
 Public Notice of Withdrawal and Denial of Accreditation Actions 
Updated May 27, 2015 

 
The Commission provides public notice of any adverse action, including withdrawal and denial of 
accreditation actions, along with the reasons for the Commission’s action and information pertaining to the 
ACCSC appeal process (Section X (D)(3), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 
The information below shows the withdrawal of accreditation action taken by the Commission followed by 
the reasons for the actions. 
 
WITHDRAWAL OF ACCREDITATION – FINAL ACTION: 
 

WITHDRAWAL OF ACCREDITATION – FINAL ACTION1 
School 

 City, State Action Effective Date 

Cannon Institute of Higher Learning Dallas, Texas Withdrawal of 
Accreditation 

September 29, 
2014 

Carib Technological Institute Bayamon, Puerto Rico Withdrawal of 
Accreditation May 8, 2015 

The Institute for Health Education Jersey City, New Jersey Withdrawal of 
Accreditation April 27, 2015 

Professional Massage Training Center Springfield, Missouri Withdrawal of 
Accreditation May, 15, 2015 

 

WITHDRAWAL OF ACCREDITATION – SUBJECT TO APPEAL: 

The following schools have chosen to appeal the Commission’s adverse accreditation decision. Pursuant 
to Section VII(A)(2) Rules and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, an Accredited school remains 
accredited operating under a Probation Order, until the final disposition of the appeal.  A copy of the 
action is made public via the Commission’s website in accordance with Section VII (L)(7), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation.2 

WITHDRAWAL OF ACCREDITATION – SUBJECT TO APPEAL 

School City, State Withdrawal of 
Accreditation Date  Appeal Status 

Everest Institute Cross Lanes, West Virginia October 10, 2014 Under Appeal 

 

                                                      
1 The Effective Date is subsequent to date of the Commission action in accordance with due process and appeal allowances. 
2 See the March 18, 2014 Accreditation Alert. 

http://www.accsc.org/UploadedDocuments/ACCSC%20Accreditation%20Alert%20031814.pdf


 

ACCSC Appeals Process - General Components 
 

The following are the general components of the ACCSC appeals process. For the complete set of rules, 
go to Section VIII – Appeal of a Commission Decision, Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of 
Accreditation.   
 
1. Only adverse accreditation decisions made by the Commission are subject to appeal. Adverse 

accreditation decisions are: 

a.  Denial of a substantive change application; 

b. Denial of an application for initial accreditation; and   

c. Withdrawal of accreditation. 

2. An accredited school remains accredited, operating under a Probation Order, until the final 
disposition of the appeal. 

3. A school affected by an adverse accreditation action may appeal that decision if the school has reason 
to believe the Commission’s decision was arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise in substantial disregard 
of the criteria or procedures of the Commission, or not supported by substantial evidence in the record 
on which the Commission took action.  

4. In order for a school subject to an adverse accreditation decision to withdraw accreditation to be 
eligible to submit its Grounds for Appeal, a school must submit a teach-out plan. 

5. On appeal, the school has the burden of proof. 

6. The Appeals Panel will only consider that information that was before the Commission at the time 
that the adverse action was taken, except for in some cases where new financial information may be 
submitted (see Section VIII (C)(2)(c), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 

7. To initiate an appeal process, the school must submit a Letter of Intent to Appeal accompanied by the 
required appeal fee, within 10 days after receiving official notice of the adverse accreditation 
decision. 

8. Within 30 days of receipt of the Commission’s notice of adverse accreditation decision, the school 
must submit the Application for Appeal of a Commission Decision and Grounds for Appeal.  

9. The appeal will be heard within 60 days of receipt of the school’s Letter of Intent to Appeal unless 
reasonable circumstances prevent the hearing of the appeal in that time frame. 

10. The school has the option of sending a representative(s) to make a presentation at the hearing and 
may be represented by outside counsel.  

11. The appeal is heard by an independent Appeals Panel of which at least one member will be 
considered a public member.  

12. The Appeals Panel can affirm, amend, reverse, or remand the adverse accreditation decision made by 
the Commission. The action taken must be approved by a majority of the Sitting Appeals Panel. 

13. The Executive Director of ACCSC communicates in writing to the school the Appeals Panel’s 
decision and the reasons for that decision. 



September 29, 2014 ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
 scannon958@aol.com 
Sterling Cannon 
Director 
Cannon Institute of Higher Learning School #M070965 
8500 North Stemmons Freeway, Suite 3030 Withdrawal of Accreditation  
Dallas, Texas 75247 
 
Dear Mr. Cannon: 
 
At the September 2014 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” 
or “the Commission”) voted to withdraw the accreditation of Cannon Institute of Higher Learning 
(“CIHL”) located in Dallas, Texas and to remove the school from the list of ACCSC-accredited 
institutions (Section VII (P) (1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). The 
Commission took this action because the school failed to submit a response to the August 19, 2014 
Warning issued to the school by ACCSC (Section I (H)(1 & 4), Rules of Process and Procedure, 
Standards of Accreditation). The history of the Commission’s actions in this matter and the reasons for 
the Commission’s decision to withdraw CIHL’s accreditation are set forth below. 
 
History of Commission Review 
 
January 2014 

In a letter dated January 13, 2014, ACCSC informed the school that the Commission had not yet received 
the Application for Renewal of Accreditation from CIHL which had been due on or before November 12, 
2013 based upon the school’s attendance at the September 2013 Accreditation Workshop. 
 
April 2014 

In a letter dated April 11, 2014, ACCSC informed CIHL that the school was delinquent and had not 
submitted the required revised Application for Renewal of Accreditation; Self-Evaluation Report (SER); 
payment of invoices totaling $2697.50; and the $6,250 on-site evaluation fee. The school’s response was 
due on or before April 21, 2014. 
 
In a letter dated April 25, 2014, ACCSC requested information from CIHL regarding the September 30, 
2013 and October 23, 2013 notices from the U.S. Department of Education (“Department”) establishing 
the school’s provisional certification status and letter of credit requirements. The Commission required a 
response from CIHL regarding these matter no later than May 30, 2014. 
 
May 2014 

On May 2, 2014, after the April 21, 2014 deadline had passed without a response from the school, 
ACCSC received an e-mailed letter from CIHL “requesting until May 30, 2014 to forward the SER and 
accreditation fees” and requesting “that the on-site inspection be scheduled for August 2014.”  
 
At the May 2014 meeting, ACCSC considered the accreditation record for CIHL and voted to direct 
CIHL to show cause as to why the school’s accreditation should not be withdrawn because CIHL failed to 
submit the applications and fees required to maintain accreditation as directed in the Commission’s April 
11, 2014 letter (Section I (D)(1) & (2)(c&e), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation). The Commission also voted to grant the on-site evaluation extension with a $250 late fee. 
The May 21, 2014 Show Cause Order directed CIHL to submit all of the required delinquent information 
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and fees directly, including the additional late fee of $250,1 no later than June 11, 2014.  The May 21, 
2014 Show Cause Order also stated that if the school failed to submit the required materials and fees by 
the required due date, the Commission would consider further appropriate action, to include withdrawing 
the school’s accreditation, at its scheduled June 19, 2014 meeting.  
 
June 2014 

At the June 2014 meeting, ACCSC considered its previous decision to direct CIHL to show cause why its 
accreditation should not be withdrawn. According to the Commission’s records, as of June 13, 2014 the 
school had not submitted a complete response to the May 21, 2014 Show Cause Order in accordance with 
the established deadline. On June 17, 2014, CIHL submitted a response consisting of the school’s SER 
and an on-site evaluation fee of $6,250.00. The school’s response, however, did not include as directed by 
the Commission: a) the revised copies of the school’s Application for Renewal of Accreditation, b) the 
Occupation Specialist Information Materials, and c) payment of the delinquent fees totaling $2,697.50.2   
 
Additionally at the June 2014 meeting, the Commission considered the April 25, 2014 letter from ACCSC 
to CIHL regarding the September 30, 2013 and October 23, 2013 notices from the U.S. Department of 
Education (“Department”) establishing the school’s provisional certification status and letter of credit 
requirements. The Commission required a response from CIHL regarding these matter no later than May 
30, 2014. At the time of the June meeting, CIHL had not provided the information and materials 
requested by the Commission.   
 
Upon review of the May 21, 2014 Show Cause Order and the school’s response, and in consideration of 
the school’s lack of a response to the letter from ACCSC regarding the school’s status with the United 
States Department of Education (“the Department”), the Commission voted to continue the Warning 
status.3  
 
August 2014 

At the August 2014 meeting, ACCSC considered its previous decision to place CIHL on Warning status.  
In consideration of the school’s accreditation record, the Commission voted to issue CIHL a continued 
Warning Order with a subsequent review scheduled for ACCSC’s September 2014 meeting because 
CIHL did not submit a copy of the school’s financial statements prepared in accordance with the ACCSC 
Instructions for the Preparation and Submission of Financial Statements and Related Information (Section 
I (C)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). In an August 19, 2014 Warning Order, the 
Commission, taking into account the school’s history of delinquent submissions, explicitly stated that “if 
a response is not received in the Commission’s office on or before September 4, 2014, the Commission 
will consider further appropriate action, to include revocation of the school’s accreditation.” 
 
September 2014 Review and Action 

ACCSC’s records reflect that CIHL failed to submit a response to the Commission’s August 19, 2014 
Warning Notice. On September 9, 2014, after the deadline of September 4, 2014 lapsed without a 
response being filed by the school as directed by the Commission, ACCSC contacted the school via 
telephone and left a message with the school’s director, Sterling Cannon, regarding the requirement for 
the school to file a response. Additionally, ACCSC sent an email to Sterling Cannon noting that no 
response has been submitted by the school as directed by the Commission and reminding the school that, 
                                                           
1 With the $250 late fee, Canon was directed to submit payment to ACCSC totaling $9,197.50. 
2 A footnote to the May 21, 2014 Show Cause Order provided the total amount due to ACCSC as follows: “With the $250 late 
fee, Canon must submit payment to ACCSC totaling $9,197.50.” 
3 Effective July 1, 2014, ACCSC changed its nomenclature from Show Cause Order to Warning. 
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if a response is not received in the Commission’s office on or before September 4, 2014, the Commission 
will consider further appropriate action, to include revocation of the school’s accreditation4. ACCSC has 
yet to receive the school’s statements prepared in accordance with the ACCSC Instructions for the 
Preparation and Submission of Financial Statements and Related Information (Section I (C)(1), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation) as required. 
 
The Commission noted that ACCSC has provided the school with multiple opportunities to submit the 
information required by accrediting standards. Moreover, the Commission noted that the August 19, 2014 
Warning Order, among others in the history of this matter, provided the following notices to the school: 

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.   

If a response is not received in the Commission’s office on or before September 4, 2014, the 
Commission will consider further appropriate action, to include revocation of the school’s 
accreditation.  

Therefore, the Commission determined that ACCSC had provided sufficient notice to CIHL of the 
school’s deficiency and sufficient opportunity for CIHL to rectify that deficiency. 
 
The Commission found that CIHL has not demonstrated compliance with the following Standards of 
Accreditation: 

• Section I (E)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation – The school has not 
provided the Commission with complete information showing compliance with accrediting standards.  

• Section I (E)(2)(c), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation – The school has not 
fulfilled all process and reporting requirements, therefore losing its eligibility for accreditation. 

• Section I (H)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation – The school has not 
submitted all required reports in the manner and timeframe prescribed by the Commission. Section I 
(H)(4), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation states that a failure to do so may 
result in the withdrawal of accreditation. 

Given that CIHL failed to submit a response to the August 19, 2014 Warning notice and has not provided 
the school’s financial statements as required, the Commission determined that CIHL is no longer eligible 
for accreditation. Therefore, the Commission voted to withdraw the accreditation of CIHL, removing the 
school from the list of ACCSC accredited institutions (Section VII (P) (1), 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 Withdrawal 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)(3), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the Commission has notified the U.S. Department of 
Education of this action along with information pertaining to the ACCSC appeal process. 
 
  
                                                           
4 The email also informed the school that a copy of the email, along with a copy of the August 19, 2014 Warning Order will be 
provided to the Full Commission for review and consideration at its September Meeting. 
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APPEAL AND REAPPLICATION PROCESS AND PROCEDURE 

CIHL may opt to appeal the Commission’s decision to withdraw accreditation or to reapply for 
accreditation. Details regarding the reapplication and appeal procedures are outlined in the ACCSC Rules 
of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation. 

• If CIHL elects to appeal this decision, the school must sign and return the enclosed Letter of Intent to 
Appeal a Commission Decision, along with the Appeal Expense Fee of $5,000.00, on or before 
October 10, 2014. 

• If CIHL elects to appeal this decision, the school’s Application for Appeal of a Commission Decision 
and Grounds for Appeal must be submitted on or before November 2, 2014 

• If CIHL elects not to appeal this decision, the Commission’s decision will become effective October 
10, 2014. The school may submit comments on or before November 2, 2014 in accordance with the 
enclosed Public Comment Disclosure Form. Comments submitted by the school will accompany any 
public disclosure of a final Commission action pursuant to Section X (D)(4), Rules of Process and 
Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 

 
For additional information regarding the Commission’s decision, please contact me directly at 
703.247.4520 or mccomis@accsc.org.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
Encls: Letter of Intent to Appeal a Commission Decision 
 Standing Appeals Panel Members 
 Public Comment Disclosure Form 

mailto:mccomis@accsc.org


May 8, 2015 ELECTRONIC DELIVERY & FEDERAL EXPRESS 
 carib@educatecarib.com 

an_ortizmartinez@yahoo.com 
Luis Lafontaine Montero 
Director 
Carib Technological Institute School #M070681 
PMB 407 Calle 39 UU-1 Santa Juanita Appeals Panel Decision 
Bayamon, Puerto Rico 00956 
 
Dear Mr. Montero:  
 
Carib Technical Institute (“CTI” or “the school”) brought this appeal from the December 11, 2014 
decision of the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” or “the 
Commission”) to withdraw the accreditation of CTI and to remove the school from the list of ACCSC-
accredited institutions. CTI’s Grounds for Appeal were timely filed with the Commission on January 12, 
2015 and, pursuant to ACCSC’s Rules of Process and Procedure, a hearing was held by teleconference 
before an independent Appeals Panel on February 19, 2015. For the reasons set out below, the Appeals 
Panel unanimously affirms the decision of the Commission to withdraw CTI’s accreditation and remove 
the school from the list of accredited institutions.  
 
The Commission’s December 11, 2014 Decision 
 
At its meeting in November 2014, ACCSC reviewed the recent history of CTI’s compliance with 
directives from the Commission made in connection with the school’s Application for Renewal of 
Accreditation. The timeline pertinent to this appeal commenced on December 20, 2013 when ACCSC 
informed the school in writing of the acceptance of the school’s Application for Renewal of 
Accreditation. In that same correspondence, the Commission also instructed CTI to submit a revised 
Application for Renewal of Accreditation, a Self-Evaluation Report (“SER”), and the fee for the required 
on-site evaluation on or before March 26, 2014. As of June 13, 2014, the Commission had not received 
the required documents or the evaluation fee. Accordingly, by letter bearing that date, ACCSC again 
directed CTI to provide the necessary documents and fee. CTI was given until June 20, 2014 to comply 
with this directive. The school submitted the evaluation fee on June 24, 2014 but the revised Application 
and SER were not provided to the Commission.  
 
At its September 2014 meeting, the Commission again assessed the status of CTI’s Application for 
Renewal of Accreditation. Upon determining that the school had not yet submitted the revised application 
or the SER, the Commission placed CTI on Probation. The October 9, 2014 Probation Order warned CTI 
that “[f]ailure of the school to submit the required materials by the due date set forth herein [October 29, 
2014] will result in the revocation of the school’s accreditation. Consider this notice of the Commission’s 
serious stance on this matter, again necessitated by the school’s chronic history of delinquency.”  
 
CTI did not submit a response to the October 9, 2014 Probation Order by the specified deadline. For this 
reason, at its November 2014 meeting the Commission concluded that CTI was not in compliance with 
several accreditation standards, including Section I (E)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation which requires a school to provide ACCSC with complete information proving that it 
complies with all accrediting standards and policies; Section I (E)(2)(c), Rules of Process and Procedure, 
Standards of Accreditation which mandates that a school must fulfill all process and reporting 
requirements in order to remain eligible for accreditation; and Section I(H)(1), Rules of Process and 
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Procedure, Standards of Accreditation which specifies that a school must submit all required reports in 
the manner and timeframe prescribed by the Commission. The consequence for failing to comply with 
these requirements is manifest from the Standards of Accreditation – i.e., the school loses its eligibility to 
be accredited by ACCSC.  
 
Despite repeated requests and warnings, CTI did not provide a response to the Commission’s Probation 
Order. As such, the Commission voted to withdraw the school’s accreditation and to remove CTI from 
the list of institutions accredited by ACCSC for the reasons set forth in the December 11, 2014 
withdrawal letter (see also Section VII (P)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation).  
 
Grounds for Appeal 
 
The Commission received CTI’s Grounds for Appeal on January 12, 2015. The relatively short document 
– one and a half pages – states that the school chose to appeal the Commission’s decision to withdraw 
CTI’s accreditation because “in the beginning of the process, the agency lost our Application of 
Renewal.” CTI stated that the school had sent the application and fee to ACCSC and while the check for 
the fee was cashed, the Commission staff said that they could not locate the application. And, when the 
school provided a second set (on a CD), the Commission had a difficult time opening the file. According 
to CTI, the second set of materials “had no technical problem.”  
 
The Grounds for Appeal also explained that CTI had hired an accreditation specialist from Miami, Florida 
to assist the school in the accreditation process. The specialist’s services were to include “translation, 
scanning, placing and sending out the complete package with the ok of CTI.” After working “side by 
side” with CTI for a period of time, after May 2014, the school was “unable to reach this person either by 
email, cellular phone and office.” Eventually CTI was told by the specialist that the package of materials 
for ACCSC had been sent out on July 3, 2014. CTI ultimately discovered that this was not true. 
According to the Grounds for Appeal, CTI was not aware that the school had been placed on probation 
until December 2014. The school asserted that the specialist had access to and control over CTI’s email 
and had changed the password for the business email, depriving CTI of access to all email from the 
Commission, including the Probation Order. 
 
Compounding the difficulties with the specialist was the absence of several school personnel who had to 
be away from CTI for extended periods of time because of personal/medical reasons including the 
President, Luis LaFontaine-Montero; Ms. Ana Ortiz, Director of Registration; Rosa Contreras; and Iris 
LaFontaine 
 
During the appeal hearing, Ms. Ortiz advanced the following additional points: 

• The specialist whom CTI had retained to assist in the renewal of accreditation process, Domingo 
Alvarez, had “confirmed” to the school “that he had sent the information to the Accrediting 
Commission on the due day” (Appeal Transcript, p. 9).  

• The consultant was given access to CTI’s e-mail system and he changed the password with the result 
that the school “didn’t receive any of the other e-mails because he [Domingo Alvarez] would receive 
them directly” (Appeal Transcript, p. 10). Mr. Alvarez opened all of the e-mails addressed to the 
President of CTI, apparently including all of the communications from ACCSC (Appeal Transcript, 
pps. 26-27). Mr. Alvarez also responded to e-mails in the name of Ms. Ortiz (Appeal Transcript, pps. 
48-49). 
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• As of the date of the appeal hearing, CTI indicated that the school officials have had no contact with 
the accreditation specialist and attempts to call him every day are fruitless because “he’s never 
available” (Appeal Transcript, pps.10-11). 

• It was not until October 2014 when CTI realized that Mr. Alvarez could no longer be relied upon to 
assist with the renewal of accreditation process (Appeal Transcript, pps.34-35).  

• Ms. Ortiz did not learn that the school’s accreditation had been withdrawn until December 2014 when 
she learned at a convention that the school’s status could be checked on the Commission’s website 
(Appeal Transcript, p. 46).  

• Mr. Alvarez allegedly provided CTI with a bogus tracking number so that the school could not check 
to see if the accreditation materials had been delivered to ACCSC (Appeal Transcript, pps. 62-63).  

 
Appeals Panel Decision 
 
Section VIII (B), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation provides that on appeal, the 
school has the burden of proving that the Commission’s decision to withdraw CTI’s accreditation “was 
arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise in substantial disregard of the criteria or procedures of the Commission, 
or not supported by substantial evidence in the record on which the Commission took action.” Section 
VIII (B)(4), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation also stipulates that with the 
exception of certain financial information, “[t]he Appeals Panel will only consider that information that 
was before the Commission at the time that the adverse action was taken….” ACCSC’s Rules of Process 
and Procedure provide that the Appeals Panel has the authority to affirm, reverse, remand, or amend the 
Commission’s decision to withdraw CTI’s accreditation. 
 
For the reasons delineated below, the Appeals Panel found that CTI failed to carry its evidentiary burden 
of demonstrating that the Commission’s decision to withdraw the school’s accreditation was not 
supported by the evidence in the record, was arbitrary and capricious, or was otherwise not in accord with 
ACCSC’s accreditation standards, policies, or rules of process and procedure.  
 
First, the record is uncontroverted that over a nearly eight month period of time, CTI repeatedly failed to 
provide to ACCSC documents and information which the Commission had specifically requested. The 
record also demonstrates that the Commission displayed considerable patience with the school, extending 
multiple opportunities for the school to comply with its directives. Perhaps most significant was CTI’s 
failure to submit a response to the Commission’s October 9, 2014 Probation Order. The Probation Order 
directed the school to submit the following specific information to ACCSC by October 29, 2014: (a) the 
Revised Application for Renewal of Accreditation and Self-Evaluation Report as outlined in the school’s 
December 20, 2013 acceptance letter; (b) a detailed explanation regarding the school’s failure to submit 
the required materials in the timeframe required; (c) a description of the school’s reliance on an outside 
consultant to prepare the required materials; (d) a description of the school’s current operational status 
and number of students enrolled by program; and (e) an ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan prepared in 
accordance with the Commission’s Rules. 
 
ACCSC was quite clear about the ramifications of failing to produce the requested information and 
documents – CTI would lose its eligibility to be accredited by ACCSC. The Commission’s October 9, 
2014 Probation Order states: “[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 will result 
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in a revocation of accreditation action” (emphasis in original). Despite this express warning, the record 
shows that CTI did not respond to the Probation Order. The school’s Grounds for Appeal and the 
arguments made during the Appeal Hearing are devoid of proof that CTI in fact responded to the 
Commission’s repeated requests for specific information, including, most importantly, the Probation 
Order. 
 
Second, although on appeal CTI asserted several reasons why the school did not respond to the 
Commission’s directives, the Appeal Panel found that none of those reasons warrant reversal or remand 
of the Commission’s withdrawal decision. For example, CTI stated that an accreditation specialist 
retained by the school to handle the ACCSC renewal of accreditation process failed to submit the required 
materials despite having told the school that he had done so. According to arguments advanced at the 
Appeal Hearing, the specialist also had sole access to the school’s business e-mails (at least for some 
period), intercepted e-mails from ACCSC to the school, changed the passcode to the system so that the 
school could not check its e-mails, and provided the school with a bogus tracking number for the package 
purportedly sent to ACCSC. CTI also made reference to difficulties caused by key school personnel being 
away from the school for extended periods or permanently.  
 
The Appeals Panel was not persuaded by these arguments because: (1) CTI did not produce any evidence 
(documentary or otherwise) to prove these assertions were, in fact, true; (2) the school’s reliance on an 
outside accreditation consultant does not absolve the school’s management of responsibility for ensuring 
that it is in compliance with all accreditation requirements; and (3) none of these assertions carry CTI’s 
burden of proving that ACCSC’s withdrawal decision was arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise in 
substantial disregard of the criteria or procedures of the Commission, or not supported by substantial 
evidence in the record on which the Commission took action. 
 
Third, CTI did not carry its burden of proof with respect to the reasons why the Commission withdrew the 
school’s accreditation (Section VIII (B)(3), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 
CTI did not offer any evidence to show that ACCSC erred in reaching the conclusion that CTI was not in 
compliance with Section I (E)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation which 
requires a school to provide ACCSC with complete information proving that it complies with all 
accrediting standards and policies; Section I (E)(2)(c), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation which mandates that a school must fulfill all process and reporting requirements in order to 
remain eligible for accreditation; and Section I (H)(1), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation which specifies that a school must submit all required reports in the manner and timeframe 
prescribed by the Commission.  
 
For the foregoing reasons, it is the unanimous opinion of the Appeals Panel that the record clearly 
supports the Commission’s decision to withdraw the accreditation of CTI and to remove the school from 
the list of ACCSC-accredited institutions. The Commission’s December 11, 2014 decision is, therefore, 
affirmed. 

 
Final Decision – Effective Date and Notification 
 
In accordance with Section VIII (E)(2), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the 
Commission’s action to withdraw the school’s accreditation becomes final upon affirmation of such 
decision by an independent Appeals Panel. As such, the withdrawal of CTI’s accreditation is effective as 
of the date of this letter and the school has been removed from the list of ACCSC-accredited institutions. 
Pursuant to Section X (C)(4) & (D)(4), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, the 
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Commission, no later than 60 days after a final decision to deny accreditation, will make available to the 
U.S. Department of Education, the appropriate state licensing agency, and appropriate accrediting 
agencies the reasons for the Commission’s decision and will make public a summary of the reasons for 
the decision along with and comments submitted by CTI with regard to the Commission’s decision.  

CTI may submit comments on or before June 8, 2015 in accordance with the enclosed ACCSC Public 
Comment Disclosure Form. Comments submitted by the school will accompany or supplement any 
notification or public disclosure made by the Commission pursuant to Section X (C)(4) & (D)(4), Rules of 
Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 
  

**** 

For additional information pertaining to the matter, please contact me directly at 703.247.4520 or 
mccomis@accsc.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 

mailto:mccomis@accsc.org


May 8, 2015 ELECTRONIC DELIVERY & FEDERAL EXPRESS 
ihe@usa.edu 

sparvin@aipt.edu 
Vasudha Nayar  
Director  
The Institute for Health Education  School #M070124 
600 Pavonia Avenue, 1st Floor  Withdrawal of Accreditation  
Jersey City, New Jersey 07306  
 
Dear Mr. Nayar: 
 
On April 17, 2015, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges (“ACCSC” or “the 
Commission”) issued a letter to The Institute for Health Education located in Jersey City, New Jersey 
withdrawing the school’s accreditation and informed the school of its right to appeal that decision. As of 
the date of this letter, May 6, 2015, the school has not filed the Letter of Intent to Appeal a Commission 
Decision as provided in the April 17, 2015 letter from ACCSC. Accordingly, the Commission’s decision 
to remove The Institute for Health Education from the list of ACCSC accredited schools is final effective 
April 27, 2015 (Section VII (B)(3), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 
 
The Institute for Health Education must immediately inform all students enrolled in the school and those 
seeking admission that accreditation by ACCSC has been withdrawn and delete all references to and 
claims of ACCSC accreditation from catalogs, advertising, and promotional materials immediately and in 
no event later than June 6, 2015, 30 days after the withdrawal of accreditation decision became final 
(Section VII (P)(4)(a-b), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 
 
Pursuant to Section VII (P)(5), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation, The Institute 
for Health Education may reapply for accreditation after a period of nine (9) months and thus may only 
submit an Application for Initial Accreditation after January 27, 2016.  The school will be required to 
adhere to all applicable application processes set forth in the Commission’s Rules of Process and 
Procedure. 
 
For further information or assistance regarding this matter, please contact me directly at 703.247.4520 or 
mccomis@accsc.org.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
c: Sandy Fountain 

NJ Department of Labor and Workforce Development/School 
Approval Unit 
Sandy.fountain@dol.state.nj.us  

Mary Gust 
U.S. Department of Education 
Mary.gust@ed.gov  

 Robert Grimmie 
NJ Department of Labor and Workforce Development/School 
Approval Unit 
Robert.grimmie@dol.state.nj.us  

Kathleen Hochhalter 
U.S. Department of Education 
Kathleen.hochhalter@ed.gov 

 Betty Coughlin 
U.S. Department of Education/New York Boston SPT 
Betty.coughlin@ed.gov  

Accreditation and State Liaison (ASL) Records Manager 
US Department of Education 
alsrecordsmanager@ed.gov  
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April 17, 2015   ELECTRONIC DELIVERY & FEDERAL EXPRESS 
 ihe@usa.edu 
 sparvin@aipt.edu 
Vasudha Nayar 
Director 
The Institute for Health Education School #M070124 
600 Pavonia Ave. 1st Floor Withdrawal of Accreditation  
Jersey City, New Jersey 07306 
 
Dear Ms. Nayar: 
 
At the March 2015 Conference Call, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges 
(“ACCSC” or “the Commission”) voted to withdraw the accreditation of the Institute for Health 
Education (“IHE”) located in Jersey City, New Jersey and to remove the school from the list of ACCSC-
accredited institutions (Section VII (P), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 
The history of the Commission’s actions in this matter and the reasons for the Commission’s decision to 
withdraw accreditation are set forth below. 
 
History of Commission Review 
 

June 2014 

In June 2014, the Commission received information from the New Jersey Department of Labor and 
Workforce Development disclosing that on May 29, 2014, IHE was subject to a raid by the United 
States Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”) as part of an investigation of alleged visa fraud, 
student financial aid fraud, and conspiracy. On June 6, 2014 ACCSC directed the school to provide a 
response to explain the matter and to provide information with regard to the school’s ongoing 
compliance with accrediting standards. The Commission reviewed the school’s June 13, 2014 
response at ACCSC’s June 2014 meeting, and directed the school to receive an unannounced on-site 
evaluation to observe and report on the current state of the institution and to verify the information 
provided in the school’s June 13, 2014 response. 
 
August 2014 

At the August 2014 meeting, the Commission considered its previous decision to direct IHE to undergo 
an unannounced on-site evaluation. The Commission also reviewed the school’s pending Application 
for Renewal of Accreditation. Upon review of the July 8, 2014 Team Summary Report (“TSR”) and 
the school’s response to that report, along with the Commission’s March 10, 2014 letter which set forth 
a stipulation for renewal of accreditation and the school’s response, the Commission in an August 29, 
2014 Warning letter issued a Warning to IHE and directed IHE to cease enrolling new students with a 
subsequent review scheduled for the November 2014 meeting. The Commission’s decision to issue a 
Warning directed the school’s attention to the following 11 areas required by accrediting standards:  
 
1. Eligibility for Accreditation – Primary Objective 

IHE must demonstrate that the school’s primary educational objective is to prepare students for 
entrance or advancement in one or more occupations requiring technical or career oriented 
competencies and skills (Section I (B)(1)(d)(i), Rules and Process, Standards of Accreditation). 
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2. Eligibility for Accreditation – Compliance with State and Federal Regulations 

IHE must demonstrate that the school maintains all necessary authorizations from the state in which 
it operates and maintains compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal requirements 
(Section I (E)(2)(d) Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
3. Management and Administrative Capacity – Records of Integrity of Owners 

IHE must demonstrate that the current owners of the institution have records of integrity as required 
by Section I (A)(2), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation. 

 
4. Financial Stability and Soundness 

IHE 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). 

 
5. Notification Reports 

IHE must demonstrate that the institution notifies ACCSC of all material events or circumstances 
that could affect the school’s policies, staff, reputation, and legal or financial status within 10 
calendar days of the event’s occurrence as required by Section V (E), Rules of Process and 
Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 

 
6.  Management and Administrative Capacity – Qualifications and Continuity 

IHE must demonstrate that the school has a full-time on-site director with the appropriate 
background and education to lead and manage a postsecondary institution (Section I (A)(1)(a), 
Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation) and that the school ensures the continuity of 
management and administrative capacity through the reasonable retention of management and 
administrative staff (Section I (A)(4), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
7.  Tuition Policies - Refunds 

IHE must demonstrate that the school makes timely refunds in accordance with the school’s 
established refund policy (Section I (D)(5), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
8.  Eligibility for Accreditation – Program Approval 

IHE must demonstrate that all programs offered by a school that fall within the Commission’s 
scope have been approved by the Commission as within the school’s scope of institutional 
accreditation (Section I (B)(3)(a), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
9.  Student Services 

IHE must demonstrate that the school maintains adequate student services and resources that 
support its students or that the school continually monitors and addresses the needs of students 
(Section VI (A)(2) & (6), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
10. Teach-Out Agreement 

IHE must demonstrate how, in the event of closure, the school would ensure that the delivery of 
training and services to students would not be materially disrupted and obligations to students 
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would be timely met. In a letter dated June 6, 2014, the Commission directed IHE to submit a 
complete ACCSC Institutional Teach-Out Plan Approval Form. 

 
11.  Advertising and Disclosures 

IHE must demonstrate that the school provides truthful and accurate materials to students so that 
each prospective student can make an informed enrollment decision relative to the school’s 
education programs (Section IV Statement of Purpose, Section IV (B) & IV (C); Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  

 
November 2014 Review and Action 

At the November 2014 meeting, the Commission considered IHE’s response to the Commission’s 
August 29, 2014 Warning letter and found that IHE failed to meet the burden to demonstrate 
continuous compliance with the Standards of Accreditation (Preamble, Standards of Accreditation) 
and failed to demonstrate that the school’s financial structure is sound with resources sufficient to meet 
the school’s obligations as required by Section I (C)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of 
Accreditation. Accordingly, the Commission voted to withdraw the accreditation of IHE. However, 
before the Commission issued the decision letter to the school, IHE submitted an Application for 
Change of Ownership and Request to Show Good Cause to allow the school to change ownership 
while operating under a Warning. Given the potential for the change of ownership to serve as a remedy 
to IHE’s compliance issues as captured in the August 29, 2014 Warning letter, the Commission did not 
issue the withdrawal action following the November meeting. Instead, in order to afford the school 
with an additional opportunity to remedy the areas of compliance articulated in the Warning, the 
Commission elected to consider at its December 2014 Conference Call the Request to Show Good 
Cause as to why the Commission should allow the school to seek approval of a change ownership 
while operating under a Warning. 
 
December 2014 Conference Call 

At the December 2014 conference call, the Commission considered the school’s Request to Show 
Good Cause to change of ownership while operating under a Warning. Upon review of the information 
submitted by IHE, the Commission found that more detailed information was needed and that neither 
IHE nor the proposed new owner had shown that “the proposed change of ownership would 
substantially resolve the issues that led to the Warning” which is required by Section IV (E)(2)(p)(iv), 
Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation in order for a school to apply for a change 
of ownership while on Warning.1 As such, the Commission requested IHE to provide more detailed 
information in this regard in a letter dated December 23, 2014. 

 
As it relates to the proposed change of ownership, the Commission requested the school to submit 
additional information to demonstrate that the proposed new owner, Shajadi Parvin, is sufficiently 
qualified to bring IHE into compliance and to maintain compliance with accrediting standards, most 
specifically in the areas addressed in the August 29, 2014 Warning Order. The Request to Show Good 
Cause indicates that Shajadi Parvin currently owns accredited schools in the New Jersey/ New York 

                                                           
1 Schools that are subject to a Warning or Probation Order may only seek the Commission’s approval for the transfer of 
accreditation that would result from a change of ownership only by making a clear and convincing showing of good cause that 
demonstrates that the proposed change of ownership would substantially resolve the issues that led to the Warning [emphasis 
added]. 
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area, however, includes no specific information regarding these schools. As such, the Commission 
requested IHE to provide “information regarding all the accredited schools owned and operated by Dr. 
Parvin, the accrediting body(s), and evidence that these schools are being operated in compliance with 
that accreditor(s)’s standards.” 
 
The Commission also found that there was not sufficient evidence of the proposed new owner’s 
financial soundness. This too was of paramount importance because financial soundness was one of the 
key issues included in the Warning Order and the Commission found that the proposed new owner 
must be able to demonstrate sufficient financial resources to resolve the Commission’s concerns. 
Although IHE provided financial information for Dr. Parvin including financial statements as of 
November 1, 2014 which identified a total Net Worth of $3,631,000; the majority of the assets listed 
are in property and closely held businesses with only $127,000 cash in the bank. In addition, according 
to the pro forma balance sheet included with the Application for Change of Ownership-Part I, the 
school did not accurately identify all liabilities and it appeared that there was no additional paid-in 
capital as a result of the sale. As such, it was not clear if the new owner a) can or b) has plans to infuse 
any additional cash beyond the purchase price into the school operations. Given that the potential new 
owner did not show sufficient assets that can be applied immediately, it was not clear how the 
proposed change of ownership would strengthen the school’s financial position and resolve the 
Commission’s concerns in this area. 
 
February 2015 Review and Action 

At the February 2015 meeting, ACCSC considered again the Request to Show Good Cause submitted 
by IHE asking the Commission to allow the school to seek approval of a transfer of accreditation that 
would result from a change of ownership while the school is on Warning. Upon review of the 
Commission’s December 23, 2014 letter and IHE’s response, the Commission determined that IHE did 
not make a clear and convincing showing of good cause that demonstrates that the proposed change of 
ownership would substantially resolve the issues that led to the Warning, the benchmark set forth in 
Section IV (E)(2)(p)(iv), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation which must be 
achieved in order to apply for a Change of Ownership while on Warning. As a result of the 
Commission’s determination that good cause does not exist, the Commission did not consider the 
school’s submission of an Application for a Change of Ownership (Section VII (K)(7), Rules of Process 
and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation). The Commission did note, however, that IHE submitted 
updated financial information in the Application for a Change of Ownership, which the Commission 
felt an obligation to consider. In order to give the school another opportunity to demonstrate financial 
soundness, the Commission voted to continue the Warning Order issued to IHE until the March 2015 
meeting 

 
March 2015 Review and Action 
 
At the March 2015 conference call, the Commission convened to consider the February 24, 2015 Warning 
letter and IHE’s response. Overall, the Commission found that in IHE’s response, other than its own 
assurances that the new management team has the ability to run a compliant institution, the school did not 
sufficiently demonstrate that the school’s current management team has the ability to resolve the 
substantive compliance issues outlined in the Commission’s August 29, 2014 Warning letter. More 
specifically, the Commission found that: 
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1. IHE failed to demonstrate that the school is financially sound with resources sufficient for the proper 
operation of the school and discharge of obligation to students (Section I (C)(1), Substantive 
Standards, Standards of Accreditation) and 

2. IHE failed to demonstrate that the school has adequate management and administrative capacity with 
a demonstrated ability to lead and manage a post-secondary educational institution in compliance 
with accrediting standards (Section I (A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation). 

 
1. Financial Soundness 

The purpose of the Commission’s Financial Soundness standard is to ensure that the school has sufficient 
resources for the proper operation of the school and fulfillment of obligations to students. The 
Commission reviewed the supplemental financial information presented by the school. Given the 
Commission’s previous determination that IHE did not demonstrate good cause to seek approval of a 
change of ownership while on Warning, the Commission found the school’s statement that Dr. Parvin, the 
proposed new owner, is able to inject capital into the corporation and has access to a $750,000 loan to be 
moot. Even if ACCSC were to consider these matters, the Commission determined that Dr. Parvin’s 
previously submitted financial statements did not show the $300,000 that is claimed to be available for 
infusion. Moreover, the Commission found that securing an ability to take on $750,000 of additional debt 
to be an untenable resolution to the Commission’s financial soundness concerns. Lastly with regard to 
financial soundness, the school does not currently have any students yet projects that if the Commission 
allows for the change of ownership that the school will generate $1,150,000 in income in 2015. The 
school provided no current financial information (i.e., current balance sheet, interim financial statements, 
bank statements) that shows that the school is currently financially healthy enough to begin enrolling 
students again as an accredited institution.  
 
Overall, the Commission found that the school’s response is that only through a change of ownership can 
the financial position of the school be improved to meet accrediting standards. Because the Commission 
has determined that the proposed new ownership and IHE failed to demonstrate good cause to allow the 
school to change ownership while operating under a Warning, the Commission determined that IHE has 
failed to demonstrate that the school is financially sound with resources sufficient for the proper operation 
of the school (Section I (C)(1), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).   
 
2. Adequacy of Management and Administrative Capacity 

The purpose of the Commission’s management and administrative capacity standards is to ensure that 
accredited schools have the capability to meet and exceed accrediting standards on an ongoing basis.  IHE 
failed to demonstrate that it has adequate management and administrative capacity to operate in 
compliance with accrediting standards and to provide the Commission with complete and accurate 
information. The Commission noted that the school provided conflicting and incomplete information and 
disclosures to ACCSC. Specifically, the Commission noted that to date, the school has not provided any 
information regarding the accreditation status of Access Careers, which is owned and operated by the 
President (and proposed new owner) of IHE, Dr. Shajadi Parvin. This troubled the Commission, 
particularly given that the Commission previously learned independently from the Council for 
Occupational Education (“COE”) (not from IHE or the proposed new owner) that Access Careers was 
operating under a Show Cause Order. Exacerbating the concern in this area, the Commission again found 
independently via a Notice issued by COE that Access Careers has been “Dropped from Accreditation.”2 
The Commission found that the continued lack of disclosure of the Show Cause Order and subsequent 
                                                           
2 http://www8.spinen.net/council-org/files/downloads/2015/03/Same-Time-Notice-Access-Careers-March-2015.docx.pdf  

http://www8.spinen.net/council-org/files/downloads/2015/03/Same-Time-Notice-Access-Careers-March-2015.docx.pdf
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decision by COE to take an action to drop Access Careers from accreditation to be of significant concern 
and supportive of the Commission’s previous finding that the Request to Show Good Cause failed to 
show that the proposed change of ownership would likely resolve the issues that led to the Warning 
Order. Thus, the Commission found the potential change of ownership referenced by the school in 
response to the February 24, 2015 Warning letter to be moot. 
 
The Commission also found conflicting information regarding whether or not IHE has changed ownership 
without approval. Specifically, the February 24, 2015 Warning letter directed IHE to provide a 
description and organizational chart stating the current status of the ownership of the school along with an 
attestation regarding whether the school has or has not undergone a change of ownership (the response to 
ACCSC’s December 23, 2014 letter states that “the mutually agreed amount of $150,000 has already been 
paid to the previous management in November 2014” (p.103) and refers to Dr. Shajadi Parvin as “[t]he 
new owner” (p.17)). The Commission noted that the school’s response includes an attestation that the 
school has not undergone a change of ownership since the new manager undertook operations of the 
school in January 2015. However, in direct conflict to the school’s assertion, the Commission noted that 
page 3 of 29 of school’s catalog, which was included by IHE as part of its response states, “In 2014, the 
ownership of the institution transferred and a new management took charge of running the school.” 
Further, the Commission noted that the Collection Rights and Business Financial Support Agreement 
between the school and a third-party company Jessica Associates USA for the loan of $750,000 includes a 
reference to an arrangement between the third-party and “Plenum University, Inc. – DBA the Institute for 
Health Education.” ACCSC’s records do not show any relationship between Plenum University and the 
Institute for Health Education. In fact ACCSC’s records show that the owner of the school is Community 
Careers Centers, Inc. d/b/a The Institute for Health Education. The Commission found that the submission 
of this conflicting information and the remaining question regarding whether the school has already 
changed ownership without approval to be additional evidence of the school’s lack of adequate 
management and administrative capacity to operate the school in compliance with accrediting standards 
on an ongoing basis. 
 
The Commission previously found that good cause does not exist to allow IHE to change ownership 
because there is no clear and convincing evidence that the proposed new owner can substantially resolve 
the issues that led to the original Warning. The Commission found that because the proposed new owners 
are also the current management/managers of the school, the same finding extends to the school’s overall 
management and administrative capability. Moreover, accrediting standards require that schools provide 
the Commission with complete and accurate information (Preamble; Section I (E)(1); Rules of Process 
and Procedures; Standards of Accreditation) and based on the foregoing the Commission does not 
believe that IHE under the new management has done so. As such, the Commission determined that IHE 
has failed to show that the school has adequate management and administrative capacity with a 
demonstrated ability to lead and manage a post-secondary educational institution in compliance with 
accrediting standards (Section I (A)(1)(a), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation).  
 
Given the factors cited above, the Commission voted to withdraw the accreditation of IHE and to remove 
the school from the list of ACCSC accredited institutions (Section VII (P) (1), Rules of Process and 
Procedure, Standards of Accreditation).  
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APPEAL AND REAPPLICATION PROCESS AND PROCEDURE  
 
In accordance with ACCSC’s Section X, Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation3, a 
copy of this letter will be made public and provided to the U.S. Department of Education, appropriate 
State agencies, and appropriate accrediting agencies.  
 

IHE may opt to appeal the Commission’s decision to withdraw accreditation or to reapply for 
accreditation. Details regarding the reapplication and appeal procedures are outlined in the ACCSC Rules 
of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation.   

• If IHE elects to appeal this decision, the school must sign and return the enclosed Letter of Intent to 
Appeal a Commission Decision, along with the Appeal Expense Fee of $5,000.00, on or before 
April 27, 2015. 

• If IHE elects to appeal this decision, the school’s Application for Appeal of a Commission Decision 
and Grounds for Appeal must be submitted on or before May 27, 2015. 

• If IHE elects not to appeal this decision, the Commission’s decision will become effective April 27, 
2015. 

 
The school may submit comments on or before April 27, 2015 in accordance with the enclosed Public 
Comment Disclosure Form. Comments submitted by the school will accompany any public disclosure of 
a final Commission action pursuant to Section X (D)(4), Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of 
Accreditation. 
 
Please contact me directly at 703.247.4520 or mccomis@accsc.org with any questions you might have. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
Encls: Letter of Intent to Appeal a Commission Decision 

ACCSC Standing Appeals Panel Members 
Public Comment Disclosure Form. 

                                                           
3 See March 18, 2014 Accreditation Alert. 

mailto:mccomis@accsc.org
























 
October 10, 2014 ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
 jmassimino@cci.edu 
Jack Massimino 
Chief Executive Officer 
Corinthian Colleges, Inc. 
6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 400 
Santa Ana, California 92707 
 
Re: Everest Institute – Cross Lanes, West Virginia (School #M000287) 
 Everest Institute – Eagan, Minnesota (School #B070774) 
 
Dear Mr. Massimino: 
 
At its September 2014 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of Career Schools and Colleges considered 
the recent action taken by the U.S. Department of Education (“the Department”) to deny Everest Institute 
located in Cross Lanes, West Virginia (“Everest-Cross Lanes”) recertification to participate in the federal 
student financial aid program. Upon review of the Department’s August 22, 2014 Denial of 
Recertification Application to Participate in the Federal Student Financial Assistance Programs for 
Everest-Cross Lanes, the September 4, 2014 letter from ACCSC requesting a response to the 
Department’s findings and action, and the school’s response, the Commission voted to withdraw the 
accreditation of Everest-Cross Lanes. Moreover, the withdrawal of accreditation from Everest Institute-
Cross Lanes renders its branch campus Everest Institute in Eagan, Minnesota (“Everest-Eagan”) ineligible 
for ACCSC accreditation and as such the Commission has also withdrawn the accreditation of Everest-
Eagan. The reasons for the Commission’s decision are set forth below. 
 
In a notice dated August 22, 2014 the Department issued its “Denial of Recertification Application to 
Participate in the Federal Student Financial Assistance Programs--Everest Institute, 5514 Big Tyler 
Road, Cross Lanes, WV 25313-1304 OPE-ID: 01035600.”  The notice states the following: 

As set forth below, the information the Department obtained and reviewed establishes that 
Everest Institute breached its fiduciary duty to the Department by failing to comply with Title IV, 
HEA program requirements. Specifically, Everest Institute submitted false placement data to 
ACCSC to maintain the accreditation of Everest Decatur and disclosed false placement data to 
current and prospective students. Everest Institute’s misconduct will not be tolerated by the 
Department, and therefore, its recertification application is denied. 

The notice recites in detail the evidence that the Department relied upon in making its decision that 
Everest-Cross Lanes breached its fiduciary duty and failed to comply with Title IV HEA requirements. 
The evidence led the Department to conclude that: 

A. Everest-Decatur1 created false placements and misrepresented Everest Decatur's job 
placement rates to its accreditor in an attempt to maintain its eligibility for Title IV, HEA 
program fund; and 

B. Everest Institute misrepresented job placement rates to current and prospective students. 
 
ACCSC requested a response from the school regarding the findings and conclusions of the Department. 
In response, Everest-Cross Lanes stated that “[w]hile [Corinthian Colleges, Inc.] has elected not to 
challenge the Department’s ultimate action given its limited practical impact, [Corinthian Colleges, Inc.] 
                                                      
1 Everest Institute formerly located in Decatur, Georgia (former ACCSC School #B070438) 
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strongly disagrees with the action and unfortunately also with a substantial portion-if not all-of the 
Department’s conclusions which form the basis for the denial.” The response goes to refute the findings 
of the Department. 
 
The Commission reviewed the school’s response and determined that although Everest-Cross Lanes 
expressed its disagreement with the Department, the mere fact that the school disagrees does not override 
the final determination made by the Department that Everest-Cross Lanes breached its fiduciary duty and 
failed to comply with Title IV HEA requirements. Moreover, it is not ACCSC’s role to determine 
whether Everest-Cross Lanes violated federal regulations – the Department made that determination and 
found the violation to be intolerable and warranting a denial of the school’s application for recertification 
to participate in federal student financial assistance programs. Everest-Cross Lanes chose not to appeal 
the Department’s findings due to the “limited practical impact” making the Department’s findings and 
action final and binding. As a final action, the Commission is entitled to rely upon it for purposes of its 
own decision-making. 
 
The Department also found that a campus for which Everest-Cross Lanes is accountable and responsible 
significantly misrepresented information to ACCSC and to current and prospective students. As stated in 
the ACCSC Standards of Accreditation, “[a] compromise of integrity is considered to be an extreme 
offense” (Introduction, Preamble). Although the school provided arguments that the Department’s action 
will have a “chilling” effect on self-reporting, that the data in question is old, and that the fraud was 
perpetuated by a small number of individuals at one campus, the Commission concluded that the response 
did not provide a basis for the Commission to ignore the Department’s findings of non-compliance with 
federal regulations. Moreover, Section VIII (B), Substantive Standards, Standards of Accreditation makes 
clear that: 

 A main school is responsible and accountable to the Commission for its separate facilities and is 
responsible and accountable for compliance with accrediting standards by its separate facilities. 
The main school bears ultimate responsibility for compliance with accrediting standards by its 
separate facilities… 

 
Section I (E)(2)(d), Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation states that in order for a 
school to maintain eligibility for accreditation, the school must maintain compliance with federal 
requirements. Based on the foregoing, the Commission determined that Everest Cross-Lanes is no longer 
eligible for ACCSC accreditation due to the findings by the Department that the school violated federal 
regulations. As such, the Commission has withdrawn the Everest Cross Lanes’ accreditation. In addition, 
the withdrawal of Everest-Cross Lanes’ accreditation has rendered its branch campus Everest-Eagan also 
ineligible for accreditation and as such the Commission has withdrawn the accreditation of Everest-
Eagan. 
 
 
INSTITUTIONAL TEACH-OUT PLANS 

It is the Commission’s understanding that both Everest-Cross Lanes and Everest-Eagan are in the process 
of closing. The response indicates that due to the closure status of the schools, the “practical impact” the 
Department’s action to deny recertification is limited. However, in order to ensure that the Commission 
has the most recent student information in the event that an external teach-out is required for either 
campus, please submit revised Institutional Teach-Out Plans with information current as of as of 
November 1, 2014.2 

                                                      
2 Please ensure that the revised Institutional Teach-Out Plan for Everest-Eagan also includes all provisions set forth in the July 
29, 2014 notice from the Minnesota Office of Higher Education. 
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APPEAL AND REAPPLICATION PROCESS AND PROCEDURE 
Everest-Cross Lanes may opt to appeal the Commission’s decision to withdraw accreditation or to reapply 
for accreditation. Details regarding the reapplication and appeal procedures are outlined in the ACCSC 
Rules of Process and Procedures, Standards of Accreditation. 

• If Everest-Cross Lanes elects to appeal this decision, the school must sign and return the enclosed 
Letter of Intent to Appeal a Commission Decision, along with the Appeal Expense Fee of $5,000.00, 
on or before October 20, 2014. 

• If Everest-Cross Lanes elects to appeal this decision, the school’s Application for Appeal of a 
Commission Decision and Grounds for Appeal must be submitted on or before November 11, 2014 

• If Everest-Cross Lanes elects not to appeal this decision, the Commission’s decision will become 
effective October 20, 2014. The school may submit comments on or before November 11, 2014 in 
accordance with the enclosed Public Comment Disclosure Form. Comments submitted by the school 
will accompany any public disclosure of a final Commission action pursuant to Section X (D)(4), 
Rules of Process and Procedure, Standards of Accreditation. 

 
For additional information regarding the Commission’s decision, please contact me directly at 
703.247.4520 or mccomis@accsc.org.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michale S. McComis, Ed.D. 
Executive Director 
 
c. Aimee Switzer, President 
 Everest Institute 
 Cross Lanes, WV 

aswitzer@cci.edu 
 
 Alisa Hartwig, President 
 Everest Institute 
 Eagan, MN 

ahartwig@cci.edu 
 

John Andrews 
Vice President, Accreditation and Licensing 
Corinthian Colleges, Inc. 
jandrews@cci.edu 

 
Encls: Letter of Intent to Appeal a Commission Decision 
 Standing Appeals Panel Members 
 Public Comment Disclosure Form 
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