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SECTION I – OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT       

 

Description of the Institution and its Accreditation History 

 

Founded in 1971, Phillips Graduate University (PGU), formerly Phillips Graduate Institute, has 

almost 45 years of educational excellence and service. As a free-standing, non-profit, non-

residential, and non-sectarian graduate school dedicated to training and preparing students for 

human services-related professions, PGU provides graduate programs in Marriage and Family 

Therapy, Marriage and Family Art Therapy, School Counseling, School Psychology, and 

Organizational Management and Consulting. Today, PGU builds on a rich history and legacy left 

by Clinton E. Phillips, Ph.D., and T. David Jansen, D. Min, who founded the California Family 

Study Center (CFSC or CalFam) as the first free-standing graduate program in the country 

dedicated solely to the field of human relationships. Between 1971 and 1977 CFSC offered a 48 

unit Master of Arts degree in Marriage and Family Therapy. Beginning in 1997 through 2005, 

PGU added master’s programs in School Counseling, Art Therapy, and School Psychology; and 

Doctor of Psychology programs in Clinical Psychology and Organizational consulting. Today 

approximately, 250 students attend PGU who are taught by approximately 80 core and adjunct 

faculty members. 

 

Accreditation 

 

The school was granted initial accreditation in June 1983 and has been subject to comprehensive 

visits, special visits, Capacity and Preparatory Reviews, Educational Effectiveness Reviews, 

Substantive Change Site Visits over the cycle of time. The central issues identified by WSCUC 

Visiting Teams over recent years have been:  

• fiscal sustainability and financial management,  

• executive and board leadership,  
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• institutional planning and management. 

 

In February 2009, the school was placed on probation citing these areas of concern: financial 

sustainability, planning and management, presidential and board leadership, fair and equitable 

faculty policies, institutional planning and use of data, assessment of student learning and student 

success, understanding and promoting diversity and student success. 

 

Probation was removed by Commission action following a Special Visit in February 2011 but a 

Warning was imposed for one year with another set of requirements that included the need to 

demonstrate: financial viability, revised strategic plan based on alignment with academic needs 

and priorities, timely completion of audits and required government filings, need to increase size 

of board with new qualified members and board professional development, completion of the 

faculty policy handbook, and a reliable data collection system.  

 

Following a Special Visit, in February 2012 the Commission extended the Warning for an 

additional year. The Warning was removed in February 2013. In 2014 and 2015, the school sought 

permission to move to a for-profit status and initiated a Substantive Change Site Visit. During this 

time there was also the initiation of an institutional name change from Phillips Graduate Institute 

to Phillips Graduate University. 

 

The initiative to change ownership was dropped in October 2015 and a Shared Service agreement 

was established with Inspiras Management Services, LLC (Inspiras). Following a Special Visit in 

November 2015, the Commission removed a Notice of Concern and continued with the scheduled 

plan for an OSR in October 2016. 
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Description of Team’s Review Process 

 

The WSCUC reaffirmation team met in October 2016 to conduct the Offsite Review (OSR). The 

team identified eight Lines of Inquiry with special focus on three Standards: 2, 3 and 4. The 

institution was able to provide the team with the information and documents requested pursuant to 

the OSR in time for the reaffirmation visit. During the reaffirmation visit, the team met in person 

with the following individuals and/or groups: several members of the Board of Trustees, 

Provost/ALO/ and acting CEO, WSCUC Steering Committee, PGU executive team, department 

chairs, institutional research staff, students, alumni, faculty (core and adjunct), PGU staff, Inspiras 

staff (IT, marketing, operations), and the Inspiras leadership team. The confidential email was 

reviewed, discussed amongst the team, and incorporated as part of supporting material for the 

reaffirmation visit. 

 

The team did not conduct reviews of any distance education programs or off-campus locations, 

nor was there any special follow-up related to substantive change in connection with this visit. 

 

Institution’s Reaccreditation Report and Update:  Quality and Rigor of the Report and 

Supporting Evidence  

 

In general, the PGU reaccreditation report provided the information and data necessary to support 

the reaccreditation visit, especially in regard to academic programs, academic assessment, 

enrollment data, and quality of degree. However, there were significant documents excluded from 

the preparatory materials or late in arriving and a series of surprises close to the beginning of the 

visit. These include the following: audit for 2015-2016 was not available until a few days before 

the onsite visit; an institutional budget had not yet been passed by the appropriate bodies (Board 

of Trustees, Inspiras); a president was released from duties two months prior to the visit and no 
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interim president had yet been named; a new MOU with Inspiras was signed one month before the 

visit; and there has been significant turnover of administrative staff within that same time period. 

 

During the visit, the team learned that the self-study report was largely the work of the recently 

released president without much involvement from the faculty or academic department chairs and 

without much participation of or review by the wider community or key constituents. According 

to the faculty, the report was not seen by the faculty until after its submission and was not available 

to the wider community online. The strategic planning document was several years old and was 

described as "being the work of the former president" who served until June 30, 2016. These 

indicate that while academic planning and assessment by the faculty is well-developed, 

institutional planning in the context of shared governance has been largely driven by the last two 

presidents and a small circle of colleagues. 

 

SECTION II – EVALUATION OF INSTITUTIONAL ESSAYS  

 

Component 1:  Response to previous Commission actions 

 

Following the 2015 Special Visit the Commission identified five areas for further development. 

  

• Continue to focus upon the achievement of PGU’s stated enrollment goals and the growth 

of financial reserves to meet the university’s mission (CFR 3.4). 

Team’s finding: Following the 2015 Special Visit, PGU has experienced growth in 

enrollment and significant improvements in admissions and enrollment management which 

is now a function of Inspiras under the shared services agreement.  PGU experienced a 

significant increase in enrollment for 2016-2017 academic year while maintaining the high 

academic standards required for graduate education.  New enrollment headcount for the 
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2016-2017 academic year grew by 49% (from 134 in 2015-16 to 200 in 2016-2017) and 

FTE 24% (from 120 to 148). Such improvements could lead to growth in financial reserves. 

 

• Clarify and delineate the roles and responsibilities of PGU employees, Inspiras employees, 

and the PGU Board of Trustees in the ongoing operation, planning, and budgeting of PGU 

to ensure appropriate independence and oversight of academic activities (CFR 1.5). 

Team’s finding: Since the 2015 Special Visit, there continues to be a lack of clarity 

regarding defined roles. While part of this is attributable to changes in leadership, there 

was still lack of clarity on several positions at the time of the visit. First, the team was 

informed on the day of the current visit that the chief financial officer (CFO) was on an 

extended medical leave for an undetermined length of time. Second, PGU was in the 

process of separating human resources and student complaints into two separate roles in 

order to avoid any perceived conflict of interest. Third, the team learned that during the 

week of the visit, the sole development position was to be reassigned. 

 

• Continue to engage the strategic leadership of the Board of Trustees through ongoing 

evaluation of its members, the president, the relationship with Inspiras, and the fulfillment 

of PGU’s mission (CFR 3.6, 3.7, 3.9). 

Team’s finding: The visiting team was provided copies of the board’s self-evaluation 

forms, board’s policy (which was unsigned), and select minutes. However, it was not until 

a month before the visit that the Board of Trustees and Inspiras signed a new memorandum 

of understanding. The details leading to the signing of this new MOU will be further 

discussed in this report. 
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• Complete and implement the School Operating Plan, outlined in the Administrative and 

Consulting Agreement (“Agreement”) dated October 1, 2015, in advance of the next 

comprehensive review to provide evidence of the university’s strategic direction and the 

appropriate oversight of the university (CFR 1.5, 3.10). 

Team’s finding: The team was informed by current leadership and by the Inspiras 

marketing team that they are still committed to fulfilling the 2016-2021 strategic plan. 

However, based on its current financial operating deficit, the team remains concerned about 

PGU’s ability to meet its goal in the strategic plan to sharply increase enrollment (800 + or 

a 400% increase) and to expand into three additional locations by 2021.  

 

• Continue to focus upon the integration of data in strategic planning, program review, 

academic planning, enrollment management, and the evaluation of financial systems (CFR 

4.2). 

Team’s finding: Since the 2015 Special Visit, there has been noted improvement to the 

quality of data collected, prepared, and disseminated from Institutional Research, 

Assessment and Planning (IRAP). A new director of IRAP was hired in January 2017 to 

help support strategic planning, program review, academic planning and enrollment 

management. With regard to the evaluation of financial systems, the team was informed 

on the day of the current visit, that the chief financial officer (CFO) was on an extended 

medical leave for an undetermined length of time. There is a reported financial deficit for 

the current fiscal year. Also at the time of the visit, the budget for the current and coming 

fiscal year had not been approved by the Board of Trustees. 
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Component 2:  Compliance with the Standards and federal requirements; Inventory of 

Educational Effectiveness Indicators 

 

Standard 1: 

 

Since the OSR in October 2016, the WSCUC Visiting Team has been informed of several 

developments of significance. After identifying evidence of potential financial improprieties and 

ethical violations by the former president, the faculty issued a vote of no confidence and the Board 

released the president on February 6, 2017.  

 

The team was also informed during the visit that Inspiras would fulfill certain provisions in the 

original MOU, including the guarantee of an annual net income of at least $50,000 and the 

maintenance of a US Department of Education financial responsibility ratio (composite score) of 

1.5. However, it should be noted that the Inspiras commitment to maintain a positive net income 

and composite score of 1.5 are dependent on PGU operating within the parameters of an agreed 

upon budget. The most recent data supplied by the school pegs the ratio at 1.0. During the first 

nineteen months of the shared services agreement, October 2015 through April 2017, PGU 

operated at a million-dollar deficit and it is projected that PGU will end this fiscal year with a loss 

of nearly $800,000.  It was also stated by Inspiras management that there remain unresolved 

financial issues still in dispute between PGU and Inspiras and these could affect the nature and 

size of any deficit.  

 

The school reports that the Board by agreement acted to elevate the former ALO to the position of 

provost and accreditation liaison officer, a position where she functions more or less as interim 

president and CEO, but without that title, until an interim president is named by the board.  
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The significant fracture with Inspiras Management Services, LLC has now evolved into a new 

MOU signed by both parties on March 8, 2017 and shared with the Visiting Team in late March. 

There are changes and disputes over the “true up” calculations and fees and the entire renegotiation 

has also delayed the preparation of the audit for 2016. The audit was finally available for the onsite 

visit on April 4-6. Meanwhile, the Team has an unaudited statement of financial position, received 

just prior to the visit, which lists total assets as $4,254,592, including $226,525 in fixed assets and 

total liabilities of $3,394,025 and net assets of $827,968.  Total revenue for the fiscal year ending 

June 30, 2016, was $6,064,911 and expenses of $5,991,882. 

 

There are several noteworthy elements in the new MOU. The new MOU does not replace the 

previous MOU rather it clarifies those areas where there were disputes. For example, the severance 

costs associated with the two previous presidents will be assumed by the school and excluded from 

the “true-up” with Inspiras. These expenses include a severance package of a full year salary and 

benefits for the president who retired in June 2016, an expense of over $262,000. Other disallowed 

expenses include $20,000 for a retirement party for the president who retired in June 2016. The 

board defended the one-year severance pay to that president as being required by the president's 

contract although the school was only able to produce an unsigned version of the contract after an 

exhaustive search for a signed version. It is particularly troublesome that two presidents in a row 

have left or been released within a short period of time at great cost to the school and that there is 

substantial evidence that the most recent president, when serving as COO in prior years, had also 

received compensation as General Counsel (often in the range of $10,000 or more per month) and 

additional compensation to teach in the doctoral program in organizational management. (CFR 1.6, 

3.6, 3.9) 
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The Team feels that the Board of Trustees has been less than forthright concerning these transitions 

in executive leadership (CFR 1.8) and the expenses incurred. 

 

In the documents examined by the team, PGU was obligated to pay Inspiras $750,000 on or before 

March 9, 2017 and an additional $150,000 on or before April 3 – described as funds owed to 

Inspiras by PGU for previous year’s expenses. Inspiras management indicated that partial payment 

was made. The payment of these amounts will potentially affect any deficit reported by the school 

in the current year. 

 

President and CEO 

  

A Supplemental Report to the school’s self-study document (entitled Structural Change Report of 

January 6, 2017) states the reason for the faculty’s no confidence vote in the president as “the 

president’s inability to move forward the mission of Phillips and the efforts of preparation for the 

reaffirmation WASC visit.” Another factor articulated by members of the faculty in interviews 

was the past president’s intention to end the fledgling relationship with Inspiras which the faculty 

thought unwise and detrimental to the school’s financial stability. 

 

The Board of Trustees is moving ahead with a search for permanent leadership and has prepared 

a job description for the role of president and CEO which was shared with the Team. At this time, 

the board indicated that it had not decided the composition of the search committee or who will 

chair the committee. The team noted that in the job description the role of chief fundraiser is muted 

in importance and is referenced in only one line where it states a responsibility for an increase in 

resources. This is especially of concern during a period of time in which the assets of the school 

have not increased and there has been no expansion of endowment or upturn in annual fund support. 
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The prospect for financial sustainability seems largely to lie with the Strategic Plan’s expectation 

of sharp increases in enrollment (800 + or a 400% increase) and the institutional expansion to three 

locations by 2021. (3.4, 4.6) Other than the recent bump up in enrollment, the school provided no 

other evidence or data that would suggest that this region could supply the anticipated number of 

new students for the school’s current degrees or the ones they hope to create in coming years. 

There was also no evidence provided that expenses associated with this significant expansion 

(leasing or purchasing facilities, faculty salary and benefits, additional staffing, etc.) could be 

covered by additional tuition revenue and at the same time produce a substantial revenue stream. 

(CFR 4.6, 4.7). These are goals that would be difficult to achieve under normal circumstances. 

Additionally, the school has been experiencing disruptive transitions at the senior executive level 

and is still in the early stages of a contracted institutional management model that is intended to 

provide efficient services while at the same time reducing costs. However, this model has not yet 

been sufficiently tested.  

 

The search committee for the new president is to identify 4-6 candidates who are capable of leading 

the institution and these will be vetted by the faculty and eventually by the Board of Trustees. The 

Board of Trustees said that the role of the faculty will be limited to indicating those presidential 

candidates who fail to get a majority of support in their ranks. This faculty involvement takes into 

account their recent vote of no confidence in the previous president, but the Team has 

recommended that faculty representatives be actually involved in the search committee and its 

entire process. At this time the PGU board has not consulted with their strategic partner, Inspiras. 

Though given that Inspiras represents fifty percent of the total expenses, guarantees an annual 

positive net income, maintains a minimum composite score, as well as oversees several key 

administrative functions, it may be worth engaging them in the leadership search process.      
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The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that Phillip Graduate 

University is in danger of being found out of compliance with Standard 1 if current trends 

continue.
 

 

 

Standard 2: 

 

Teaching and Learning 

 

The academic programs are led by the Academic Affairs council. The degrees offered at PGU are 

appropriate in content, standards of academic performance and rigor. All degrees have clearly 

articulated program and student learning outcomes that support its mission and vision. The team 

reviewed both PGU’s website and catalog and found that institutional and program information 

were consistent and easily accessible.  

 

The core and adjunct faculty at PGU are professionally qualified and actively practice in the field 

they teach – consistent with the mission and vision of the school. In the team’s meeting with current 

student and alumni, both groups were full of praise towards the faculty; consistently valuing the 

personal one-on-one attention PGU has afforded them. The team does note that currently, 36, or 

over 50 percent of the faculty have their terminal degree from Phillips Graduate University. The 

faculty members are grouped by the degree program in which they teach and a preponderance of 

the faculty hold the relevant terminal degree in the discipline they teach in. (CFR 2.1, 2.2b) 

 

Student learning outcomes were clearly stated and easily accessible at the course and program 

level.  They are aligned with professional standards and specialty accreditation standards in the 

fields of study and with their mission, vision, and values as an organization.  Regarding 

traineeships and/or internships, the quality of placements many not be consistent across all degree 



12 
 

programs at PGU. While the counseling students are afforded opportunities at the campus 

Counseling Center or at location from a list of PGU approved partner sites; various students and 

alumni in the Organizational and Management Consulting (PsyD) program have expressed 

challenges in finding meaningful field placements. (CFR 2.3)  

 

The assessment cycle includes a well-articulated curriculum map, assessment plan, and assessment 

tools.  Each year the faculty complete a review of the assessment results and a narrative of the 

improvements that need to be made.  The faculty have a well-designed annual assessment report 

form that helps faculty identify those areas needing improvement.  The faculty close the loop with 

indications where the program does not meet the criteria for success the faculty have identified 

and where it exceeds expectations.  The assessment plans are well balanced with a focus on two 

to three of the learning outcomes per academic year and complete an entire cycle of all learning 

outcomes within a program review cycle. (CFR 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7) 

 

Scholarship and Creative Activity 

 

Based on PGU’s practitioner based teaching model, most of the faculty are not actively conducting 

academic scholarship. However, those who are conducting academic scholarship are 

acknowledged for the presentations they gave and articles published. In reality, the institution does 

not currently have a system of scholarship support for their faculty. 

 

In terms of faculty promotion and tenure, PGU has unfortunately had to implement a 10% wage 

reduction, which was later adjusted to 5%. Faculty have also forgone their retirement benefits. 

Despite the faculty not having wage increase nor retirement benefits, they continue to take their 

evaluations seriously. Faculty now have access to a new faculty portal that has allowed easier 



13 
 

access to grades and student academic information (e.g. degree audit). The new director of 

Institutional Research, Assessment and Planning (IRAP) has also begun supporting faculty by 

pulling student and academic information from their student management system. (CFR 2.8, 2.9) 

 

Student Learning and Success 

 

A new director of IRAP joined PGU in January of 2017 and has started rebuilding key institutional 

metrics on student success, retention and graduation. Following the visiting team’s off-site review, 

PGU provided clear and commendable reports on student retention and graduation rates of over 

90% and 85%, respectively. Both reports are further disaggregated by program, gender, ethnicity 

and other demographics. While statistical comparisons were not conducted, the commendable 

retention and graduation rates appear to be consistent across gender and demographic. The visiting 

team recommends the next step is for PGU to begin benchmarking their student success measures 

with their own aspirations as well as those of their peers. (CFR 2.10) 

  

In terms of co-curricular programs, PGU offers student support via their library research services 

and their Academic Resource Center. However, at this time there has been limited assessment of 

their effectiveness or alignment to PGU's academic goals and academic programs. Nevertheless, 

the team believes there exists the requisite staff and faculty expertise; as well as technology 

infrastructure to make this possible in the near future. (CFR 2.11) 

 

The visiting team had the opportunity to meet with 28 current students with representation across 

the major programs at PGU. The majority were from the Marriage and Family Therapy program. 

Based on the feedback from the student group, in most cases, students appear to understand well 

the requirements of their academic programs. The students spoke highly of their professors and 
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the amount of personal care and attention they have received from them. The students also believed 

that the education they were promised as prospective students was consistent with what they are 

currently receiving. The team does note that due to legislative changes by the state of California, 

some students have seen their hours of training required to graduate increase significantly. These 

affected students felt that PGU could have better communicated to them upcoming proposals in 

legislation that might affect their program length and requirements.  

 

While PGU administered a student climate survey in 2016, among the 28 students, few recalled 

receiving the survey. Many confused it with their regular course evaluations. Based on some of 

the discontent students expressed with respect to the level of customer service they received from 

some student service departments, the team also recommends implementing a student satisfaction 

survey annually. Such a survey should ask students to evaluate their overall satisfaction with their 

specific program and each of the student support services they receive. (CFR 2.12, 2.13) 

 

The Inventory of Educational Effectiveness Indicators are an accurate representation of the 

assessment infrastructure of the institution.  All degree programs have clearly defined learning 

outcomes which appear in the syllabi, catalog, and web.  The university has an excellent syllabus 

template where student learning outcomes for each class, the program, and institution are clearly 

identified.  Also, the syllabi identify how each of the learning outcomes for the specific course will 

be assessed.   

 

The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that the institution has 

demonstrated sufficient evidence of compliance with the Standard. 
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Standard 3: 

 

The faculty serving at PGU, as listed on the roster submitted by PGU, number 71 of which 13 have 

earned a doctor’s degree (five faculty members have earned the PhD, others are in education or 

psychology). Currently, 36, or over 50 percent of the faculty have their terminal degree from 

Phillips Graduate University. The faculty members are grouped by the degree program in which 

they teach and faculty whose terminal degree is at the master’s level are teaching in MA programs. 

There is evidence of gender balance and both instructional experience and experience in the field 

in those areas where counseling or therapy are involved. The school shows a student body of 261 

students that is 45 percent white and 81 percent female and PGU is intent on matching the 

demographics in the communities in which its graduates serve or the school offers services. (CFR 

3.1) 

 

The faculty manual accords appropriate academic freedom and there were no indications that 

academic freedom has suffered any incursions. There is evidence that the faculty participates in 

academic strategic planning through representatives and controls the academic programs of the 

school, including its academic assessment activities. Recently, the school added a faculty driven 

assessment loop activity as part of the annual faculty retreat. (CFR 3.2, 3.3) 

 

Insufficient data capacity is a concern throughout the university particularly as it relates to financial 

data.  Rudimentary requests for financial data are difficult for the institution to provide and in some 

cases unreliable.  For example, the PGU fiscal year ends on June 30 and yet audited financial 

statements were not available until nearly nine months after the fiscal year closed and only days 

before the arrival of the visiting team.  When the board was questioned about the use of financial 

data to inform their decision-making, it was clear that they have been working without complete, 
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clear and reliable data.  For example, the board had not approved a budget for the current fiscal 

year (FY 16-17), received quarterly financial updates, tracking the Inspiras true-up which 

represents fifty-percent of the revenue, or reviewing the budget for the fiscal year beginning July 

1, 2017.  The Board of Trustees has had a more active role during the past year and this is expected 

to continue until a new president is in place. However, with recent decisions by the board related 

to president and financial expenditures, faculty, staff and the strategic partner perceive a lack of 

transparency and trust. (CFR 3.4, 3.9) 

 

In addition, the strained financial situation, turmoil related to changes in leadership, and strained 

relationship with the shared-services provider, Inspiras, have created complex decision-making 

processes and an environment within the institution where the focus is endurance rather than 

improvement.  The visiting team observed that Inspiras services, such as technology, admissions, 

library, marketing, facilities and security, were of a significantly higher quality than PGU services 

such as the business office and student financial services. The team noted that the school has taken 

steps to improve the technology infrastructure of the school in preparation for more online courses 

and spent funds to accomplish these improvements. Those developments were preceded by an IT 

plan being adopted in the school’s strategic planning efforts and this also accords with the intent 

to increase student enrollment through online education. (CFR 3.4, 3.5) 

 

The school is enmeshed in its greatest challenges. Executive change at the top, inadequate 

reporting to WSCUC regarding the nature and cause of these changes, and little disclosure of 

exactly how the board has functioned through this turmoil and transition are all problematic. Also, 

there has been insufficient disclosure whether or not new members have been added to the board 
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or whether such additions have increased the independence and effectiveness of the board during 

the past two years. (CFR 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9) 

 

The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that the institution has 

demonstrated sufficient evidence of compliance with the Standard. 

 

 

Standard 4: 

 

Quality Assurance Process 

 

Quality assurance processes require both sufficient and consistent data to inform decision-making.  

Until recently PGU has lacked adequate institutional research capacity which has resulted in 

inadequate and unreliable data for planning, reporting, and decision-making.  In January 2017, 

PGU hired a new director for institutional research, assessment and planning.  Prior to January 

2017, the data functions were dispersed throughout the institution leading to inconsistencies and 

only basic data for reporting requirements.  Even though it appears that significant improvements 

have been made with the recent hire of a director, it is still too early to make a full assessment of 

the quality and reliability of the institutional research function.  PGU should make it a priority to 

build and resource sufficient institutional research capacity to provide high quality and robust data 

to inform institutional decision-making and planning.   

 

Institutional learning and improvement appears to be strong in academic assessment but weak in 

other areas of the institution. PGU faculty employ a well-designed set of quality-assurance 

processes which includes periodic program review, assessment of student learning, and 

maintaining a high licensure rate for their appropriate programs. The evidence to support quality-

assurance processes in the academic areas include their robust 5-year assessment cycles, 
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development of student learning outcomes which are consistent at the institutional, program, and 

course levels. From the non-academic perspective, the team found little evidence to suggest a 

deliberate set of quality-assurance processes are in place. While PGU offers non-academic support 

functions such as the academic resource center and the library research resources, there has not 

been an analysis done to see its impact on overall student success. (CFR 2.10, 4.1) 

 

Insufficient data capacity is a concern throughout the university particularly as it relates to financial 

data for planning.  Rudimentary requests for financial date are difficult for the institution to provide.  

For example, the PGU fiscal year ends on June 30 and yet audited financial statements were not 

available until nearly nine months after the fiscal year closed.  In addition, the university is still 

operating without an approved budget for the current fiscal year and has not begun planning for 

the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 2017.  When the board was questioned about the use of 

financial data to inform their decision-making it was clear that they have been working without 

complete, clear and reliable data. (CFR 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3)  

 

At the time of the visit, it was still too early to make a full assessment of the quality and reliability 

of the institutional research function at PGU. This has been an area a prior visiting team has 

recommended PGU focus its efforts on. The team does note improvements in the quality of PGU’s 

reporting on enrollment, retention, graduation, and average class size. There should be continued 

effort given to the development of data that is reliable, consistent and current. (CFR 4.2, 4.3) 

 

The culture of continuous improvement is clearly embedded in the way faculty assess academic 

program and close the loop with programmatic improvements. Peer assessment occurs at the end 

of the year when faculty trade findings and share learning at their “Closing the Loop” retreat. The 
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retreat supports PGU’s assessment process by engaging faculty across academic departments in 

collaborative review and analysis of outcomes. (CFR 4.4, 4.5) 

 

An area that requires improvement is institutional strategic planning.  PGU has begun a strategic 

planning process, however, the process and documentation is in the early stages and lacks robust 

data analysis.  As indicated previously the prior strategic plan was strongly influenced by the 

president who resigned in June 2016.  During the change of control discussions PGU and Inspiras 

initiated a comprehensive planning process engaging key stakeholders.  With the change in 

relationship to a shared-services contract these discussions were placed on hold.  The 2016-2021 

strategic plan was not a collaborative process according to faculty and staff, and did not engage all 

of the key stakeholders. Once a new president is in office it is recommended that the strategic 

planning processes give particular attention to the sustainability of current programs and addition 

of new programs.  The issues of sustainability would include the consideration of financial 

indicators, small class size, alternative modalities, enrollment trends, and national benchmarks.  

PGU should develop a long term academic plan for program development including the expansion 

of programs    

 

The partnership with Inspiras has expanded the scope and ability for PGU to anticipate and respond 

to a changing higher education environment. PGU staff and faculty are responsive to the increased 

support in marketing, operations and IT infrastructure provided by Inspiras. For 2017, the 

marketing team at Inspiras has developed additional marketing videos and redesigned the clinic 

webpage with the hope of increasing patient volume. Reflection and planning with multiple 

constituents appears to be preserved and marketing and strategic planning proposals require the 

approval of the PGU leadership team; which includes faculty buy-in. (CFR 4.6, 4.7) 
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The team’s finding, which is subject to Commission review, is that the institution has 

demonstrated sufficient evidence of compliance with the Standard. 

 

Final determination of compliance with the Standard rests with the Commission 
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Component 3:  Degree Programs:  Meaning, quality and integrity of degrees 

 

Phillips Graduate University has set a high bar in its mission statement.  It reads in part, “Our 

mission is to provide outstanding education and training to students as well as counseling and 

consulting services to the community.”  From its own assessment data, ongoing accreditation, and 

performance of its students on licensing exams, it is clear that the education is at least up to 

standard, and the internship and practicum hours document service to the community.  The many 

activities of the faculty to insure quality demonstrate the commitment to the goals of being 

outstanding. (CFR 2.6, 3.1) 

 

PGU defines the meaning of degrees and ensures their integrity, quality and rigor through a process 

of developing University Learning Goals (ULGs), more specific program learning outcomes for 

each of its degree programs, a system of assessment to determine the degree to which students 

achieve these outcomes, and a process for reviewing the assessment data and making program 

changes.  These systems are further supported by discipline specific accreditation review, and by 

a robust program review system.  Unfortunately, the relatively new Program Review policy has 

not yet led to a record of strong program reviews to date.  It is anticipated that the benefits of this 

policy will be seen in the next review cycle. (CFR 2.3, 2.7) 

 

The hierarchy of learning goals from course-level, to program-level, to university-level nicely 

defines the uniqueness of each of the programs, while showing an overall unity at the highest level.  

It is also particularly effective that the program-level and course-level goals are part of the 

university-wide syllabus template and that these goals are linked to particular assignments.  The 

mapping of University, Program, and Course level leaning objectives is very impressive.  The 

common syllabus template facilitates an understanding for students of the connections between 
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particular assignments and the learning outcomes they are intended to foster.  The consistent use 

of rubrics for grading course assignments further specifies and clarifies the student learning 

outcomes and also is a key part of the assessment of student learning. (CFR 2.6) 

 

The Director of Assessment and the Assessment coordinators for each program degree apparently 

have done an exemplary job of supporting the faculty in the assessment process. In addition, the 

facilitators helped programs map program learning outcomes to the ULGs. In this process, faculty 

sometimes found the need to adjust program learning outcomes, indicating not only a serious 

consideration of the learning needs of their students, but also a commitment to aligning programs 

to the university’s broader learning goals. (CFR 2.3)  

 

Co-curricular programs in Student Affairs are also assessed and mapped to ULGs. However, some 

of the outcomes for student services and programs are so specific and disparate that it is difficult 

to frame or conceptualize broader learning goals for students. It may make more sense to view 

student development services and programs through the lens of ULGs and the mission of Student 

Affairs, than to identify knowledge, skills or dispositions desired for graduates.  

 

All of the degree programs for which accreditation is available are accredited with the exception 

of the School Psychology.  It is too small to meet the number of faculty required for National 

Association of School Psychologists' (NASP) accreditation, but the program has made use of 

NASP standards in its curriculum design and its assessment of student learning.  The attention to 

and evaluation by entities outside the University provides another source for documenting the high 

quality of the PGU programs. 
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The concern expressed by some alumni in an older alumni survey about the degree of challenge in 

the curriculum was an initial source of concern.  The specific phrasing of “being spoon fed” 

suggested that the better students desired more challenge.  However, in discussion with 28 students 

during the visit, that included at least four students from each of the programs, not one indicated 

that they thought this was a problem.  The comparison of PGU students' performance on licensing 

exams relative to state averages, suggests that this is not a problem when evaluated from the 

perspective of students’ acquisition of knowledge and skills. (CFR 2.1, 2.2, 2.6) 

 

It was difficult to assess from the institutions self-study report and other summary documentation 

the degree to which the expertise of individual faculty members support the goals of what are well 

designed curricula for each of the degree programs. Within the individual program descriptions on 

PGU’s website more information is available on the core faculty, but because a large majority of 

the faculty are adjuncts, the absence of more information about them was initially concerning.  The 

evidence that faculty expertise appropriate to teach the courses to which they are assigned and the 

other instructional activities in which they participate is primarily indirect in the form of student 

learning assessment and students’ performance on licensing exams.  However, because student 

learning is the ultimate goal, this evidence is persuasive. (CFR 3.1, 3.2) 

 

The University does claim to encourage scholarship, but evidence in the form of lists of scholarly 

accomplishments or other recognition is missing. Faculty report that there is some financial 

support for activities like presenting papers at professional meetings, but the support is neither 

consistent nor advertised.   Although the degree programs at PGU do not train professionals who 

do research, publish papers, etc., they do train professionals who will be ongoing consumers of 

research in order to keep their practice current.  The knowledge base in these fields is always 
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changing.  Students are training to become professionals in fields and must be prepared to critically 

evaluate new findings as they appear.  Key to this is having models who are actively producing 

new results.  The visit revealed that there are some faculty who are active in this way, and all the 

faculty seem to know who these individual faculty members are and can guide students to them.  

This situation seems appropriate to the experience based learning model that is designed to prepare 

students to practice.  Discussion with students during the visit indicated that they highly value the 

fact that most of the faculty members are actively involved in service delivery, and they see this 

as key to the high quality of the education they receive. (CFR 2.8, 3.3) 

 

There is useful diversity among the faculty: about 69% are female and a variety of ethnicities are 

represented.  The earliest terminal degree for current teaching faculty was earned in 1977, the most 

recent in 2015, with a fairly even distribution in between.  This provides a picture of sustainability 

in which the wisdom and experience of the older faculty can be passed on to those who will replace 

them at some point in the future.  About half of the faculty received their graduate education at 

PGU, with the rest receiving their education from a wide variety of institutions across the United 

States.  Because much of the education is done by adjunct faculty who are working in the area, 

and because PGU provides training for a large proportion of the professionals who work locally, 

this is not surprising and is not a reason for concern.  About 2/3 of the faculty members earned an 

MA/MS, and the rest are spread among Ph.D.s, Psy.D.s, and Ed.D.s. (One faculty also has a JD as 

an additional degree.)   This is an appropriate pattern for programs that train students for practice 

using a training model that emphasizes hands-on experience. (CFR 1.4, 2.1) 

  

In summary, evidence was found indicating the rigor and quality of the education provided by 

PGU programs.  Improvements are always possible, and the assessment system at PGU provides 
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one basis to guide the improvement process.  More direct encouragement of scholarly engagement 

by the faculty could provide another source for guiding the improvement process. 
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Component 4: Educational Quality:  Student learning, core competencies, and standards of 

performance at graduation 

 

PGU has a well-established student learning outcomes assessment process that provides evidence 

for the continuous improvement of the educational programs and services. The assessment artifacts 

and evidence were provided to the visiting team both electronically and hard copy in the team 

room.  Each academic program has a designated assessment coordinator who serves as the liaison 

between the program faculty and the various assessment-related committees. Assessment at PGU 

occurs in all areas of the curriculum and the evidence is used to inform the program review process 

and is provided as supporting evidence for curricular changes. Assessment results are transparent 

and are available in the PGU digital files. Assessment evidence is also used to inform stakeholders 

about the academic quality of university programs and facilitate discussions about the continuous 

improvement of the curriculum, program offerings, professional development opportunities, 

services, and the overall educational experience.  

 

PGU’s academic assessment program is based on a five-year assessment cycle, during which time 

the program faculty assess all program learning outcomes. The program core and adjunct faculty 

and program chairs review the assessment plans, learning outcomes, and data for each program. 

Program faculty are ultimately responsible for the assessment of their respective academic 

programs and using their assessment findings to improve the academic program and curriculum. 

At the end of each academic year, faculty compile their assessment data and reflect on what they 

have learned through their assessment activities and how this will lead to program and student 

learning improvements. The faculty set institutional and program expectations and standards for 

assessment and support the academic unit’s faculty in their assessment responsibility. Assessment 

of student learning is central to PGU’s continuous improvement culture. Faculty use formative and 
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summative assessment, direct and indirect assessment, professional standards, and signature 

assignments.  

 

Faculty stressed the importance and centrality of assessment to driving program changes.  A few 

specific examples of specific changes as a result of closing the assessment loop are: 

• Student survey of School Counseling master’s students indicated a need for PGU to admit 

students directly into the Child Welfare and Attendance or the Pupil Personnel Services 

credential programs as standalone programs for students already holding a master’s degree. 

The faculty made this change and the programs have been very successful and these 

standalone credentials better serve the Los Angeles School District. 

• The Marriage and Family Therapy (MFT) program assessment showed a deficit in ethical 

and legal content so program changes were made to address this concern and assessment 

results have shown improvement.  It was noted by the visiting team that there is a strong 

emphasis on ethical reasoning in all of the PGU academic programs.     

• Recent assessment data and a faculty review of the MFT program showed that the 

curriculum was not as strong in diagnostic content as the faculty wanted and they are 

focusing their efforts in strengthening this area of instruction. 

 

The PGU assessment coordinators were asked to give examples of summative assessment that 

demonstrated student learning outcomes were achieved. Faculty indicated that there are a variety 

of summative tools for direct assessment.  For example, many of the PGU programs have licensure 

exams, some of the programs also use portfolios of student work, significant research papers, or 

capstone projects.  In all programs there are multiple summative assessments at the end of the 



28 
 

program.  Assessment coordinators, core faculty, and department chairs all indicated in multiple 

meetings with the visiting team and in the evidence provided that both core and adjunct faculty are 

deeply committed to a culture of assessment evidence and have found it both invaluable and the 

hallmark of the quality and rigor of their programs.   
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Component 5: Student Success:  Student learning, retention, and graduation 

 

PGU’s well-established faculty-led student learning outcomes assessment process has been 

complemented by improvements in its ability to centralize institutional reporting on student 

success, retention, and graduation. A new director of Institutional Research, Assessment and 

Planning (IRAP) joined PGU in January of 2017 and has started rebuilding key institutional 

metrics on student success, retention and graduation. Following the visiting team’s off-site review, 

PGU provided clear tabled reports on student retention and graduation rates of over 90% and 85%, 

respectively. Both reports are further disaggregated by program, gender and demographic. While 

statistical comparisons were not conducted, the commendable retention and graduation rates 

appear to be consistent across gender and demographic. Additionally, the director of IRAP was 

generous enough to walk the visiting team to PGU’s data set for calculating their retention and 

graduation rates. (CFR 2.10, 4.1, 4.2) 

 

Senior leadership and faculty attribute their student success rates to their high-touch approach to 

student learning. Indeed, from conversations with fellow students and alumni, the consensus was 

that faculty were always there to support them; offering continuous one-on-one mentorship. The 

academic resource center was also another area that was mentioned to support students with 

research assistance and tutoring. To the students’ favor, PGU has relatively small average class 

sizes with a low of three, a high of twelve, and an average of nine students per degree program. 

From a financial perspective, it may be worth investigating if lower average class size in certain 

degree programs is sustainable for their long-term growth strategy.  

 

While management, staff, faculty, and alumni, PGU’s retention and graduation rate continues to 

be a source of pride for the institution, there is still much potential to increase institutional research 
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capacity. Current student satisfaction, alumni, employee and faculty satisfaction surveys have not 

been updated; nor have available resources been dedicated to thoroughly interpret and disseminate 

past results. PGU should begin to benchmark their growing repertoire of student success measures 

against its own aspirations as well as their peer institutions. Perhaps by accomplishing this, PGU 

will be able to firmly define their own measures for student success.   (CFR 2.10) 
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Component 6: Quality Assurance and Improvement:  Program review, assessment, use of 

data and evidence 

 

Quality Assurance process of the institution’s operations requires both sufficient and consistent 

data to inform decision-making.  Until recently, Phillips Graduate University has lacked adequate 

institutional research capacity for nearly three years which has resulted in inadequate and 

unreliable data for planning, reporting, and decision–making.  PGU conducted a two-year long 

search for a director of IRAP and once the position was filled in 2016 the director stayed for only 

a brief period and the position was vacated again.  In January 2017, a new director was hired and 

was in place during the time of the team visit.  Prior to January 2017, the data functions were 

dispersed throughout the institution leading to inconsistencies and only basic data for reporting 

requirements maintained. PGU should make it a priority to build and maintain sufficient 

institutional research capacity to provide high quality and robust data to inform institutional 

decision-making and planning.  There should be continued effort given to the development of data 

that is reliable, consistent, and current. (CFR 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3) 

 

Institutional learning and improvement appears to be strong in academic assessment but weak in 

other areas of the institution.  For example, the faculty have developed exemplary processes for 

the assessment and review of student learning.  The culture of continuous improvement is clearly 

embedded in the way faculty assess academic programs and close the loop with programmatic 

improvements.  Faculty were able to provide many examples of improvements made as a result of 

programmatic assessment and student feedback. However, the program review process reflects 

primarily findings related to student learning and success, and does not delve into the more 

extensive program review requirements of financial sustainability, enrollment patterns, class size, 

programmatic trends, alumni job placement, student climate and alumni satisfaction, etc.  This is 
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due in part to the lack of data provided to the faculty by the institutional research office.  However, 

the faculty were encouraged and acknowledged this is improving with the recent hiring of a 

director of IRAP. The faculty noted that they are working with the institutional research office to 

develop a robust data packet for the program review process in order to consider a wider range of 

program related issues regarding relevance, quality, strategic planning and sustainability.  (CFR 

4.1, 4.2, and 4.4)  

 

 

Phillips Graduate University has begun a strategic planning process, however, the process and 

documentation is in the early stages and lacks robust data analysis.  This is due in part to the turmoil 

related to the leadership transitions, integrating a new strategic partnership, and the financial 

uncertainty PGU has experienced in recent years. It is noted that the most recent strategic plan 

appears to be strongly influenced by the previous presidential leadership and has not been reviewed 

by the broader PGU community.  Once a new president is in office, it is recommended that the 

strategic planning process be restarted and include key stakeholders and engage the PGU 

community.   The strategic planning processes should give particular attention to the sustainability 

of current programs and addition of new programs.  The issues of sustainability would include the 

consideration of financial indicators, small class size, alternative modalities, enrollment trends, 

and national benchmarks.  PGU should develop a long term academic plan for program 

development including the expansion of programs into other mission related academic programs, 

credentials, certificates, and modalities.  (CFR 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7) 
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Component 7:  Sustainability: Financial viability, preparing for the changing higher 

education environment 

 

PGU continues to be funded largely by tuition and auxiliary income, reporting $860,567 in net 

assets in its Unaudited Statement of Financial Position on March 14, 2017 and endowment of 

under $100,000. Its Unaudited Statement of Activities on March 14, 2017 show revenues of 

$6,064,911.19 for the year ending June 30, 2016 and expenses of $5,959,282.83 for a net surplus 

from operations of $105,628.36. In the six months following June 30, 2016, the financial case was 

improved by increased enrollment discussed at other points in this narrative as a contribution of 

Inspiras but worsened by severance packages awarded by the board, substantial consulting and 

legal fees, and the accrual of certain debts that Inspiras rejected in the negotiation of the second 

MOU. 

 

Currently, there is no evidence of a standard development function or program (solicitations, 

annual appeals, planned giving, etc.) within the school to raise annual funds from individuals, 

alumni, corporations, or foundations and the only staff member assigned to development activities 

had never personally met the board member in charge of the trustee development committee at the 

time of the visit.  

 

All of these -- lack of endowment, lack of significant annual fund raising, absence of any strategic 

plan to address these conditions, lack of experienced fund raising professional staff -- all put 

pressure on PGU to recruit more students capable of financing their own education and to increase 

the number over the next few years.  
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The institutional plan developed several years ago by the president who retired in June 2016, 

advances a four-fold increase in enrollment and the expansion to three additional locations, along 

with the development of more online education. The incremental increase in enrollment in the last 

two years does indicate that PGU has attractive educational programs and has a sterling reputation 

in the region. However many factors will need to positively coalesce to achieve a sustainable model 

and some way of adding both restricted and unrestricted assets to the financial base of the school 

will need to be pursued. 

 

Component 8: Optional essay on institution-specific themes 
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Component 9: Reflection and plans for improvement  

 

PGU clearly has succeeded in creating quality educational programs supported by a faculty that is 

deeply committed to the school and its students. The reaccreditation process has consistently 

identified that PGU's challenges are at the level of senior management (board, presidential, key 

senior administrators) and financial sustainability (including the current business model). The 

recommendations issued during this visit call for a "reset" in which board, faculty, senior 

administration, and the Inspiras partners all commit to a collaborative process intent upon 

resolving lingering disputes and grievances and forging a pathway forward that reflects shared 

governance and a sustainable model. The institutional leaders need to commit to work together to 

solve the challenges that have been identified during the current re-accreditation process.  

 

Three presidents in a row have either been released from their duties or received very generous 

severance packages and this rapid and disruptive change of leadership has injured the school's 

ability to move forward and address other challenges. The lack of any significant endowment, 

development staff, or annual fund raising dictate that PGU is almost solely dependent on tuition 

and therefore would have a difficult future if student enrollment patterns changed to the downside 

or did not grow at the pace the school has projected.  

 

The team recommends that the board expand to a minimum of ten and seek to add to the board 

truly independent and knowledgeable trustees who are prepared to add value and leadership in 

shaping PGU's future development and sustainability.   

 

SECTION III – OTHER TOPICS, AS APPROPRIATE (such as Substantive Change) 
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SECTION IV – FINDINGS, COMMENDATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM 

THE TEAM REVIEW 

 

Commendations: 

 

1. The PGU staff and faculty fully participated in and supported the visit of WSCUC with candor 

and transparency and demonstrated their deep commitment to the educational programs and 

mission of the school. (CFR 1.8) 

 

2. Inspiras should be commended for their financial support; and their commitment to the shared 

service agreement as reflected in the improvement to information technology infrastructure, 

student management system, and support of institutional research capacity. (CFR 3.4, 3.5, 4.6)  

 

3. The core and adjunct faculty of Phillips Graduate University are commended for their 

consistent effort and hard work to achieve their mission of providing “outstanding education 

and training” to their students.  Under difficult circumstances, they have maintained excellent 

relations with their students and remained true to their experiential approach to education. 

(CFR 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6) 

 

4. PGU has an exemplary educational effectiveness program for each of the academic 

programs.  The student learning outcomes are aligned with institutional learning outcomes, 

PGU mission and professional standards.  The assessment cycle is fully developed with clearly 

articulated learning outcomes appropriate for the degree level and professional standards. They 

have curriculum plans, great balance of assessing two to three learning outcomes a year, 

followed by analysis, faculty review, and improvement plan. The curriculum maps, assessment 
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plans, and report templates are excellent.  The syllabus template is exemplary, approved by the 

program faculty, and required for all courses.  This practice helps the students easily identify 

the learning outcomes for the course and program and the way each learning outcome will be 

assessed.  The assessment executive summaries and reports are exemplary.  (CFR 2.2b, 2.4, 

2.6, 2.7, 4.3 and 4.4) 

 

5. The PGU and Inspiras partnership is to be commended for the growth in enrollment and the 

significant improvements in admissions and enrollment management.  PGU experienced a 

significant increase in enrollment for 2016-2017 academic year while maintaining the high 

academic standards required for graduate education.  New enrollment headcount for the 2016-

2017 academic year grew by 49% (from 134 in 2015-16 to 200 in 2016-2017) and FTE 24% 

(from 120 to 148). 

 

6. The Inspiras admissions team is to be commended for the data functions they use to track and 

make improvements at every level of the admissions funnel, the weekly communication and 

reports generated for planning purposes that are distributed to PGU academic and staff 

leadership, and the care taken to fully inform and prepare applicants for graduate school cost 

and commitment. (CFR 1.7, 2.12, 4.1, 4.3)   
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Recommendations: 

 

The visiting team finds that PGU is in danger of being found out of compliance with Standard 3 

in relation to the following CFRs: 

 

3.4 Financial stability, clean audits, sufficient resources; realistic plans for any deficits; 

integrated budgeting; diversified revenue sources 

 

3.6 [Historic pattern] of leadership operating with integrity, high performance, 

responsibility, and accountability 

 

3.7 Clear, consistent decision-making structures and processes; priority to sustain 

institutional capacity and educational effectiveness 

  

3.8 Full-time CEO and full-time CFO; sufficient qualified administrators 

  

3.9 Independent governing board with appropriate oversight, including hiring and 

evaluating CEO 

 

(CFR 3.4, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9) 

 

The visiting team is making the following recommendation to ameliorate these concerns: 

 

1. This is a critical time for an institutional reset at PGU in which key stakeholders (Board of 

Trustees, executive leadership, faculty, and Inspiras) come together to resolve remaining 

disputes and conflicts and set a mutually agreed upon course, through collaborative effort 
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and transparency in communication, to achieve sustainability while maintaining the 

excellent academic programs offered by the school. (CFR 1.7, 3.4, 3.6, 3.7, 3.9, 4.6) 

 

2. The PGU Board of Trustees should thoroughly examine its practices to ensure that it is in 

compliance with California State Law and WSCUC standards and that its actions are 

consistently in the best interests of the school, contributing to its sustainability, free of 

conflict of interest. In particular, its actions in regard to the hiring and departure of recent 

CEOs should be reviewed in light of best practices and fiduciary responsibility. We 

recommend the identification and addition of new board members beyond the current board 

who are experienced, independent, and capable of contributing expertise and guidance to 

PGU’s sustainable future. The board should reach the minimum of 10 members currently 

required by the WSCUC Standards. In light of the role of Inspiras and its substantial 

financial contributions to PGU over the past three years, we recommend that the board add 

representative(s) nominated by Inspiras. (CFR 3.9, WSCUC Independent Governing Board 

Policy) 

 

3. The PGU Board of Trustees needs to improve their fiduciary oversight, including:  

 an independent CPA review of the internal controls;  

 preparation and approval of budgets by PGU and Inspiras, prior to the beginning of the 

fiscal year;  

 timely and fair responses to complaints and evaluation of institutional performance; and 

 timely and accurate completion of the annual audit (CFR 1.7, 3.4) 
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4. In order to address continuing financial deficits and inadequate long term financial 

resources, the school should diversify revenue streams. This should include a robust 

financial development plan which engages alumni, donors, corporations, foundations and 

other stakeholders – led by the Board of Trustees, president, and a senior advancement 

officer. This should be adopted as an immediate high priority. (CFR 3.4) 

 

5. The visiting team recommends the Board of Trustees develop a revised job description for 

the President/CEO with input from key constituencies (e.g. faculty, Inspiras, staff, and 

students) and develop a search process that ensures the key constituencies are part of the 

recruitment process. (CFR 3.7, 3.8) 
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APPENDICES 

 

Federal Compliance Forms 

 

Credit Hour and Program Length Review 

 

Under federal regulations, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s 

credit hour policy and processes as well as the lengths of its programs.   

 

 

Material 

Reviewed 

Questions/Comments (Please enter findings and recommendations in 

the Comments sections as appropriate.) 

Policy on credit 

hour 

Is this policy easily accessible?   X YES   NO 

Where is the policy located? 

Comments: 

The credit hour policy is listed on the Academic Degree Programs webpage 

in the link labeled Curriculum for each program. 

https://www.pgu.edu/degree-programs.html 

Process(es)/ 

periodic review of 

credit hour 

Does the institution have a procedure for periodic review of credit hour 

assignments to ensure that they are accurate and reliable (for example, 

through program review, new course approval process, periodic audits)?  X 

YES   NO 

Does the institution adhere to this procedure? X YES   NO 

Comments: 

Phillips has a thorough Annual Institutional and Program Closing-The-

Loop and Program Assessment and Review, this thorough Assessment tool 

was developed by Phillips 

Schedule of on-

ground courses 

showing when 

they meet 

Does this schedule show that on-ground courses meet for the prescribed 

number of hours? 

X YES   NO 

Comments: 

On ground class schedule 

https://www.pgu.edu/class-schedule.html 

Sample syllabi or 

equivalent for 

online and hybrid 

courses 

Please review at 

least 1 - 2 from 

each degree level. 

 

Not Applicable 

Sample syllabi or 

equivalent for 

other kinds of 

courses that do not 

meet for the 

Not Applicable 

https://www.pgu.edu/degree-programs.html
https://www.pgu.edu/class-schedule.html
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prescribed hours 

(e.g., internships, 

labs, clinical, 

independent 

study, 

accelerated) 

Please review at 

least 1 - 2 from 

each degree level. 

Sample program 

information 

(catalog, website, 

or other program 

materials) 

How many programs were reviewed?  6 

What kinds of programs were reviewed? Marriage and Family Therapy, 

MFT/Art Therapy, School Counseling/PPS, School Psychology/PPS, Child 

Welfare and Attendance Credential, Organizational Management & 

Consulting 

What degree level(s)? Credential, Master and Doctorate (PsyD) 

What discipline(s)? Psychology  

Does this material show that the programs offered at the institution are of 

a generally acceptable length?    X YES   NO 

Comments: 

The program pages available from www.pgu.edu was clear and easy to 

navigate. It was easy to identify the program requirements, curriculum, and 

program learning outcome. The direct links to specific pages of the 

catalogue via the website, https://www.pgu.edu/phillips-institutional-

course-catalog.html, does not work correctly. Perhaps it would be good to 

also include the total cost of the program on each of their respective pages. 

 

Review Completed By: Kai I Chang 

Date: 4/5/2017 

 

  

http://www.pgu.edu/
https://www.pgu.edu/phillips-institutional-course-catalog.html
https://www.pgu.edu/phillips-institutional-course-catalog.html
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Marketing and Recruitment Review 

 

Under federal regulation, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s 

recruiting and admissions practices.  

  

Material 

Reviewed 

Questions and Comments: Please enter findings and recommendations in 

the comment section of this table as appropriate. 

Federal 

regulations 

Does the institution follow federal regulations on recruiting students? 

X YES   NO 

Comments:   

PGU admissions and marketing services are provided through an on-site shared 

services arrangement with Inspiras.  The Insprias employees are paid a basic 

annual salary and do not receive compensation based on performance metrics 

such as applicants generated, candidates recruited, etc.   

Degree 

completion 

and cost 

Does the institution provide information about the typical length of time to 

degree? 

X YES   NO 

Does the institution provide information about the overall cost of the degree? 

X YES   NO 

Comments: 

PGU and the Inspiras shared services employees work together to develop and 

update the length to degree and cost information.  This information is provided 

in writing, on the web and during applicant advising by the Inspiras admissions 

office and PGU student financial services.   

Careers and 

employment 

Does the institution provide information about the kinds of jobs for which its 

graduates are qualified, as applicable?  X YES   NO 

Does the institution provide information about the employment of its graduates, 

as applicable?    YES   NO    

 Comments: 

The type of jobs available is identified for each academic program and made 

available online and in the program information brochure.  The employment of 

graduates’ data is not tracked institutionally but academic program directors are 

attempting to track this information with alumni.  With the recent hiring of a 

Director of Institutional Research the faculty are encouraged that this information 

will be collected at the institutional level and used for program review.  However, 

at this point systematically tracking alumni employment is aspirational.  

 

Review Completed By:  Margaret T. Bailey 

Date:  Wednesday, April 6, 2017 
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Student Complaints Review 

 

Under federal regulation, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s 

student complaints policies, procedures, and records.  

  

Material 

Reviewed 

Questions/Comments (Please enter findings and recommendations in the 

comment section of this column as appropriate.) 

Policy on 

student 

complaints 

Does the institution have a policy or formal procedure for student complaints?  

X YES   NO 

If so, is the policy or procedure easily accessible? Is so, where?  It is located in 

the University Catalog on page 8.  The catalog is available on line at: 

https://www.pgu.edu/phillips-institutional-course-catalog.html 

 

Comments:  The policy is clearly written and defines both academic and non-

academic grievances. 

Process(es)/ 

procedure 

Does the institution have a procedure for addressing student complaints?   

X YES   NO 

If so, please describe briefly:  The procedures define both an informal and formal 

path for addressing grievances.  On the informal path the student if first 

encouraged to discuss the issue with the person against whom a complaint exists.  

If the student refuses that path then an administrator calls a meeting between the 

two.  If the matter cannot be resolved informally, the student may request that 

the Dean of Students initiate a formal grievance process.  The Dean of Students 

convenes an appropriate Grievance Committee which must investigate and 

provide a report to the Dean of Students on a prescribed (and relatively short) 

timeline.  The Dean of Students then reports the committee recommendation to 

both parties.  Either party may appeal to the President whose decision is final. 

If so, does the institution adhere to this procedure?      X YES   NO 

Comments: 

Phillips developed a logging method of student complaints, records the plan of 

action and resolution to student complaints. Uses the student complaint as an 

assessment to review the student services policies and procedures, review and 

revise annually through its policy and procedure committee. 

Records Does the institution maintain records of student complaints?     X YES   NO 

If so, where?  For formal grievances, the Dean of Students maintains the records 

confidentially. 

Does the institution have an effective way of tracking and monitoring student 

complaints over time?           X YES   NO 

If so, please describe briefly:  

 

Comments: 

Has a logging method of student complaints policy. 

 

Review Completed By: Robert G. Cooper 

Date: 4/5/2017 

https://www.pgu.edu/phillips-institutional-course-catalog.html
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Transfer Policy Review 

 

Under federal regulations, WSCUC is required to demonstrate that it monitors the institution’s 

recruiting and admissions practices accordingly.  

 

Material 

Reviewe

d 

Questions/Comments (Please enter findings and recommendations in the 

comment section of this column as appropriate.) 

Transfer 

Credit 

Policy(s) 

Does the institution have a policy or formal procedure for receiving transfer credit? 

X YES   NO 

Is the policy publically available?  X YES   NO  

If so, where?   

Found in the Current Catalog under Admissions Policies and Procedures (page 35) 

https://www.pgu.edu/phillips-institutional-course-catalog.html 

and Admissions Application Requirements under Request for Transfer of Credit 

https://www.pgu.edu/application-requirements.html 

Request for Transfer of Credit Form 

https://www.pgu.edu/userfiles/files/Transfer%20of%20Credit%20Request%281%

29.pdf 

Does the policy(s) include a statement of the criteria established by the institution 

regarding the transfer of credit earned at another institution of higher education?  

X YES   NO 

Comments:  The criteria are clearly defined including the number of units that can 

be “transferred in” which varies by program, GPA required, list of specific PGU 

courses that cannot be replaced by courses from other institutions.  

 

Because all PGU degree programs are cohort programs, a new student remains a 

first semester student regardless of courses transferred. 

 

Review Completed By: Robert G. Cooper  

Date: 4/5/2017 
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