ACCREDITING COUNCIL FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION & TRAINING
1722 N. Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20036
Telephone: 202-955-1113
Fax: 202-955-1118
http://www.acce!. arg

December 9, 2011

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS & EMAIL
(angela@bellschool.org)

Angela Khashafyan
Director
Bell Language School
1535 McDonald Ave.
Brooklyn NY 11230
Re: Initial Accreditation Denied
(Appealable, Not a Final Action);
Waiver of One- Year Restriction on Reapplication
ACCET ID # 1326

Dear Ms. Khashafyan:
This letter is to inform you that, at its December 2011 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the
Accrediting Council for Continuing Education & Training (ACCET) voted to deny initial
accreditation to Bell Language School, located in Brooklyn, New York.
The decision was based upon a careful review and evaluation of the record, including the
institution's Analytic Self-Evaluation Report (ASER), the on-site visit team report (visit conducted
October 5-6,2011), and the institution's response to that report, received November 23,2011. It is
noted that some weaknesses cited in the team report were adequately addressed in the institution's
response and accepted by the Commission.
However, the Commission determined that the
institution did not demonstrate overall readiness for the accreditation process and has not adequately
demonstrated compliance with respect to ACCET standards, policies, and procedures, relative to the
following findings:
1. Standard I-C: Planning
The institution did not demonstrate that its short- and long-term business plans meet the
requirements of the ACCET standard.
Specifically, the team report indicated that the
institution's plans lacked specific elements required by the standard, including time frames,
designated personnel, resources to be allocated, instead providing subsequent evaluation
items listed as generic, N/A or "ongoing". Finally, the team report stated that no documented
meeting minutes or communications relative to institutional business plans were in evidence.
The institution stated in its response that short- and long-term objectives have been revised to
satisfy "some of the missing items taken from the site visit." Copies of "Short-Term
Objectives" and "Long-Term Goals" were included as exhibits. However, the Short-Term
Objectives still lacked required resources and methods for subsequent evaluation of each
objective, as required by the standard. Further, the Long-Term Goals, of which there were
only three, did not address educational objectives. Rather, they only addressed increased
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enrollments, possibly acquiring new facilities, and achieving accredited status with ACCET,
and did not include any of the business-plan requirements stipulated in the standard except
projected timeframes. Further, no meeting minutes or other evidence of plan development by
senior management was provided. Consequently, the systematic and effective implementation
of this standard has not been fully demonstrated.
2. Standard II-B: Operational Management
The institution did not demonstrate that it systematically and effectively implements the
strategies and policies of senior management or that written policies and procedures guide
the day-to-day operations of the institution. Specifically, the on-site team report indicated
that the institution did not have written policies and procedures related to Leaves of Absence;
there was no formalized process or supporting documentation related to financial control and
budgeting; the school's refund policy was not in compliance with ACCET Document 3l.ESL
- Cancelation and Refund Policy; there was no systematic and effective process for teacher
observations or staff evaluations; and the guidance given to instructors on day-to-day
assessment of students was insufficient for its stated purpose.
The institution provided copies of its Staff Leave of Absence Request Form, its School
Financial Control and Budgeting Policy, and its Instructor Observation and Staff Evaluation
Policies; however, evidence of systematic and effective implementation and observable results
of corrective actions relative to the areas cited by the team report were minimal or lacking
entirely, as indicated under the many findings in this letter.
3. Standard II-C: Personnel Management
The institution did not demonstrate that it implements, and maintains overall written policies
and procedures for the systematic and effective supervision of staff. The team report
indicated that none of the administrative staff, including the School Director, had had
performance reviews during their tenure at the institution.
The institution stated in its response that it has revised policies for staff evaluations, and
provided a copy of the policy in its narrative. According to the response, the school director
will oversee observations and evaluations, to be completed by the end of 2011. However,
beyond this narrative, no documentation to evidence the organization or implementation of
this process was provided in the response, as a result of which systematic and effective
implementation of staff evaluations in practice over time has not been demonstrated.
4.

Standard II-D: Records
The institution did not demonstrate that its employee files are maintained in an accurate and
up-to-date manner. Specifically, the team report indicated that, while the institution's ASER
stated that records for administrative and instructional personnel contained evaluation and
observation documentation, this was not the case, as observed by the team and as noted
above in finding #3.

Bell Language School
December 9, 2011
Page 3 of 8
The institution indicated in its response that the school director will oversee the evaluation
process, to be completed by the end of 2011. However, as previously noted above, systematic
and effective implementation with observable results were not in evidence to demonstrate
compliance with this standard.
5. Standard II-E: Communications
The institution did not demonstrate that management ensures regular and effective
communication among appropriate members of the staff on pertinent aspects of its
operations, or that periodic meetings with employees are conducted and appropriate
documentation is maintained on significant issues. Specifically, the team report stated that
there was no supporting documentation
to corroborate the rather comprehensive
communications schedule indicated in the institution's ASER except for a list of meetings
that had been held.
The institution stated in its response that it has updated its policy on communications, which
"will now be formalized and included in the Organizational and Education Folders." A copy
of the new "Senior Management Meetings Policy" was provided with the narrative, which
stated that the school director, president and treasurer are to be present at these meetings and
records are to be kept in the president's office. It further noted that an annual Year End
Meeting will be held to go over planning and budgeting. Four copies of meeting minutes, for
meetings held between October 5 and November 17, 2011, were provided.
While the
institution offered some evidence to show that it had begun to regularly conduct and
document meetings, minutes for one month of such meetings is insufficient evidence of the
implementation of systematic and effective communications as required by this standard.
6. Standard III-B: Financial Procedures
The institution did not demonstrate that it assesses its finances at adequate intervals, not less
than quarterly, or that written policies and procedures exist for proper financial controls and
supervision of financial management staff. It also failed to demonstrate that cancellation and
refund policies are consistently administered and comply with statutory, regulatory, and
accreditation requirements. Specifically, the team report indicated that, per interviews with
senior management, finances are examined and discussed on a semester basis; however, there
was no documented evidence of these evaluations. In addition, there was no documentation
of the institution's budgeting process or financial planning and no formal evaluation of the
financial performance of the institution. Further, the refund policy in place at the time of the
on-site visit was not in compliance with ACCET Document 31.ESL. It also denied a refund
to any "no shows" and to non-F-I students who failed to give 24-hour cancellation notice
prior to beginning class, and the policy did not specify whether students would receive a prorata refund for a partial session. Finally, the policy did not indicate the terms for a refund
issued to F-l students who withdraw from the program after attending class.
The institution stated in its response that it never maintained documentation of its budgeting
process due to the small size of the school, but that it has begun to document these meetings
(as noted under finding #5 above) and that minutes for such meetings and discussions are the
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responsibility of the school President and are now apart of the school Organizational Policy.
It attached a copy of its new School Financial Control and Budgeting Policy. As for formal
evaluations of financial performance, the institution quoted the ACCET team report
regarding senior management's experience in knowing low and high enrollment points and
budgeting accordingly, referencing the new School Financial Control and Budgeting Policy.
It also provided a copy of its revised School Refund Policy.
However, the revised
cancellation and refund policy is still not in compliance with ACCET Document 3l.ESL, and
it does not cap non-refundable fees at $500; it states that a student is eligible for a refund in
subsequent sessions up through the midpoint of the session, without stating that refunds are
on a pro-rata basis; it does not require written notice of withdrawal for students who have
begun class, as required by SEVP. Finally, the institution provided no documentation of any
refunds made under the new policy, or any updated forms used to calculate refunds based
upon the new policy and without any evidence of systematic and effective implementation with
observable results, it failed to demonstrate compliance with this standard.
7.

Standard IV-C: Performance Measurements
The institution did not demonstrate that it has a sound, written assessment system that
contains a set of defined elements appropriately related to the performance objectives of the
program or course. The on-site team report indicated that there was no correlation of student
performance on placement examinations with placement within the school's programs.
There was no standardized rubric or scale that clearly articulated the weighting attributed to
assessed areas (i.e., homework = 25%, attendance = 25%), The institution did not indicate
minimum benchmarks for advancement in either the on-going assessment or with the end of
session tests, which were not adequate for assessing dynamic communicative abilities, as
they only cover curriculum driven by the instructional texts. Instructors confirmed during
interviews with the team that they determined when to advance students, and they were
unaware of any curriculum-wide rubrics to guide their assessment of satisfactory student
process.
The institution indicated in its response that student placement guidelines were revised to
show a clear correlation between placement test results and student class placement, and
provided a copy of the revised policy. The institution stated that it has revised its Student
Progress Policy, which the response stated provides guidelines on student evaluations and
advancement. Regarding the cited lack of assessment of dynamic communicative abilities,
the institution stated that it plans to implement revised tests starting with the first session of
2012, following the curriculum review planned for January, 2012.
It was noted by the Commission that, while the new Placement Test Policy provides the
correlation between the placement tests and the institution's proficiency levels, the remaining
documentation did not address the cited weaknesses. The Student Progress Policy provides
little or no guidance to instructors on student assessment beyond noting what grades are
passing or failing and, the minimum passing grade of 65% is educationally unsound in
offering an overly simplistic determination of student success. Accordingly, the institution
did not demonstrate systematic and effective implementation of the requirements under this
standard to ensure sound assessment of student performance.
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8. Standard V-A: Instructional Methods; Standard V-D: Facilities
The institution did not demonstrate that the instructional methods employed by its faculty
encourage active and motivated responses from participants and that it is consistent with
current training industry standards.
The team indicated in its report that it observed
instruction that was teacher-led and text-driven, with few outside activities or materials used.
Further, instructors demonstrated poor classroom management capabilities, with little
observed board work and instructor talk time that exceeded the more productive student talk
time. Consequently, there were minimal opportunities for students to engage in dynamic
exercises or acnviues.
The team report also indicated that several classes observed had
greater than 20 students, above the institution's stated 15:1 student-to-teacher ratio. The
overcrowding impeded effective instructional delivery, making moving into pairs or group
work virtually impossible.
The institution disagreed with the tearn' s assessment of its instructional methodology and
provided an argumentative and anecdotal response to the weaknesses cited in the team report. It
indicated that, upon discussion of the report with the faculty, "their reaction to these comments
was complete disappointment to the point of disgust." The response criticized the team's
method of observing classes, noting that the content specialist spent "less than five minutes" in
each class, indicating that he did not have enough time to properly assess classroom instruction.
The institution provided an excerpt from its Staff Handbook on instructional methodology,
which states that it uses "best practices in the field of English Language instruction to
implement ideas and research-based instructional approaches in the classroom." The excerpt
also states that its teaching methods are "based on the guidelines set forth by the US
Department of Education, including standards for curriculum, instruction, retention, and
transition." The response further argued that the "high rate of student College enrollment
upon completion" is evidence that the instructional methodology it employs is appropriate. It
included 52 acceptance letters for students who went on to a higher education institution after
studying at Bell Language School. It also provided sample TOEFL test scores for 29
students to show their success. Relative to the issue of overcrowded classes, the institution
indicated that the large classes were due to an unanticipated increase in students whose visas
were approved whom the institution could not turn away. It further stated that some of its
classes can accommodate 20 students and praised its instructors' versatility in managing
large classes, yet also indicated that the Director has been instructed to monitor class sizes to
ensure compliance with the 15: 1 ratio.
The institution's response did not address the weaknesses cited in the team report beyond
arguing their validity and questioning the ACCET team member's ability and qualifications.
The documentation provided to refute the weakness did not include any basis for evaluation,
such as the number of students who actually took the TOEFL or how many finished their
term of study versus how many went on to further studies. No documentation of appropriate
classroom techniques, actual student numbers vs. classroom size, or actions taken to address
the weaknesses, such as classroom observations, or minutes of faculty meetings at which
methodology or limitations of classroom sizes was discussed, was provided in the response.
Lacking any concrete data, the Commission determined that the systematic and effective
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implementation of appropriate instructional methodology that would evidence compliance with
this standard has not been demonstrated.
9. Standard VI-B: Supervision of Instruction
The institution did not demonstrate that supervisors of instructional personnel use good
practice in the evaluation and direction of instructors, or that regular classroom observations
are documented and effectively utilized to enhance the quality of instruction. Specifically,
the team report stated that the institution school did not systematically and effectively
observe and evaluate instructional staff, and had only conducted four teacher observations,
which were performed in 2011.
The institution stated in its response that it has revised its policies for faculty supervisions and
that the school director will formalize all observations and evaluations by the end of 2011.
The institution provided a copy of its Policy on Teacher Observation and Staff Evaluation as
an exhibit. The institution did not provide any documentation of actions taken to evidence
compliance with this standard, such as a schedule of planned classroom observations, .or any
sample completed observations since the team visit.
As in finding # 2 above, the
Commission found insufficient evidence of systematic and effective implementation of faculty
supervision in practice over time, and consequently determined that the institution has failed to
comply with this standard.
10. Standard VI-C: Instructor Orientation and Training
The institution did not demonstrate that it maintains and implements an effective written
policy for the ongoing professional development of instructional personnel that is
systematically implemented, monitored, and documented. The team report indicated that the
institution did not implement any policies and procedures for the professional development
of its instructional staff.
The institution indicated in its response that it has revised its Professional Development Policy
and that it held a professional workshop on November 15, 2011, given by a representative of
its textbook publisher.
The revised policy notes that "Participation in conferences and
training seminars is encouraged by Bell Language School for personal growth and
professional development of our staff." It also noted that it will hold two professional
development seminars annually, and included this as a line item on its short-term plans.
There will also be "teachers meetings to share experiences and practices, guest speakers from
the industry, and our partner vendors with insight on how to improve curriculum and/or study
materials," and that a schedule of seminars will be posted. However, no schedule was
provided in the response, and that while one seminar provided by the institution is
encouraging, it does not give adequate evidence of systematic and effective implementation
with observable results to demonstrate compliance with the standard.
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11. Standard VIII-A: Student Progress
The institution did not demonstrate that it effectively monitors, assesses, and records the
progress of participants utilizing a sound assessment system with a set of defined elements
that are appropriately related to the performance objectives of its educational programs. Per
the on-site team report, the institution was not implementing a satisfactory academic progress
policy during the on-site visit. As noted in finding #6, instructors had significant discretion
relative to student advancement of students, and written criteria and guidelines were not in
evidence. Further, the team found that the institution did not stipulate minimum passing
scores for its end level examinations.
The institution stated in its response that it revised its Student Progress Policy to include
performance evaluation points, and that the policy has been incorporated into the Student and
Staff Handbooks. A copy of the Student Progress Report was also included. However, the
systematic and effective implementation with observable results of corrective actions can only
be viewed in practice over time and therefore, compliance with this standard has not been
demonstrated.
12. Standard VIII-C: Participant Satisfaction
The institution did not demonstrate that it regularly validates student satisfaction relative to
the quality of education and training offered. Specifically, the team report indicated that
while the school regularly assesses participant satisfaction, there is no formal structure or
supporting documentation to illustrate how the survey data was used to improve the school or
programs of study; rather, the data was used only to correct immediate concerns.
The institution stated in its response that revised forms to formalize and expand school
evaluations have been implemented, with a new policy on how to use the data. In addition,
the institution indicated that it has added discussion of student feedback to its meeting
agendas. It attached blank copies of its School Evaluation Form and Class Evaluation Form
as exhibits. However, no copies of completed forms, meeting minutes, or analyses of data
since the team visit, were; provided to evidence the systematic and effective implementation
of these corrective measures.
Since denial of initial accreditation is an adverse action by the Accrediting Commission, the
institution may appeal the decision. The full procedures and guidelines for appealing the decision
are outlined in Document 11 - Policies and Practices of the Accrediting Commission, which is
available on our website at www.accet.org. If the institution wishes to appeal the decision, the
Commission must receive written notification no later than fifteen (15) calendar days from
receipt of this letter, in addition to a certified or cashier's check in the amount of $5,000.00,
payable to ACCET, for an appeals hearing.
In the case of an appeal, a written statement copied to a CD-ROM or a flash drive, plus six (6)
additional copies, regarding the grounds for the appeal must be submitted to the ACCET office
within sixty (60) calendar days from receipt of this letter.
The institution may provide
clarification of and/or new information regarding conditions at the institution relating to the
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findings of non-compliance up to the time of the Commission's decision, but not thereafter. In
the event of a final determination of denial of accreditation, the institution is precluded from making
application for accreditation for a minimum of one (1) year from the date of such final action.
Initial applicants are advised that, in the instance of an appeal following a denial of accreditation
being initialized in accordance with ACCET policy, the institution may not make substantive
changes to its operations, such as additional programs or sites, until a notice of final action is
forwarded by the Commission.
In consideration of the unique circumstances faced by unaccredited IEP's under the federal
statute signed into law on December 14, 2010, the ACCET Accrediting Commission has waived
the one-year restriction on reapplication to this agency. This will allow the institution to reapply
as an initial applicant upon receipt of this notification. If the institution choses to reapply with
ACCET, it is encouraged to contact ACCET staff as soon as possible to begin the process.
It remains our hope that the accreditation evaluation process has served to strengthen your
institution's commitment to and development of administrative and academic policies, procedures,
and practices that inspire a high quality of education and training for your students.
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Ms. Diane Currie, School Certification Branch, Chief, DHS, (diane.currie1@dhs.gov)
Ms. Carol W. Yates, Director, New York Department of Education (cyates@mail.nysed.gov)

