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July 19, 2024

Dr. Andrew E. Honeycutt

President and Chief Executive Officer
Anaheim University

1240 South State College Boulevard
Anaheim, CA 92806

Dear Dr. Honeycutt:

The Distance Education Accrediting Commission (the Commission) met on June 21, 2024 and
considered its June 28, 2023 decision to direct Anaheim University (AU) to show cause why its
accreditation should not be withdrawn.

The record before the Commission included the July 28, 2023 show cause directive letter, the
Commission’s November 6, 2023 letter, the institution’s February 13, 2024 financial report, the
May 8, 2024 Chair’s Report pertaining to the April 2, 2024 on-site evaluation, and the
institution’s June 11, 2024 response. The Commission expressed grave concern that AU has
made only minimal progress toward compliance with DEAC accreditation standards after being
given twelve months to implement corrective actions, undergo an on-site verification visit by
DEAC evaluators, and provide evidence of its compliance with accreditation standards. The
Commission therefore voted to continue to direct AU to show cause as to why accreditation
should not be withdrawn and afford the institution an additional six months to demonstrate
that it has capacity to operate in full compliance with DEAC standards. Despite multiple
warnings and opportunities to rectify extensive deficiencies, it is evident that AU has
consistently fallen short of its obligations to accreditation. AU’s ongoing lack of compliance is
unacceptable and undermines the quality and integrity of the education AU provides. AU
must provide its response by December 1, 2024. There will be no extensions of this deadline
nor will the Commission accept any submissions after December 1, 2024.? Failure to submit a
complete, documented and verifiable response by December 1, 2024 that demonstrates
compliance with DEAC standards could result in the Commission acting at its January 2025
meeting to withdraw AU’s accreditation in accordance with Section X.B. Process and
Procedures, DEAC Accreditation Handbook. Furthermore, the Commission found that AU’s
response to the April 2, 2024 Chair’s Report to be replete with claims and attestations that
were not supported by documentation in the record. AU must document any claims it makes in
its response to this continued show cause directive with clear and verifiable evidence.

1 Submissions from AU are frequently late, incomplete, or lacking documentation that AU attempts to provide past
the submission deadline. This hinders the ability of DEAC to work effectively within its review time frames. The
Commission will not grant any extensions of this deadline.
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The standards that are the subject of the continued show cause directive, the reasons for the
decision, and the evidence AU must provide in its next submission are set forth below.

Standard X IA. Financial Practices

The institution shows that it is financially responsible by providing complete, comparative
financial statements covering its two most recent fiscal years and by demonstrating that it has
sufficient resources to meet its financial obligations to provide quality instruction and service to
its students. Financial statements are audited or reviewed and prepared in conformity with
generally accepted accounting principles in the United States of America or International
Financial Reporting Standards. The institution’s budgeting processes demonstrate that current
and future budgeted operating results are sufficient to allow the institution to accomplish its
mission and goals.

and

Standard XI C. Financial Stability and Sustainability,

The institution maintains adequate administrative staff and other resources to operate
effectively as a going concern and is not exposed to undue or insurmountable risk. Any risk that
exists is adequately monitored, manageable, and insured. In the event the financial operations
of the institution are supported by a parent company or a third party, audited or reviewed
financial statements are provided by the supporting entity to demonstrate that the supporting
entity possesses sufficient financial resources to provide the institution continued financial
sustainability, as well as the commitment to do so. If the institution’s financial performance is
included within the parent corporation’s statements, a supplemental schedule for the individual
institution is appended to the parent statement.

In issuing the show cause directive in June 2023, the Commission required AU to provide a plan
that “involves deeply engaged leadership, staff and personnel who are qualified to lead a
financial recovery process.” (July 28, 2023 show cause directive, p.8 and May 8, 2024 Chair’s
report, p.76). AU was also required to submit audited comparative financial statements for the
fiscal years ending December 31, 2022 and 2023 and audited, comparative financial statements
for the two most recent fiscal years available for its parent organization, Asia Pacific
Educational Services (APES) in order for the Commission to fully evaluate the financial position
of the institution. The financial statements were provided to the on-site evaluation team during
the visit on April 2, 2024. Although the audit and other internally prepared financials were
available, the visiting team found that the institution did not demonstrate compliance with the
Commission’s directives regarding effective leadership of the institution’s financial recovery
process.

AU did not provide a clear, coherent plan for financial recovery produced by institutional
leadership. Instead, AU dedicated a portion of the narrative to its complaints about the
burdensome and costly requirements of the Commission’s show cause directive. To date, AU
has not submitted a financial recovery plan.
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The lack of a financial recovery plan is especially troubling in that the audited financial
statements do not demonstrate that AU maintains adequate resources to operate effectively
and fulfill its obligations to students. As mentioned in the Chair’s Report, the financial
statements show that the institution recorded a net income loss of $37,759 as of

December 31, 2022 and that this loss increased to $138,000 as of December 31, 2023. Because
of increases year over year in retained earnings deficits, the institution has minimal available
equity of just $281,433.

The financial statements are a combination of AU and the institution’s parent, APES. According
to the notes to the financial statements, APES had no financial transactions during the years
ended December 31, 2023 and 2022 nor did it have any assets or liabilities. Intercompany
balances and transactions were eliminated due to the combination of the financial statements.
The notes further explain that AU continues to reserve for a $110,000 receivable from
Universidad de la Sabana in Columbia based on a service agreement dating back to 2014,
without further explanation of how it is possible that AU will collect on this receivable.? Lastly,
and as also noted in the Chair’s Report, the Commission found that AU did not disclose DEAC’s
show cause directive to the auditors. The notes to the financial statements state that “A
positive decision on the University’s continued accreditation was determined in January 2021
subject to ongoing reviews on an annual basis.” (Note 4, Paragraph 6) The Commission is
concerned that, by its omission, AU has misled its auditor into believing that the institution is in
good standing with DEAC. Furthermore, and as explained in more detail below, the audited
financial statements omit information regarding AU’s agreement with Akademeia Vision, USA
presented to DEAC at its October 2023 meeting as a major initiative toward achieving financial
stability. Such factors call into question the reliability of the audited financial statements.

Overall, the Commission determined that AU failed to provide verifiable evidence that it
possesses the financial resources necessary to continue operations beyond December 31, 2024
and that it has not demonstrated that it has a coherent financial recovery strategy. The
Commission reached this conclusion even though AU claims that its three-year agreement with
Akademeia Vision USA has brought the university over $300,000 “to date.”3 In Exhibit 11.A, AU
provided internally prepared financial information for Akademeia Vision USA’s parent company,
Akademeia Vision, Co. Ltd. in Japan to show that Akademeia Vision USA “can pay its bills.” This
unintelligible document, machine-translated from Japanese to English by Google, displayed
financial information in yen, as an attempt to affirm the legitimacy of AU’s arrangement with
Akademeia Vision USA. The Commission did not find this information sufficient as evidence
either that AU is implementing the agreement or to substantiate AU’s claim that “to date, all

Z |ssues with this receivable were raised in the July 28, 2023 show cause directive. The evaluation team requested
an aging chart of receivables due from countries outside the United States and from students, but AU did not
provide this information.

3 The three-year service contract established in September 2023 is for $500,000 per year whereby AU is engaged
for the purpose of creating, developing, updating, and managing English language learning content for Akademeia
Vision USA.
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invoices have been paid in full in a timely manner and approximately 25% of the 3-year
agreement has been fulfilled.” (AU response, p. 50, paragraph 1)* The Commission is troubled
that the contract is not referenced in the audited financial statements. Given that this
agreement would have a significant bearing on the institution’s financial position, the auditors
should have mentioned it in the notes to the December 31, 2023 audited financial statements
and, because the agreement purportedly commenced in September 2023, revenues should
have been earned.® The budget presentation for the first quarter of the 2024 fiscal year in
Exhibit 11.A does not highlight a revenue stream from Akademeia Vision USA. The Commission
had accepted AU’s presentation of the agreement it sighed with Akademeia Vision USA when it
reviewed AU at its October 11, 2023 meeting. However, AU has not provided reliable evidence
that the agreement is being implemented.

AU must provide the following information in its next response to this show cause directive:

1. Internally prepared financial statements for the ten months ended October 31, 2024
with a detailed narrative explaining the source of all revenue streams represented in the
financial statements;

2. Budget projections through December 31, 2024 with a detailed budget narrative that
sets forth the institution’s rationale for its projections;

3. Evidence that the three-year agreement with Akademeia Vision USA is being
implemented;

4. Bank statements demonstrating the transfer of funds from Akademeia Vision USA to
Anaheim University to verify the institution’s claim that it has received upwards of
$300,000 during fiscal year 2024;

5. Bank statements as of November 30, 2024 to show the amount of cash AU has available;

6. A narrative presentation from leadership describing a clear vision for how AU will
stabilize its financial shortfalls and attract new students, with clear, action-step plans
through fiscal year 2025; and

7. An explanation from AU leadership as to why it did not disclose DEAC’s show cause
directive or its agreement with Akademeia Vision USA to the auditing firm that prepared
the financial statements.

The aforementioned list is not limited. If AU has entered into other partnerships or engaged in
a new initiative or other revenue-generating activity, it may provide this information, but it
must be supported with reliable and verifiable evidence and documentation of implementation.

425% of $500,000 is $125,000; however, AU also claims in its response that “to date, the Akademeia Vision USA
agreement has brought to the university over $300,000.” (AU response, p.50, paragraph 3)

5 The on-site evaluation team questioned why the audited financial statements did not disclose the contract of
$500,000 per year for three years, even though (1) AU represents this agreement as a significant development in
2023 and (2) the considerable concentration of risk of a single service contract that constitutes more than 50
percent of AU’s revenue projections on an annual basis.
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Standard X A. Institutional Governance.

The institution’s owners, governing board members, officials, and administrators possess
appropriate qualifications and experience for their positions and the ability to oversee
institutional operations. The owners, governing board members, officials, and administrators
are knowledgeable and experienced in one or more aspects of education administration,
finance, teaching/learning, and distance study. The institution’s policies clearly delineate the
duties and responsibilities of owners, governing board members, officials, and administrators.
Individuals in leadership and managerial positions are qualified by education and experience.

At its June 2023 meeting, the Commission raised concerns regarding the minimal oversight of
the institution by the governing board. The on-site evaluation team found that this continued
to be a concern during the April 2, 2024 visit and reported in the Chair’s Report that none of the
board members (as described in materials provided in SER Exhibit 35) have any oversight
responsibility of the institution’s financial operation. The bylaws explicitly charge the board
with ultimate governance over the university, including oversight of the president and senior
administrators, financial stewardship where they “oversee the financial affairs... including the
approval of budgets and major expenditures,” and the strategic direction of the university. The
on-site evaluation team expressed concern that, at the time of the on-site evaluation, there
was no CFO or controller listed among the institution’s position descriptions. The institution’s
unstable financial position, the absence of accountability by the governing board coupled, with
the lack of personnel assigned responsibility for the institution’s financial oversight, heightens
concerns that AU is unable to meet DEAC financial stability standards. The response to the
Chair’s Report did not fully address the required actions.

e AU did not provide formal job descriptions as requested for the CFO and the Controller
as specifically required by the Chair’s report; rather, it summarized the roles of the
individuals who hold these positions within its narrative response.

e AU claims in its response that the university president, the Business Affairs Division
director, and the controller meet with the CPA Chris Lee on a monthly basis to discuss
financial strategies, but AU did not provide any evidence of such meetings or any other
documentation to demonstrate that these meetings are resulting in a plan for financial
recovery.

e AU claims that its

“parent company is a holding company made up of a group of highly esteemed
individuals, families, and corporations who supported this venture into online
education that dates back nearly three decades. This includes corporations with
assets in excess of a billion dollars and corporations on the Tokyo and Korean
stock exchanges as well as generous individuals and families who wanted to
support this venture.” (AU response, p. 47)

AU did not provide any evidence to support these assertions. The Commission is

concerned that the ownership of APES remains unclear. Each time AU is asked for
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details regarding the shareholders for APES, it is evasive, vague, and not forthcoming
with the information.

The Commission is therefore directing AU to

1. provide the job descriptions for the CFO and controller and confirm the individuals who
are serving in these positions;

2. provide evidence of its monthly meetings with CPA, Chris Lee and explain how these
meetings result in the implementation of financial improvement strategies; and

3. provide a detailed listing of the names and affiliations of the individuals and
corporations that have an ownership interest in APES, regardless of how minimal the
percentage held by such individuals or corporations might be.

Standard X C. Succession Plan.

The institution has written plans that describe the process that it follows in the event a
leadership succession is necessary. The plan identifies specific people, committees, or boards
responsible to carry on the operation of the institution during the transition period. The plan
includes a business continuity structure that the institution can implement immediately. The
institution reviews and revises the plan on an annual basis

AU provided a copy of its succession plan but did not provide documentation that the
succession plan is reviewed annually. AU must provide evidence that it annually reviews the
succession plan and provide an update on the process being implemented with respect to the
future retirement of the president as mentioned in the response to the Chair’s Report.

Standard Il B. Strategic Planning.

The institution has a systematic process of planning for the achievement of goals that support
its mission. The institution’s planning process involves all areas of the institution’s operations
(e.g., admissions, academics, technology, etc.) in identifying strategic initiatives and goals by
evaluating external and internal trends as they affect the future. At a minimum, the strategic
plan addresses finances, academics, technology, admissions, marketing, personnel, and
institutional sustainability. The strategic plan is reviewed and updated annually using
established metrics designed to measure achievement of strategic planning goals and
objectives. The plan helps institutions set priorities, manage resources, and set goals for future
performance.

The on-site evaluation team described in the Chair’s Report that, during conversations with
institution leadership and staff, it was difficult to obtain clear and coherent information
regarding the strategic goals established by AU or the rationale behind why AU established its
goals. The team found that key leaders were unable to articulate the specifics of the strategic
plan beyond generalizations. Noting the show cause directive and the Commission’s concerns
about the strategic planning and financial capacity of the organization, the evaluation team
pressed AU for more concrete details, but such details were not provided. AU was asked (1) to
demonstrate that it reviews the strategic plan and updates it annually using established metrics
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designed to measure achievement of strategic planning goals and objectives and (2) to provide
a companion budget specifically designated to implementation of the strategic plan for 2023-
2027. AU did not provide the on-site evaluation team with evidence that it has the financial
resources necessary to pursue the initiatives set forth in the strategic plan.

AU’s response did not address the careful, detailed analysis provided in the Chair’s Report. Its
narrative offered unhelpful generalizations about “integrating measurable action items with
clearly defined metrics, starting from a recognizable baseline and adhering to a set timeline.”
(AU response, p. 9) The narrative response did not demonstrate that AU has a coherent
strategic plan, reinforcing the Commission’s concerns that AU does not have a concrete
strategy for financial recovery or financial sustainability. Even more troubling is that the
strategic plan makes no reference to AU’s agreement with Akademeia Vision USA and the
hundreds of thousands of dollars that, according to AU, the agreement is contributing to AU’s
financial recovery.

Overall, the Commission found that the 2023-2027 strategic plan provided by AU in Exhibit 2.B,
although 38 pages long, was minimal, unrealistic, and lacking substance with respect to
meaningful evidence of implementation. Significant enrollment increases were projected
without an accompanying narrative that described AU’s admissions or marketing plans. AU
submitted Exhibit 2B — Budget for Strategic Planning, but this exhibit was not at all related to
strategic planning; rather, it was the overall budget for the institution through 2027. AU
continued to allude to its international partnerships that would support increased enrollment,
but it did not provide evidence that formal partnerships were established. AU provided
examples of introductory emails but did not include commitment letters, details regarding such
relationships, or completed agreements.® AU did not provide any evidence it has taken
significant steps toward implementing key aspects of its strategic plan over the year in which
the institution was under a show cause directive by the Commission. AU must therefore submit

1. evidence that the strategic plan is fully implemented in each area set forth in the plan;

2. an explanation as to why its agreement with Akademeia Vision USA is not included in

the strategic plan; and
3. abudget that is specific to the requirements of the strategic plan.

Standard Ill D. Comprehensive Curricula and Institutional Materials.

Curricula and instructional materials are sufficiently comprehensive for students to achieve the
stated program outcomes. Their organization and content are supported by reliable research
and practice. The organization and presentation of the curricula and instructional materials
reflect sound principles of learning and are grounded in distance education instructional design
principles. The curricula and instructional materials reflect current knowledge and practice.

5 1n multiple instances under “proof of implementation” cited in the strategic plan, AU references Exhibit 2.B —
Partnerships - Okayama and Partnerships — Nissan. These exhibits did not include partnership documentation;
they consisted of emails initiated by David Bracey a year ago on July 26, 2023 and February 8, 2023 respectively
with no evidence of any further involvement or engagement with Nissan or Okayama beyond the emails.
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Curricula and instructional materials are kept up-to-date, and reviews are conducted and
documented on a periodic basis. Instructions and suggestions on how to study and how to use
the instructional materials are made available to assist students to learn effectively and
efficiently.

1. The institution maintains an Advisory Council for each major group of programs or major
subject matter discipline it offers. The Advisory Council includes members not otherwise
employed or contracted at the institution, consisting of practitioners and employers in the field
for which the program prepares students. Advisory Councils: a. meet at least annually; b.
provide advice on the current level of skills, knowledge, and abilities individuals need for entry
into the occupation; and c. provide the institution with recommendations on the adequacy of
educational program outcomes, curricula, and course materials

The on-site evaluation team found extensive issues of noncompliance with requirements
related to comprehensive curriculum and reported in the Chair’s Report that AU did not meet
this standard. The evaluation team reported that program evaluations did not include specifics
for improvements or describe what aspects of curriculum may need updating. Further, the on-
site evaluation team was unable to verify whether program advisory council members are
reviewing curriculum or giving specific program-level feedback, as required by the standard.
The Chair’s Report directed AU to provide (1) evidence that it follows a curriculum review
schedule, (2) evidence that the program advisory councils are engaged as required by the
standard, and (3) additional information on the implementation of in-residence components
planned for August.

Upon review of the response, the Commission found that AU did not provide evidence that the
advisory council meetings are taking place annually in accordance with the requirements of the
standards. The meeting minutes referenced potential membership for the advisory councils
(TESOL programs, business programs, film programs), suggesting that the councils were just
being formed. AU did not provide any evidence that the councils are actively engaged on an
annual basis. AU did not provide an adequate response to the Chair’s Report’s required action
on a curriculum review schedule. The curriculum review documentation included meeting
minutes rather than a comprehensive curriculum review process. The in-residence component
information was also minimal. AU did not provide a policy for implementing the in-residence
component. The information provided by AU consisted only of a menu and hotel information.
The Commission is requiring AU to revise and resubmit its response to the required actions in
the Chair’s Report as follows:

1. AU must provide evidence that it follows a curriculum review schedule that ensures that
the curricula are up to date, reflect current knowledge and practice, and are sufficiently
comprehensive for students to achieve the stated program outcomes. Provide evidence
of comprehensive programmatic review that engages a range of stakeholders, considers
program learning outcomes, course learning outcomes, learning resources and
materials, capstones, etc.
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2. AU must provide evidence that it engages with external individuals who “provide advice
on the current level of skills, knowledge, and abilities individuals need for entry into the
occupation” and “provide the institution with recommendations on the adequacy of the
educational program outcomes, curricula, and course materials.”

3. AU must provide the Commission with additional information about the implementation
of in-residence components planned for August. Registration information, schedules,
contracts, etc., related to the residencies are required.

Standard IV A. Appropriate Technology.

The institution uses appropriate and readily accessible technology to optimize interaction
between the institution and the student that effectively supports instructional and educational
services. Students, faculty, and involved practitioners receive training and support for the
technology used to deliver the educational offerings.

The Chair’s Report directed AU to provide evidence that faculty and students are trained in the
use of the technology used to deliver its educational offerings. AU did not provide a sufficient
response; it only provided an email with a Zoom link inviting all students and professors to take
part in AU’s technology training by “taking a private training session.” It also claimed that the
director of student services offered additional training sessions to the institution’s professors,
but no further details to support this claim were included. AU must therefore provide the
following:

1. alist of the professors and students who completed the training;

2. acopy of the technology training curriculum;

3. evidence that the director of student services reached out directly to professors to offer

additional technology training sessions and that such training was completed.

Standard IV J. Student Complaints.

The institution has policies and procedures for receiving, responding to, and addressing student
complaints. The policies and procedures should embody the principles of fairness,
responsiveness, respect, due process and proportionality.

1. INSTITUTIONAL COMPLAINTS

DEAC requires institutions to have written complaint policies and procedures for the purposes of
receiving, responding to, addressing, and resolving complaints made by students, faculty,
administrators, or any party, including one who has good reason to believe that an institution is
not in compliance with DEAC accreditation standards.

2. At a minimum, the institution’s policy instructs students how to file a complaint or grievance
and the maximum time for resolution. The institution’s complaint policy and procedures are
available to all students. The institution defines what it reasonably considers to be a student
complaint.

3. The institution reviews in a timely, fair, and equitable manner any complaint it receives from
students. When the complaint concerns a faculty member or administrator, the institution may
not complete its review and make a final decision regarding a complaint unless, and in
accordance with its published procedures, it ensures that the faculty member or administrator
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has sufficient opportunity to provide a response to the complaint. The institution takes any
follow-up action, including enforcement action if necessary, based on the results of its review.

4. The institution’s complaint policy states how complaints can be filed with state agencies and
its accrediting organization.

5. The institution will retain the complete files for all complaints which may be filed against the
institution, its faculty, staff, students or other associated parties for the longer of five years from
the filing of the complaint or the completion of the institution’s next cycle of evaluation for
reaccreditation.

The evaluation team found that AU did not meet this standard and expressed concern that AU’s
complaint policy did not establish procedures as specifically required by the standard nor did
AU provide information demonstrating that it maintains complete files of all complaints that
may be filed against the institution, its faculty, staff, students, or other associated parties either
for five years from the filing of the complaint or until the completion of the institution’s next
cycle of accreditation. The Chair’s Report provided a detailed required actions list for AU to
provide its policy and procedures for receiving, responding to, and addressing student
complaints. AU did not provide this information. AU submitted a sampling of emails which
acknowledged receipt of complaints but not the comprehensive response required by the
Chair’s Report. The Commission therefore requires AU to provide the following:

1. AU must present its written complaint policies and procedures for the purpose of
receiving, responding to, addressing, and resolving complaints made by students,
faculty, administrators, or any party, including anyone who has good reason to believe
that the institution is not in compliance with DEAC accreditation standards.

2. At a minimum, the published policy must instruct individuals how to file a complaint and
the maximum time for resolution. The policy must define what AU reasonably considers
as a complaint.

3. AU must provide evidence that it has a process in place for timely, fair, and equitable
review, and when the complaint involves a faculty member or administrator, it must
ensure that they have sufficient opportunity to provide a response to the complaint.

4. AU must provide evidence that it documents its follow-up actions based on its review
and demonstrate that it maintains complete files for all complaints that may be filed
against the institution, its faculty, staff, students, or other associated parties either for
five years from the filing of the complaint or until the completion of the institution’s
next cycle of evaluation for accreditation, whichever is longer.

5. AU must demonstrate that the complaint policy is published on its website and in its
catalog(s).

Standard VII C. Student Recruitment.

The institution demonstrates that ethical processes and procedures are followed throughout the
recruitment of prospective students by any individual who is authorized by the institution to
participate in the enrollment process with prospective students.
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The July 28, 2023 show cause directive required AU to provide information on how recruitment
personnel are trained. The on-site evaluation team that reviewed AU’s application for
accreditation and SER prior to the June 2023 Commission meeting identified concerns and
deficiencies in this area.

Upon review of the May 8, 2024 Chair’s Report, the Commission found that AU continues to be
out of compliance with this standard and has not provided evidence that it takes responsibility
for implementing training for recruitment personnel. AU must therefore provide the 2023 and
2024 performance evaluations for the staff members who are participating in the recruitment
process, identifying expectations of performance, training, professional development, and any
other processes or criteria used to evaluate recruitment personnel on a regular basis.

Standard VIII F. Transfer Credit.

The institution implements a fair and equitable transfer credit policy that is published in the
catalog. The steps for requesting transfer credit are clear and disclose the documentation
required for review. Students are able to appeal transfer credit decisions using published
procedures. Transfer credit requests are not denied based solely on the source of accreditation
of the credit-granting institution.

The May 8, 2024 Chair’s Report required AU to provide evidence of how students can appeal
for transfer credit. It did not provide this information. AU must provide evidence that it has
established and published policies for students who seek to appeal the decisions related to
transfer credit.

Standard VIII G. Enroliment Agreement.

The institution’s enrollment agreements/documents clearly identify the educational offering and
assure that each applicant is fully informed of the rights, responsibilities, and obligations of both
the student and the institution prior to applicant signature. The institution complies with the
DEAC Enrollment Agreements Disclosures Checklist.

3. The institution complies with all applicable Truth in Lending Act (TILA) requirements, including
those under Regulation Z, and state requirements for retail installment agreements.

4. All required state and Truth in Lending Act disclosures are included in the enrollment
agreement. Requirements for type size, notice to buyer, and computation examples, as
applicable, are observed.

AU does not provide sufficient disclosure of information related to the ‘full cost’ of tuition.
Furthermore, the Commission found extensive inconsistencies in the disclosures of program
tuition and other costs.” In addition, AU included information on the enrollment agreement
relative to federal loans, but it is not approved to participate in Title IV programs. The

7 Exhibit 8.G.1.c provides an enrollment agreement for the Ed.D. in TESOL. However, the itemization and total of
fees and charges for this program (box 12 on the enroliment agreement) do not clearly disclose how these costs
add up to $44,975.
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Commission directs AU to resubmit its response to the Chair’s Report after having revised it as
follows:

1. Provide evidence that its enrollment agreements include the total cost of the program,
including textbook cost (good faith estimate using the actual books in the program), cost
of any residential requirements (housing estimate), and research resource cost. The
calculation of the total cost must be apparent.

2. Explain how the itemization and total of fees and charges (box 12 on the enrollment
agreement) discloses all charges that total $44,975 for the Ed.D. in TESOL degree
program.

3. Update its policies and provide evidence to ensure that it does not withhold a student’s
transcripts for lack of completion of a survey and that it adjusts the total cost of the
program for students who transfer credit to AU. Further, AU must demonstrate that it
does not unilaterally change the terms of the agreement after acceptance by the
student and the signing official, as suggested in The Certification by Student.

4. Provide evidence that students who utilize payment plans have documentation that
accurately reflects the specific required payments for the amount financed.

Standard XII E. State Authorization.

1. The institution is properly licensed, authorized, exempted, or approved by all applicable state
education institutional authorizations (or their equivalent for non- U.S. institutions).

2. Exemptions from state law are supported by state-issued documentation or in statutory
language for that state.

Based on the information provided in the SER and the findings during the April 4, 2024 site visit,
the on-site evaluation team was unable to verify whether the institution is properly licensed,
authorized, exempted, or approved to enroll students from the states from which it claims
exemptions. Within the original SER, AU provided dated and incomplete materials (the majority
are dated 2019) to describe its efforts with state authorization compliance. The on-site
evaluation team found that AU could not demonstrate the implementation of sufficient
research or compliance monitoring in the intervening period. Where AU listed exempt status on
the DEAC State Authorization form, the exemptions were not supported by statutory language
or documentation. During the site visit, AU staff members explained they have renewed their
efforts to review materials and that they had begun to compile statutory language in the days
prior to the visit. Within the SER, AU states, “Anaheim University does not currently accept
students who reside in Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
Montana, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island due to regulatory matters.” The
site visit team reviewed a list of current students, which were largely international, but included
students from New Jersey, Colorado, Connecticut, California, Washington, Kansas, Florida,
Missouri, Texas, and Hawaii. The evaluation team also reported that the information AU
presents to the public regarding the states from which they may enroll does not appear to be
listed on the website or in the catalogs for each program, raising concerns about whether
students are appropriately notified about AU’s approval to operate in those states. However,
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the Chair’s Report noted that staff do identify the states from which AU cannot accept students
when students inquire about enrollment.

The Commission reviewed AU’s response and found that it remains unclear how frequently AU
reviews and updates the status of its authorization. It remains the case that, in many instances,
the most recent review took place in 2019. The Commission is therefore requiring AU to
provide an updated State Authorization form, clearly documenting state authorization or
exemptions, particularly for those states from which it has students. Appropriate evidence to
support this information must consist of state-issued documentation or statutory language for
each state for which AU claims an exemption. Documentation must show that the review took
place between the date of this letter and December 1, 2024 - the date the response is due to
the Commission for review.

Updated Teach-Out Agreement Requirement. Institutions subject to a show cause directive
must file a Teach-Out Agreement, in accordance with Section XXI.C. Part Two, Processes and
Procedures, DEAC Accreditation Handbook. AU must submit an updated Teach-Out Agreement
with an accredited institution that offers distance education programs that are similar to those
of Anaheim University. This updated Teach-Out Agreement and list of currently enrolled
students is due to DEAC to the attention of Jessica.lucey@deac.org by July 29, 2024.

Show Cause Remediation Period. The maximum Show Cause Remediation Period for Anaheim
University may not exceed two years from July 2023 (unless the Commission extends the period
for “good cause”). The burden of proof rests with the institution to demonstrate, within the
Show Cause Remediation Period (as that period may be extended for good cause shown) and
consistent with the terms of the show cause directive, that it is meeting DEAC’s accreditation
standards.

Decision Following Show Cause Remediation Period. Upon review of the application for
accreditation or reaccreditation of an institution that has previously received a show cause
directive, a decision is made on the institution’s compliance with the accreditation standards or
requirements noted in the directive. The Commission may:

e vacate the show cause directive and either defer a final accreditation decision or grant
accreditation or reaccreditation if it is determined that such action is warranted;

e continue the show cause directive and require the submission of additional
information or further reports from the institution and/or a special visit in accordance
with Section X.A.; or

¢ deny accreditation or withdraw reaccreditation.

Status During Pendency of Show Cause Directive. An institution under a show cause directive
will retain its accreditation status unless and until the Commission decides to deny or withdraw
its accreditation, as applicable. Notice of the show cause directive will be published on DEAC’s
website and must be included by the institution in its description of its accreditation status, in
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accordance with the terms of Section XV.E. Processes and Procedures. AU is prohibited from
undertaking any substantive changes while operating under the show cause directive.

DEAC Notification Procedure. In accordance with its procedure for Notification and Information
Sharing, DEAC Accreditation Handbook, Part Two, Processes and Procedures Section XV.E. and
F., and 34 Code of Federal Regulations §602.26(b)(1), the Commission provides written notice
to the U.S. Secretary of Education, other relevant government agencies (e.g., Department of
Labor, Department of Defense, Job Corps), the appropriate state licensing or authorizing
agencies, and the appropriate accrediting organizations at the same time it notifies the
institution of the decision, but no later than 30 days after the Commission makes a decision to
place an institution on show cause. The Commission publishes on its website, including on its
directory of institutions page, notice of the decision and a summary of reasons for the decision
within one business day of its notice to the institution.

Disclosures to Students and Prospective Students. The Commission requires the institution
that is subject to the show cause directive to disclose the action to all current and prospective
students within seven business days of receipt of the written notice of the Anaheim University
continued show cause directive. Such notice must, at minimum, meet the requirements of
Section XVI.A.2. Processes and Procedures. In accordance with 34 Code of Federal Regulations
§668.43(a) (19) the notice to enrolled and prospective students must include notice that the
institution is being required by DEAC to maintain a teach-out agreement. AU must ensure that
such disclosures regarding the accreditation status of the institution remain current. The issues
raised within this continued show cause directive remain very serious and deeply concerning.
AU must provide DEAC with evidence that it (1) distributed this disclosure to all currently
enrolled students and (2) included the show cause directive in its description of its
accreditation status on its website, in accordance with the terms of Section XV.E. Processes
and Procedures, DEAC Accreditation Handbook, by July 29, 2024 to the attention of
Jessica.lucey@deac.org.

Any questions pertaining to the Commission’s decision may be directed to my attention at
202.234.5100 extension 101 or via email to Leah.matthews@deac.org.

Sincerely,
-/ o

Leah K. Matthews
Executive Director

cc: Dr. Marcia Ditmyer, Vice Chair of the Accrediting Commission
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