of education provided to include the translations of the documentation from 
the January 20, 2015 and June 18, 2015 faculty meetings; 

c. Evidence that the school’s institutional assessment and improvement activities are significant and 
ongoing experiences at the school; 

d. Evidence of institutional assessment and improvement goal setting, benchmarking, and 
implementation activities appropriate to the size and scale of the school’s operations in the areas 
of management; fiscal condition and budget; administrative policies and practices; student 
support services; faculty and staff development; educational program curricula; learning 
resources system, equipment, and supporting materials; facilities; and student achievement 
outcomes; and  
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e. Any additional information the school believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the school’s compliance with ACCSC’s institutional assessment and 
improvement requirements.9 

 
Notice to Students and Substantive Change Restriction: 
 

ATC must notify each currently enrolled student and each applicant that the school is on Probation with 
ACCSC. As part of the school’s response to the letter, please provide a copy of the notice provided to 
students and potential students (Section VII (L)(8), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation). 
 
Pursuant to Section VII (K)(7), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the 
Commission will not consider substantive changes, a change of location/relocation, or additions (i.e., 
separate facilities, new programs) to a school or its separate facilities while the school is under a Warning 
Order or Probation.  
 
Response Requirements: 
 

ATC must upload the school’s electronic response directly to ACCSC’s College 360 Database. The 
ACCSC College 360 database can be accessed by clicking here. Please note that the password utilized by 
the institution to access the Annual Report Portal is the same to access the School Submission section of 
the College 360 database. The Instructions for College 360 DMS Submissions can be found here. A 
detailed overview on how to upload a school submission can be found here. 
 
Keep in mind, the school’s response must be prepared in accordance with ACCSC’s Instructions for 
Electronic Submission (e.g., prepared as one Portable Document Format (“PDF”) file that has been 
prepared using Adobe Acrobat software (version 8.0 or higher) and which has a .pdf extension as part of 
the file name). The school will receive an e-mail confirmation that the file has been received within 24 
hours of the submission.   
 
The response must also include a signed certification attesting to the accuracy of the information and be 
received in the Commission’s office on or before January 8, 2016 for consideration at the February 
2016 Commission meeting. If a response is not received in the Commission’s office on or before 
January 8, 2016, the Commission will consider further appropriate action.  
 
For assistance with the password or for any other questions regarding the School Submission Pilot 
Project, please contact Anne Santalla at asantalla@accsc.org or 703.247.4532. Please note that any 
password requests to access College 360 must be made by the school director, or designated member of 
the school’s management team, via e-mail.   
 
  

                                                           
9 Please note that the Commission recommends reviewing the “Institutional Assessment and Improvement 
Planning/Implementation” Monograph Series publication available on the Commission’s website. This brochure explains why 
institutions need effective Institutional Assessment and Improvement Planning, defines institutional assessment, provides an 
institutional assessment and improvement cycle, and speaks to developing and implementing the Institutional Effectiveness Plan.  

https://college360.accsc.org/logon.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/October%202014/Instructions%20for%20Electronic%20Submission%20C360%20Final.docx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/July%202014%20IRD%20Forms/august%202014/Directions%20for%20Uploading%20a%20School%20Submission%20to%20College%20360.docx
mailto:asantalla@accsc.org
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For further assistance or additional information, please contact Alicia DeMartini at 703.625.7846 or 
ademartini@accsc.org. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
Encls: ACCSC Refund Report Summary Sheet 
 ACCSC Refund Report Worksheet 
 ACCSC Refund Report Worksheet Glossary 
 



 
 

ACCSC REFUND REPORT SUMMARY SHEET 
 

School Name: 

School Number: 

Refund Report Date Range:  

Student Name Start Date Last Date of 
Attendance 

Date of 
Determination of 

Withdrawal / 
Termination 

Date of 
Determination of 
Refund Due Date 

Date Refund Paid* 

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

*This is the date that the refund was distributed to or received by either the student or applicable funding source.



REFUND REPORT WORKSHEET 
A separate worksheet must be completed for each refund made  

within the time period specified by the Commission. 
 
Name of student: _______________________________________  Date of enrollment: ______________ 
 

The maximum number of days for which the school must 
disburse refunds, as defined in the school’s refund policy: 

 

Based upon the school’s refund policy, select (a) or (b) below and enter the date the school 
used to calculate the number of days required to disburse the refund: 

(a) Last date of attendance  

(b) Date of determination of termination/withdrawal  

Date of refund disbursement:  

The actual number of days between (a) or (b) above and the date the school  disbursed the 
refund: 

 

 
 Attach to this worksheet a detailed explanation for why the refund was late (if applicable). 
 

Length of program or period of enrollment:  

Percentage of program or period of enrollment completed: % 

Total tuition for program or period of enrollment: $ 

total amount of tuition collected: $ 

percentage of total tuition collected: % 

percentage of collected tuition retained (c): % 

percentage of collected tuition refunded (d): % 

Amount of refund $ 
 
Attach to the school’s submission: 
 One copy of the school’s withdrawal/refund policy and attendance policy, as it appears in the school’s 

catalog, must accompany the school’s submission.  If the school uses one or more state refund policies, 
please attach a copy of each state’s refund policy.  One copy per state will suffice for the entire Refund 
Report. 

 The Refund Report Summary Sheet for all refunds included in this report. 

Attach to this worksheet: 
 Copy of the calculation sheet(s) showing how the refund was calculated, 
 Copy of the front and the back of the refund check(s) or electronic transmission document(s).  



 

THE REFUND REPORT WORKSHEET GLOSSARY 
 
 

Name of student: As it appears on the signed Enrollment Agreement. 
 
Date of enrollment: The date the Enrollment Agreement was signed. 
 
Last date of attendance (a): The last day the student attended class. 
 
Date of determination of termination/withdrawal (b): The date the student’s enrollment was terminated either by 
voluntarily withdrawal or by termination by the school. 
 
Date of refund disbursement: The date the refund check was processed and disbursed or electronically 
transmitted (Pell accounts). 
 
Length of program or period of enrollment: The total length of the program, or period of enrollment for which 
tuition is charged, measured in weeks, months, or clock hours, whichever is most appropriate for refund calculation 
purposes. 
 
Percentage of program or period of enrollment completed: Length of the total program, or period of enrollment 
for which tuition is charged, completed divided by the amount of the length of the program or period of enrollment 
for which tuition is charged uncompleted. 
 
Total tuition for program or period of enrollment for which tuition is charged: The total tuition cost for the 
program, or period of enrollment for which tuition is charged.  This amount does not include application fees, books, 
supplies, uniforms, etc., unless those items are completely refundable by the school. 
 
Total amount of tuition collected: The amount of refundable monies collected. 
 
Percentage of total tuition collected: The percentage of refundable monies collected. 
 
Percentage of collected tuition retained (c): The percentage of refundable monies collected that was retained by 
the school for training received by the student. 
 
Percentage of collected tuition refunded (d):  The percentage of refundable monies collected that was returned to 
the student, or to financial aid accounts on behalf of the student, for training which was purchased but not received 
by the student.  Items (c) and (d) should total 100%. 
 
Amount of refund: The dollar and cents amount of the refund. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
    
 



September 3, 2015 ELECTRONIC DELIVERY & FEDERAL EXPRESS 
LFishman@edaff.com 

Lawrence Fishman 
Campus President 
All-State Career School #M059349 
2200 Broening Hwy. Ste. 160 Probation Order1 
Baltimore, Maryland 21224 
 
Dear Mr. Fishman: 
 
At the August 2015 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” or 
“the Commission”), considered its previous decision to issue a Warning Order in regards to the 
December 6, 2013 Commission-Directed Unannounced On-site Evaluation Report; the January 24, 2014 
notification regarding an investigation of the school by the Office of the Inspector General (“OIG”); and 
the March 17, 2015 Team Summary Report for All-State Career (“ASC-Baltimore”) located in Baltimore, 
Maryland. The Commission reviewed the following:  

• June 16, 2015 Continued Warning Order letter and the school’s response,  

• Press release by the Department of Justice dated June 24, 2015, announcing the settlement reached 
with Education Affiliates to resolve cases alleging submission of false claims for federal student aid; 
and 

• July 2, 2015 letter from ACCSC directing EA to provide additional information regarding the 
settlement agreement with the Department of Justice; and EA’s response to that letter 

Based on this review, the Commission voted to place ASC-Baltimore on Probation with a subsequent 
review scheduled for ACCSC’s February 2016 meeting. The reasons for the Commission’s decision are 
set forth below. 
 
History of the Commission’s Review: 
 
May 2014 

At the May 2014 meeting, the Commission considered its previous decision to direct ASC-Baltimore to 
undergo a Commission Directed Unannounced On-site Evaluation, and a January 24, 2014 notification 
regarding an investigation of the school by the Office of the Inspector General (“OIG”). Upon review of 
the January 30, 2014 Team Summary Report (“TSR”) and the school’s response to that report; and the 
April 10, 2014 update from the school regarding the OIG investigation, the Commission voted to defer 
final action to November 2014 in order to provide the school with an opportunity to demonstrate 
compliance in the areas of: recruitment policies and procedures; accrediting agency notification; 
admissions practices and documentation; student achievement; employment classification; and 
compliance with federal regulations. 
 
November 2014 

At the November 2014 meeting, the Commission considered its previous decision to defer final action on 
the Commission-Directed Unannounced On-site Evaluation Report and the January 24, 2014 notification 

                                                           
1 In addition, at the August 2015 meeting as part of the system-wide review of financial soundness, admissions documentation, 
and compliance with federal regulations, the Commission voted to continue the system-wide Warning Order with a subsequent 
review scheduled for ACCSC’s February 2016 meeting. This campus is also subject to that System-wide Warning Order 
covering all ACCSC-accredited EA-affiliated institutions. 
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regarding an investigation of the school by the OIG. Upon review of the May 29, 2014 deferral letter and 
the school’s response, the Commission voted to place ASC-Baltimore on Warning and to direct the 
school to demonstrate compliance in the areas of student achievement and admissions practices, with a 
subsequent review scheduled for May 2015. 
 
May 2015 

At the May 2015 meeting, the Commission considered its previous decision to issue a Warning Order. 
Upon review of the January 30, 2015 Warning Order letter and the school’s response, as well as the 
March 17, 2015 TSR and the school’s response, the Commission voted to continue ASC-Baltimore on 
Warning and to demonstrate compliance in the areas of student achievement; employment classification; 
and student satisfaction, with a subsequent review scheduled for August 2015. 
 
August 2015 Review and Requirements to Demonstrate Compliance 
 

At the August 2015 meeting, the Commission found that the record raises such serious concerns about the 
management of the institution that ASC-Baltimore could be construed to have been negligent in 
protecting students from the fraudulent actions of its own employees. Although at this point, the lapse of 
oversight cannot be corrected, ASC-Baltimore must take immediate and strong action in order to 
convince the Commission that further breaches of the confidence placed in ASC-Baltimore are unlikely to 
reoccur. In addition, the Commission continues to have questions regarding the integrity of the school’s 
employment records and the low employment rates in three of the school’s programs. 
 
1. ASC-Baltimore has failed to demonstrate that the school is supervised by an individual or team with a 

demonstrated ability to lead and manage a postsecondary institution in compliance with accrediting 
standards (Section I (A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The Commission’s 
focus in this area began with the failure of All-State Career in Baltimore, Maryland to notify the 
Commission of an FBI investigation into fraudulent practices regarding ability-to-benefit testing. 
Subsequently, the parent company, Education Affiliates (“EA”) had been the subject of an 
investigation by the U.S. Department of Education Office of the Inspector General (“OIG”). 
Ultimately, ACCSC received a letter dated June 25, 2015 from Education Affiliates, Inc. (“EA”) and 
a June 24, 2015 press release issued by the U.S. Department of Justice (“DOJ”). The press release 
from the DOJ discloses that EA has agreed to pay $13 million to the United States government to 
resolve allegations that EA violated the False Claims Act by submitting false claims to the U.S. 
Department of Education in order to receive federal student aid for students enrolled in EA’s 
programs. The DOJ’s press release states that: 

The government alleged that employees at EA’s All State Career campus in Baltimore altered 
admissions test results so as to admit unqualified students, created false or fraudulent high 
school diplomas and falsified students’ federal aid applications… these allegations also led 
to criminal convictions of two All State Careers admission representatives, Barry Sugarman 
and Jesse Moore, and a test proctor, Jacqueline Caldwell.  

 
The Commission found that the confirmation of criminal activity at by two former ASC-Baltimore 
employees that apparently took place over a period of up to three years constitutes a failure of 
management at the ASC-Baltimore campus. By letter dated July 2, 2015, ACCSC specifically 
notified EA that “…to say that EA managers were unaware of what was happening at the campuses 
does not relieve each school from accountability in this matter.” ACCSC directed EA to justify – in 
the specific instance of All State Career in Baltimore – how EA can be considered “not accountable” 
for the actions of its employees when ACCSC considers “the school” and its management to be 
responsible for the actions of its employees. In response, EA acknowledged that it is “accountable for 
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the actions of its employees, even when it had not sanctioned, and was unaware, of such conduct.” 
While EA’s response seeks to provide assurance that managers did not engage in fraudulent practices, 
the Commission is concerned regarding the failure of managers to safeguard students and federal 
funds against the fraudulent actions of its employees. The response does not address how these 
actions went undetected by the management of ASC-Baltimore, or indicate that Education Affiliates 
has conducted sufficient internal investigation or made any changes as a result of the lapse of 
oversight. In fact, the on-site evaluation team that conducted the unannounced review at ASC-
Baltimore in January 2014 found the following shortly after the FBI investigation (an investigation 
that the school’s management failed to inform ACCSC about):  

All State Career did not demonstrate to the on-site evaluation team that the school internally 
reviews its recruiting policies and procedures and the performance of personnel involved in 
recruiting activities. The on-site evaluation team found this to be of particular concern given 
the circumstances that caused the Commission to direct the unannounced on-site evaluation. 
Overall, the on-site evaluation team found the actions taken by the school are insufficient to 
address a significant and serious breach of fiduciary responsibility. The on-site evaluation 
team requested documentation of the steps taken by the school in reaction to the FBI 
Investigation and guilty pleas of defrauding the federal government through the school’s 
recruitment and admissions process. The school director indicated that he had spoken to the 
school staff involved in the recruitment and admissions process, and the staff confirmed this 
and that the school’s legal counsel had conducted an audit. However, the school could 
provide no documentation of any review or audit conducted – either specifically in reaction 
to the conduct of its employees or as a matter of general practice. Moreover, it appeared to 
the on-site evaluation team that the audit may have been designed more to determine if any 
other fraud had occurred as opposed to determining the root cause of the employee actions, 
the oversight of those employees, and whether any adjustments or improvements were needed 
to the school’s oversight of its staff as a preventative measure. 

 
The Commission is unconvinced that the ASC-Baltimore has yet to take adequate steps to ensure the 
proper management of the school in the wake of such a significant breach of trust. The school will 
have to show significant management personnel and policy enhancements in order to satisfy the 
Commission and to reestablish the level of confidence   
 
The issue of employee conduct and the fraud perpetrated at the school, however, is not the lone 
source of concern regarding the school’s management. As the following sections of this letter set 
forth, the school has consistently reported significantly low employment rate student achievement 
outcomes and has failed to maintain verifiable records of the low employment rates reported. 
Moreover, the strategies that ASC-Baltimore indicated the school has put in place have largely failed 
to make a positive impact on the employability of the school’s graduates. In some cases, such as the 
issues of criminal backgrounds for students in the Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning and 
Refrigeration program, the school’s management appears to have completely failed to recognize the 
issues and to craft an acceptable and workable solution to mitigate the problem.   
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission determined that ASC-Baltimore must demonstrate that there 
is adequate management to provide assurance that the school will operate in compliance with 
accrediting standards, meet its objectives, and fulfill its obligations to students. Accordingly, the 
Commission directs ASC-Baltimore to submit the following: 

a. A detailed analysis of the management failure that occurred in allowing fraudulent activities to go 
undetected at ASC-Baltimore;  
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b. A description of the steps that Education Affiliates and ASC-Baltimore have taken and intend to 
take to ensure the school is adequately managed in the future and that will help prevent future 
fraudulent activity and breaches of trust such as personnel and policy enhancements; 

c. A detailed description of the current management structure at the campus level and at the 
corporate level, including an organizational chart of the corporate structure and an organizational 
charts of the management at ASC-Baltimore; 

d. A detailed description of  ASC-Baltimore’s  management and administrative capacity, both at the 
campus and corporate levels, any changes that have been made since the initial FBI investigation, 
and an explanation as to how this capacity is sufficient to ensure ongoing compliance with 
accrediting standards; and 

e. Any other information or documentation that ASC-Baltimore believes will assist the Commission 
in its review of the school’s management capability. 

 
2. ASC-Baltimore has failed to demonstrate successful student achievement by maintaining acceptable 

rates of graduate employment in the career field for which the school provides education (Section VII 
(B)(1)(b), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The history of the Commission’s 
current review of student achievement outcomes at ASC-Baltimore started with rates reported in the 
2013 ACCSC Annual Report. Currently, ASC-Baltimore is reporting employment rates for four of 
the school’s eight programs that fall below benchmarks. The most recent four sets of rates as reported 
by ASC-Baltimore are outlined in the table below.  

Employment Rates 
 February 

2014 Report 
Date 

July 2014 
Report Date 

March 2015 
Report 
Date 

July 2015 
Report Date 

Electrical Systems Technology  28% 59% 48% 41% 
Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning 
and Refrigeration 47% 48% 33% 34% 

Medical Assisting  57% 63% 48% 51% 
Medical Billing and Coding 
Administrator 55% 51% 41% 61% 

Shaded rates represent those which are below ACCSC’s employment rate benchmark. 
 
Electrical Systems Technology  

During the period of the Commission’s review, ASC-Baltimore has reported employment rates that 
consistently fall below ACCSC’s employment rate benchmark and that show no significant response 
to the strategies the school has claims to have implemented as a means to improve student outcomes. 
The Commission indicated, via the Continued Warning Order dated June 16, 2015, that the 
persistently low rates of employment for graduates of this program raises a question as to the viability 
of the program. In response, ASC-Baltimore stated: “[b]ased on the population decline, student 
demand, and employment concerns (for students without a valid driver’s license), the campus has 
decided to discontinue enrolling new students, teach out the remaining students, and discontinue the 
EST program.” The response includes a Programmatic Teach-Out Plan Approval Form submitted to 
ACCSC on July 14, 2015. ASC-Baltimore will provide training to the four remaining students until 
all have graduated (estimated to be November 2015), and employment assistance to the graduates. 
Accordingly, the Commission directs ASC-Baltimore to provide information regarding the outcome 
of the program for the four remaining students, including graduation and employment information. 
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Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration 

During the period of the Commission’s review, ASC-Baltimore has reported employment rates that 
consistently fall well below ACCSC’s benchmark and which have declined significantly over the 
period February 2014 to July 2015. The school has identified the lack of a driver’s license and a 
criminal background as two factors impacting the employment rate of this program. In order to 
address the issue of the driver’s license, the school revised its admissions criteria to require that 
applicants possess a driver’s license. As this new policy was implemented in January 2015, there has 
not been enough time for the students admitted under the new criteria into this 9-month program to be 
included in a reportable cohort. Therefore, the Commission is interested in more contemporaneous 
employment information to ascertain the extent to which this particular strategy has been effective. 
 
ASC-Baltimore indicated that “[t]he issue of criminal backgrounds and employability has been, and 
will continue to be, a factor that All-State Career will need to navigate to successfully place our 
HVACR program graduates.” The school conducted a survey of six Program Advisory Committee 
members and found that four will not hire applicants with any criminal background and the remaining 
two will only hire “with some criminal background (i.e., up to assault and theft under $1,000.00.” As 
noted with regard to the school’s previous response regarding the HVACR program, this response 
also lacks concrete information about the number of applicants with criminal backgrounds and how 
many are able to successfully achieve the outcomes of the program. However, ASC-Baltimore was 
able to provide data regarding unemployed graduates over the past year. The school provided a list of 
104 graduates from the HVACR program over the past year, indicating that 44 were placed in field. 
The school has no “definitive data” regarding the criminal status of the graduates who have been 
placed; however, the school was able to contact 34 of the 60 graduates that were not placed in the 
field. Of that group of 34, 30 disclosed “criminal background issues.” This information indicates that 
a criminal background is a significant barrier to employment, which places a critical emphasis on the 
school’s measures to either align admissions practices with the practices in the industry or to 
implement robust measures to mitigate this obstacle to achievement of the educational objectives of 
the program.  
 
ASC-Baltimore indicated that the school “considered requiring all HVACR applicants to submit to a 
criminal background check prior to admission; however, the city of Baltimore has a statute (Subtitle 
15 of Article 11, Labor and Employment) that prohibits asking about criminal background issues on 
initial interviews.” Although the response includes a copy of the statute, the Commission found that 
the school has not demonstrated that the statute prohibits ASC-Baltimore from implementing a 
background check as part of the admissions process. According to the statute provided, the employer 
is prohibited from inquiring about a candidate’s criminal background before a conditional offer of 
employment has been extended. The statute also states that “[t]his subtitle may not be construed to 
require any employer to hire someone with a criminal record, nor to limit an employer’s ability to 
choose the most qualified and appropriate applicant for the employment opportunity at hand.” 
 
Rather than implementing a criminal background check, ASC-Baltimore will  

“…require all applicants that enroll on or after July 28, 2015 to sign a disclosure prior to 
enrollment. The notification will state that any graduate with a criminal background may 
have difficulty obtaining employment in the HVACR industry… The school believes the 
criminal background disclosure (referenced in 1.b.i) will deter applicants from applying to 
the HVACR program when they have a criminal background that may potentially affect their 
future placement.”  
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ASC-Baltimore is also working to identify employers who will hire individuals with criminal 
backgrounds and is attempting to match graduates with criminal backgrounds to those employers 
most likely to hire them. In addition, ASC-Baltimore indicated that the school has implemented a new 
initiative to assist students in expunging and/or shielding their backgrounds, as allowed by Maryland 
law.  
 
In absence of data regarding criminal backgrounds of applicants, the Commission is not convinced 
that ASC-Baltimore will be able to show that the new disclosure procedure will be at all effective in 
deterring applicants with criminal backgrounds from applying. Moreover, without specific 
information, the school has not demonstrated that the school has secured enough employers that will 
hire applicants with criminal backgrounds to provide sufficient opportunities for the numbers of 
applicants admitted. And with regard to the expunging and/or shield of backgrounds, the school has 
not provided any information with regard to the length of that process and how often it would be 
successful in assisting graduates to obtain employment.  
 
The Commission expressed serious concern that the employment rates for the HVACR program have 
not shown improvement, which shows that the school is not achieving the educational objectives of 
the program nor fulfilling its obligations to these students. The Commission found that the lack of 
improvement shows that the school’s current choice of strategies has not been effective, particularly 
with respect to applicants with criminal backgrounds. In addition, the school has not provided a 
reasonable basis for concluding that the strategies outlined in the response will be effective in 
improving the employment rate for graduates. ASC-Baltimore has not demonstrated educational 
quality and institutional effectiveness through acceptable employment rates in the HVACR program.  
 
Medical Assisting  

At the May 2015 meeting, the Commission acknowledged the school’s strategy to improve 
employment rates through encouraging more graduates to seek national certification and to actively 
facilitate the examination process. The Commission decided to monitor employment rates in the 
Medical Assisting program to ascertain the effectiveness of the school’s efforts. The employment rate 
reported using a July 2015 Report Date is 51%, a slight increase from the 48% reported using a 
Report Date of March 2015. Despite this marginal increase, the employment rates reported for the 
Medical Assisting program have not improved, having declined from 57% for the July 2014 Report 
Date to 51% for the July 2015 Report Date. The Commission will scrutinize more contemporaneous 
data for evidence that employment rates have been positively impacted by the school’s measures. 
 
Medical Billing and Coding Administrator: 

The reported employment rates for the Medical Billing and Coding Administrator have shown the 
most improvement. The rates increased significantly from 41% with the February 2015 Report Date 
to 61% with the July 2015 Report Date. According to the response, “[t]he Education team previously 
focused on placing students at externship sites for the purpose of course completion; however, there 
was no attention on placing students at sites where open positions for employment might be available 
once students graduate from the program.” ASC-Baltimore is now focused on securing externship 
sites for students of this program that will provide the most opportunities for employment after 
completion of the externship. Although the Commission noted the upward trend of employment rates 
for this program, the rates are still below ACCSC’s benchmarks for demonstrating successful student 
achievement. Moreover, that the school failed to recognize the importance of placing students at sites 
where open positions for employment might be available once students graduate from the program 
again raises concern regarding how well qualified the management personnel are when such a 
fundamental component of career services is left unattended.  
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Overall, the Commission reviewed the employment rates reported for the four programs over the 15 
month period from February 2014 to July 2015 and considered the extent to which the lack of 
improvement in student achievement outcomes is connected to a failure of the school’s management 
team.  

The overall improved placement statistics are the result of changes in leadership, changes in 
personnel, and application of better processes implemented earlier this year, as addressed in 
this and previous responses. Although ASC-Baltimore understands that there is still work to 
do, as the expectation is that all programs minimally meet benchmark, the school also 
recognizes that significant strides have been taken in the past year to improve as an 
organization. ASC-Baltimore now believes that it has a Career Services department in place 
that is driving outcomes in the right direction for our graduates. 

The Commission, however, requires more detailed information regarding the specific “changes in 
leadership, changes in personnel, and application of better processes” that show a direct correlation to 
improvement of the employability of graduates. 
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ASC-Baltimore to submit the following: 

a. Information regarding the outcome of the Electrical Systems Technology program for the four 
remaining students in the program (William Dixon, Kaylen Hancock, Nicholas Layman, and 
Alphonso Williams), including current graduation and employment status. 

b. For the Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning & Refrigeration program, provide the following: 

i. Specific information regarding the number of applicants admitted with criminal backgrounds, 
how the school collects that information, how many employers that are willing to hire 
graduates with criminal backgrounds and an analysis of the capacity of the employment 
market to accommodate the number of graduates ASC-Baltimore is producing with criminal 
backgrounds; 

ii. An analysis of the school’s efforts to dissuade applicants with criminal backgrounds from 
enrolling in the HVACR program, with supporting documentation; 

iii. Contemporaneous employment data that includes a list of graduates from the three most 
recent graduating classes from the HVACR program with information regarding the 
employment status of each graduate; and  

iv. An analysis of the contemporaneous employment data as well as graduation and employment 
rates and an updated assessment of the factors impacting the rates of graduate employment 
(e.g., economic conditions), how the strategies implemented by the school are intended to 
target those factors, and how the school is measuring the effectiveness of those strategies. 

c. For the Medical Assisting: program, in addition to updated Graduation and Employment Charts 
required below, the school must supply contemporaneous employment data that includes a list of 
graduates from the three most recent graduating classes and the employment status of each 
graduate. If the contemporaneous data do not show that the school’s strategies have had a positive 
impact resulting in higher student achievement rates (graduation and/or employment) that meet 
ACCSC’s benchmarks., the school is required to submit an updated assessment of the factors 
impacting the rates of graduate employment (e.g., economic conditions), how the strategies 
implemented by the school are intended to target those factors, and how the school is measuring 
the effectiveness of those strategies. 
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d. For the Medical Billing and Coding Administrator program: in addition to updated Graduation 
and Employment Charts required below, the school must supply contemporaneous employment 
data that includes a list of graduates from the three most recent graduating classes and the 
employment status of each graduate. If the contemporaneous data do not show that the school’s 
strategies have had a positive impact resulting in higher student achievement rates (graduation 
and/or employment) that meet ACCSC’s benchmarks, the school is required to submit an updated 
assessment of the factors impacting the rates of graduate employment (e.g., economic conditions), 
how the strategies implemented by the school are intended to target those factors, and how the 
school is measuring the effectiveness of those strategies. 

e. A Graduation and Employment Chart for the Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning & 
Refrigeration program, the Medical Assisting program, and the Medical Billing and Coding 
program offered by the school using a October 2015 Report Date; 

f. Summary information for each Graduation and Employment Chart organized according to the 
corresponding cohort start date reported on the chart (line #1) as follows: 

i. For each student start, provide the following information: 
Student 
Name Program Start Date Graduation Date Withdrawal/Termination Date 

     

ii. For each student classified as “Unavailable for Graduation” (line #6), provide the following 
information:  

Student 
Name Program Start Date Reason Unavailable Description of the Documentation on File 

     

iii. For each graduate classified as employed in the field2 (line #14), provide the following 
information: 

Graduate 
Name Program Start 

Date 

Employer 
Name, 

Address, & 
Ph. # 

Employer 
Point of 
Contact 

Date of 
Initial 

Employment 

Descriptive Job 
Title and 

Responsibilities 

Source of 
Verification  

(i.e., graduate 
or employer) 

        

iv. From the list in (iii) above, for each graduate classified as employed in a training related 
field, that is “self-employed,” provide the following: 

Graduate 
Name Program Start Date Description of the Documentation on File 

    

v. For each graduate classified as “Graduates-Further Education” (line #11) or “Graduates-
Unavailable for Employment” (line #12), provide the following information: 

Graduate 
Name Program Start 

Date 
Classification on 
the G&E Chart Reason Description of the Documentation 

on File 
      

g. A detailed description of how the managers are engaged in the process of overseeing and 
monitoring the student achievement data and the extent to which that data is used to inform the 
ongoing assessment and program evaluation process; and who is ultimately responsible for 
decisions regarding programmatic offerings at each campus. 

                                                           
2 See Appendix VII – Guidelines for Employment Classification, Standards of Accreditation. 
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h. Specific information regarding the “changes in leadership, changes in personnel, and application 
of better processes” that the school can show have had a direct positive impact on the 
employability of graduates. 

 
3. ASC-Baltimore has failed to justify the classification of each graduate as employed in a training 

related field and to maintain verifiable employment records (Section VII (B)(1)(b) and Appendix VII, 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). The Commission’s review of this area began 
with the results of the independent third party verification of the school’s employment records for 
graduates classified as employed in field on the 2013 Annual Report. The third party sampled 400 of 
798 total records and was unable to verify 55% of the records (220 of 400). The school provided the 
Commission with the employment records of those 220 graduates. The Commission found the records 
were not consistently completed and that the records did not consistently show that the classification 
of the graduate as employed in the field is justified in accordance with the guidelines provided in 
Appendix VII of the Standards of Accreditation. In addition, the Commission was interested in 
additional information regarding the 12 graduates whose records had been verified as inaccurate.  
 
To ascertain whether the school’s policies and procedures provide appropriate guidance to the school 
staff responsible for classifying graduates as employed in field, the Commission directed ASC-
Baltimore to submit copies of the school’s policies and procedures with regard to employment 
classification. In response, the school acknowledged that: 

At the time of the 2013 annual report (the data reviewed by the third-party agent represents 
records from this period), it was common practice for the Career Services department to 
classify graduates as “employed in a training-related” position when the graduate utilized 
skills that were learned as part of their program. 

The response further indicates that with the 2014 Annual Report, the school no longer included 
placements that were not directly associated with the graduate’s program of study unless the 
placement utilized a majority of the skills taught in the program. As of the 2015 Annual Report, the 
policy will be revised again and the school will no longer consider the position of bus driver as an 
acceptable placement for the Advanced Tractor Trailer Driving program unless the equipment the 
graduate will be regularly utilizing is in excess of 26,000 lbs. and requires a Class A Commercial 
Driver License. While the Commission does recognize the school’s movement toward compliance in 
this area, the Commission questions why the school failed to make improvements due to own internal 
efforts and upon receiving the Guidelines for Employment Classification from ACCSC in April of 
2012. Again, the Commission sees this as a fundamental failure of the school’s management to ensure 
that the school adheres to ACCSC’s expectations. 

 
ASC-Baltimore included a copy of a memo from Education Affiliates titled “Policy for documenting 
and verifying Graduates as employed For Placement” dated March 27, 2013 (almost a year after 
ACCSC provided the Guidelines for Employment Classification in the Standards of Accreditation). 
According to the policy, an employment is “[a] graduate working in paid employment that is in the 
field for which they have been trained, using the majority of the skills learned in school on the job.” 
The policy, however, does not define the process whereby the career services representatives are to 
make that determination. In addition, the policy indicates that employment must be “continuous and 
sustainable,” however, the policy does not disclose how ASC-Baltimore defines those terms. Also, 
although the school’s response mentions that as of the July 2015 Annual Report, the school will no 
longer consider the position of bus driver as an acceptable placement for the Advanced Tractor 
Trailer Driving program unless the equipment the graduate will be regularly utilizing is in excess of 
26,000 lbs. and requires a Class A Commercial Driver License, this revision does not appear to be 
stated in the policies included with the response. The Commission found that the policies provide 
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insufficient guidance to school staff making judgments about classifying graduates as employed in 
field 

 
In order to ascertain whether the strategies described by ASC-Baltimore for ensuring the school’s 
records of initial employment are complete and reflect employment classifications justified by the 
Commission’s guidelines in Appendix VII of the Standards of Accreditation, the Commission directed 
the school to submit a sample of employment records for graduates from each approved program 
covering the period January 2015 through May 31, 2015. The school submitted a total of 56 
employment records. Although the employment record has a place to describe the “Skills Used,” it is 
not clear how the staff member determines that the position uses a majority of the skills learned in 
school on the job. The Commission also noted that of the records submitted with the response, 25% 
(14 of 56) are based on verbal verifications, rather than the written notification from the graduate or 
the employer requirement set forth in the Guideline for Employment Classification. 
 
The school’s documentation with regard to the twelve graduates verified by the third party to be 
incorrect confirms that ASC-Baltimore did not have appropriate recordkeeping mechanisms in place. 
Some of the records were acknowledged to be incorrect and the Employment Verification Forms do 
not appear to be consistently completed with sufficient information provided to make a determination 
that the graduate was accurately categorized as employed in field. The current policies and procedures 
do not appear to be sufficiently specific to provide an adequate level of guidance to staff classifying 
graduates as employed in field. In the absence of clear guidance, there can be no assurance that 
classifications will be made consistently and in accordance with accrediting standards. Finally, the 
most recent records show improvement with regard to completion of the forms; however, the form 
itself does not contain the school’s rubric for measuring the relatedness of an employment. 

 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission determined that ASC-Baltimore must demonstrate the 
justification of employment classifications and the reliability of data provided by the school and as 
such directs the school to submit the following: 

a. Revised policies and procedures that include the school’s rubrics for measuring the following 
from the Guidelines for Employment Classification: 

i. The employment classification is appropriate and reasonable based on the educational 
objectives of the program,  

ii. The employment is for a reasonable period of time, is based on program objectives, and can 
be considered sustainable (e.g., not a single day of employment), and  

iii. The employment is directly related to the program from which the individual graduated, 
aligns with a majority of the educational and training objectives of the program, and is a paid 
position. 

b. A copy of the school’s Employment Verification Form, which has been revised to reflect the 
rubrics for measuring alignment with educational and training objectives, reasonable period of 
time, and sustainability. 

c. Employment records for each student who graduated from an approved program for the 
timeframe September 15, 2015 through November 15, 2015 and are classified as “employed in 
field.” 

d. A description of the management process for oversight and monitoring of the process of creating 
and maintaining accurate records of initial employment.  
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PROBATION REQUIREMENTS: 
 

In cases where the Commission has reason to believe that a school is not in compliance with accreditation 
standards and other requirements, the Commission may, at its discretion, place a school on Probation. A 
school subject to a Probation Order must demonstrate corrective action and compliance with accrediting 
standards. Failure of the school to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards or other 
accrediting requirements by the due date set forth herein may result in a revocation of 
accreditation action. 
 
The Commission will not consider substantive changes, a change of location/relocation, or additions (i.e., 
separate facilities, new programs) to a school or its separate facilities while the school is on Probation. 
However, a school that is subject to Probation may seek the Commission’s approval for the transfer of 
accreditation that would result from a change of ownership as described in Section IV, Rules of Process 
and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
In accordance with Section X, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a summary of 
the Probation Order is made public and provided to the U.S. Department of Education, appropriate State 
agencies, and appropriate accrediting agencies. Moreover, in accordance with Section X (C)(6), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the Commission has notified the U.S. Department of 
Education of this action pertaining to the findings related to the school’s federal financial aid 
responsibilities.  
 
In accordance with Section VII (L)(8), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a 
school subject to a Probation Order must inform current and prospective students that the school has been 
placed on Probation and that additional information regarding that action can be obtained from the 
Commission’s website.  
 
MAXIMUM TIMEFRAME TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE: 
 

Please refer to Section VII (M), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation for the 
maximum timeframe allowed for ASC-Baltimore to achieve and demonstrate compliance with the 
Standards of Accreditation set forth in this letter. The timeframe to achieve compliance begins as of the 
date of this letter. Please also be advised that the Commission is under no obligation to wait for the 
maximum timeframe to expire and may take an adverse action prior to the expiration of the maximum 
allowable timeframe. 
 
RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS: 
 

By applying for accreditation, a school accepts the obligation to demonstrate continuous compliance with 
the Standards of Accreditation. While the Commission employs its own methods to determine a school’s 
compliance with accrediting standards, the burden rests with the school to establish that it is meeting the 
standards. The Commission’s deliberations and decisions are made on the basis of the written record and 
thus a school must supply the Commission with complete documentation of the school’s compliance with 
accrediting standards. 
 
ASC-Baltimore must provide a response to the items expressed above that provides the information 
requested along with any additional information that the school believes supports a demonstration of 
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compliance with accrediting standards.3 If the school’s response contains documentation that includes 
personal or confidential student or staff information that is not required for the Commission’s review 
(e.g., social security numbers, dates of birth, etc.), please remove or redact that information.  
 
ASC-Baltimore must upload the school’s electronic response directly to ACCSC’s College 360 Database. 
The ACCSC College 360 database can be accessed by clicking here. Please note that the password 
utilized by the institution to access the Annual Report Portal is the same to access the School Submission 
section of the College 360 database. The Instructions for College 360 DMS Submissions can be found 
here. A detailed overview on how to upload a school submission can be found here. 
 
Keep in mind, the school’s response must be prepared in accordance with ACCSC’s Instructions for 
Electronic Submission (e.g., prepared as one Portable Document Format (“PDF”) file that has been 
prepared using Adobe Acrobat software (version 8.0 or higher) and which has a .pdf extension as part of 
the file name). The school will receive an e-mail confirmation that the file has been received within 24 
hours of the submission.   
 
The response must also include a signed certification attesting to the accuracy of the information and be 
received in the Commission’s office on or before December 18, 2015 for review at ACCSC’s February 
2016 Commission meeting. If a response is not received in the Commission’s office on or before 
December 18, 2015, the Commission will consider further appropriate action. 
 
For assistance with the password or for any other questions regarding the electronic submission 
requirements, please contact Anne Santalla at asantalla@accsc.org or 703.247.4532. Please note that any 
password requests to access College 360 must be made by the school director, or designated member of 
the school’s management team, via e-mail. 
 
For further assistance or additional information, please contact Lisa J. Miles at 703.625.4393 or 
lmiles@accsc.org. 
 

**** 
 
For further assistance or additional information, please contact me directly at 703.247.4520 or 
mccomis@accsc.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
c: Nicholas Kent 

NKent@edaff.com 
 
Jerry Smith 
JSmith@edaff.com 

                                                           
3 ACCSC has issued two modules of the Blueprints for Success Series – Organizing an Effective Electronic Submission and 
Preparing a Comprehensive Response for Commission Consideration – which provide a framework for submitting a well-
documented, organized, electronic response for Commission consideration. ACCSC encourages the school to review these 
modules prior to formulating its response to this letter. More information is available under the Resources section at 
www.accsc.org.  

https://college360.accsc.org/logon.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/October%202014/Instructions%20for%20Electronic%20Submission%20C360%20Final.docx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/July%202014%20IRD%20Forms/august%202014/Directions%20for%20Uploading%20a%20School%20Submission%20to%20College%20360.docx
mailto:asantalla@accsc.org
mailto:NKent@edaff.com
mailto:JSmith@edaff.com
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/Blueprint%20for%20Success%20-%20Organizing%20an%20Electronic%20Submission%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/Blueprint%20for%20Success%20Preparing%20a%20Comprehensive%20Response%20for%20Commission%20Consideration%20%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/Resources/Blueprints-for-Success.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/


June 17, 2015   ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
 gseronko@americancollegeofhair.com 

tmillis@americancollegeofhair.com 
Gary Seronko 
School Director 
American College of Hairstyling School #M000656 
603 East Sixth Street Probation Order 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 
 
Dear Mr. Seronko: 
 
At the May 2015 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” or 
“the Commission”) considered the previous Probation Order issued to American College of Hairstyling 
(“ACH”) located in Des Moines, Iowa. Upon review of the February 3, 2015 Probation Order and the 
school’s response, the Commission voted to continue ACH on Probation with a subsequent review 
scheduled for ACCSC’s November 2015 meeting. The reasons for the Commission’s decision to 
continue ACH on Probation and the Commission’s requirements for the school to demonstrate 
compliance are set forth below. 
 
History of the Commission’s Review: 
 
February 2014  

At the February 2014 meeting, the Commission considered its previous decision to place ACH on 
Warning1 in view of the school’s license suspension by the Iowa Board of Barbering (“the Board”). Upon 
review of the September 4, 2013 Commission letter and the school’s response, the Commission voted to 
vacate the Warning. Additionally, the Commission voted to place ACH on Financial Reporting in order to 
monitor ACH’s financial position as the school showed a net loss in the amount of $70,812.38 as of 
November 2013 and incurred an additional $35,000 in legal fees and other costs to reinstate its license 
with the Iowa Board of Barbering.  
 
Subsequent to the February 2014 meeting, the Commission was copied on the February 28, 2014 notice 
from the U.S. Department of Education (“the Department”) disclosing that the Department had 
transferred ACH from the Advance method of payment to the Heightened Cash Monitoring 2 (“HCM2”) 
method of payment effective February 28, 2014. The Department took this action because of the school’s 
overdue compliance audit and unresponsiveness of returning the signed Program Participation 
Agreement.  
 
August 2014 

At the August 2014 meeting, the Commission considered ACH’s Application for Renewal of 
Accreditation. Upon review of the record on file, the Commission noted several items pending review. 
These items included the school’s response to the March 12, 2014 ACCSC Financial Reporting Enclosure 
and the response to the July 8, 2014 ACCSC letter regarding the school’s HCM2 status with the 
Department. As a result, the Commission voted to table the review of the Application for Renewal of 

                                                           
1 As stated in the July 1, 2014 Accreditation Alert, the term “show cause as to why accreditation should not be revoked or “Show 
Cause Order” has been replaced with “Warning” except when referring to actions taken by other agencies and when referring to 
an ACCSC Probation action where the school may still direct the school to show cause as to why its accreditation should not be 
withdrawn as part of that Probation Order. 
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Accreditation until November 2014 in order to pair the application with other outstanding matters for the 
school. 
 
November 2015 

At the November 2014 meeting, the Commission considered ACH’s Application for Renewal of 
Accreditation; Heightened Cash Monitoring 2 Status; and Financial Report. Upon review of the May 27, 
2014 Team Summary Report (“TSR”); the March 12, 2014 ACCSC Financial Reporting Enclosure; the 
July 8, 2014 ACCSC letter regarding the school’s HCM2 status; and the school’s responses, the 
Commission voted to place ACH on Probation. The Commission was unable to make a determination that 
ACH demonstrated compliance with accrediting standards in the following areas: financial structure and 
soundness; state requirements; student loan repayment; management and administrative capacity; 
management qualifications; graduate employment classifications; faculty prior work experience; program 
advisory committees; institutional assessment and improvement activities; refund policy; leave of absence 
policy; learning resource system; advertising and promotional materials. 
 
May 2015 Review and Requirements to Demonstrate Compliance 

At the May 2015 meeting, upon review of the February 3, 2015 Probation Order, the school’s response, 
and upon consideration of the record in this matter as outlined in this letter, the Commission found that 
ACH was not in compliance with accrediting standards as explained herein and voted to continue the 
school on Probation to the November 2015 meeting. Accordingly, ACH must take the necessary 
corrective action in order to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards in the following areas. 
 
1. ACH must demonstrate that the financial structure of the school is sound, with resources sufficient for 

the proper operation of the school and the discharge of obligations to its students (Section I (C)(1), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). A review of the school’s audited financial 
statements for the fiscal years ended December 31, 2013 and 2012 found the following: 

• ACH increased its accumulated deficit in the amount of $256,915 as of December 31, 2012 to 
$550,289 as of December 31, 2013; 

• ACH recorded a net loss in the amount of $293,374 as of December 31, 2013 as oppose to a net 
income gain in the amount of $22,405 as of December 31, 2012;  

• ACH increased its bad debt expenses in the amount of $57,244 as of December 31, 2012 to 
$284,133 as of December 31, 2013 (a 396% increase); 

• ACH increased its net cash used by operating activities going from $9,689 as of December 31, 
2012 to $206,900 as of December 31, 2013 (a 2035% increase); 

• ACH converted outstanding net related party liabilities in the amount of $268,914 to additional 
paid-in capital by entering into an Equity Conversion Agreement dated December 31, 2013;  

• ACH owes $10,000 in back rent to a related party. An agreement was made for payment 
subsequent to 2015 (Note 3, pg. 12); 

• ACH entered into an Equity Conversion Agreement dated December 31, 2013 with the 
shareholder to convert $447,957 in notes payables (Note 5, pg. 12); and 

In the Management Discussion and Analysis (“MD&A”) response, ACH outlined the school’s two 
sources of revenue: tuition income and sales of haircare services to the public (“floor work”). ACH 
attributed the losses of 2013 to the “recent recession” which in the school’s estimation reduced the 
floor work services to the public and hence the income received for that work. The Commission 
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noted, however, that that the school’s floor sales only decreased from $114,503 earned in 2012 to 
$107,615 earned in 2013. The Commission also noted that in 2013, the school wrote off uncollectable 
student debt resulting in a net loss of $191,825 instead of an estimated loss of $30,000. ACH did 
submit a Profit and Loss Statement for January 1 through December 31, 2014 showing a profit of 
$4,145.43. Although the Profit and Loss Statement for January through March 2015 shows a net loss 
of $2,464.24 as opposed to the net income of $4,023.60 for the same quarter for 2014, the school 
stated that 2015 will be another “breakeven year.” ACH stated that the school could have much 
greater profit if they maximize their enrollments; however, according to the school, “this would 
reduce the quality of our graduates and impair the reputation of the school.”  

 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission determined that additional monitoring is warranted and as 
such directs ACH to submit the following: 

a. Audited financial statements for the fiscal year ended December 31, 2014 prepared and submitted 
in accordance with the requirements set forth in the Instructions for the Preparation and 
Submission of Financial Statements and Related Information, available on the ACCSC website at 
www.accsc.org 

b. Internally prepared financial statements for eight months to cover the period of January 1, 2015 to 
August 31, 2015, submitted in accordance with the requirements set forth in the Instructions for 
the Preparation and Submission of Financial Statements and Related Information, available on the 
ACCSC website at www.accsc.org;  

c. An updated MD&A examining and explaining the school’s current financial condition, taking 
into account the financial penalty imposed by the Board (see Item 2 below), and ACH’s plan to 
return to profitability; and 

d. Any other information or documentation that ACH believes will assist the Commission in its 
review of the schools’ financial position. 

 
2. ACH must demonstrate that the school is in compliance with applicable federal and state government 

requirements (Section I (B)(1)(e)(iii), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation) 
and continually able to meet obligations to students (Section I (E)(1)(2)(a-e), Rules of Process and 
Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). The history of the Commission’s review of ACH’s 
compliance with the Board is outlined in the February 3, 2015 Probation Order. As a result of the 
Commission’s findings and in order to understand the extent and prevalence of ACH’s non-
compliance with the Board, the Commission directed ACH to provide further information pertaining 
to the school’s current status with the Board and on-going compliance with the Board’s sanitation 
rules. In response, ACH provided a copy of the new settlement offer from the Board which discloses 
the new financial penalty as a result of additional sanitation findings from an unannounced inspection 
conducted on December 14, 2014. ACH’s response states that the school is contesting the new 
findings and that a “resolution will not occur until the end of April 2015 at the earliest.” Also, ACH 
provided a brief description of the school’s sanitation practices along with a blank copy of the 
sanitation and practical monitoring student worksheet. ACH, however, did not provide any evidence 
to show that the sanitation worksheet has been implemented or the effectiveness of the school’s 
sanitation practices.  

 
In addition, ACH provided a copy of the March 9, 2015 notice regarding the final audit determination 
issued by the Department. The notice indicates that the Department made final determinations 
concerning all of the outstanding findings and has assessed ACH liabilities totaling $2,190 to be paid 
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to the Department. ACH, however, provided no documentation to show that the liabilities have been 
paid to the Department or that the school has appealed the Department’s findings. 

 
The Commission is concerned with the status of these matters and the school’s ability to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable state and federal requirements. Based on the foregoing, the Commission 
directs ACH to provide the following: 

a. An update as to the final resolution or any major development pertaining to the Board’s recent 
action or any other action taken in this matter, including copies of all correspondence between the 
school and the Board;  

b. A detailed assessment of the school’s compliance with the Board’s sanitation requirements along 
with copies of completed sanitation and practical student worksheets;  

c. A narrative description of the impact of the Board’s recent action may have on the school’s 
operations, if applicable; and  

d. Evidence that the requisite payments have been submitted to the Department or if ACH chose to 
appeal the Department’s findings, then the school must submit a status update regarding the 
appeal to the Final Audit Determination findings issued by the Department. 

 
3. ACH must demonstrate that the school engages in ongoing efforts to promote student loan repayment 

(Section I (E)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). In response to the February 3, 
2015 Probation Order which directed ACH to demonstrate the appropriateness of the school’s efforts 
to prevent student loan defaults, ACH provided a copy of the school’s student loan default prevention 
plan including a roster of the school’s Cohort Default Rate Task Force; strategies aimed to increased 
contact with default borrowers; monitoring of student withdrawals; improved program completion 
rates; and Cohort Default Rate counseling and managing. ACH asserted that the school’s default 
prevention plan is working since the year to year Cohort Default Rate has decreased from (52.3%) in 
the fiscal-year 2010 to (33.8%) in fiscal-year 2011. ACH also provided the projected three-year 
Cohort Default Rate for the fiscal-year 2012 of (30.8%). Since schools are subject to loss of eligibility 
to participate in federal student financial aid programs if the official Cohort Default Rates are 30.0% 
or greater over three consecutive years, ACH may be subject to loss of eligibility. In this regard ACH 
stated,  

[w]e are filing an Incorrect Data Appeal on the basis of two students. Note that only one 
defaulter needs to be taken out of the numerator to bring the CDR under 30% ...we feel we 
will prevail on the basis of an Erroneous Data appeal this spring. However, if we don’t, we 
will file a [sic] Economically Disadvantaged Appeal in Fall [sic] 2015. 

ACH’s response notwithstanding, the Commission remains concerned that the loss of eligibility to 
participate in federal financial aid programs will have a material impact on the financial structure of 
the school and will impact the school’s ability to meet its announced objectives and obligations to 
students. 
 
As afforded under Section I (E)(2), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation, given that the 
school’s annual student loan Cohort Default Rates appear to be at a high level in relation to federally 
established standards, the Commission seeks additional information with regard to this matter and as 
such directs ACH to submit the following:  
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a. A copy of any correspondence between the school and the Department regarding the school’s 
official Cohort Default Rates and the school’s eligibility to participate in the federal student loan 
program; 

b. A completed ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval Form and all attachments to 
demonstrate that, in the event of closure, the school has a plan for the delivery of training and 
services to students in a manner that is not materially disruptive and that ensures obligations to 
students will be timely met;  

c. A detailed financial plan to demonstrate school’s financial resources for continued school 
operations if the school should lose eligibility to participate in Title IV federal student financial 
assistance programs.  

d. A description of any changes made to the school’s cohort default rate management plan or any 
additional steps the school has undertaken with regard to this matter (e.g., additional resources 
committed, appeal initiated); 

e. The official fiscal-year 2012 three-year Cohort Default Rate as released by the Department;  

f. Any other additional information that the school believes will assist the Commission in assessing 
the school’s compliance with accrediting standards in this regard.  

 
4. ACH must demonstrate that the school conducts Program Advisory Committee (“PAC”) meetings in 

accordance with accrediting standards (Section II (A)(5), Substantive Standards of Accreditation). In 
response to the Commission’s concern in this regard, ACH provided PAC minutes from meetings 
held on August 25, 2014 and April 12, 2015 along with a description of each PAC member in 
attendance and a notation as to the title and affiliation of each member. The school also provided 
completed PAC member comments forms to show the PAC member’s review of the school’s 
programs, supporting resources, and learning materials. Upon review of the meeting minutes, the 
Commission noted that ACH listed Terry Moll, a former school director, as a PAC member for the 
August 25, 2014 meeting. ACH, however, did not provide any information regarding Mr. Moll’s 
current professional affiliation. Therefore, it is not clear as to how is Mr. Moll is a) appropriately 
qualified representative of the employment community or practitioner, b) external to the institution 
(i.e., non-school employees), and c) able to provide a meaningful review of the school’s programs and 
supporting resources and materials. Furthermore, the Commission also noted that ACH listed Becky 
Dittmer and Gary Kinney as the only members in attendance at the April 12, 2015 meeting and as 
such, ACH did not satisfy the requirement that at least three PAC members representing the 
employment community or practitioners  be present at every meeting.  
 
With regards to the overall content of the PAC minutes, the Commission found that although the PAC 
minutes together with the completed PAC comments forms show the review of various program 
elements, the PAC minutes lack detail and specific commentary made by the PAC members and thus 
do not demonstrate that the PAC members engaged in a meaningful review and dialogue with ACH 
on the appropriateness and adequacy of the school’s programs.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission directs ACH to submit the following: 

a. Evidence that the school has convened a PAC meeting on-site at the school with at least three 
PAC members in attendance in the form of written minutes from the PAC meeting that show: 

i. A description of each member in attendance (i.e., titles and affiliations) and a notation as to 
which members in attendance represent the employment community or are practitioners; 
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ii. The date, time, and location of the meeting;  

iii. A comprehensive and clear description of the review of and commentary made by the PAC 
members; and 

iv. Evidence the school gives consideration to PAC input;  

b. PAC meeting schedules for calendar years 2015 and 2016; and  

c. An explanation as how Mr. Terry Moll is appropriately qualified to serve as a PAC member.  
 

Please note that the Commission recommends reviewing the “Maximizing Program Advisory 
Committees” monograph available on the Commission’s website.2 This monograph explains why 
institutions need effective PACs, describes how to establish and operate a committee, and provides 
ideas on how to evaluate and reap the benefits of a PAC’s success to meet the program’s need for 
continuous performance improvement. Furthermore, the Commission invites Colegio Mayor de 
Technologia to view the Webinar regarding PACs, which is available online for review at 
http://accsc.org/Content/Events/Webinars. 

 
5. ACH must demonstrate that the school includes sufficient support and budgetary allocations for the 

learning resource system (“LRS”) (Section II (A)(6)(e), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation). In response to the February 3, 2015 Probation Order, ACH provided a copy of its 
2015 fiscal year budget showing a line item for the LRS. The school also provided a separate 
itemized description of the LRS budgetary allocations including books; audio and visual instruments; 
digital software; and media programs. In this regard, however, ACH stated, “[w]e have $750 
budgeted for CY2015 but we have not spent any of this yet.” 

  
Because ACH has not yet purchased any the LRS materials referenced in the school’s response and 
did not demonstrate that the materials are adequately meeting students’ LRS needs, the Commission 
determined that additional information and documentation is necessary to show that ACH has in fact 
purchased and fully implemented the aforementioned materials for the school’s LRS. Therefore, the 
Commission directs ACH to provide the following:  

a. An updated listing of the current learning resources; 

b. documentation demonstrating that ACH purchased the LRS materials described in the school’s 
response (i.e., invoices, paid receipts) and a detailed description of how these materials 
specifically support the students’ LRS needs; 

c. Documentation demonstrating that the school has implemented and has made available for 
students and faculty all new materials in the LRS; and  

d. Any other information or documentation that ACH believes will assist the Commission with 
determining the school’s compliance with accrediting standards in this regard. 

 
*** 

PROBATION REQUIREMENTS:  

In cases where the Commission has reason to believe that a school is not in compliance with accreditation 
standards and other requirements, the Commission may, at its discretion, place a school on Probation. A 
school subject to a Probation Order must demonstrate corrective action and compliance with accrediting 

                                                           
2 Maximizing Program Advisory Committees: http://accsc.org/Content/Resources/Publications/MonographSeries/  
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standards. Failure of the school to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards or other accrediting 
requirements by the due date set forth herein may result in a revocation of accreditation action. 
 
The Commission will not consider substantive changes, a change of location/relocation, or additions (i.e., 
separate facilities, new programs) to a school or its separate facilities while the school is on Probation. 
However, a school that is subject to Probation may seek the Commission’s approval for the transfer of 
accreditation that would result from a change of ownership as described in Section IV, Rules of Process 
and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
In accordance with Section X, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a summary of 
the Probation Order is made public and provided to the U.S. Department of Education, appropriate State 
agencies, and appropriate accrediting agencies. Moreover, in accordance with Section X (C)(6), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the Commission has notified the U.S. Department of 
Education of this action pertaining to the findings related to the school’s federal financial aid 
responsibilities.  
 
In accordance with Section VII (L)(8), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a 
school subject to a Probation Order must inform current and prospective students that the school has been 
placed on Probation and that additional information regarding that action can be obtained from the 
Commission’s website.  
 
MAXIMUM TIMEFRAME TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE: 

Please refer to Section VII (M), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation for the 
maximum timeframe allowed for ACH to achieve and demonstrate compliance with the Standards of 
Accreditation set forth in this letter. The time frame to achieve compliance began on February 3, 2015 
letter. Please also be advised that the Commission is under no obligation to wait for the maximum 
timeframe to expire and may take an adverse action prior to the expiration of the maximum allowable 
timeframe. 
 
RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS: 

By applying for accreditation, a school accepts the obligation to demonstrate continuous compliance with 
the Standards of Accreditation. While the Commission employs its own methods to determine a school’s 
compliance with accrediting standards, the burden rests with the school to establish that it is meeting the 
standards. The Commission’s deliberations and decisions are made on the basis of the written record and 
thus a school must supply the Commission with complete documentation of the school’s compliance with 
accrediting standards. 
 
ACH must provide a response to the items expressed above that provides the information requested along 
with any additional information that the school believes supports a demonstration of compliance with 
accrediting standards.3 If the school’s response contains documentation that includes personal or 
confidential student or staff information that is not required for the Commission’s review (e.g., social 
security numbers, dates of birth, etc.), please remove or redact that information.  
 
                                                           
3 ACCSC has issued the first two modules of the Blueprints for Success Series: Organizing an Effective Electronic Submission 
and Preparing a Comprehensive Response for Commission Consideration which provide a framework for submitting a well-
documented, organized, electronic response for Commission consideration. ACCSC encourages the school to review these 
modules prior to formulating its response to this letter. More information is available under the Resources section at 
www.accsc.org.  

http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/Blueprint%20for%20Success%20-%20Organizing%20an%20Electronic%20Submission%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/Blueprint%20for%20Success%20Preparing%20a%20Comprehensive%20Response%20for%20Commission%20Consideration%20%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/Resources/Blueprints-for-Success.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/
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ACH must upload the school’s electronic response directly to ACCSC’s College 360 Database. The 
ACCSC College 360 database can be accessed by clicking here. Please note that the password utilized by 
the institution to access the Annual Report Portal is the same to access the School Submission section of 
the College 360 database. The Instructions for College 360 DMS Submissions can be found here. A 
detailed overview on how to upload a school submission can be found here. 
 
Keep in mind, the school’s response must be prepared in accordance with ACCSC’s Instructions for 
Electronic Submission (e.g., prepared as one Portable Document Format (“PDF”) file that has been 
prepared using Adobe Acrobat software (version 8.0 or higher) and which has a .pdf extension as part of 
the file name). The school will receive an e-mail confirmation that the file has been received within 24 
hours of the submission.  
 
The response must also include a signed certification attesting to the accuracy of the information and be 
received in the Commission’s office on or before September 25, 2015. If a response is not received in 
the Commission’s office on or before September 25, 2015, the Commission will consider further 
appropriate action.  
 
For assistance with the password or for any other questions regarding the electronic submission 
requirements, please contact Anne Santalla at asantalla@accsc.org or (703) 247-4532. Please note that 
any password requests to access College 360 must be made by the school director, or designated member 
of the school’s management team, via e-mail.  
 

**** 

For further assistance or additional information, please contact Jose Godoy at (703) 247-4501 or 
jgodoy@accsc.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 

https://college360.accsc.org/logon.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/October%202014/Instructions%20for%20Electronic%20Submission%20C360%20Final.docx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/July%202014%20IRD%20Forms/august%202014/Directions%20for%20Uploading%20a%20School%20Submission%20to%20College%20360.docx
mailto:asantalla@accsc.org
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January 13, 2016 HAND DELIVERY 
  

Gloria Cruz Lugo 

Director / Chief Executive Officer    

Globelle Technical Institute School #M068548 

#114 Marginal Urb. Monte Carlo  Probation Order 

Vega Baja, Puerto Rico 00693 

  

Dear Ms. Cruz: 

 

At the December 2015 meeting the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (ACCSC) 

considered the accredited status of Globelle Technical Institute (“GTI”) located in Vega Baja, Puerto 

Rico. Upon review of the Commission’s September 3, 2015 and November 20, 2015 letters and the 

December 7, 2015 letters that the school submitted in response, the Commission voted to place GTI on 

Probation and for the school to undergo a Commission Directed Unannounced Visit. The reasons for 

the Commission’s decision and the requirements of the school are set forth below. 

 

The Commission monitors a school throughout its period of accreditation to ensure continued compliance 

with accrediting standards. Pursuant to the Commission’s Rules, when reason exists to indicate a 

departure from accrediting standards or when the Commission determines the need to otherwise verify a 

school’s compliance, the Commission may direct a special evaluation or fact-finding on-site evaluation to 

determine prior and continuing compliance (Section VII (R) (2) & Section III (B)(4), Rules of Process and 

Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). Given the history of the Commission’s review of GTI and the 

concerns as outlined below, the Commission has directed an unannounced on-site evaluation to be 

conducted in order to assess GTI’s current status of operations and compliance with accreditation 

requirements. The on-site evaluation is to review institutional operations and practices, interview school 

personnel, survey and interview students as necessary, and examine institutional records in an attempt to 

determine the school’s compliance with accreditation requirements.  
 

Background: 

 

August 2015 Commission Meeting  

As stated in the September 3, 2015 letter from ACCSC, the Commission considered its previous decision 

to hold the Application for Renewal of Accreditation submitted by GTI in abeyance pending review of 

additional information concerning the school’s Application for a Change of Ownership-Part I. Upon 

consideration of GTI’s responses to the Commission’s July 10, 2015 request for information relating to 

the change of ownership, the Commission voted to deny the Application for a Change of Ownership-Part 

I (Section VII (O)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation) subject to appeal. 

Subsequently, in a letter dated September 7, 2015 GTI informed ACCSC that the school would not appeal 

the Commission’s denial of the Change of Ownership.  

 

As a result of the Commission’s decision to deny the change of ownership application, ACCSC’s records 

continue to reflect the ownership structure on file with the Commission at the time that the school filed 

the change of ownership application.
1
 Furthermore, in order to ensure that GTI has maintained 

compliance with ACCSC standards, procedures, policies, directives, and requirements, the Commission 

voted to defer action on the school’s Application for Renewal of Accreditation pending the outcome of a 

                                                           
1
  Gloria Cruz Lugo (34%) (“Ms. Cruz”); Glorivid Negron Lugo (33%); and Melissa Negron Lugo (33%).   
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Commission Directed Announced On-Site Evaluation to the school, the costs of which to be borne by 

GTI (Section VII (R)(2), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 

 

The Commission also reviewed a notice from the Department of Education (“the Department”) which 

indicates that GTI is ineligible to participate in the student financial assistance programs, effective as of 

March 18, 2015 and therefore the Commission directed GTI to submit the following: 

a. A summary explaining the status of the school’s current appeals and any challenges issued to the 

Department regarding the school’s loss of eligibility to participate in the federal student loan program, 

including copies of any correspondence between the school and the Department; 

b. A detailed explanation, plan, and financial projections for 2015-2016 should the school be unable to 

regain eligibility to participate in Title IV federal student financial assistance programs;  

c. A completed ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval Form and all attachments. If GTI’s 

Institutional Teach-Out Plan includes a teach-out agreement with another school, GTI must submit a 

copy of that teach-out agreement and form for approval; and 

d. Any other additional information that GTI believes will assist the Commission in assessing the 

school’s compliance with accrediting standards in this regard. 

 

November 20, 2015 letter from ACCSC 

As stated in the November 20, 2015 letter the following items which were due by November 2, 2015, had 

not been received and therefore the Commission considered this matter at the December 2015 

Commission Meeting:  

1. A response to ACCSC’s September 3, 2015 letter along with the On-site Evaluation (“OSE”) fee of 

$4,200 and extension fee of $350.  

The original due date for the response and OSE fee was October 2, 2015. ACCSC granted an 

extension on October 1, 2015 and at that time ACCSC informed the school that “[i]f the school does 

not provide a written response to the September 3, 2015 letter on or before November 2, 2015 along 

with the OSE fee of $4,200 and extension fee of $350, the Commission will consider the September 

3, 2015 letter without any response from the school, which could lead to further action by the 

Commission.” 

2. The 2015 Annual Report and the extension fee of $350.  

The original due date of the Annual Report was October 8, 2015; this extension to November 2, 2015 

was granted on October 14, 2015. 

 

December 2015 Commission Review and Action 

At the December 2015 meeting the Commission considered its September 3, 2015 and November 20, 

2015 letters and noted that GTI had still not submitted the 2015 Annual Report, the $4,200 OSE fee, or 

the two extension fees of $350 each. GTI did, however, provide two letters dated December 7, 2015. One 

letter is to “clear up any issues” regarding the status of GTI and the second is regarding the submission of 

the Annual Report.  GTI’s responses indicate that Ms. Cruz is unable to regain control of the school from 

the buyer Edwin F. Rodriguez Cruz (“Mr. Rodriguez”) and therefore filed suit against Mr. Rodriguez. 

The school’s responses also indicate that a hearing is scheduled for December 9, 2015 where Ms. Cruz 

feels that the judge will likely order Mr. Rodriguez to hand over control of the school to Ms. Cruz and a 

meeting with both parties’ attorneys is scheduled for December 14, 2015 to go over the school’s assets. In 



Globelle Technical Institute – Vega Baja, Puerto Rico  Probation Order  

School #M068548  Commission-Directed Unannounced Visit 

January 13, 2016 

Page 3 of 5 

addition, GTI’s response raises concerns as to whether obligations to students are being met. For example 

Ms. Cruz’s letter stated that on November 5, 2015, Mr. Rodriguez instructed the students in the 

Cosmetology, Barber, and Styling courses to “drop out” of GTI and enroll at a different school “without 

following the necessary steps for a proper ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval.” The school 

did not provide any further details to explain whether these students have in fact dropped out, whether any 

students remain enrolled at GTI, or any other follow-up information. With regard to the Annual Report, 

Ms. Cruz indicated that the school has been unable to get complete and accurate information from the 

school employees, one of which resigned in August 2015. Meetings were scheduled for December 9, 

2015 and December 16, 2015 in order to obtain information for the Annual Report. Furthermore, the 

Commission noted that the school’s responses indicate that Ms. Cruz has not and is unable to provide 

complete responses and information to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards. 

 

The Commission determined that the responses raise significant concerns with GTI’s compliance with 

accrediting standards and therefore the Commission voted to place the school on Probation and order GTI 

to undergo a Commission-Directed Unannounced Visit in lieu of the Commission-Directed Announced 

visit as a means to assess the current management and oversight of the school and to evaluate the items 

that had been directed as part of the Commission-Directed Announced visit ordered in the September 3, 

2015 letter. 

  

Commission Directed Unannounced On-Site Evaluation Team Review Elements: 

The on-site evaluation that was originally directed as an announced visit is now an unannounced visit. 

The on-site evaluation team will conduct a review of the school’s compliance with ACCSC accreditation 

standards and will involve, but will not be limited to, GTI’s compliance with the following standards, 

some of which were included as findings in the school’s January 26, 2015 Team Summary Report: 

 Management and Administrative Capacity (Section I (A) Substantive Standards, Standards of 

Accreditation) 

 Student Achievement (Section VII (B)(1)(b), Appendix VI, Substantive Standards, Standards of 

Accreditation); 

 Instructional Materials and Equipment (Section II (A)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of 

Accreditation);  

 Learning Resource System (Section II (A)(6)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation);  

 Federal Requirements (Section I (B)(1)(e)(iii), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 

Accreditation); and  

 Student Withdrawals (Section I (D)(5), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

 

The on-site evaluation is also intended to address the outstanding items from the September 3, 2015 letter: 

a. A summary explaining the status of the school’s current appeals and any challenges issued to the 

Department regarding the school’s loss of eligibility to participate in the federal student loan 

program, including copies of any correspondence between the school and the Department; 

b. A detailed explanation, plan, and financial projections for 2015-2016 should the school be unable to 

regain eligibility to participate in Title IV federal student financial assistance programs;  
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c. A completed ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval Form and all attachments. If GTI’s 

Institutional Teach-Out Plan includes a teach-out agreement with another school, GTI must submit a 

copy of that teach-out agreement and form for approval; and 

d. Any other additional information that GTI believes will assist the Commission in assessing the 

school’s compliance with accrediting standards in this regard. 

 

The On-site evaluation may involve interviews with students, staff, faculty, graduates, and employers of 

graduates and will include an examination of records to verify information provided to the Commission in 

the school’s February 26, 2015 response to the Commission’s January 26, 2015 Team Summary Report 

conducted as part of the school’s Application for Renewal of Accreditation.  

 

Unannounced On-Site Evaluation Requirements: 

The ACCSC on-site evaluation will be conducted by a Commission Representative. GTI will be provided 

a copy of the report prepared from the on-site evaluation and will be afforded an opportunity to respond to 

the report in the event that there are findings related to the institution’s non-compliance with accrediting 

standards. GTI is reminded that refusal of a Commission-directed unannounced on-site evaluation may be 

grounds for removal of an institution from the Commission’s list of accredited schools (Section VII 

(P)(1)(e), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 

 

Maximum Timeframe To Achieve Compliance: 

Please refer to Section VII (M), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation for the 

maximum timeframe allowed for GTI to achieve and demonstrate compliance with the Standards of 

Accreditation set forth in this letter. The timeframe to achieve compliance begins as of the date of this 

letter. Please also be advised that the Commission is under no obligation to wait for the maximum 

timeframe to expire and may take an adverse action prior to the expiration of the maximum allowable 

timeframe. 

 

Probation Requirements: 

In cases where the Commission has reason to believe that a school is not in compliance with accreditation 

standards and other requirements, the Commission may, at its discretion, place a school on Probation. A 

school subject to a Probation Order must demonstrate corrective action and compliance with accrediting 

standards. Failure of the school to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards or other 

accrediting requirements by the due date set forth herein may result in a revocation of 

accreditation action. 

 

The Commission will not consider substantive changes, a change of location/relocation, or additions (i.e., 

separate facilities, new programs) to a school or its separate facilities while the school is on Probation. 

However, a school that is subject to Probation may seek the Commission’s approval for the transfer of 

accreditation that would result from a change of ownership as described in Section IV, Rules of Process 

and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 

 

In accordance with Section X, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the reasons 

for the Probation Order are made public and provided to the U.S. Department of Education, appropriate 

State agencies, and appropriate accrediting agencies. Moreover, in accordance with Section X (C)(6), 

Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the Commission has notified the U.S. 
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Department of Education of this action pertaining to the findings related to the school’s federal financial 

aid responsibilities.  

 

In accordance with Section VII (L)(7), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a 

school subject to a Probation Order must inform current and prospective students that the school has been 

placed on Probation and that additional information regarding that action can be obtained from the 

Commission’s website.  

 

For further assistance or additional information, please contact me directly at (703)247-4520 or 

mccomis@accsc.org. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 

Executive Director 



 

ON-SITE EVALUATION ANNOUNCEMENT 
 
Purpose: Commission-Directed Unannounced On-Site Evaluation 
 
Date of Evaluation: January 13, 2016 
 
School:  Globelle Technical Institute 

School #M068548 
#114 Marginal Urb. Monte Carlo 
Vega Baja, Puerto Rico 00693 
Gloria Cruz Lugo, Director 
787.858.0236 

 
 
Commission Representative: Corey Rosso 

Director of Accreditation  
ACCSC 
2101 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 302 
Arlington, Virginia  22201 
703.247.4507 
crosso@accsc.org 
 



December 14, 2015 ELECTRONIC & FEDERAL EXPRESS DELIVERY 
 margarita_reliablebus@msn.com 
 staci.bowen@gmail.com 
Jeffery Graham 
Director 
J&J Driving School of Logistics School #M072250 
978 Nash Road   
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02746 
 
Dear Mr. Graham: 
 
At the December 2015 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” 
or “the Commission”) considered the Probation Order issued to J&J Driving School of Logistics 
(“JJDSL”) located in New Bedford, Massachusetts as it relates to the school’s delinquent Application for 
Renewal of Accreditation (“Application”), Self-Evaluation Report (“SER”), on-site evaluation fee, and 
related late fees. In addition, the Commission considered the accreditation record that includes delinquent 
audited fiscal year-end December 31, 2014 financial statements, the ACCSC Sustaining Fee, and the 
Annual Report Fee. Upon review of the entire matter, the Commission voted to continue JJDSL on 
Probation to allow the school one additional opportunity to provide all required documentation and fees. 
 
In order to maintain its eligibility for accreditation JJDSL must meet the obligations of the school set 
forth in Section I (E)(1-3), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). Continued 
failure to submit the required information and fees by the required due date will result in the withdrawal 
of the school’s accreditation. 
 
History of Commission’s Review 

 
January 2015  
 
In a letter dated January 5, 2015, ACCSC accepted the school’s Application for Renewal of Accreditation 
and directed the school to submit its revised Application for Renewal of Accreditation (“Application”), 
Self-Evaluation Report (“SER”), and on-site evaluation fee on or before March 4, 2015. 

March 2015  

The school did not submit the revised Application, SER, and on-site evaluation fee by the March 4, 2015 
due date. Therefore, in a letter dated March 9, 2015, ACCSC assessed a $500 late fee and again directed 
JJDLS to submit the required documents and fees on or before March 16, 2015. 

May 2015  

Again, the school did not submit the revised Application, SER, and on-site evaluation fee by the March 
16, 2015 due date. Therefore, in a letter dated May 13, 2015 ACCSC again assessed a $500 late fee and 
directed JJDLS to submit the required documents and fees on or before May 22, 2015.  

July 2015 

In a letter dated July 15, 2014 ACCSC assessed a $1,000.00 late fee for non-submission of the required 
December 31, 2014 audited financial statements ($500.00) and ACCSC Sustaining and Annual Report 
fees ($500.00) both of which were due on or before June 30, 2015. In addition, ACCSC directed JJDSL to 
submit the required documents and fees on or before July 20, 2015. JJDSL, however, failed to submit the 
documents and fees as required.  
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August 2015  

At the August 2015 meeting, the Commission considered the accreditation record for JJDLS and placed 
the school on Probation for failure to submit the revised Application; SER; on-site evaluation fee; audited 
financial statements for the fiscal year-end December 31, 2014; Sustaining Fee and Annual Report 
Processing Fee. The August 14, 2015 Probation Order directed JJDLS to submit all of the required 
delinquent information no later than September 3, 2015 and that, “[f]ailure of the school to submit the 
required materials by the due date set forth herein will result in the withdrawal of the school’s 
accreditation.”  
 
December 2015 Review and Action  

At the December 2015 meeting, the Commission considered the Probation Order issued to JJDLS. 
ACCSC’s records reflect that on September 5, 2015, JJDLS submitted its SER along with the $6,000 on-
site evaluation fee and late submission fees totaling $2,000. The Commission noted, however, that while 
submitted, the SER includes broken hyperlinks and the bookmarks provided do not facilitate an easy and 
institutive navigation and review of the file (Section I (F), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation).1 Moreover, the Commission noted that JJDLS failed to submit all of the required 
delinquent information as directed in the Commission’s August 14, 2015 Probation Order. A review of 
JJDSL’s accreditation record shows that the following documents were not submitted: 

• Audited financial statements for the fiscal year-end December 31, 2014; 

• Fiscal year 2014 Sustaining Fee and Annual Report Fee; 

• A detailed explanation as to why the school failed to submit the required materials and fees in the 
timeframe required;  

• A description of the school’s current operational status and number of students enrolled by program; 
and  

• A completed ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval Form and all attachments to demonstrate 
that in the event of closure, the school has a plan for the delivery of training and services to students 
in a manner that is not materially disruptive and that ensures obligations to students will be timely 
met. 

Given that JJDLS submitted a partial response as directed in the Commission’s August 14, 2015 
Probation Order, the Commission voted to continue JJDLS on Probation and allow the school one 
additional opportunity to submit complete information showing compliance with accrediting standards 
(Section I (E)(1)&(2), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). As such, the 
Commission directs JJDLS to submit the following: 

a. An updated revised Application for Renewal of Accreditation and SER formatted per ACCSC’s 
Instructions for Electronic Submission; 

b. Audited financial statements for the fiscal year-end December 31, 2014; 

c. Fiscal year 2014 Sustaining Fee and Annual Report Fee; 

d. A detailed explanation as to why the school failed to submit the required materials and fees in the 
timeframe required;  

e. A description of the school’s current operational status and number of students enrolled by program; 
and  

                                                           
1 See Appendix A – Self Evaluation Report File Review 
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f. A completed ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval Form and all attachments to demonstrate 

that in the event of closure, the school has a plan for the delivery of training and services to students 
in a manner that is not materially disruptive and that ensures obligations to students will be timely 
met. 

Probation Requirements: 

In cases where the Commission has reason to believe that a school is not in compliance with accreditation 
standards and other requirements, the Commission may, at its discretion, place a school on Probation. A 
school subject to a Probation Order must demonstrate corrective action and compliance with accrediting 
standards. Failure by the school to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards or other 
accrediting requirements by the due date set forth herein will result in the withdrawal of the 
school’s accreditation.  
 
In accordance with Section X, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a summary of 
the Probation Order is made public and provided to the U.S. Department of Education, appropriate State 
agencies, and appropriate accrediting agencies. Moreover, in accordance with Section X (C)(6), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the Commission has notified the U.S. Department of 
Education of this action pertaining to the findings related to the school’s federal financial aid 
responsibilities.  
 
Notice to Students and Substantive Change Restriction: 

JJDLS must notify each currently enrolled student and each applicant that the school is on Probation with 
ACCSC. As part of the school’s response to the letter, please provide a copy of the notice provided to 
students and potential students (Section VII (L)(8), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation). 
 
Maximum Timeframe to Achieve Compliance: 

Please refer to Section VII (M), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation for the 
maximum timeframe allowed for JJDSL to achieve and demonstrate compliance with the Standards of 
Accreditation set forth in this letter. The timeframe to achieve compliance begins as of the date of this 
letter. Please also be advised that the Commission is under no obligation to wait for the maximum 
timeframe to expire and will take an adverse action prior to the expiration of the maximum allowable 
timeframe as indicated above.  
 
Response Requirements: 

JJDLS must upload the school’s electronic response directly to ACCSC’s College 360 Database. The 
ACCSC College 360 database can be accessed by clicking here. Please note that the password utilized by 
the institution to access the Annual Report Portal is the same to access the School Submission section of 
the College 360 database. The Instructions for College 360 DMS Submissions can be found here. A 
detailed overview on how to upload a school submission can be found here. 
 
Keep in mind, the school’s response must be prepared in accordance with ACCSC’s Instructions for 
Electronic Submission (e.g., prepared as one Portable Document Format (“PDF”) file that has been 
prepared using Adobe Acrobat software (version 8.0 or higher) and which has a .pdf extension as part of 
the file name). The school will receive an e-mail confirmation that the file has been received within 24 
hours of the submission.   
 

https://college360.accsc.org/logon.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/October%202014/Instructions%20for%20Electronic%20Submission%20C360%20Final.docx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/July%202014%20IRD%20Forms/august%202014/Directions%20for%20Uploading%20a%20School%20Submission%20to%20College%20360.docx
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The response must also include a signed certification attesting to the accuracy of the information and be 
received in the Commission’s office on or before January 4, 2016. Please Note: based on the history 
and numerous opportunities provided to the school at this point, if the response is not received in 
the Commission’s office on or before January 4, 2016, then the Commission has authorized 
withdrawal (i.e., the revocation) of the school’s accreditation as of that date.  
 
For assistance with the password or for any other questions regarding the School Submission Pilot 
Project, please contact Anne Santalla at asantalla@accsc.org or 703.247.4532. Please note that any 
password requests to access College 360 must be made by the school director, or designated member of 
the school’s management team, via e-mail.   
 

*** 
 
For further assistance or additional information, please contact me directly at 703.247.4520 or 
mccomis@accsc.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
Encl.: Appendix A – SER file review 

mailto:asantalla@accsc.org


 
Appendix A – Self Evaluation Report File Review 

 
J&J Driving School of Logistics  

978 Nash Road 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02746 

School #M072250 
 
Page # 
of SER SER Item Commission Notations 

2 Certification page Link does not work 

13 Renewal acceptance letter Link does not work 

18 Executive Summary/IEP Link does not work 

18 Fiscal Budget Link does not work 

22 Student Work Link does not work 

24 Progress Reports Link does not work 

24 License to Operate Link does not work 

27 PAC Link does not work 

32, 42 Advertising Link does not work 

51 Student Advising Link does not work 

52 Transcripts Link does not work 

57 IEP Link does not work 

57 Graduation and Employment Charts Link does not work 

58-59 Graduate Employers Link does not work 

59-60 3rd Party Employment Verification Link does not work 

71 Progress Reports Link does not work 

 
 
 

 



December 11, 2015 ELECTRONIC DELIVERY  
                  pelicanftc@pelicanflighttraining.com 

Brian King  
General Manager  
Pelican Flight Training  School #M070278 
South West 75th Avenue  Probation Order 
Pembroke Pines, Florida 33023 
 
Dear Mr. King: 
 
At the November 2015 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” 
or “the Commission”), considered its previous decision to issue a Warning Order to Pelican Flight 
Training (“PFT”) located in Pembroke Pines, Florida. Additionally, the Commission considered PFT’s 
Application for Renewal of Accreditation. Based upon the March 26, 2015 Warning Order, the June 16, 
2015 Team Summary Report which summarizes the findings of the visiting team from the Renewal of 
Accreditation on-site evaluation conducted on April 22-23, 2015, and PFT’s respective responses, the 
Commission voted to place the school on Probation with a subsequent review scheduled for ACCSC’s 
May 2016 meeting. The reason for the Commission’s decision and the Commission’s requirements for 
the school to demonstrate compliance are set forth below. 
 
History of the Commission’s Review and Action 
 
August / September / October 2014 

In email correspondence dated September 4, 2014, ACCSC notified PFT that the school failed to submit 
audited financial statements for the fiscal year end December 31, 2013 on or before June 30, 2014 as 
required (Section I (C)(1); Instructions for the Preparation and Submission of Financial Statements and 
Related Information; Substantive Standards; Standards of Accreditation). On August 11, 2014, ACCSC 
received an e-mail from the school stating “[w]e still have an issue that we’re trying to fix, regarding not 
provided on time the Audited Financial report for 2013 by our previous school CEO… [w]e are doing as 
much as we can to finalize this as soon as possible…” ACCSC followed up with the email dated 
September 4, 2014 requesting that PFT submit the required financials on or before October 4, 2014. As of 
October 31, 2014, the Commission had not received a response to the September 4, 2014 request, nor had 
the school submitted the audited FY2013 financial statements. 
 
December 2014 

At the December 2014 meeting, the Commission considered the December 1, 2014 request for a second 
extension of the deadline for PFT to submit the school’s audited financial statements for Fiscal Year 2013 
(“FY2013”). In the request, PFT stated that the school secured a company to conduct the FY2013 audit, 
“[h]owever, because of the extent of institutional turmoil Pelican experienced in 2013, more time, than it 
was initially expected, is necessary to ensure accuracy and quality of audit.” As such, the PFT requested 
that the school be given until January 21, 2015 to submit the audit, which was originally due June 30, 
2014. Upon review of the information provided in the school’s request, the Commission voted to grant 
the second extension for PFT’s submission of FY2013 audited financial statements.  
 
February 2015 

At the February 2015 meeting, the Commission considered the audited consolidated financial statements 
for fiscal years ended December 31, 2013 and 2012 submitted by PFT. Upon review of the December 31, 
2013 and 2012 financial statements, the Commission voted to place PFT on Warning. Specifically, a 
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review of the fiscal years ended December 31, 2013 and 2012 audited financial statements found the 
following:  

• PFT recorded a net loss for two consecutive years in the amount of $1,383,384 for 2013 and $86,910 
for 2012; 

• PFT recorded net cash used by operating activities in the amount of $1,309,460 for 2013 and $41,080 
for 2012;  

• PFT recorded a net decrease in cash in the amount of $562,530 for 2013; 

• Note I - Commitments and Contingencies (p.15) indicates that there is pending litigations and 
potential liabilities with no assurance that the school’s “defenses will prevail”; and  

• Note L - Disclosure of Uncertainties about an Entity’s Ability to Continue as a Going Concern (p.19) 
states the following: “The operating losses and cash flows from operating activities, due to the partial 
shutdown and inability to operate as a Part 141 flight school through the most of 2013, and the legal 
costs incurred to regain the operational status and Air Agency Certificate, led the management to 
evaluate the effect of the above on Company’s ability to continue as a going concern” 

 
November 2015 Commission Action 
 
1. PFT must demonstrate that the school’s financial structure is sound with resources sufficient for the 

proper operation of the school and discharge of obligations to students (Section I(C)(1), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation). A review of the school’s audited financial statements for the 
fiscal years ended December 31, 2014 and 2013 found the following: 

• PFT increased its negative net worth in the amount of $599,667 as of December 31, 2013 to 
$821,199 as of December 31, 2014; 

• PFT decreased its net loss in the amount of $1,383,384 as of December 31, 2013 to $221,532 as 
of December 31, 2014; 

• PFT decreased its net cash used by operating activities going from $1,309,460 as of December 
31, 2013 to $269,789 in December 31, 2014; and 

• PFT recorded a net increase in cash in the amount of $502 as of December 31, 2014 as opposed 
to a net decrease in cash in the amount of $562,530 as of December 31, 2013; and 

• As of December 31, 2014, PFT incurred $1,940,401 in long-term debt; 
 

• Note K – Commitments and Contingencies (p. 14) indicates that the Company is involved in 
several pending litigations with “no assurance that at trial these claims, defenses or 
counterclaims will prevail.” 

 
• Note O – Disclosure of Uncertainties About an Entities Ability to Continue as a Going Concern 

(p.28) indicates that in 2014 the Company, “faced operating losses and negative cash flows from 
operating activities, due to the inability to operate as a Part 141 flight school through substantial 
part of 2013, and the legal costs incurred to reinstate the Federal Aviation Air Agency 
Certificate.” 

 
In the Management Discussion and Analysis (“MD&A”), PFT stated that the school “has 
substantially improved its financial result in fiscal year ended December 31, 2014. After re-
instatement of the Federal Aviation Administration Air Agency Certificate, PFT engaged in several 
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long-term contracts with foreign entities for provision of flight training and practice services; 
increased enrollment; strengthen relations with major industry leaders; hired experienced top-level 
employees; improved its facilities; and submitted an application for a Professional Pilot Program for 
Helicopters to improve profitability. As a result, the Commission noted that the budget-to-actual 
analysis for the five-month period of January 1, 2015 to May 31, 2015 submitted by PFT showed an 
actual net income of $9,835 as compared to the budgeted net loss in the amount of $11,082 and the 
full budget shows an end of the year profit of $149,291. PFT developed a three-year performance and 
financial projection reflecting a steady growth in profit from 2016. The school also stated that it will 
use the additional funds to start repaying its long-term debt.  
 
Based on the foregoing, the Commission did note the small improvement in net income and projected 
profit, but expressed ongoing concern regarding the Company’s overall financial soundness. As such, 
the Commission determined that additional monitoring of PFT’s financial position is warranted and 
directs PFT to submit the following: 

a. Internally prepared financial statements for nine-month period June 1, 2015 to February 29, 2016, 
submitted in accordance with the requirements set forth in the Instructions for the Preparation and 
Submission of Financial Statements and Related Information, available on the ACCSC website at 
www.accsc.org;  

b. An updated MD&A examining and explaining PFT’s current financial condition;  

c. The school’s full 2016 budget and budget-to-actual report for the nine month period June 1, 2015 
to February 29, 2016; and 

d. Any other information or documentation that PFT believes will assist the Commission in its 
review of the school’s financial position. 

 
2. PFT must demonstrate the continuity of management through reasonable retention of management 

and administrative staff (Section I (A)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation) and 
demonstrate that members of school management and administrative employees participate in 
ongoing development and training activities that support their particular roles in the school (Section I 
(A)(3), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). According to the June 16, 2015 Team 
Summary Report, the majority of administrative staff members have been employed by PFT for less 
than a year. In response, PFT recognized that the current management team is relatively new given 
the organizational restructuring which occurred during the first half of 2014. PFT stated that since 
June 2014, the school’s management team has been working in earnest to identify areas of 
improvement. In its response to the Team Summary Report, the school stated that, “PFT will continue 
to strengthen the capability of the management team and make every effort to improve in all areas of 
school operation in a timely manner.” The school’s response to the TSR further states, “the school 
realizes that further improvements in the tactics of retention of management personnel should be 
implemented” and that “[t]he school has defined specific measures to improve retention, which have 
been included into Institutional Assessment and Improvement Plan.” 

 
The Commission also noted that according to the June 16, 2015 Team Summary Report “due to the 
number and severity of the findings contained in this report, the team found that the school’s 
management team has not demonstrated the ability to lead and manage a post-secondary educational 
institution in compliance with accrediting standards” (Section I, Statement of Purpose and Section I 
(A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). In response, PFT explained the 
educational background and professional experience of the members of the school’s management 
team, noting that, “we have strengthened the human resources capacity by appointing more qualified 

http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/College%20360%20DMS/Instructions%20for%20the%20Preparation%20and%20Submission%20of%20Financial%20Statements%20and%20Related%20Information%20101514.docx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/College%20360%20DMS/Instructions%20for%20the%20Preparation%20and%20Submission%20of%20Financial%20Statements%20and%20Related%20Information%20101514.docx
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officials being responsible for leading the school as a post-secondary educational institution. 
Secondly, the School’s management has received additional training on the ACCSC standards and 
procedures.” The school’s response posits that “the current management team collectively possesses 
relevant training and experiences to adequately manage an accredited school.” As examples of the 
school’s efforts, based on the suggestions and findings of the on-site evaluation team, the school 
developed, updated, and compiled all administrative and operational policies into a single policy 
handbook, and applied for approval of the Helicopter Pilot program which was previously being 
offered as an unapproved program. 
 
The Commission noted and appreciates the candor with which PFT has described the management 
restructuring efforts and the diverse approach that has been developed to address various contributing 
factors. The Commission also considered that PFT satisfactorily addressed a number of the findings 
identified in the TSR. However, given the significant number of findings captured in the TSR, the 
newness of the school’s current management team, the financial position of the school, and the 
relatively recent development of the school’s plan of action to enhance retention and support 
professional development, the Commission determined that ongoing monitoring of PFT’s 
management and administrative capacity is of significant importance. Therefore, the Commission 
directs the PFT to submit the following: 

a. An updated organization chart for all management-level staff; 

b. A Management Personnel Retention Chart for all management level staff employed between June 
1, 2015 and February 28, 2016 using the following format: 

Name Title Date of Initial 
Employment 

Tenure of Service Reason for 
Leaving/Termination (if 

applicable) Yrs. Mos. 

     

c. An updated assessment of the factors impacting retention of management and administrative staff 
and how the strategies implemented by the school are intended to target those factors, and how 
the school is measuring the effectiveness of those strategies; 

d. A professional development plan for each management and administrative employee captured on 
the above roster and an explanation as to how the planned activities support each individual’s 
management/administrative role;  

e. Documentation of all training activities for management and administrative employees that take 
place between June 1, 2015 and February 28, 2016;  

g. An update on the management retention and professional development plan described in the 
school’s Institutional Assessment and Improvement Plan including a list of activities that have 
taken place between June 1, 2015 and December 31, 2015 and documentation of each; and 

h. Any additional information that PFT believes will be useful to the Commission in making a 
determination regarding the adequacy and ongoing development of the school’s management and 
administrative capacity. 

 
3. PFT must demonstrate that the school secures documentation to demonstrate that each applicant 

meets all admissions requirements prior to enrollment (Section V (A)(4)(b) and Appendix V, 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). As noted in the TSR, the on-site evaluation team 
found that the credentials from foreign countries were not certified as equivalent to a US high school 
diploma or GED and that the documentation on file was also not often translated. In response to this 
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finding, PFT explained that there was some confusion between flight training requirements under the 
Federal Aviation Administration and the requirements for admission identified by ACCSC. Having 
said that, PFT also noted that the school now fully acknowledges ACCSC’s admissions requirements 
as stated in Appendix V of the Standards of Accreditation. PFT also explained that the school has 
arranged for the translation and evaluation of foreign educational credentials for existing and new-
coming students to be performed by Josef Silny & Associates, Inc., International Education 
Consultants (“JS&A”), a Miami-based Member of the National Association of Credential Evaluation 
Services, Inc. (NACES). While the Commission noted the school’s efforts in this regard, including 
the provision of copies of the Report of Evaluation of Educational Credentials prepared by JS&A for 
a sampling of students, the Commission also noted that the school was unable to secure 
documentation for three students captured in the TSR that were lacking the appropriate 
translation/certification of their high school credential.  

 
Given the importance of admissions documentation and the Commission’s concerns regarding the 
management and administrative capacity of the school as stated above, the Commission determined 
that additional monitoring in this area is warranted and directs the school to submit the following: 

a. In the following format, a list of all students enrolled for the period June 1, 2015 and December 
31, 2015, admission documentation information, and an explanation for any student enrolled 
whom the school allowed to start class without the school having secured the necessary 
documentation to show that admissions criteria had been met: 

Student 
Name Program 

Date 
Enrollment 
Agreement 
was Fully 
Executed 

Date of 
1st Class 

Date each 
Admission 
Document 

was 
Secured 

Date each 
Admission 
Document 

was 
Translate

d / 
Certified 

Explanati
on For 

Each Late 
or Missing 

Doc 

       

b. Copies of completed Reports of Evaluation of Educational Credentials prepared by JS&A for 
each student captured in the above matrix; and  

c. Any other information the school deems appropriate to demonstrate compliance with accrediting 
standards. 
 

TEACH OUT PLAN 
 

Section IV (F)(1)(a) Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation states that the 
Commission will require a school to submit a complete ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval 
Form when a school in the Commission’s judgment, may lack sufficient financial resources for the proper 
operation of the school and discharge of obligations to students. Given the ongoing concerns regarding 
the financial viability of PFT as expressed in this Probation Order, the Commission directs the school to 
submit a Teach-Out Plan prepared in accordance with the ACCSC Teach-Out Plan Approval Form. 
 
PROBATION REQUIREMENTS: 

In cases where the Commission has reason to believe that a school is not in compliance with accreditation 
standards and other requirements, the Commission may, at its discretion, place a school on Probation. A 
school subject to a Probation Order must demonstrate corrective action and compliance with accrediting 
standards. Failure of the school to demonstrate compliance with accrediting standards or other 

http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/2015%20August/Teach%20Out%20Plan%202015.docx
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accrediting requirements by the due date set forth herein may result in a revocation of 
accreditation action. 
 
The Commission will not consider substantive changes, a change of location/relocation, or additions (i.e., 
separate facilities, new programs) to a school or its separate facilities while the school is on Probation. 
However, a school that is subject to Probation may seek the Commission’s approval for the transfer of 
accreditation that would result from a change of ownership as described in Section IV, Rules of Process 
and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 
 
In accordance with Section X, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a summary of 
the Probation Order is made public and provided to the U.S. Department of Education, appropriate State 
agencies, and appropriate accrediting agencies. Moreover, in accordance with Section X (C)(6), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the Commission has notified the U.S. Department of 
Education of this action pertaining to the findings related to the school’s federal financial aid 
responsibilities.  
 
In accordance with Section VII (L)(8), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, a 
school subject to a Probation Order must inform current and prospective students that the school has been 
placed on Probation and that additional information regarding that action can be obtained from the 
Commission’s website.  
 
MAXIMUM TIMEFRAME TO ACHIEVE COMPLIANCE: 

Please refer to Section VII (M), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation for the 
maximum timeframe allowed for PFT to achieve and demonstrate compliance with the Standards of 
Accreditation set forth in this letter. The timeframe to achieve compliance begins as of the date of this 
letter. Please also be advised that the Commission is under no obligation to wait for the maximum 
timeframe to expire and may take an adverse action prior to the expiration of the maximum allowable 
timeframe. 
 
RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS: 

By applying for accreditation, a school accepts the obligation to demonstrate continuous compliance with 
the Standards of Accreditation. While the Commission employs its own methods to determine a school’s 
compliance with accrediting standards, the burden rests with the school to establish that it is meeting the 
standards. The Commission’s deliberations and decisions are made on the basis of the written record and 
thus a school must supply the Commission with complete documentation of the school’s compliance with 
accrediting standards. 
 
PFT must provide a response to the items expressed above that provides the information requested along 
with any additional information that the school believes supports a demonstration of compliance with 
accrediting standards.1 If the school’s response contains documentation that includes personal or 
confidential student or staff information that is not required for the Commission’s review (e.g., social 
security numbers, dates of birth, etc.), please remove or redact that information.  
 
                                                           
1 ACCSC has issued two modules of the Blueprints for Success Series – Organizing an Effective Electronic Submission and 
Preparing a Comprehensive Response for Commission Consideration – which provide a framework for submitting a well-
documented, organized, electronic response for Commission consideration. ACCSC encourages the school to review these 
modules prior to formulating its response to this letter. More information is available under the Resources section at 
www.accsc.org.  

http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/Blueprint%20for%20Success%20-%20Organizing%20an%20Electronic%20Submission%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/Blueprint%20for%20Success%20Preparing%20a%20Comprehensive%20Response%20for%20Commission%20Consideration%20%20FINAL.pdf
http://www.accsc.org/Resources/Blueprints-for-Success.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/
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PFT must upload the school’s electronic response directly to ACCSC’s College 360 Database. The 
ACCSC College 360 database can be accessed by clicking here. Please note that the password utilized by 
the institution to access the Annual Report Portal is the same to access the School Submission section of 
the College 360 database. The Instructions for College 360 DMS Submissions can be found here.  A 
detailed overview on how to upload a school submission can be found here. 
 
Keep in mind, the school’s response must be prepared in accordance with ACCSC’s Instructions for 
Electronic Submission (e.g., prepared as one Portable Document Format (“PDF”) file that has been 
prepared using Adobe Acrobat software (version 8.0 or higher) and which has a .pdf extension as part of 
the file name). The school will receive an e-mail confirmation that the file has been received within 24 
hours of the submission. The response must also include a signed certification attesting to the accuracy of 
the information and be received in the Commission’s office on or before March 18, 2016. If a response 
is not received in the Commission’s office on or before March 18, 2016, the Commission will consider 
further appropriate action.  
 
For assistance with the password or for any other questions regarding the electronic submission 
requirements, please contact Anne Santalla at asantalla@accsc.org or (703) 247-4532. Please note that 
any password requests to access College 360 must be made by the school director, or designated member 
of the school’s management team, via e-mail.  
 
For further assistance or additional information, please contact Christopher Lambert at 703.247.4516 or 
clambert@accsc.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
c:  Vladimirs Karols 
 vkarols.rai@gmail.com 
  
 Anna Stepanova 
 Ast2127@gmail.com 
 
 

https://college360.accsc.org/logon.aspx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/October%202014/Instructions%20for%20Electronic%20Submission%20C360%20Final.docx
http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/July%202014%20IRD%20Forms/august%202014/Directions%20for%20Uploading%20a%20School%20Submission%20to%20College%20360.docx
mailto:asantalla@accsc.org
mailto:clambert@accsc.org
mailto:vkarols.rai@gmail.com
mailto:Ast2127@gmail.com



