
VOLUME 1





Page 1 of 46 
 

Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT 
REGULATORY PROGRAM 

As of December 1, 2015 
 

 

Section 1 – 

Background and Description of the Bureau and Regulated Profession 

 

Provide a short explanation of the history and function of the Bureau.  Describe the 
occupations/profession that are licensed and/or regulated by the Bureau (Practice Acts vs. 
Title Acts). 

 
Beginning January 1, 1998, regulation of private postsecondary educational institutions was carried 
out by the Bureau for Private Postsecondary and Vocational Education (BPPVE), within the 
Department of Consumer Affairs.  On June 30, 2007, following criticisms of inadequate student 
protection and overly burdensome regulations, the Legislature and the Governor allowed the BPPVE 
to sunset.  Between July 1, 2007, and December 31, 2009, private postsecondary educational 
institutions were unregulated.  
 
Effective January 1, 2010, Assembly Bill 48 (Portantino, Chapter 310, Statutes of 2009) established 
the California Private Postsecondary Education Act (Act) and created the Bureau for Private 
Postsecondary Education (Bureau or BPPE) within the Department of Consumer Affairs (Department 
or DCA) to provide oversight of private postsecondary educational institutions operating in California.  
Specifically, the Act directs the Bureau to:  
 
 Create a structure that provides an appropriate level of oversight, including approval of private 

postsecondary educational institutions and programs; 
 
 Establish minimum operating standards for California private postsecondary educational 

institutions to ensure quality education for students; 
 
 Provide students a meaningful opportunity to have their complaints resolved;  
 
 Ensure that private postsecondary educational institutions offer accurate information to 

prospective students on school and student performance, thereby promoting competition between 
institutions that rewards educational quality and employment success;  

 
 Ensure that all stakeholders have a voice and are heard in the operations of and rulemaking 

process by the Bureau; and, 
 
 Proactively combat unlicensed institutions. 
 
However, the Bureau was reestablished at a particularly difficult time because of the financial 
downturn and the subsequent State budget issues. While the Act went into effect on January 1, 2010, 
the Budget Act for 2010-11 was not enacted until October 8, 2010. This delay in appropriation for 
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staffing and funding the Bureau was further exacerbated by a hiring freeze. As applications for 
licenses and complaints were submitted to the Bureau, there was only a skeleton staff to handle 
them. Staffing issues are discussed further in Section 3- “Fiscal and Staff.” 
 
Today the Bureau’s mission is to promote and protect the interests of students and consumers:        
1) through the effective and efficient oversight of California’s private postsecondary educational 
institutions, 2) through the promotion of competition that rewards educational quality and employment 
outcomes, 3) through proactively combating unlicensed activity, and 4) by resolving student 
complaints in a manner that benefits both the complaining student and future students. 
 
The Bureau oversees and has statutory authority over private postsecondary educational institutions 
operating with a physical presence in California except for those specifically exempted by the Act. 
Nevertheless, exempt institutions may seek Bureau approval. If they seek approval and are approved 
by the Bureau, they are then subject to the Bureau’s authority as any other non-exempt institution. 
The Bureau exercises its oversight authority through its various divisions. The Licensing Unit 
determines if an applicant has the capacity to meet the minimum operating standards.  The 
Compliance Unit works to ensure that institutions maintain the required minimum operating 
standards. The Complaint investigations Unit works to resolve individual complaints against schools. 
Further student protections are found in the Student Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF), which serves to 
relieve or mitigate economic loss suffered by a student for various reasons, such as institutional or 
programmatic closure.  
 
 
1. Describe the make-up and functions of each of the Bureau’s committees (cf., Section 12, 

Attachment B). 

California Education Code Section 94880 establishes the Bureau’s Advisory Committee. It was 
amended in 2014 and now has 14 members, to be appointed as follows: 

 Three members, who shall have a demonstrated record of advocacy on behalf of 
consumers, of which the Director of the Department of Consumer Affairs, the Senate 
Committee on Rules, and the Speaker of the Assembly shall each appoint one member. 

 Two members, who shall be current or past students of institutions, appointed by the 
director. 

 Three members, who shall be representatives of institutions, appointed by the director. 

 Two members, which shall be employers that hire students, appointed by the director. 

 One public member appointed by the Senate Committee on Rules. 

 One public member appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly. 

 Two nonvoting, ex officio members, one appointed by the chair of the policy committee of 
the Assembly with jurisdiction over legislation relating to the Bureau or designee appointed 
by the Speaker of the Assembly, and one appointed by the chair of the policy committee of 
the Senate with jurisdiction over legislation relating to the bureau or designee appointed by 
the Senate Committee on Rules. 
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The advisory Committee is tasked with advising the Bureau on matters relating to the Private 
Postsecondary Education Act and its administration, including reviewing the fee schedule, 
licensing, and enforcement provisions of the Act. 
 
The Bureau is also tasked with seeking input from the Advisory Committee regarding the 
development of regulations for implementing the Act. 
 

Table 1a. Attendance  

Shawn Crawford, Institutional Representative, Chair 

Date Appointed: February 10, 2010 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Margaret Reiter, Consumer Advocate, Vice Chair 

Date Appointed: March 10, 2010 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Diana Amaya, Public Member 

Date Appointed: February 4, 2015 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Tamika Butler, Public Member 

Date Appointed: February 26, 2013 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento Y 
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Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Mitchell Fuerst, Institutional Representative 

Date Appointed: January 26, 2010 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento N 

 

Sylton Hurdle, Employer Member 

Date Appointed: February 18, 2015 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Katherine Lee-Carey, Institutional Representative 

Date Appointed: January 25, 2010 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Ken McEldowney, Consumer Advocate 

Date Appointed: January 25, 2010 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 
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Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting November, 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Assemblymember Jose Medina, Non-Voting, Ex Officio Member, Chair of the Assembly Committee on Higher Education 

Date Appointed: February 4, 2015 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting 
May 12, 2015 Sacramento 

Y (Designee: Laura 
Metune) 

Advisory Committee Meeting 
August 19, 2015 Sacramento 

Y (Designee: Laura 
Metune) 

Advisory Committee Meeting 
November 10, 2015 Sacramento 

Y (Designee: Laura 
Metune) 

 

Maria Roberts De La Parra, Past Student of Institutions 

Date Appointed: January 25, 2010 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento Y 

 

Patrick Uetz, Consumer Advocate 

Date Appointed: February 23, 2013 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting February 18, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento Y 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento N 

 

David Wood, Past Student of Institutions 

Date Appointed: February 18, 2015 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting May 12, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento N 
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Senator Jerry Hill, Non-Voting, Ex Officio Member, Chair of the Senate Committee on Business, Professions and Economic 
Development 

Date Appointed: June 17, 2015 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 19, 2015 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 10, 2015 Sacramento N 

 

Maria R. Anguiano, Public Member – Removed  (January 7, 2015) 

May 8, 2013 
 

Meeting Type Meeting Date Meeting Location Attended? 

Advisory Committee Meeting December 13, 2013 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting August 12, 2014 Sacramento N 

Advisory Committee Meeting November 12, 2014 Sacramento N 

 

Table 1b. Advisory Committee Member Roster 

Member Name 
(Include Vacancies) 

Date 
First Appointed 

Date Re-
appointed 

Date 
Term 

Expires 

Appointing 
Authority 

Type 
(public or 

professional)* 

Shawn Crawford, 
Institutional Representative, Chair February 10, 2010 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Institutional 
Representative 

Margaret Reiter, 
Consumer Advocate, Vice Chair March 10, 2010 N/A N/A 

Senate Committee 
on Rules 

Consumer Advocate 

Diana Amaya, 
Public Member February 4, 2015 N/A N/A 

Senate Committee 
on Rules 

Public 

Tamika Butler, 
Public Member February 26, 2013 N/A N/A 

Speaker of the 
Assembly 

Public 

Mitchel Fuerst, 
Institutional Representative January 26, 2010 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Institutional 
Representative 

Senator Jerry Hill 
 Non-voting Member June 17, 2015 N/A N/A 

Senate Committee 
on Rules 

Ex Officio 

Sylton Hurdle, 
Employer Member February 18, 2015 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Employer Member 

Katherine Lee-Carey 
Institutional Representative January 25, 2010 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Institutional 
Representative 

Ken McEldowney, 
Consumer Advocate January 25, 2010 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Consumer Advocate 

Assemblymember Jose Medina 
Non-voting Member February 4, 2015 N/A N/A 

Speaker of the 
Assembly 

Ex Officio 

Marie Roberts De La Parra 
Past Student of Institutions January 25, 2010 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Past Student 

Patrick Uetz 
Consumer Advocate February 26, 2013 N/A N/A 

Speaker of the 
Assembly 

Consumer Advocate 

David Wood 
Past Student of Institutions February 18, 2015 N/A N/A DCA Director 

Past Student 

(Vacant) Employer Member Vacant N/A N/A DCA Director Employer Member 

*Statute requires the Advisory Committee members to be drawn from the postsecondary education 
community, and must include industry, student, and employer representation.  
 
 
2. In the past four years, was the Bureau unable to hold any meetings due to lack of quorum?  

If so, please describe.  Why?  When?  How did it impact operations? 
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The Bureau does not have a statutory requirement for a quorum expressed in the Act but the 
Advisory Committee is subject to the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act, therefore a quorum is a 
majority of its members. Because the Advisory Committee is advisory only, any lack of a quorum 
did not impact the Bureau’s operations, and where there was less than a majority present, the 
Advisory Committee met as a subcommittee.   
 

3. Describe any major changes to the Bureau since the last Sunset Review, including: 

 Internal changes (i.e., reorganization, relocation, change in leadership, strategic 
planning) 

 
While the staff size continues to grow, the general overall Bureau organization has not 
changed. The Bureau has not relocated, but has rearranged available space to accommodate 
the growing staff size. The Bureau’s leadership has remained stable for the past two years. 
The Bureau is in the early stages of developing a new strategic plan.  
 

 All legislation sponsored by the Bureau and affecting the Bureau since the last sunset 
review. 

The Bureau does not sponsor legislation; however the following legislation has had an impact 
on the Bureau and its activities. 
 

o AB 509 (Perea, Chapter 558, Statutes of 2015) exempts all bona fide organizations, 
associations, or councils that provide preapprenticeship programs on behalf of 
apprenticeship programs that are approved by the Division of Apprenticeship 
Standards from regulation by the Bureau of Private Postsecondary Education. In 
order to be exempt, programs must meet certain requirements. 

 
o AB 721 (Medina, Chapter 632, Statutes of 2015) expands the data related to student 

loans that public, private or independent postsecondary educational institutions, 
except the community colleges, are required to disclose to the public, if requested. 
Additionally, this bill requires institutions to inform students about all unused state 
and federal financial assistance, such as unused federal student loan moneys that 
may be available to the student. 

 
o AB 752 (Salas, Chapter 560, Statutes of 2015) requires the Bureau to review, by 

July 1, 2016, the examinations for ability-to-benefit students prescribed by the United 
States Department of Education. As part of this review, this bill requires the Bureau 
to determine whether the examinations are appropriate for ability-to-benefit students 
who possess limited English proficiency and approve an alternative examination if 
the Bureau decides the examinations are inappropriate. 
 

o SB 81 (Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review, Chapter 22, Statutes of 2015) 
includes numerous statutory changes intended to implement the Budget Act of 2015 
related to postsecondary education. Among those changes is a provision that allows 
the Bureau to enter into a contract with any independent institution of higher 
education, as defined, to review and act on student complaints against the 
institution. 
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o SB 410 (Beall, Chapter 258, Statutes of 2015) redefines “Graduates” as “On-time 
graduates” for the purpose of the School Performance Fact Sheet (Fact Sheet).  

 
o AB 834 (Williams, Chapter 176, Statutes of 2014) created an alternate process for 

American Bar Association accredited law schools to complete the Bureau’s School 
Performance Fact Sheet. 

 
o AB 2099 (Frazier, Chapter 676, Statutes of 2014) stipulates new Title 38 veterans 

funding eligibility standards for postsecondary institutions in California. All institutions 
must provide license examination passage rates to students, and institutions that 
offer degrees must have institutional and programmatic accreditation. In addition, all 
postsecondary institutions, whether degree-granting or not, must be one of the 
following in order to be Title 38 eligible: a public school, a not-for-profit school, have 
approval to operate from the Bureau, or be regionally accredited. 
 

o SB 845 (Correa, Chapter 120, Statutes of 2014) requires the Board of Governors of 
the California Community Colleges and Trustees of the California State University, 
and requests the Regents of the University of California and governing bodies of 
accredited private postsecondary educational institutions, to develop model 
contracts to be used when negotiating with financial institutions to disburse student 
financial aid awards and refunds.  

 
o SB 1247 (Lieu, Chapter 840, Statutes of 2014) amended the Act by doing the 

following: 1) requiring Bureau approval in order for for-profit schools to be Title 38 
veterans funding eligible; 2) requiring accreditation for degree-granting institutions; 
3) mandating a number of legislative reports; 4) making substantive changes to the 
makeup and function of the advisory committee; 5) changing statutory eligibility 
requirements for the Student Tuition Recovery Fund (Fund); 6) mandating one 
announced and one unannounced compliance inspection for institutions every five 
years instead of two years; 7) establishing statutory criteria for prioritizing complaint 
processing; 8) making numerous necessary technical and clarifying updates to the 
Act; and 9) setting the sunset date of the Bureau at January 1, 2017. 

 

 All regulation changes approved by the Bureau the last sunset review.  Include the 
status of each regulatory change approved by the Bureau. 

o In process: STRF Regulations: This package rewrites the STRF regulations to bring 
them in compliance with provisions of SB 1247. This package adds program closure 
and awards ordered by the Bureau, the court, or an arbiter as grounds for a claim. 
Additionally, it provides that third party payer benefits can be part of a STRF claim 
and includes a new system for refunds based on that benefit. 

o In process: Prioritization of Complaint Investigations and Compliance Inspections 
Regulations: This package puts in place a priority system for investigating 
complaints and scheduling compliance inspections which includes the factors added 
to statute by SB 1247. 

o In process: Annual Reports and Performance Fact Sheets regulations: This package 
made changes to the requirements for Annual Reports and Performance Fact 
Sheets. Among the changes are a single deadline for both reports, definition of 



Page 9 of 46 
 

“gainful employment,” revising of other definition and terms to standardize the data, 
additions of various categories to be reported including those necessary for setting 
priorities for investigations and inspections. Most of the changes were required by 
SB 1247. 

o In process: Accreditation of Degree Granting Institutions Regulations: This package 
will make permanent the regulations from the earlier emergency regulations. They 
provide that all degree granting programs must be accredited and incorporates 
deadlines for meeting the new requirement both for approved existing institutions 
and for new programs and institutions. 

o In effect as of January 30, 2015: Emergency Regulations: Accreditation of degree 
granting institutions 2/1/2015. This package encompassed the emergency 
regulations required for raising the minimum operating standards for all degree-
granting programs to be accredited. Currently this package is in effect as emergency 
regulations as of 2/1/2015. 

o In effect as of January 1, 2015:  STRF Assessment change 12/4/2014: This package 
changed the STRF assessment from $0.50 per $1000 to $0 per $1000, temporarily 
suspending the collection of STRF beginning 1/1/2015. This was necessary as the 
STRF fund had exceeded its statutory cap.  

 
4. Describe any major studies conducted by the Bureau (cf. Section 12, Attachment C). 

CPS HR Consulting conducted an independent review of Estimated Workload and Staffing 
Recommendations. CPS also looked at ways to make the existing processes more efficient where 
possible. Ultimately, this study resulted in three separate reports. 
 

 September 15, 2014 

This was an interim report to provide the Bureau with a preliminary analysis based on the work 

completed by CPS from May 2014 through August 2014. 

 February 13, 2015 

This was an interim report to provide the Bureau with quantifiable information related to the 

workload and staffing resources based on the “As Is” process configurations.  This interim 

report provided the first glimpse of CPS staffing recommendations for improvement for the 

Licensing, Enforcement and Student Tuition Recovery Fund Units. This report was submitted 

by the Director of the Department of Consumer Affairs pursuant to Education Code section 

94949 on March 15, 2015. 

 July 17, 2015 

This is the final CPS report based on their research and analysis of information they compiled 

from May 2014 through July 2015.  

Copies of each of these reports are included as Attachment C 
 

5. List the status of all national associations to which the Bureau belongs. 

The Bureau belongs to the National Association of State Administrators and Supervisors of 
Private Schools (NASASPS) 
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 Does the Bureau’s membership include voting privileges? 

Yes, the Bureau has voting privileges with its membership in NASASPS. 

 List committees, workshops, working groups, task forces, etc., on which Bureau 
participates. 

The Bureau Chief is a member of the Board of Directors for NASASPS.  
 

 How many meetings did Bureau representative(s) attend?  When and where? 

The Bureau Chief attended the annual conference in Little Rock, AR in April 2014 and the 
annual NASASPS Board meeting and annual conference in Savannah, GA in April 2015. 
 

 If the Bureau is using a national exam, how is the Bureau involved in its development, 
scoring, analysis, and administration? 

The Bureau does not require an examination, national or otherwise, as it approves institutions, 
not individuals. 

 
Section 2 – 

Performance Measures and Customer Satisfaction Surveys 

 

6. Provide each quarterly and annual performance measure report for the Bureau as 
published on the DCA website. 

Quarterly and annual reports of Performance Measures provide stakeholders with the Bureau’s 
progress in meeting its enforcement target goals. (See Section 12 Attachment E)  
 

7. Provide results for each question in the Bureau’s customer satisfaction survey broken 
down by fiscal year.  Discuss the results of the customer satisfaction surveys. 

The Bureau includes a postage-paid customer satisfaction survey with every complaint closure 
letter. To date, the Bureau has not received any responses to the customer satisfaction survey.  
 
Additionally, the Bureau conducts one additional survey with compliance inspections and is in the 
process of developing a second survey to be completed by institutions after the completion of a 
compliance inspection. The institutional survey will be done in order to determine the level of 
customer service provided by the Bureau, the responsiveness of the analyst, the time it takes to 
complete the compliance inspection and adhere to Bureau policies and procedures by Bureau 
staff. 
 
The Bureau distributed 2,158 surveys to students during compliance inspections during FY 2013-
14. The Bureau distributed 541 surveys to students during compliance inspections during FY 
2014-15. Below are the questions and results of the student responses to the survey following a 
compliance inspection.  

 

Q1) Before enrolling, were you given accurate information about the educational program? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2022 93.7% 35 1.6% 88 4.1% 13 0.6% 

2014-15 458 84.7% 51 9.4% 0 0 32 5.9% 

Q2) Did you receive a current catalog before enrolling? 
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FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1655 76.7% 201 9.3% 24 1.1% 278 12.9% 

2014-15 493 91.1% 36 6.7% 0 0 12 2.2% 

Q3) Did you receive a School Performance Fact Sheet before signing the enrollment agreement? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1666 77.2% 101 4.7% 337 15.6% 54 2.5% 

2014-15 477 88.2% 0 8.9% 0 0 16 3.0% 

Q4) Did you receive a copy of your signed enrollment agreement? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1364 63.2% 771 35.7% 19 0.9% 4 0.2% 

2014-15 489 90.3% 36 6.6% 12 2.2% 4 0.74% 

Q5) Were you promised or guaranteed employment upon graduation? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 806 37.3% 1241 57.5% 75 3.5% 36 1.7% 

2014-15 447 82.6% 54 10.0% 8 1.48% 32 5.9% 

Q6) Before enrolling, were all tuition, fees and charges disclosed? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1648 76.4% 309 14.3% 59 2.7% 142 6.6% 

2014-15 473 87.4% 40 7.4% 12 2.2% 16 3.0% 

Q7) If you received financial aid, were all terms including loan repayment explained? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1054 48.8% 108 5.0% 963 44.6% 33 1.5% 

2014-15 433 80% 52 9.6% 40 7.4% 16 3.0% 

Q8) Did you receive a syllabus or course outline for each course? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1788 82.9% 175 8.1% 49 2.3% 146 6.8% 

2014-15 488 90.2% 28 5.2% 5 0.9% 20 3.7% 

Q9) Are instructors knowledgeable in the subject they teach? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2046 94.8% 34 1.6% 11 0.5% 67 3.1% 

2014-15 521 96.3% 12 2.2% 4 0.7% 4 0.7% 

Q10) Do instructors present class information and materials clearly? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1968 91.2% 60 2.8% 11 0.5% 119 5.5% 

2014-15 525 97% 21 3.9% 0 0 0 0 

Q11) Do instructors clearly answer your questions? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2040 94.5% 50 2.3% 20 0.9% 48 2.2% 

2014-15 521 96.3% 30 5.5% 5 0.9% 0 0 

Q12) Do instructors clearly explain the grading system? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1739 80.6% 159 7.4% 132 6.1% 128 5.9% 

2014-15 506 93.5% 33 6.0% 7 1.3% 0 0 

Q13) Is classroom equipment in good working order? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2022 93.7% 71 3.3% 24 1.1% 41 1.9% 

2014-15 504 93.2% 32 5.9% 0 0 5 0.9% 
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Q14) Does the school use current equipment? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2018 93.5% 69 3.2% 32 1.5% 39 1.8% 

2014-15 485 89.6% 44 8.1% 8 1.5% 4 0.7% 

Q15) Is there enough classroom equipment for the students? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2000 92.7% 108 5.0% 27 1.3% 23 1.1% 

2014-15 481 88.9% 60 11.0% 0 0 0 0 

Q16) Are library and other resources available to complete required assignments? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1742 80.7% 203 9.4% 194 9.0% 19 0.9% 

2014-15 463 85.6% 32 5.9% 36 6.7% 10 1.8% 

Q17) Are library and other resources available when needed? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 1735 80.4% 194 9.0% 213 9.9% 16 0.7% 

2014-15 441 81.5% 40 7.4% 58 10.7% 2 0.4% 

Q18) Are you satisfied with your decision to attend this school? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2012 93.2% 43 2.0% 25 1.2% 78 3.6% 

2014-15 513 94.8% 12 2.2% 15 2.8% 0 0 

Q19) Would you recommend this school to others? 

FY Yes No N/A No Response 

2013-14 2085 96.6% 34 1.6% 19 0.9% 20 0.9% 

2014-15 516 95.4% 0 0 25 4.6% 0 0 

 
Section 3 – 

Fiscal and Staff 

 
Fiscal Issues 
 
8. Describe the Bureau’s current reserve level, spending, and if a statutory reserve level 

exists. 

From 2010 to 2012, the fund balance reserve exceeded its six-month statutory cap (CEC section 
94930(b)). During this time the Bureau was unable to become fully staffed and reverted a 
significant amount of savings. This was caused by a hiring freeze that was in effect from February, 
2011 until October, 2011, as well as difficulty in filling limited term positions. In 2013, legislation 
(SB 71 Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review, Chapter 28, Statutes of 2013) suspended the 
six-month statutory cap for a period of one year (in lieu of lowering or suspending fees). At the end 
of FY 2014/15, the fund had a reserve of 7.5 months. However, the fund reserve has been falling 
and the Bureau projects to have a fund reserve of 2.9 months at the end of FY 2015/16 as the 
Bureau increases expenditures and adds more required staff.  
 

9. Describe if/when a deficit is projected to occur and if/when fee increase or reduction is 
anticipated.  Describe the fee changes (increases or decreases) anticipated by the Bureau. 

Bureau reserves are falling as the Bureau staff size increases to meet its current needs.  Based 
on the current rate of expenditures and recent declining revenue, the Bureau’s fund will become 
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insolvent in 2017-18. The Bureau is currently evaluating its declining revenue, which may be due 
in part from recent schools closures.    
 
The current fee structure has been in place since 2010 and has not been adjusted since that time. 
Existing law authorizes the Bureau to adjust the fees if consistent with the intent of the Act. Given 
the likelihood of the fund balance experiencing fiscal pressure in the coming years, the Advisory 
Committee began analyzing the current fee structure at the August 2015 meeting. The Advisory 
Committee also discussed the fee structure at its November 2015 meeting. While the Advisory 
Committee has not made any formal recommendations to the Bureau at this time, several 
members have expressed willingness to restructure the fee schedule in order to make the revenue 
more equitable and reliable.  
 

Table 2. Fund Condition 

(Dollars in Thousands) FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 
FY 

2016/17* 

Beginning Balance $6,473 $8,350 $10,548 $11,462 $9,446   $3,730 

Revenues and Transfers $10,696 $9,928 $9,863 $9,371 $9,476* $9,632 

Total Revenue $10,696  $9,928  $9,863  $9,371  $9,476*  $9,632  

Budget Authority $7,295 $8,147 $9,507 $11,440 $15,192 $15,475 

Expenditures $5,835 $7,731 $8,641 $11,387 $15,192* $15,475 

Loans to General Fund -$3,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Accrued Interest, Loans to 
General Fund TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD 

Loans Repaid From General 
Fund $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 3,000 

Fund Balance $8,334  $10,547  $11,462  $9,446  $3,730  $886  

Months in Reserve 12.9 14.1 15.9 7.5 2.9 0.7 
* Projected 
 

10. Describe the history of general fund loans.  When were the loans made?  When have 
payments been made to the Bureau?  Has interest been paid?  What is the remaining 
balance? 

A loan of $3.0 million was made from the Bureau to the General Fund in FY 2011/12. The loan is 
still outstanding with no payments or interest paid thus far. The loan is projected to be repaid in FY 
2016-17.  
 

11. Describe the amounts and percentages of expenditures by program component.  Use Table 
3. Expenditures by Program Component to provide a breakdown of the expenditures by the 
Bureau in each program area.  Expenditures by each component (except for pro rata) 
should be broken out by personnel expenditures and other expenditures. 

For FY 2014/15, Enforcement, which includes both complaint investigations and compliance 
inspections, accounted for 44.0% of the Bureau’s expenditures, Licensing, which also includes 
Quality of Education, was 22.5% of Bureau expenditures, Administration represented 13.7% of the 
Bureau’s expenditures, and the DCA Pro Rata was 19.9% of the Bureau’s expenditures. 
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Table 3. Expenditures by Program Component (list dollars in thousands) 

 
FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 

 

Personnel 
Services OE&E 

Personnel 
Services OE&E 

Personnel 
Services OE&E 

Personnel 
Services OE&E 

Enforcement $2,094 $286 $2,471 $825 $2,081 $905 $3,370 $1,676 

Examination 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Licensing $589 $80 $1,036 $279 $1,927 $622 $1,988 $599 

Administration * $981 $134 $1,036 $279 $1,079 $349 $1,210 $365 

DCA Pro Rata 0 $1,498 0 $1,753 0 $1,683 0 $2,171 

Diversion  
(if applicable) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS $3,664  $1,998  $4,543  $3,136  $5,087  $3,559  $6,568  $4,811  

*Administration includes costs for executive staff, bureau, administrative support, and fiscal services. 

 
12. Describe license renewal cycles and history of fee changes in the last 10 years.  Give the 

fee authority (Business and Professions Code and California Code of Regulations citation) 
for each fee charged by the Bureau. 

Approvals are valid for five years if the applicant is applying for approval of an institution not 
accredited. Approvals that are based on an institutional accreditation are coterminous with the 
institution’s accreditation. 
 
The Bureau’s fees have not changed since the fees were established in the Act. They are laid out 
as follows in statute: 

 
Article 17 of the California Private Postsecondary Education Act of 2009 (California Education 
Code, Title 3, Division 10, Part 59, Chapter 8) 

 

94930.   
(a) All fees collected pursuant to this article, including any interest on those fees, shall be 
deposited in the Private Postsecondary Education Administration Fund, and shall be available, 
upon appropriation by the Legislature, for expenditure by the bureau for the administration of this 
chapter. 
(b) If the bureau determines by regulation that the adjustment of the fees established by this 
article is consistent with the intent of this chapter, the bureau may adjust the fees. However, the 
bureau shall not maintain a reserve balance in the Private Postsecondary Education 
Administration Fund in an amount that is greater than the amount necessary to fund six months of 
authorized operating expenses of the bureau in any fiscal year. 
 
94930.5.   
Subject to Section 94930, an institution shall remit to the bureau for deposit in the Private 
Postsecondary Education Administration Fund the following fees, in accordance with the following 
schedule: 
(a) The following fees shall be remitted by an institution submitting an application for an approval 
to operate, if applicable: 
(1) Application fee for an approval to operate: five thousand dollars ($5,000). 
(2) Application fee for the approval to operate a new branch of the institution: three thousand 
dollars ($3,000). 
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(3) Application fee for an approval to operate by means of accreditation: seven hundred fifty 
dollars ($750). 
(b) The following fees shall be remitted by an institution seeking a renewal of its approval to 
operate, if applicable: 
(1) Renewal fee for the main campus of the institution: three thousand five hundred dollars 
($3,500). 
(2) Renewal fee for a branch of the institution: three thousand dollars ($3,000). 
(3) Renewal fee for an institution that is approved to operate by means of accreditation: five 
hundred dollars ($500). 
(c) The following fees shall apply to an institution seeking authorization of a substantive change to 
its approval to operate, if applicable: 
(1) Processing fee for authorization of a substantive change to an approval to operate: five 
hundred dollars ($500). 
(2) Processing fee in connection with a substantive change to an approval to operate by means of 
accreditation: two hundred fifty dollars ($250). 
(d) (1) In addition to any fees paid to the bureau pursuant to subdivisions (a) to (c), inclusive, each 
institution that is approved to operate pursuant to this chapter shall remit both of the following: 
(A) An annual institutional fee, in an amount equal to three-quarters of 1 percent of the institution’s 
annual revenues derived from students in California, but not exceeding a total of twenty-five 
thousand dollars ($25,000) annually. 
(B) An annual branch fee of one thousand dollars ($1,000) for each branch or campus of the 
institution operating in California. 
(2) The amount of the annual fees pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be proportional to the bureau’s 
cost of regulating the institution under this chapter. 
 

Table 4. Fee Schedule and Revenue  (list revenue dollars in thousands) 

Fee 
Current Fee 

Amount 
Statutory 

Limit 

FY 
2011/12 
Revenue 

FY 
2012/13 
Revenue 

FY 
2013/14 
Revenue 

FY 
2014/15 
Revenue 

% of Total 
Revenue 

New Institution $5,000 $5,000 $468 $428.5 $379.3 $320.3 3.4% 

New Branch – Non 
Accredited $3,000 $3,000 $153 $49 $56.3 $56 0.6% 

New Branch – Accredited $750 $750 $75.3 $61 $70.6 $57.8 0.6% 

Verification of Exemption $250 $250 $40.3 $45 $52.8 $41.8 0.4% 

Change in Education 
Objective $500 $500 $42.5 $44.8 $25.3 $25.3 0.3% 

Minor Change $500 $500 $26.3 $31 $22 $19.8 0.2% 

Change in Location $500 $500 $18.8 $19.8 $10.8 $16 0.2% 

Change of Name $500 $500 $17.8 $8 $9.3 $7.5 0.1% 

Change in Approval – 
Accreditation $250 $250 $40 $61 $61.3 $59.5 0.7% 

Change in Method $500 $500 $7 $10.3 $8 $9.3 0.1% 

Renewal – Main Campus $3,500 $3,500 $752.8 $544.5 $231.6 $57.2 0.6% 

Renewal – Branch $3,000 $3,000 $24 $15 $42 $0 0% 

Renewal – Accredited $500 $500 $61.5 $71.8 $49.5 $31.7 0.3% 

Annual Institution Fee up to $25,000 up to $25,000 $8,531.1 $7,972.4 $8,115.8 $7,897.5 84.2% 

Annual Branch Fee $1,000 $1,000 $27.2 $186 $388 $398 4.2% 
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13. Describe Budget Change Proposals (BCPs) submitted by the Bureau in the past four fiscal years. 

 

Table 5. Budget Change Proposals (BCPs) 

BCP ID # 
Fiscal 
Year 

Description of 
Purpose of BCP 

Personnel Services OE&E 

# Staff 
Requested 

(include 
classification) 

# Staff 
Approved 
(include 

classification) 

$ 
Requested 

$ 
Approved 

$ 
Requested 

$ 
Approved 

1111-01L 13-14 AB 2296 Position 1.0 (AGPA) 1.0 (AGPA) $81,000 $81,000 $0 $0 

1111-01 
SFL 13-14 

Staff Augmentation: 
Licensing 

8.0, 3.0-YR 
LT( Ed. Spec. 

and 5.0 
AGPA) 

8.0, 3.0 –YR 
LT (3.0 Ed. 

Spec. and 5.0 
AGPA) $725,000 $725,000 $128,000 $128,000 

1111-08 14-15 
Staff Augmentation: 

Enforcement 
11.0, 3-YR LT 

AGPA 
11.0, 3-YR LT 

AGPA $986,000 $986,000 $306,000 $306,000 

1111-002 15-16 

Staff Augmentation: 
Enforcement and 

Licensing 

10.0 (6.0 
AGPA, 1.0 

SSA and 3.0 
OT) + 17LT to 

permanent 

10.0 (6.0 
AGPA, 1.0 

SSA and 3.0 
OT) + 17LT to 

permanent 
$4.53 

million  
$4.53 

million  $217,000 $217,000 

1111-012-
BCP-BR—

2015-GB 2015-16 

Staff Augmentation to 
Implement  

SB 1247 

1.0 SSA, 
(PFT), 6 

AGPA (PFT), 
1 AGPA (LT), 

1Ed Spec 
(PFT), 4 Ed 
Spec (LT), I 

Info Sys 
Analyst 
(PFT), I 

Attorney 
(PFT) 

1.0 SSA, 
(PFT), 6 

AGPA (PFT), 
1 AGPA (LT), 

1Ed Spec 
(PFT), 4 Ed 
Spec (LT), I 

Info Sys 
Analyst 
(PFT), I 

Attorney 
(PFT) 

$1.4 million 
15/16 and 

$1.4 million 
16/17 and 
$944,000 

ongoing 

$1.4 
million 

15/16 and 
$1.4 

million 
16/17 and 
$944,000 

ongoing 

$482,000 
15/16, 

$285,000 
16/17, and 
$133,000 

ongoing 

$482,000 
15/16, 

$285,000 
16/17, 

and 
$133,000 

ongoing 

 
Staffing Issues 

 

14. Describe any Bureau staffing issues/challenges, i.e., vacancy rates, efforts to reclassify 
positions, staff turnover, recruitment and retention efforts, succession planning. 

The Bureau has had staffing challenges since it was reestablished in 2010. There was no 
appropriation in AB 48, the legislation establishing the Bureau, the budget for FY 2010/11 was 
historically late, not being signed until October, 2010 and the administration imposed a hiring 
freeze and furloughs which resulted in hiring delays. This delay caused backlogs in most divisions 
of the Bureau, which has required additional staff. The Bureau requested additional staffing in 
fiscal years 2013/14 and 2014/15 and received limited term positions. The limited term positions 
were difficult to fill as applicants are generally looking for full time permanent positions. The 
Bureau experienced serial vacancies as individuals filling limited term positions would leave as 
soon as they found a permanent position. 
   
As the result of the audit conducted by the Bureau of State Audits in 2013/14 that found the 
Bureau was not meeting its statutory mandate, the Bureau contracted with a consultant, CPS HR 
Consulting, to review the Bureau’s work processes and ascertain the Bureau’s staffing needs.  
The report from CPS made several recommendations, particularly in the area of staffing. As a 
result, a BCP was submitted for FY 2015/16 and ongoing with the intention of bringing the 
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Bureau’s staffing to an appropriate level to be able to work through the existing backlogs and 
handle the ongoing workload.    
 

15. Describe the Bureau’s staff development efforts and how much is spent annually on staff 
development (cf., Section 12, Attachment D). 

Each new employee is given a training plan created specifically for that employee and the position 
the employee occupies. The training plan is to be completed, as practicable, by the end of the 
employee’s probation period. 
 
The Bureau conducts “all staff” training at least one time per year. During the all staff training 
every unit is assigned topics to present to the whole Bureau. The effort is key to having staff in all 
units apply the statute and regulations consistently which can become difficult when there is 
turnover.   
 
The various units within the Bureau also hold specific training for staff. As an example, the 
enforcement division has contracted with the Attorney General’s office for staff training in areas 
such as complaint investigation and report writing. The Bureau also sends new enforcement staff 
to Council on Licensure, Enforcement, and Regulation (CLEAR) training and DCA’s Enforcement 
Academy. Enforcement and Licensing have contracted training for testifying as a witness. Each 
unit is also responsible for ensuring any new information is passed along to staff or any updates to 
training modules are presented to staff.  
 
Additionally, Bureau staff attends Strategic Organization, Leadership, and Individual Development 
(SOLID) training at DCA headquarters. This training ranges from general topics such as “Basic 
Project Management” or “Excel 2010” to specific focus areas such as “Legislative Process” or 
“Hiring and Onboarding New Employees.” Bureau staff has attended over 200 classes per fiscal 
year the past two fiscal years. 
 
The Bureau has spent approximately $14,000 on outside staff training and development with the 
Attorney General and CLEAR.  
 

Section 4 – 

Licensing Program 

16. What are the Bureau’s performance targets/expectations for its licensing1 program?  Is the 
Bureau meeting those expectations?  If not, what is the Bureau doing to improve 
performance? 

The target performance expectation is to have complete and compliant applications reviewed and 
approved within 30 days of receipt by the Bureau. However, the Bureau has a backlog of 
applications which has existed from the re-establishment of the Bureau because of staffing issues. 
Applications began being submitted in February of 2010; however, the FY 2010/11 budget wasn’t 
passed until October 8, 2010. By the time staff was hired in November of 2010 a backlog of 
approximately 1,100 applications existed.  As of October 31, 2015, there are approximately, 140 
applications pending assignment that are considered “backlog”; these are applications that have 
been received but are not yet assigned to an analyst.   
 

                                                             
1
 The term “license” in this document includes a license certificate or registration.  
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In order to address the backlog, in late 2014, the Bureau began instituting significant internal 
changes in policy and process.  Early changes have resulted in a noticeable decline in the total 
number of applications pending or under review, which has dropped from 1022 on June 30, 2014 
to 576 as of October 31, 2015.  In addition to the process changes, the Bureau, through the BCP 
process, has been granted authority to hire additional staff.  With these two changes the Bureau 
currently estimates the backlog of licensing applications will be eliminated by July 1, 2018.   
 

17. Describe any increase or decrease in the Bureau’s average time to process applications, 
administer exams and/or issue licenses.  Have pending applications grown at a rate that 
exceeds completed applications?  If so, what has been done by the Bureau to address 
them?  What are the performance barriers and what improvement plans are in place?  What 
has the Bureau done and what is the Bureau going to do to address any performance 
issues, i.e., process efficiencies, regulations, BCP, legislation? 

Average time to process applications is decreasing due to new procedures and increasing staff 
knowledge. As is noted in the response to #16 above, the number of pending applications is 
decreasing.  
 
A couple of processes have been implemented that have assisted the Bureau in reducing the 
number of applications in the backlog. The Bureau has begun offering workshops on “how to 
complete an application for approval to operate.” The workshops review all required information 
and inform applicants about the best ways to present information and the most common errors 
seen in applications causing the applications to be delayed or denied.  With the introduction of the 
workshops, the Bureau implemented a policy to provide only one deficiency notice to license 
applicants. Prior to the workshops and the new application procedure the Bureau provided up to 
five deficiency letters in an attempt to get the application complete and compliant with the law. 
 
Previously the Bureau struggled to maintain staff in the limited term positions in the Licensing Unit. 
Staff turnover is critical when you consider that, because of the complexity of the law, and the 
variety of ways an institution may choose to operate, training of new staff is lengthy. It takes six 
months in most cases to prepare an analyst to effectively review an application for approval to 
operate an institution that is not accredited. It is expected that as staffing stabilizes because of the 
conversion of limited term positions to permanent/full time positions that was granted through the 
BCP process, the licensing backlog will continue to decrease.  
 

18. How many licenses or registrations does the Bureau issue each year?  How many renewals 
does the Bureau issue each year? 

The Bureau approves about 100 new institutions per year and approves about 120 renewals per 
year. Additionally; the Bureau approves about 400 Applications for Substantial Change and 
around 130 Verifications of Exemption per year. 

 

Table 6. Total Number of Approved Institutions 

  
FY 2011/12** FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14** FY 2014/15 

Main Location 
Active N/A 954 N/A 930 

Active Referred to Specialist* N/A 153 N/A 133 

Branch Locations 
Active N/A 338 N/A 423 

Active Referred to Specialist* N/A 2 N/A 11 

Satellite Locations Active N/A 512 N/A 555 
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Active Referred to Specialist* N/A 1 N/A 3 
* “Active Referred to Specialist” could mean that an institution has been flagged because the renewal came in late, but before the six 
month cut off that would require a new school application or that there are outstanding enforcement issues with the institution. 
** The Bureau utilizes a different database (S.A.I.L.) than the majority of DCA entities which use the Consumer Affairs System (CAS), 
as such the Bureau does not have a date associated with the “Active” and “Active Referred to Specialist” fields that would show the 
status of each year. Therefore, we can only show institution data as of this date. 

 

Table 7. Application Status 
 

 
FY 

2011/12 
FY 

2012/13 
FY 

2013/14 
FY 

2014/15 
FY 

2015/16* 

Approval to Operate a Non-Accredited Institution  
 

Received 106 93 77 61 12 

Approved 70 39 35 32 18 

Denied 6 12 14 28 9 

Closed 7 14 24 24 17 

Under Review 56 53 135 114 115 

Pending Review 15 28 70 75 39 

Approval to Operate an Accredited Institution  

Received 130 83 93 81 21 

Approved 142 55 63 81 26 

Denied 2 0 5 4 1 

Closed 40 18 14 19 3 

Under Review 5 41 55 27 19 

Pending Review 0 0 2 0 0 

Renewal of Approval to Operate a Non-Accredited Institution  

Received 203 144 66 19 3 

Approved 28 23 40 57 17 

Denied 2 11 15 14 11 

Closed 3 6 17 14 6 

Under Review 79 16 165 88 107 

Pending Review 88 128 165 151 101 

Renewal of Approval to Operate an Accredited Institution  

Received 98 134 100 64 16 

Approved 36 95 77 70 21 

Denied 0 2 1 1 2 

Closed 32 26 13 10 1 

Under Review 10 50 47 26 21 

Pending Review 0 0 1 0 0 

Application for Changes  

  Received 519 519 407 479 132 

  Approved 462 414 364 544 144 

  Denied 10 18 16 27 14 
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  Closed 36 57 66 73 24 

  Under Review 74 142 262 147 140 

  Pending Review 12 71 15 46 13 

Verification of Exemption  

  Received 161 173 210 172 65 

  Approved 150 72 128 121 42 

  Denied 66 40 58 99 31 

  Closed 34 11 9 13 2 

  Under Review 22 12 56 39 19 

  Pending Review 0 92 49 0 2 

 *Through October 31, 2015 
 
19. How does the Bureau verify information provided by the applicant? 

The Bureau requires the applicant to provide documentation for each section of the application. 
Additional documentation is requested from the applicant when necessary. An analysis of the 
documents is performed to verify compliance with the minimum operating standards. In addition to 
internet searches, analysts will conduct third party verification and/or meet with the applications 
when there are questions regarding the validity of the information contained in the application.  
 
a. What process does the Bureau use to check prior criminal history information, prior 

disciplinary actions, or other unlawful acts of the applicant? 

For all new applicants, the Bureau conducts a database review of all listed owners to 
determine prior ownerships and disciplinary actions. All applications are reviewed to ensure 
that the financial data was overseen by a Certified Public Account. Bureau staff conducts 
additional research into the background of owners via Lexis Nexis if necessary. Owners must 
also sign under penalty of perjury that they have no criminal record. 
 

b. Does the Bureau fingerprint all applicants? 

No, the Bureau does not fingerprint applicants.  The Bureau approves applicants which can be 
either a natural person or a business organization, irrespective of its form, per California 
Education Code sections 94816 and 94855. 

c. Have all current licensees been fingerprinted?  If not, explain. 

The Bureau approves applicants which can be either a natural person or a business 
organization, irrespective of its form, per California Education Code sections 94816 and 94855. 

d. Is there a national databank relating to disciplinary actions?  Does the Bureau check the 
national databank prior to issuing a license?  Renewing a license? 

There is no national databank relating to disciplinary actions for institutions. However, the 
Bureau conducts a Web search to determine if the institution is/was operating in any other 
state(s). If the institution is found to have operated, or is operating, in another state and there 
are questions about the validity of any information included with the application, the Bureau 
may contact the other state(s) to determine if any actions were taken. 
 

e. Does the Bureau require primary source documentation? 
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Depending on the type of application and level of income of the applicant institution, the 
Bureau requires applicants to provide either reviewed financial statements or audited financial 
statements. Reviews and audits must be completed by a Certified Public Accountant. The 
financial statements must show that the institution can meet minimum operating standards. 
 

20. Describe the Bureau’s legal requirement and process for out-of-state and out-of-country 
applicants to obtain licensure. 

The Bureau only has jurisdiction over institutions with a physical presence in the State of 
California. For institutions which maybe headquartered outside of California, there is a 
requirement that they provide a California contact with their California location. 
 

21. Describe the Bureau’s process, if any, for considering military education, training, and 
experience for purposes of licensing or credentialing requirements, including college 
credit equivalency. 

There are no experience or education requirements for an institution to be approved. The Bureau 
approves applicants which can be either a natural person or a business organization, irrespective 
of its form, per California Education Code sections 94816 and 94855. 
 
a. Does the Bureau identify or track applicants who are veterans?  If not, when does the 

Bureau expect to be compliant with BPC § 114.5? 

The Bureau has developed a form to comply with this statute. 

b. How many applicants offered military education, training or experience towards meeting 
licensing or credentialing requirements, and how many applicants had such education, 
training or experience accepted by the Bureau? 

There are no experience or education requirements for an institution to be approved.  

c. What regulatory changes has the Bureau made to bring it into conformance with BPC § 
35? 

There are no experience or education requirements for an institution to be approved. 

d. How many licensees has the Bureau waived fees or requirements for pursuant to BPC § 
114.3, and what has the impact been on Bureau revenues? 

The Bureau has not waived fees or requirements. 

e. How many applications has the Bureau expedited pursuant to BPC § 115.5? 

The Bureau has not expedited any applications.  

22. Does the Bureau send No Longer Interested notifications to DOJ on a regular and ongoing 
basis?  Is this done electronically?  Is there a backlog?  If so, describe the extent and 
efforts to address the backlog. 

The Bureau does not fingerprint applicants; therefore “No Longer Interested Notifications” are not 
necessary.  

 
Examinations:  

Not Applicable to the Bureau, as there is no examination for institutions to become approved. 
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Table 8. Examination Data 

California Examination (include multiple language) if any: 

License Type N/A N/A N/A 

Exam Title N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2011/12 
# of 1

st
 Time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

 
# of 1

st
 Time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2013/14 
# of 1

st
 Time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2014/15 
# of 1

st
 time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

Date of Last OA N/A N/A N/A 

Name of OA Developer N/A N/A N/A 

Target OA Date N/A N/A N/A 

National Examination (include multiple language) if any: 

License Type N/A N/A N/A 

Exam Title N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2011/12 
# of 1

st
 Time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2012/13 
# of 1

st
 Time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2013/14 
# of 1

st
 Time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

FY 2014/15 
# of 1

st
 time Candidates N/A N/A N/A 

Pass % N/A N/A N/A 

Date of Last OA N/A N/A N/A 

Name of OA Developer N/A N/A N/A 

Target OA Date N/A N/A N/A 

 

23. Describe the examinations required for licensure.  Is a national examination used?  Is a 
California specific examination required? 

There is no examination for licensure of an institution. 

24. What are pass rates for first time vs. retakes in the past 4 fiscal years?  (Refer to Table 8: 
Examination Data) 

There is no examination for licensure of an institution. 

25. Is the Bureau using computer based testing?  If so, for which tests?  Describe how it 
works.  Where is it available?  How often are tests administered? 

There is no examination for licensure of an institution. 
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26. Are there existing statutes that hinder the efficient and effective processing of applications 
and/or examinations?  If so, please describe. 

Within existing statutes which are specific to the Bureau, there are none which hinder the 
processing of applications. There is no examination. 
 

School approvals 

27. Describe legal requirements regarding school approval.  Who approves your schools?  
What role does BPPE have in approving schools?  How does the Bureau work with BPPE 
in the school approval process? 

This Bureau is the BPPE. The Bureau has oversight of all non-exempt, private postsecondary 
institutions in California. 
 

28. How many schools are approved by the Bureau?  How often are approved schools 
reviewed?  Can the Bureau remove its approval of a school? 

As of June 30, 2015, the Bureau has approved 2,076 institutional locations throughout California, 
including 1063 main campus locations, 455 branch locations, and 558 satellite locations. 
 
Institutional approvals are valid for five years if the institution is approved as a non-accredited 
institution. With every renewal period an institution is required to submit an application for 
reapproval which must be reviewed for compliance with the statute and regulations. Institutions 
that are approved based upon their accreditation must submit an application for reapproval in 
conjunction with their reaccreditation.  Further, every institution is mandated to receive at 
minimum one announced and one unannounced compliance inspection every five years. 
 
If, after an investigation by the Bureau, the Bureau determines the institution is not operating in 
compliance with the law, the Bureau may take disciplinary action against the institution which can 
include an action to revoke the institution’s approval to operate. 
 

29. What are the Bureau’s legal requirements regarding approval of international schools? 

The Bureau requires a school operating in California to have a California contact and a physical 
location in California. 
 

Continuing Education/Competency Requirements 

30. Describe the Bureau’s continuing education/competency requirements, if any.  Describe 
any changes made by the Bureau since the last review. 

There is no continuing education requirement for institutions approved by the Bureau, thus items 
30(a) through 30(i) are not applicable. 
 
a. How does the Bureau verify CE or other competency requirements? 

N/A 

b. Does the Bureau conduct CE audits of licensees?  Describe the Bureau’s policy on CE 
audits. 

N/A 
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c. What are consequences for failing a CE audit? 

N/A 

d. How many CE audits were conducted in the past four fiscal years?  How many fails?  
What is the percentage of CE failure? 

N/A 

e. What is the Bureau’s course approval policy? 

N/A 

f. Who approves CE providers?  Who approves CE courses?  If the Bureau approves 
them, what is the Bureau application review process? 

N/A 

g. How many applications for CE providers and CE courses were received?  How many 
were approved? 

N/A 

h. Does the Bureau audit CE providers?  If so, describe the Bureau’s policy and process. 

N/A 

i. Describe the Bureau’s effort, if any, to review its CE policy for purpose of moving 
toward performance based assessments of the licensee’s continuing competence. 

N/A 

Section 5 – 

Enforcement Program 

 

31. What are the Bureau’s performance targets/expectations for its enforcement program?  Is 
the Bureau meeting those expectations?  If not, what is the Bureau doing to improve 
performance? 

The Bureau utilizes the performance targets and expectations established by the Department of 
Consumer Affairs (DCA). The Consumer Protection Enforcement Initiative (CPEI) provides 
performance measures and targets for the various aspects of the enforcement process. Although 
the CPEI was initially established for the healing arts boards, the Bureau adopted this model and 
has set goals to complete investigations that do not involve formal discipline within 180 days. 
 
The Bureau’s average time to close a complaint has increased over the past four fiscal years. This 
is mostly a result of management investing significant time in training staff which has led to more 
thorough desk reviews and investigations. 
 
The Bureau is utilizing the services of the DCA Complaint Resolution Program (CRP) to help 
resolve complaints that are considered routine in nature and do not have a potential for student 
harm. 
 
Additionally, to achieve better results of desk reviews and investigations, all enforcement staff are 
required to attend the DCA Enforcement Academy and the National Certification for Investigators 
and Inspectors. In fiscal year 2014-15, the Bureau contracted with the Office of the Attorney 
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General to provide training specific to the investigation of complaints, how to write reports, and 
witness testifying. 
 

32. Explain trends in enforcement data and the Bureau’s efforts to address any increase in 
volume, timeframes, ratio of closure to pending cases, or other challenges.  What are the 
performance barriers?  What improvement plans are in place?  What has the Bureau done 
and what is the Bureau going to do to address these issues, i.e., process efficiencies, 
regulations, BCP, legislation? 

The Bureau has seen an increase in the number of complaints received since the last sunset 
report. The Bureau attributes this, in part, to the increase in the number of compliance inspections 
conducted by the Bureau as well as outreach events that the Bureau attends. The outreach the 
Bureau conducts provides more exposure to individuals that did not know the Bureau existed. 
 
The Bureau was provided 11 Limited Term (LT) positions in the 2014/15 fiscal year. The 
recruitment of staff to fill these positions proved difficult, as often those with limited or no 
experience in investigations applied for these LT positions in order to begin their state service 
career. Retention of staff recruited for these positions proved difficult as staff left for permanent or 
more secure positions. Management and staff invested a significant amount of time training these 
individuals which took away from the processing and reviewing of complaints. 
 
For the 2015/16 fiscal year, the Bureau submitted, and received approval for Budget Change 
Proposal (BCP 1111-002) to make the 11 LT positions permanent and to obtain more staff to work 
on the current backlog; as a result, the Bureau is currently in the process of advertising and filling 
those additional positions. 
 
Effective January 1, 2015, Senate Bill 1247 mandated guidelines for the prioritization of 
complaints. California Education Code (CEC) 94941(e) states: 
 
The bureau shall, in consultation with the advisory committee, adopt regulations to establish 
categories of complaints or cases that are to be handled on a priority basis. The priority 
complaints or cases shall include, but not be limited to, those alleging unlawful, unfair or 
fraudulent business acts or practices, including unfair, deceptive, untrue, or misleading 
statements, including all statements made or required to be made pursuant to the requirements of 
this chapter, related to any of the following: 
(1) Degrees, educational programs, or internships offered the appropriateness of available 

equipment for a program, or the qualifications or experience of instructors. 
(2) Job Placement, graduation, time to complete an educational program, or educational program 

or graduation requirements. 
(3) Loan eligibility, terms, whether the loan is federal or private, or default or forbearance rates. 
(4) Passage rates on licensing or certification examinations or whether an institution’s degrees or 

educational programs provide students with the necessary qualifications to take these exams 
and qualify for professional licenses or certifications. 

(5) Cost of an educational program, including fees and other nontuition charges. 
(6) Affiliation with or endorsement by any government agency, or by any organization or agency 

related to the Armed Forces, including, but not limited to, groups representing veterans. 
(7) Terms of withdrawal and refunds from an institution. 
(8) Payment of bonuses, commissions, or other incentives offered by an institution to its 

employees or contractors. 
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The Bureau is in the process of developing regulatory guidelines to implement these provisions. 
 
As noted earlier, the Bureau also contracted with CPS HR Consulting to perform a business 
process analysis. The Bureau has adopted these processes to make the work flow more 
efficiently. 
 

Table 9a. Enforcement Statistics 
 

 
FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16* 

COMPLAINT   

Intake (Use CAS Report EM 10) 
   

 

Received 636 772 766 237 

Closed 0 0 0 0 

Referred to INV 636 772 766 499 

Average Time to Close 0 0 0 0 

Pending (close of FY) 0 0 0 0 

Source of Complaint  (Use CAS Report 091) 
   

 

Public Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

Licensee/Professional Groups Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

Governmental Agencies Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

Other Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable Unavailable 

Conviction / Arrest (Use CAS Report EM 10) 
   

 

CONV Received N/A N/A N/A N/A 

CONV Closed N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Average Time to Close N/A N/A N/A N/A 

CONV Pending (close of FY) N/A N/A N/A N/A 

LICENSE DENIAL (Use CAS Reports EM 10 and 095)  

License Applications Denied 83 109 85 33 

SOIs Filed 6 12 30 7 

SOIs Withdrawn 3 7 12 11 

SOIs Dismissed 0 0 12 0 

SOIs Declined 0 0 0 0 

Average Days SOI 156 288 245 129 

ACCUSATION (Use CAS Report EM 10)  

Accusations Filed 1 0 4 3 

Accusations Withdrawn 0 0 1 0 

Accusations Dismissed 0 0 0 0 

Accusations Declined 0 0 0 0 

Average Days Accusations 337 0 1003 723 

Pending (close of FY) 1 3 7 7 

 *Through October 31, 2015  
 

Table 9b. Enforcement Statistics (continued) 
 

 
FY 2012/13  FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16* 

DISCIPLINE  

Disciplinary Actions (Use CAS Report EM 10) 
   

 

Proposed/Default Decisions 1 2 4 4 

Stipulations 2 0 1 0 



Page 27 of 46 
 

Average Days to Complete 413 638 1103 892 

AG Cases Initiated 22 29 42 28 

AG Cases Pending (close of FY) 18 32 44 58 

Disciplinary Outcomes (Use CAS Report 096) 
   

 

Revocation 1 1 3 4 

Voluntary Surrender 1 0 2 0 

Suspension 0 0 0 0 

Probation with Suspension 0 0 0 0 

Probation 0 0 0 0 

Probationary License Issued 0 0 0 0 

Other 1 1 0 0 

PROBATION  

New Probationers 0 0 0 0 

Probations Successfully Completed 0 0 0 0 

Probationers (close of FY) 0 0 0 0 

Petitions to Revoke Probation 0 0 0 0 

Probations Revoked 0 0 0 0 

Probations Modified 0 0 0 0 

Probations Extended 0 0 0 0 

Probationers Subject to Drug Testing N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Drug Tests Ordered N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Positive Drug Tests N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Petition for Reinstatement Granted N/A N/A N/A N/A 

DIVERSION  

New Participants N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Successful Completions N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Participants (close of FY) N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Terminations N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Terminations for Public Threat N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Drug Tests Ordered N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Positive Drug Tests N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 *Through October 31, 2015 
 

Table 9c. Enforcement Statistics (continued) 
 

 
FY 2012/13  FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16* 

INVESTIGATION  

All Investigations (Use CAS Report EM 10) 
   

 

First Assigned 636 772 766 270 

Closed 503 540 673 280 

Average days to close 179 250 363 380 

Pending (close of FY) 707 949 1050 1016 

Desk Investigations (Use CAS Report EM 10) 
   

 

Closed 324 451 431 176 

Average days to close 145 211 265 354 

Pending (close of FY) 451 676 569 368 

Non-Sworn Investigation (Use CAS Report EM 10) 
   

 

Closed 179 66 242 104 

Average days to close 242 413 537 403 

Pending (close of FY) 256 252 481 648 
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Sworn Investigation 
   

 

Closed (Use CAS Report EM 10) 6 21 11 2 

Average days to close 200 758 379 365 

Pending (close of FY) 19 9 4 4 

COMPLIANCE ACTION (Use CAS Report 096)  

ISO & TRO Issued** 0 0 1 0 

PC 23 Orders Requested 0 0 0 0 

Other Suspension Orders 0 0 0 0 

Public Letter of Reprimand 0 0 0 0 

Cease & Desist/Warning 0 0 0 0 

Referred for Diversion N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Compel Examination N/A N/A N/A N/A 

CITATION AND FINE (Use CAS Report EM 10 and 095)  

Citations Issued 16 14 116 36 

Average Days to Complete 191 822 396 479 

Amount of Fines Assessed $459,208 $296,068 $748,005.00 $307,752 

Reduced, Withdrawn, Dismissed 1 2 9 10 

Amount Collected  $12,255 $10,000 $45,251.00 $123,320 

CRIMINAL ACTION 
   

 

Referred for Criminal Prosecution 0 0 0 0 

 *Through October 31, 2015 
**Emergency decisions 

 
 

Table 10. Enforcement Aging 

 
FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 

FY 
2015/16* 

Cases 
Closed 

Average 
% 

 Attorney General Cases (Average %) 

Closed Within: 
    

 

  1  Year  1 0 0 0 8 9 35% 

2  Years  1 3 2 1 5 12 50% 

3  Years 0 0 0 1 1 2 8.33% 

4  Years 0 0 0 0 0 0 0% 

Over 4 Years 0 0 0 0 1 1 4.17% 

Total Cases Closed 2 3 2 2 15 24 100% 
 Investigations (Average %) 

Closed Within: 
    

 

  90 Days  266 223 191 223 95 998 39.82% 

180 Days  135 100 100 108 50 493 19.67% 

1  Year  77 95 96 103 39 410 16.36% 

2  Years  31 78 110 107 37 363 14.49% 

3  Years 1 7 34 86 30 158 6.3% 

Over 3 Years 0 0 9 46 29 84 3.35% 

Total Cases Closed 510 503 540 673 280 2506 100% 

 *Through October 31, 2015 

33. What do overall statistics show as to increases or decreases in disciplinary action since 
last review. 

Disciplinary Cases: 
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FY 2011/12 – 9  
FY 2012/13 – 20  
FY 2013/14 – 26  
FY 2014/15 – 42 
 
There has been a 110% increase since the last review (2012-13), but a 366% increase from FY 
2011-12 to FY 2014-15.  
 

34. How are cases prioritized?  What is the Bureau’s compliant prioritization policy?  Is it 
different from DCA’s Complaint Prioritization Guidelines for Health Care Agencies (August 
31, 2009)?  If so, explain why.  

In 2014 the Bureau began drafting prioritization guidelines that were directly related to data 
available from the institutions and the trends that the Bureau identified in complaints and 
compliance inspections.  However, with the passage of SB 1247 the Bureau was provided specific 
prioritization guidelines and a mandate to promulgate regulations in order to implement the 
guidelines. The Bureau has consulted with the Advisory Committee and is in the process of 
promulgating the regulations regarding prioritization. Prior to this the Bureau was using DCA’s 
Complaint Prioritization Guidelines for Health Care Agencies.  
 
While regulations are being promulgated, the Bureau has established a prioritization methodology 
that incorporates the Consumer Protection Enforcement Initiative and the statute to determine a 
risk assessment score for the complaints. The risk assessment score for complaints is based on 
the following criteria: 

 Allegations of complaint 

 Population of surrounding community (where institution is located) 

 Number of open/closed complaints 

 Age of complaint 

 Institution status (active, expired, unapproved) 
 
The risk score is then used to categorize the complaint. Complaints categories include: 

 Urgent 

 High 

 Routine 
 

The categories are used to prioritize the complaints. Urgent priority complaints are assigned to 
field investigators. High priority complaints are assigned to desk analysts and the routine 
complaints are assigned to the DCA Complaint Resolution Program and/or desk analysts. 
 

35. Are there mandatory reporting requirements?  For example, requiring local officials or 
organizations, or other professionals to report violations, or for civil courts to report to the 
Bureau actions taken against a licensee.  Are there problems with the Bureau receiving the 
required reports?  If so, what could be done to correct the problems? 

There is no mandated reporting in the Act.  
 

36. Does the Bureau operate with a statute of limitations?  If so, please describe and provide 
citation.  If so, how many cases have been lost due to statute of limitations?  If not, what is 
the Bureau’s policy on statute of limitations? 
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The Act does not contain a statute of limitations or deadline for the Bureau to file an enforcement 
or disciplinary action. The Bureau’s policy is to conduct thorough investigations and take 
disciplinary action as necessary to protect students.  
 
For student claims under the former law, according to California Education Code (CEC) section 
94809.5: 
 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law: 
(a) For any claims that a student had based on a violation of the Private Postsecondary and 

Vocational Education Reform Act of 1989 on or before June 30, 2007, the period of time from 
June 30, 2007, to December 31, 2009, inclusive, shall be excluded in determining the deadline 
or the statute of limitation for filing any claim with the bureau or a lawsuit based on any claim. 

(b) All claims described in subdivision (a), except claims to the Student Tuition Recovery Fund, 
including those contained in a lawsuit or other legal action, shall be determined or adjudicated 
based on the law that was in effect when the violations or events took place, even though 
those provisions have become inoperative, been repealed, or otherwise expired. 

 
For student claims to the Student Tuition Recovery Fund, CCR, title 5, section 76200(b) provides:  
 
The application must be fully completed and received by the Bureau, with supporting documents 
that include, but need not be limited to, the enrollment agreement, promissory notes, if any, and 
any receipts, within two years from the date of the closure notice explaining the student’s rights 
under STRF, whether provided by the institution or the Bureau, or a maximum of four years if the 
student receive no closure notice.  
 

37. Describe the Bureau’s efforts to address unlicensed activity and the underground 
economy.  

The Bureau has established a team of staff that is responsible for researching unlicensed 
institutions in California. In addition, field investigators and compliance inspectors when in the field 
are cognizant of reporting possible unlicensed institutions observed. 
 
Since the current Bureau was established in 2010, twenty-three citations have been issued for 
unlicensed activity. 
 
FY 2010/11 – 0  
FY 2011/12 – 2  
FY 2012/13 – 9  
FY 2013/14 – 6  
FY 2014/15 – 6  
 

Cite and Fine 

38. Discuss the extent to which the Bureau has used its cite and fine authority.  Discuss any 
changes from last review and describe the last time regulations were updated and any 
changes that were made.  Has the Bureau increased its maximum fines to the $5,000 
statutory limit? 

The Bureau utilizes its cite and fine authority to address violations of the law that do not warrant 
formal disciplinary action. Fine amounts range from $50 to $5,000 except for unlicensed activity 
where a fine can be up to $50,000. 
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The Bureau has four classes of citation: 
 
“Class A” violation shall not be less than $2,501 or more than $5,000. A Class A violation is one 
that the Bureau, in its discretion, determined to be more serious in nature, deserving the maximum 
fine. A Class A violation may, in the Bureau’s discretion, be issued to an institution that has 
committed one or more prior, separate Class B violations. 
 
“Class B” violation shall not be less than $1,001 or more than $2,500. A Class B violation is one 
that the Bureau has, in its discretion, determined to be less serious in nature and may include, but 
is not limited to, a violation that could have resulted in student harm. Typically some degree of 
mitigation will exist. A Class B violation may be issued to an institution that has committed one or 
more prior, separate Class C violations. 
 
“Class C” violation shall not be less than $501 or more than $1,000. A Class C violation is one that 
the Bureau has, in its discretion, determined to be a minor or technical violation, which may be 
directly or potentially detrimental to students or potentially impacts their education. 
 
“Class D” violation shall not be less than $50 or more than $500. A Class D violation is one that 
the Bureau has, in its discretion, determined to be a minor or technical violation, which is neither 
directly or potentially detrimental to students nor potentially impacts their education. 
 

39. How is cite and fine used?  What types of violations are the basis for citation and fine? 

Cite and Fine is used for cases where a violation of the law occurred and formal discipline is not 
warranted. See response above for examples. 
 

40. How many informal office conferences, Disciplinary Review Committees reviews and/or 
Administrative Procedure Act appeals of a citation or fine in the last 4 fiscal years? 

Over the past four fiscal years, the Bureau has held forty-one (41) informal office conferences, 
sixty-six (66) citations were appealed and twenty-one (21) administrative hearings were 
requested. 
 

41. What are the 5 most common violations for which citations are issued? 

The five most common violations for which citations are issued: 
1- CEC section 94910 Failure to meet minimum requirements for the School Performance Fact 

Sheet. 
2- CEC section 94909 Failure to meet minimum requirements for the School Catalog. 
3- CEC section 94911 Failure to meet minimum requirements for the Enrollment Agreement. 
4- CEC section 94886 Approval to operate required 
5- 5 CCR section 76130(b) Failure to collect and/or submit Student Tuition Recovery Fund 

assessments. 
 

42. What is average fine pre- and post- appeal? 

The average fine amount pre-appeal is $27,368.91 and post-appeal is $12,018.26. 
 

43. Describe the Bureau’s use of Franchise Tax Board intercepts to collect outstanding fines. 
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When a fine is levied against an institution, it is provided 30 days to respond or pay. If payment is 
not received within the specified time, three demand letters are sent to the institution/owner in 30 
day increments. If payment is not received after the third demand letter, the Bureau works with 
DCA Accounts Receivable office to establish a Franchise Tax Board (FTB) account number and 
have the information submitted to FTB for collection. The FTB intercepts tax refunds and/or lottery 
winnings and forwards those funds to the Bureau. The account remains open until the fees are 
collected in full. 

 
Cost Recovery and Restitution 

44. Describe the Bureau’s efforts to obtain cost recovery.  Discuss any changes from the last 
review. 

Cost recovery is requested for all accusations.  Business and Professions Code section 125.3 
provides cost recovery authority to boards/bureaus within the DCA. The Bureau refers disciplinary 
cases to the Attorney General’s (AG) Office for the filing of an accusation. All Bureau accusations 
have the possibility of an order for cost recovery. An administrative law judge (ALJ) makes a 
proposed decision whether or not to grant the cost recovery. The amount of the cost recovery 
requested/ordered is based upon a certification of hours provided by the investigator. 
 

45. How many and how much is ordered by the Bureau for revocations, surrenders and 
probationers?  How much do you believe is uncollectable?  Explain. 

The Bureau has ordered $299,413.19 in cost recovery. To date, the Bureau has recovered 
$10,000 in cost recovery (Table 11). The Bureau is unable to recover the costs due to the final 
orders stating that the costs are due when/if the school/owner(s) apply for an approval to operate 
from the Bureau or any of its successors; the vast majority do not apply. 
 

46. Are there cases for which the Bureau does not seek cost recovery?  Why? 

The Bureau seeks cost recovery whenever possible. 
 

47. Describe the Bureau’s use of Franchise Tax Board intercepts to collect cost recovery. 

The process works the same as that used for citations. See above Item 43. 
 

48. Describe the Bureau’s efforts to obtain restitution for individual consumers, any formal or 
informal Bureau restitution policy, and the types of restitution that the Bureau attempts to 
collect, i.e., monetary, services, etc.  Describe the situation in which the Bureau may seek 
restitution from the licensee to a harmed consumer. 

The Bureau may seek restitution for an individual or groups of students through the administrative 
process, that is, when the Bureau is taking an administrative action against an institution or, 
issuing a citation, the Bureau may include restitution as part of the order. This is usually done 
when the Bureau has determined that harm has been done by an institution operating without 
approval or offering programs without approval. In those cases, the Bureau has sought a refund of 
all monies paid by the student to the institution.   
 
The Bureau has a Student Tuition Recovery Fund that is used to relieve or mitigate economic loss 
suffered by a student while enrolled in an educational program at an institution that is not exempt 
from Bureau oversight, who at the time of enrollment, was a California resident or was enrolled in 
a California residency program, prepaid tuition and suffered an economic loss. 
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Table 11. Cost Recovery (list dollars in thousands) 
 

 
FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16* 

Total Enforcement Expenditures $2,380 $3,296 $2,986 $5,046 $7,112 

Potential Cases for Recovery ** 1 4 2 3 0 

Cases Recovery Ordered 1 4 2 3 0 

Amount of Cost Recovery Ordered $50,000 $71,653.42 $139,266.88 $38,492.89 0 

Amount Collected 0 0 $10,000 0 0 

*Through October 31, 2015 
** “Potential Cases for Recovery” are those cases in which disciplinary action has been taken based on 

violation of the license practice act. 

 

 

 

Table 12. Restitution (list dollars in thousands) 
 

 
FY 2011/12 FY 2012/13 FY 2013/14 FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16* 

Amount Ordered 0 $2,116,180.00 0 0 0 

Amount Collected 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Section 6 – 

Public Information Policies 

 

49. How does the Bureau use the internet to keep the public informed of Bureau activities?  
Does the Bureau post Bureau meeting materials online?  When are they posted?  How long 
do they remain on the Bureau’s website?  When are draft meeting minutes posted online?  
When does the Bureau post final meeting minutes?  How long do meeting minutes remain 
available online? 

The Bureau maintains a website and social media presence, including Facebook and Twitter, 
along with utilizing E-blasts, emails regarding events affecting the Bureau and the industry. The 
Bureau posts meeting materials online at least ten days before an Advisory Committee Meeting. 
These postings remain on the website indefinitely. Furthermore, draft meeting minutes are posted 
with the meeting materials for the following meeting and the final minutes for a meeting are 
generally posted within a month of the meeting in which the minutes were approved by the 
committee. These minutes also remain posted indefinitely. 
 

50. Does the Bureau webcast its meetings?  What is the Bureau’s plan to webcast future 
Bureau and committee meetings?  How long to webcast meetings remain available online? 

 
The Bureau has webcast every Advisory Committee meeting since 2012 and every Task Force 
meeting. It is intended that that all future meetings will likewise be webcast whenever possible. 
Webcasts of the meetings will remain online indefinitely. 
 

51. Does the Bureau establish an annual meeting calendar, and post it on the Bureau’s web 
site? 
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The Bureau establishes an annual meeting calendar in January of each year for the quarterly 
Advisory Committee Meetings. The schedule is posted on the Bureau’s web site. 
 

52. Is the Bureau’s complaint disclosure policy consistent with DCA’s Recommended 
Minimum Standards for Consumer Complaint Disclosure?  Does the Bureau post 
accusations and disciplinary actions consistent with DCA’s Web Site Posting of 
Accusations and Disciplinary Actions (May 21, 2010)? 

The Bureau’s complaint disclosure policy is consistent with the DCA’s Recommended Minimum 
Standards for Consumer Complaint Disclosure. The Bureau posts accusations and disciplinary 
actions consistent with the DCA’s Web Site Posting of Accusations and Disciplinary Actions. 
 

53. What information does the Bureau provide to the public regarding its licensees (i.e., 
education completed, awards, certificates, certification, specialty areas, disciplinary action, 
etc.)? 

The Bureau’s website contains a directory of approved institutions which includes the programs 
the institution is approved to offer along with the institution’s contact information. The website also 
has Annual Reports, School Catalogs and Performance Fact Sheets, along with Compliance 
Inspections, including results of the inspection, and disciplinary actions. Since October 2015 the 
Bureau has been posting on its website those schools that were denied approval to operate.  
 

54. What methods are used by the Bureau to provide consumer outreach and education? 

The Bureau uses its website and outreach calendar along with Facebook, Twitter, and E-mail 
blasts to keep the public informed of ongoing and upcoming events. The Bureau also attends 
events such as college fairs along with the California Student Aid Commission, which informs 
students of the Bureau and the resources available to them from the Bureau. Additionally, the 
Bureau provides workshops, including a licensing workshop and a compliance workshop, to help 
educate institutions and increase compliance.  
 
When institutions close precipitously the Bureau sends staff to the institution or, if that is not 
possible, finds a nearby location in order to meet with students impacted by the closure and inform 
them of their rights as students and information on the Student Tuition Recovery Fund. The 
Bureau also provides information on closed school loan discharges when applicable. 
 

Section 7 – 

Online Practice Issues 

 

55. Discuss the prevalence of online practice and whether there are issues with unlicensed 
activity.  How does the Bureau regulate online practice?  Does the Bureau have any plans 
to regulate internet business practices or believe there is a need to do so? 

The Bureau reviews distance education programs being offered by institutions with a physical 
presence in California for compliance with operating standards in conjunction with application 
processing and compliance inspections. The Bureau also reviews institutional websites for 
compliance with statute and regulation.   
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Section 8 – 

Workforce Development and Job Creation 

 

56. What actions has the Bureau taken in terms of workforce development? 

The Bureau works with the Employment Development Department’s Workforce Investment Board 
(WIA Board) to provide the information the WIA Board needs to determine compliance with its 
regulations.  Further, the Bureau has been working with the Department of Industrial Relations to 
determine appropriate oversight of pre-apprenticeship programs. 

57. Describe any assessment the Bureau has conducted on the impact of licensing delays. 

The Bureau understands that having a backlog of applications for approval to operate creates 
delays in schools opening. The Bureau received additional staffing in fiscal year 15/16 and 
ongoing in order to address the backlog that was caused by the Bureau’s inability to hire when it 
was created. 

 

58. Describe the Bureau’s efforts to work with schools to inform potential licensees of the 
licensing requirements and licensing process. 

In 2014 the Bureau introduced “Application Workshops.” The workshops provide instruction on 
how to complete the “Application for Approval to Operate an Institution Not Accredited” and staff 
from the licensing unit provides instruction on how to best present material for Bureau review.  
Further, the workshops make Bureau staff available to applicants to address any questions they 
have. 

59. Provide any workforce development data collected by the Bureau, such as: 

a. Workforce shortages:  The Bureau has formed a Task Force to review institutions that provide 
instruction in writing computer code and other high technology fields.  Information on the 
Innovative Subject Matters Task Force is posted on the Bureau’s website. 

b. Successful training programs:  The Bureau publishes the annual reports of the schools 
showing program outcomes including completion and placement rates. 

 
Section 9 – 

Current Issues 

 

60. What is the status of the Bureau’s implementation of the Uniform Standards for Substance 
Abusing Licensees? 

Uniform Standards for Substance Abusing Licensees does not apply to the Bureau as the Bureau 
licenses applicants which can be either a natural person or a business organization, irrespective 
of its form, per California Education Code sections 94816 and 94855. 
 

61. What is the status of the Bureau’s implementation of the Consumer Protection 
Enforcement Initiative (CPEI) regulations? 

The Bureau sends monthly reports to the Department regarding its enforcement timelines. As 
discussed earlier, these are included as Attachment E 
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62. Describe how the Bureau is participating in development of BreEZe and any other 
secondary IT issues affecting the Bureau. 

The Bureau is in Release III of BreEZe. However, Release III schedule has been changed and is 
currently To Be Announced. Other IT issues are discussed in more detail below in Section 10, 
Issue 2) “Outdated technology systems and the implementation of BreEZe.” 
 

Section 10 – 

Bureau Action and Response to Prior Sunset Issues 

 

Include the following: 

1. Background information concerning the issue as it pertains to the Bureau. 

2. Short discussion of recommendations made by the Committees/Joint Committee during prior 
sunset review. 

3. What action the Bureau took in response to the recommendation or findings made under prior 
sunset review. 

4. Any recommendations the Bureau has for dealing with the issue, if appropriate. 

There were 26 issues raised during the prior sunset review. Many of the issues were addressed in  
SB 1247 which extended the Bureau’s sunset for two years. Some have not been addressed.   

Prior Issue #1: Current Staffing and Allocation of Resources are Inadequate 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Bureau should advise the Committees what steps it is taking to ensure 
that licensing backlogs are reduced and enforcement timelines are improved. The Bureau should also 
identify what additional staffing and resources are necessary to deal with these delays. 
 
The Bureau informed the committee that a workforce study was underway and the results of the 
workforce study would be evaluated and implemented.  In February, 2015, CPS HR Consulting 
Services issued the second of three reports. The second report recommended the Bureau convert 
limited term positions to permanent full time positions and add additional staff to address the backlog 
and ongoing workload. This position authority was intended to address ongoing workload and backlog 
reduction. The report also provided recommendations for process improvements. Those 
recommendations included creation of an “annual reports unit” that would be devoted to reviewing the 
documentation that is submitted with the annual report. The work done by this unit could be utilized 
by all units within the Bureau. The report recommended complaint prioritization, continuing the 
streamlining of the compliance inspection process (already in process) and eliminating or reducing 
the number of deficiency letters for licensing applications (already implemented).  
 
As a result of the study, the Bureau moved forward with a Spring Finance Letter and ultimately 
received authority to convert 17 limited term positions to full time/permanent positions, add an 
additional 10 positions permanent/full time and additional funding for overtime, permanent/intermittent 
positions and temporary help.   
 
In anticipation of approval of the request, the Bureau began the process to create the positions, draft 
the duty statements, acquire space for the additional staff, order the additional equipment necessary 
and develop training plans.  As soon as possible after the required approvals, the positions were 
advertised and as of October 31, 2015, the positions have been filled. Sixteen of the seventeen 
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positions converted from Limited Term to Permanent are filled with the final position in the process of 
being filled.     
 
Prior Issue #2: Outdated Technology Systems and the Implementation of BreEZe 
 
Staff Recommendation:  The Bureau should provide an update of anticipated timelines, existing 
impediments and the current status of utilizing BreEZe, as well as any intermediate efforts underway 
intended to improve the Bureau's information collection and tracking systems. 
 
As the committees are aware, there has been and continues to be much discussion surrounding the 
BreEZe data system being developed by the DCA. The Bureau was scheduled to be in Release Ill of 
BreEZe.  
 
The Bureau is working with a vendor to develop the requirement specifications and business flow 
documentation for an upgrade to the current system for institutional submission and bureau 
processing of the institutional Annual Report. The first planning phases and requirements gatherings 
are in process as of October, 31 2015 and the Bureau will be able to move to the next step in 
implementing the changes. The Bureau remains optimistic in the ability to get the changes made 
timely, and we continue to work toward an implementation date of December, 2016. Therefore, these 
intermediate efforts are intended to improve the Bureau’s information and tracking systems by 
allowing the Bureau to automate the way it collects and utilizes institutional data which will integrate 
into the prioritization of compliance inspections and complaint investigations as required by SB 1247. 
 
Prior Issue #3: Underutilized Advisory Committee 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Bureau may consider consulting Advisory Committee members more 
frequently and provide additional opportunities for Advisory Committee meetings to better include 
public dialogue to assist the Bureau in its work enforcing the Act and also as a means of solving 
some of the operational problems the Bureau 
currently faces. 
 
The Advisory Committee has met quarterly since November, 2014 with meeting dates set a year in 
advance. The Advisory Committee has provided input on every regulation package that the Bureau 
has brought forward with informed discussion on key points.  Further, the Advisory Committee has 
been provided the Bureau’s procedures for review and comment. The August, 2015 and November, 
2015 meetings included the mandated discussion of the fee schedule.   
 
Prior Issue #4: Insufficient Spending Authority 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Bureau should be granted additional spending authority to improve 
operations and increase efficiency through the hiring of appropriate staff, the ability to conduct regular 
staff trainings, the purchase of an enhanced data tracking system and other tools necessary for the 
Bureau to meet its consumer protection mandate, as well as provide quality regulation of private 
postsecondary educational 
institutions. The Committees may also wish to change the mechanism by which fees are reduced, 
when necessary, and delete the provision authorizing BPPE staff to decrease 
fees if it determines that the cost of regulation of an institution is less than the cost of fees. 
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SB 1247 eliminated the alternative annual fee calculation and provided authorization for two 
additional staff and staff training.  As a result of the mandates in SB 1247, the Bureau was able to 
submit and have approved two BCPs for 2015-16 and ongoing. The increased spending authority will 
allow for the hiring of 20 additional permanent full time staff, conversion of 17 existing limited term 
positions to permanent full time, one limited term position and additional resources upon approval 
from the Department of Finance for overtime, temporary help and permanent intermittent staff to 
address the Bureau’s licensing and enforcement backlogs. 
 
Moving forward, the Bureau feels there is sufficient spending authority to eliminate the backlogs and 
address the normal workload. 
 
Prior Issue #5: Unaccredited Degree Granting Programs 
 
Staff Recommendation: . The Committees may wish to amend the Act to increase the quality of 
educational programs in California by requiring institutions offering a degree to be accredited in order 
to obtain BPPE approval to operate. The Committees may wish 
to provide a phase-in period for this requirement to allow unaccredited degree programs 
time to meet the accreditation requirement. The Committees may also wish to require that currently 
unaccredited degree granting programs either change their program to 
offer certificates or update the Bureau as to their plan for obtaining accreditation. The 
Committees may also wish to require new institutions applying to the Bureau as an unaccredited 
degree granting program to provide a similar plan for accreditation with their initial application for 
approval. 
 
With the provision in SB 1247 that all degree granting institutions be accredited by July 1, 2020, the 
Bureau has commenced the process of reviewing plans for accreditation that have been submitted by 
degree granting institutions and forming visiting committees in order to review institutional progress 
toward accreditation. During July 2015, the Bureau issued orders for automatic suspension of 
approvals to operate to eleven institutions that failed to provide the Bureau their plan for achieving 
accreditation by July 1, 2015. As of August 1, 2015 there are approximately 107 institutions that are 
unaccredited and offering degrees. Those institutions have submitted a plan to achieve accreditation 
by July 1, 2020. The Bureau is currently in the process of training staff to organize site visits to verify 
progress toward accreditation.  
 
Prior Issue #6: Oversight by BPPE of Distance Learning 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to examine the issue of reciprocity  . 
agreements further prior to authorizing the Bureau to enter into agreements. While SARA is the most 
frequently discussed option for reciprocity in distance education regulation, there may be other 
options and avenues in the future. The Committees may wish to establish standards for the 
reciprocity agreements BPPE enters into, if any, and basic protections that must be in place prior to 
California entering into an agreement. 
 
This issue was not addressed in prior legislation but legislation has been introduced to allow 
California to participate in SARA; however the bill failed to pass out of the Senate Committee on 
Education by the required deadline. At present approximately 27 states have joined SARA, but others 
have plans to join at some point in the future.  
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Prior Issue #7: Exemption of Regionally Accredited Schools 
 

Staff Recommendation: Students are best protected by a single system for regulation of private 
postsecondary institutions in California. A pathway exists currently for exempt institutions to maintain 
Title IV eligibility by voluntarily coming under the Bureau's jurisdiction.  The Committees may wish to 
establish criteria other than the type of or lack of accreditation for the Bureau to focus its efforts. The 
Bureau should update the Committees on the number of regionally accredited institutions that have 
submitted applications or been granted licensure by the Bureau. The Bureau should explain to the 
Committees any challenges that could arise if some schools are only subject to some provisions of 
the Act while others were subject to all provisions. 
 
The Bureau response at the time was that there had been approximately ten non-WASC regionally 
accredited institutions that had submitted applications for approval to operate with the Bureau.  As a 
result of the United States Department of Education requirements for state authorization and the 
requirement that was put in to place by SB 1247 that all institutions receiving funding for their veteran 
students must be approved by the Bureau, that number has grown to approximately 22 WASC and 
non-WASC accredited institutions that have applied for approval to operate with the Bureau.      
 
Prior Issue #8: Transferability and the Requirement for Certain Types of Accreditation by DCA 
Entities 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to create uniformity for the accreditation of 
educational institutions attended by potential licensees of DCA boards. The Committees may also 
wish to establish a task force comprised of board representatives, students, faculty, higher education 
experts and representatives from accrediting agencies to provide advice on the issues of appropriate 
accreditation and options for transferability from certain institutions like those regulated by the Bureau 
to other segments of higher education in California. The Committees may wish to clarify required 
disclosures to students related to transferability to ensure that they are provided in easily 
understandable language and may wish to require that schools provide information about the 
institutions with which they have articulation agreements. 
 
This issue was not addressed in SB 1247 and the Bureau has no oversight of accreditation standards 
for other DCA Boards and Bureaus or transferability of educational credits. 
 
Prior Issue #9: Relationship of the Bureau to Other Licensing Entities 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Bureau should describe the current MOUs it has with other entities and 
the MOUs it is currently working to establish. The Committees may wish to better understand the role 
of, and efforts by DCA to promote educational quality in workforce training programs approved, 
recognized or required by DCA boards for licensure. The Committees may wish to ensure that the 
Bureau establish partnerships and working relationships with DCA boards, but should be cautious 
about replacing Bureau responsibilities entirely by formally transferring school evaluation to licensing 
entities, as suggested in the BSA report. The Committees may wish to strengthen the Act to ensure 
that students are receiving training that allows them to become licensed when the intention of their 
enrollment is licensure. 
 
The Bureau has MOUs with three other licensing entities within the Department: the Board of 
Registered Nursing, the Board of Barbering and Cosmetology, and the Board of Vocational Nursing 
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and Psychiatric Technicians. Presently the Bureau is working on an MOU with the California State 
Approving Authority for Veteran Education (CSAAVE). 
 
ISSUE #10: Massage Therapy Schools 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to amend the Private Postsecondary Education 
Act to clarify that the BPPE shall take into consideration either the approval or disapproval of a 
massage therapy school by the CAMTC and both entities should enter into a more formal MOU to 
delineate the role each entity has in approving massage therapy schools. 
 
SB 1247 did not address this issue; however, the Bureau meets and discusses common issues with 
the California Massage Therapy Council.   
 
ISSUE #11: English Language Training Programs 
 
Staff Recommendation: It does not appear necessary to make statutory changes to ensure that 
ELTPs are qualified for exemptions from the Act and that their specific programs are defined to 
ensure that exemption. The Bureau should update the Committees on its continued outreach and 
communication with ELTPs solely offering ESL programs, subject to the requirements established by 
SEVP, and advise the Committees under what circumstances changes to the Act related to these 
institutions are necessary. 
 
The Bureau agreed that clarification in the Act may not be necessary; the matter could be resolved 
through regulation. Since the prior report, the Advisory Committee has discussed the possibility of 
amending regulations to provide certain English Language Schools (ESL) exemption from the law.  
However, the regulations mandated by statute have taken priority. Regulations regarding ESL 
schools may be promulgated sometime during 2016. 
 
ISSUE #12: Flight Schools 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to amend the Act to ensure that flight schools 
exempt from the act are prohibited from collecting more than $2500 in prepayment from students, 
clarifying current law so a flight school actually charging 
$2500 or more up front is not able to be granted an exemption simply on the technicality that they do 
not require prepayment. 
 
The Bureau supported such a proposal at the time and has implemented the changes made in        
SB 1247. 
 
ISSUE #13: Coding Academies 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to evaluate whether students attending 
bootcamps should receive certain disclosures prior to enrollment and whether reporting of student 
outcomes are appropriate. The Committees may wish to consider whether it is appropriate to regulate 
bootcamps in the same manner and subject to the same provisions of the Act as other private training 
programs.  The Committees may wish to allow for temporary approval of bootcamps under the Act or 
temporarily exempt bootcamps from the Act for one year (provided that bootcamps meet strict refund 
requirements) , and revisit the issue of appropriate state regulation, working collectively with 
stakeholders like the Bureau, bootcamp owners and operators, former students, employers, state 
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agencies and higher education experts. The Committees may also wish to evaluate what steps the 
state and Bureau can take to generally promote the growth of high quality programs intended to train 
for jobs in the ever-growing high tech field. 
 
SB 1247 mandated that the Bureau form a Task Force for high technology training schools. The Task 
Force was organized in early 2015, and the composition was announced at the February 18, 2015 
Advisory Committee meeting. The Task Force has been meeting regularly and is on target to meet 
the deadlines for submission of the required report to the Advisory Committee by January 1, 2016. 
 
ISSUE #14: Transitional Provisions 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to eliminate the de-facto approval for institutions 
that began operating during the sunset period to ensure that schools not approved by the Bureau are 
not open for business. 
 
SB 1247 eliminated the de-facto approval to operate for institutions that commenced operation during 
the sunset period. 
 
ISSUE #15: Licensing Enhancements 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to consider amending the Act to create pathways 
for a streamlined licensing process when identified and available, ensuring that program integrity and 
student information are not negatively impacted. 
 
This was not addressed in SB 1247. 
 
ISSUE #16: Compliance Inspections 
 
Staff Recommendation: There is already precedent for certain criteria such as cohort default rate, 
restrictions on accreditation and high program cost without a demonstration of aptitude prior to 
enrollment to be likely indicators of an institution's ability to comply 
with the Act. The Committees may wish to delineate certain criteria in statute that could assist the 
Bureau in prioritizing its inspections of institutions. The Bureau may also wish to consult its Advisory 
Committee on the criteria it can use to identify institutions that may require more immediate attention 
and those that may not need to·be inspected right away. The Committees may also wish to decrease 
the number of mandatory inspections to reflect a more workable number given the challenges the 
Bureau faces with staffing, workload and training, or eliminate a statutory timeframe altogether. The 
Committees may also wish to grant the Bureau flexibility in determining when to conduct announced 
and unannounced inspections based on an evaluation of any possible criteria used to prioritize the 
licensees that are inspected. The Committees may wish to require the Bureau to work with 
accrediting agencies to consolidate oversight visits to institutions. 
 
SB 1247 changed the amount of time the Bureau had to conduct compliance inspections from two 
years to five years. Further, prioritization criteria were outlined with a mandate to promulgate 
regulations in order to implement them. The regulations were discussed at the February 2015 
Advisory Committee meeting and are presently going through the approval process. However, the 
Bureau has implemented prioritization metrics as a matter of policy where possible.   
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ISSUE #17: Unlicensed Activity 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to require the Bureau to establish a proactive 
program to identify unlicensed institutions, as recommended by BSA. The Committees may also wish 
to ensure that the Bureau takes proper action against unlicensed institutions, as recommended by 
BSA, by sanctioning these entities and tracking information related to enforcement. The Committees 
may also wish to amend the Act to allow the Bureau to post application denials on the Web site to 
make consumers aware in the event that an institution is operating without a license and has been 
denied by the Bureau. Given the significant consumer harm potential involved in 
operating an unlicensed school, the Committees may also wish to create stronger penalties for 
institutions operating without approval. 
 
SB 1247 requires the Bureau to post on its website denials that have exhausted the appeals process 
or not been appealed. The Bureau is in the process of posting all prior denials on the website. The 
Bureau had previously implemented processes for unlicensed activity. 
 
ISSUE #18: Enforcement Improvements 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to clarify the Act to create consistent statutory 
language that ensures that approvals to operate are issued to institution owners and all disciplinary 
and enforcement actions are taken against institution owners. The Committees may also wish to 
review the due process implications of requiring an institution that has been denied a renewal to 
cease operations while an appeal is pending and working its way through the system toward a 
hearing. The Committees may wish to require the Bureau to have an investigative unit focused 
completely on deceptive marketing practices, given the severe nature of these violations and Bureau 
financial resources that could be dedicated to creating a unit staffed by experienced, trained 
investigators. The Committees may wish to allow the Bureau to whether an institution must close, 
depending on the seriousness of the violation and may wish to direct the Bureau to use the 
Emergency Decision pathway when students are at risk of harm. 
 
SB 1247 clarified that approvals are issued to “applicants,” who are persons (i.e., individuals or 
business organizations). This clarifies that disciplinary actions are taken against the person approved 
to operate the institution. 
 
SB 1247 also clarified that persons approved to operate the institution that are denied their renewal to 
operate may continue to operate throughout the Administrative Procedure Process if the institution 
has appealed the denial. The Bureau does, however, require the institution to provide disclosures to 
current and prospective students that the institution has been denied its renewal to operate and may 
close if they are not successful with their appeal.   
 
ISSUE #19: Complaints 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to ensure that the Bureau acquires additional, 
experienced investigative staffing in the appropriate classifications to effectively process complaints. 
The Committees may wish to ensure that Bureau staff receive more training in areas, as noted by 
BSA, like evidence-gathering techniques and knowledge about when they have sufficient evidence to 
advance or close complaints. The Committees may wish to amend the Act to outline a complaints 
process for the Bureau to follow, including criteria for determining the order in which complaints  
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are addressed as well as the necessary documentation, information and resources that will assist in 
reviewing complaints, among other items. 
 
SB 1247 mandated training for Bureau staff by the California Attorney General’s office. To date, the 
Bureau has worked in conjunction with the Office of the Attorney General and conducted training for 
staff in the areas of evidence gathering, courtroom testifying and report writing. The Bureau is also 
working on additional training for understanding the statute and regulations and sufficiency of 
evidence. Further, SB 1247 provided prioritization guidelines that the Bureau is working to implement 
by promulgating regulations. 
   
ISSUE #20: School Closures and STRF 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Bureau should update the Committees on its efforts  . 
related to school closures and students impacted by school closures. The Bureau 
should continue to improve its administration of STRF and dedicate staff to ensuring that monies are 
properly collected, claims are swiftly processed and payouts are made in a timely fashion. The 
Bureau should update the Committees on its current efforts related to third-party payers and advise 
the Committees as to any statutory changes that could enhance STRF. The Committees may wish to 
expand the uses of STRF and evaluate the timelines under which students have to file a claim. 
 

SB 1247 expanded the scope of STRF to include students that attended unapproved institutions.    
SB 1247 mandated regulations which were discussed at the Advisory Committee meeting held in 
November 2014 and February 2015. The regulations are currently going through the approval 
process. These proposed regulations provide that third party payer benefits can be part of a STRF 
claim and includes a new system for refunds based on that benefit 
 
During 2015 the Bureau experienced the largest school closure to date. Corinthian Colleges, which 
included Everest and WyoTech, institutions regulated by the Bureau, and Heald College, which was 
not regulated by the Bureau, announced abruptly on April 26, 2015 that they were closing their doors 
as of April 27, 2015. This closure impacted eleven Everest and two WyoTech campuses and their 
4,000+ students that were enrolled at the time of the school closure. Additionally, Heald College 
enrolled 7,000+ students. The Bureau responded to this closure by deploying 26 staff members to the 
Everest and WyoTech locations in order to meet with students, provide them information on their 
rights under the Student Tuition Recovery Fund and to answer any questions they may have 
regarding the fund. Bureau staff also provided the telephone numbers for the Bureau in the event the 
student had any further questions. Overall, Bureau staff met with approximately 3,200 (80%) of the 
Everest and WyoTech students enrolled at the time of the school closure and has since responded to 
over 9,000 telephone calls and e-mail requests for additional information or transcripts. The Bureau 
has received over 280 applications for relief under the Student Tuition Recovery Fund and continues 
to accept and process applications as they are received.   
 
ISSUE #21: Veterans Educational Benefits Oversight 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to require that any school in California receiving 
benefits administered by the VA and/or DOD must be approved by the Bureau and subject to the Act. 
The Committees may wish to specify that institutions accepting benefits administered by the VA 
and/or DOD provide students their associated money for living expenses and other costs within the 
timeframe established under federal law. 
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SB 1247 mandated that institutions may not claim an exemption from the law and still receive 
veteran’s education benefits unless they were “independent institutions” or met the terms of a very 
specific exemption under the law. The Bureau sent letters to all institutions that it could determine 
were exempt from Bureau oversight and receiving veteran education benefits to notify them of this 
change   
 
ISSUE #22: Disclosures, Data, Student Outcomes, and Measuring Student Performance 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to authorize institutions receiving Title IV financial 
aid to report IPEDS data and data required under the Gainful Employment regulation to the Bureau 
on the School Performance Fact Sheet. The Committees may wish to require the Bureau to enter into 
an MOU with the Employment Development Department to gain access to the type of wage data 
available on Salary Surfer and as a means of verifying information reported by institutions. The 
Committees may also wish to require additional disclosures be made to potential students and 
reported to the Bureau such as information about any legal or administrative actions brought against 
an institution. The Committee may wish to enhance, simplify or substitute disclosures only in the 
event that students still receive the maximum amount of information to assist in making informed 
decisions about enrollment. 
 
SB 1247 mandated additional information be collected from institutions in conjunction with the 
Performance Fact Sheet and Annual Report. The Bureau is currently promulgating regulations to 
implement the changes that were made. In addition to the mandated regulatory changes, SB 1247 
required the Bureau to perform a study on various disclosures in order to determine if there is a better 
way to disclose information and avoid duplication. The Bureau has opted to look for an individual or 
organization outside of the Bureau to conduct the study into disclosures and to that end requested 
bids for completion of the work. The Bids closed on September 15, 2015 and it is the hope of the 
Bureau that work on this important disclosure document commences as soon as possible after the bid 
process closes.  
 
ISSUE #23: Law School Disclosures 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committee may wish to amend the Act to authorize a law school 
accredited by the ABA, and owned by an institution operating under the Bureau, to satisfy the current 
disclosure requirements of the Fact Sheet by instead doing the following: complying with ABA 
disclosure requirements; reporting to the National Association for Law Placement; and making 
completion, Bar passage, placement, and salary and wage data available to prospective students 
prior to enrollment through the application process administered by the Law School Admission 
Council. The Committees may wish to ensure that any specific information required on the Fact 
Sheet that may help students make informed decisions is also disclosed by a law school under the 
Bureau's authority. 
 
AB 834 Williams (Chapter 176, Section 2, Statutes of 2014) effected this change. The bill was 
effective on January 1, 2015, and the Bureau is implementing this bill. 
 
ISSUE #24: Private Right of Action 
 

Staff Recommendation: The Committees should not amend the Act to include a Private Right of 
Action. It does not appear as if a Private Right of Action would be in the best interest of students in 
regulating private postsecondary institutions. Instead, the necessary improvements to provide for a 
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more robust regulatory structure and coordination more fully with the AGs office in pursuing legal 
action against schools which violate the Act should be an immediate priority. The Committees should 
also ensure that the DAGs most familiar with consumer protection in California are assigned cases 
referred by the Bureau. 
 
No changes were made in statute in the area of private right of action. 
 
ISSUE #25: Technical Changes May Improve Effectiveness of the Act and BPPE Background: 

Identified instances where technical clarification may be necessary: 

 References in the Act to School Performance Fact Sheet but to Fact Sheet in the 
 Bureau's regulations. 

 Obsolete references to CPEC throughout the Act. 

 Obsolete references to BPPVE throughout the Business and Professions Code. 
 
Staff Recommendation: The Committees may wish to amend the Act to include technical 
clarifications. 
 

The Bureau believes these technical changes were made.  
 
ISSUE #26: Should the BPPE be Continued? 
Staff Recommendation:  The Committees should seriously consider reconstituting the Bureau as an 
independent board comprised of members from the following categories: students who are or have 
attended schools regulated under the Act; individuals with a record of advocacy on behalf of 
consumers; representatives of private postsecondary education institutions; employers that hire 
institution graduates and; members of the public. Strong consideration should be made to include 
current Advisory Committee members as members of an independent board. 
 
While changes were made to the composition of the Advisory Committee, the Bureau remains a 
Bureau under the Department. The Bureau appreciates the continued support of the Committees. 
 
Section 11 – 

New Issues 

 

This is the opportunity for the Bureau to inform the Committees of solutions to issues identified by the 

Bureau and by the Committees.  Provide a short discussion of each of the outstanding issues, and 

the Bureau’s recommendation for action that could be taken by the Bureau, by DCA or by the 

Legislature to resolve these issues (i.e., policy direction, budget changes, legislative changes) for 

each of the following: 

 

1. Issues that were raised under prior Sunset Review that have not been addressed. 

The only outstanding issue the Bureau has identified is regarding the State Authorization 
Reciprocity Agreement (SARA). As noted earlier, legislation has been introduced to allow 
California to participate in SARA; however the bill failed to pass out of the Senate Committee 
on Education by the required deadline. If a bill to establish a pathway for participation in SARA 
was introduced, the Bureau would provide technical assistance. 

2. New issues that are identified by the Bureau in this report. 
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The Bureau has raised the fiscal challenges that its fund is experiencing. The Advisory Group 
has begun discussing the current fee schedule and will likely make its recommendation(s) to 
the Bureau in early 2016.  

3. New issues not previously discussed in this report. 

Currently, the Bureau is mandated to perform two compliance inspections of every approved 
institution within the five-year approval period. In the course of a compliance inspection, the 

inspector may find a number of violations that would indicate a larger investigation of the institution is 
necessary. Under current law, the Bureau cannot use the compliance inspection results as the 
investigation. Instead, an investigator must visit the institution a second time and confirm the violations 
discovered during the compliance inspection and gather evidence on that visit for use in the 
investigation. This is problematic for a couple of reasons. First, the Bureau is duplicating the effort, 
which is a waste of resources. Second, an institution may become aware of certain violations during the 
course of the compliance inspection and make an effort to hide those violations in any subsequent visit 
by an investigator conducting an investigation. Eliminating this cumbersome requirement would provide 
better consumer protection because the limited resources of the Bureau would be better utilized, and 
investigators could potentially spend less time gathering evidence and more time processing the 
existing evidence, allowing them to process and complete more investigations in a shorter amount of 
time. These investigators respond to both outside consumer complaints as well as Bureau generated 
complaints, so efficiency in processing complaints is critical. 

4. New issues raised by the Committees. 

The Bureau is not aware of any new issues raised by the Committees at this time. 

 
Section 12 – 

Attachments 

 

Please provide the following attachments: 

A. Bureau’s administrative manual. 

B. Current organizational chart showing relationship of committees to the Bureau and 
membership of each committee (cf., Section 1, Question 1). 

C. Major studies, if any (cf., Section 1, Question 4). 

D. Year-end organization charts for last four fiscal years.  Each chart should include number of 
staff by classifications assigned to each major program area (licensing, enforcement, 
administration, etc.) (cf., Section 3, Question 15). 

E. Performance measure report as published on DCA website. 
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