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INTRODUCTION

What are the criteria that'determine whether a Postsecondary
institution can participate in a(*ivitiefi underwritten by Federal
funds? Who dectdes and who should decide -- whether an
institution is eligible? Should the standards be determined by
government agencies, "voluntary" or professional bodies, or
perhapssconsumerl-oriented groups? And, even before sensible
policies can be developed, what is the state of the scene?

The accompanying report., with appendices, by the Eligibility Task
Force of the Postsecondary Education Convening Authority, a program
6f the Institute for Educational Leadership, was prepared in
ifresponse to Congressional inquiries. In the Task Force's own
words, the report "attempts to define key terms, 'sort out the
interests of the various panties involved, delineate the current
issues and summa0.ze major proposed revisions in the system." It

has already been the subject of productive meetings of Congress-
ional staff members and expert "friends" on April 1 and 18, 1975.
While,expressing our gratitude for their constructive comments,
the Convening Authority assumes all responsibility for its contents.

When confronted with the mountains of reports pnd materials
accumulated in this highly complex field, producing a tightly
condensed synthesis of the literature appeared to be an impossible

task. But it was made a,great deal easier by the high skill of
the Task Force that prepared it. The members, to whom we are

deeply grateful, are:

- Pat Dolan, private consultant and'formerly dean
at Georgetown University and St. Louis University;

- Fred Pinkham, former president of Itipon'College

and first director of the:National Commission on
Accrediting;

- Paul Shapiro, former policy analyst in the Office

of the Assistant Secretary for Education and a
member of the FICE Consumer Protection Committee; and

- David Trivett, a research associatelaf Elie ERIC--
Clearinghouse on Higher Education.

Thanks also to Jean Levin, one of the authors of the Orlans
report, who researched and wrote Appendix II.
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The Institute for Educational Leadership and the Convening Authority hope that
--the report will assist the Congress.in its continuing efforts to frame thb
sensillIe policies dnd mechanisms tha are needed in the increasingly important
area of institutional eligibility. One of the Authority's principal charges,
crif-detly related to the Institute's larger mission of bridging the,'gio between
education and public policy,..is to review research on significant issues in
postsecondary education and to digest the material for use by policymakers.
This means translating the language of research into the language of policy and
action. We saw the literature on eligibility in need of this kind of reformuia -.
tion, and hope,that our efforts will lead toward better public policy through
better informed policymaking.

A last word. The report does not represent an Institute or Convening Authority
point of view on institutional eligibility. While indiidual members of the
Task Force hold opinions on the subject, it is not the role of an agency such
as the Convening Authority toset forth its own recommendations. In this
document, the Task Force has summarized a range of policy alternatives as clearly,
fairly, and concisely as possible.

This is a complicated subject. If you get lost, giya me a calf (833-2745)
Task Force and I are ready to help.

Kenneth C. Fischer
Director
Postsecondary Education
Convening Authority



REPORT ON RISTIJUiIONAL:ELIdIBILITY

12Y,

The Eligibility Task Force
of the

Instifute.for Educational Leadership

June, 1975

A. The Problems

I

t

The Federdl government has traditionally relied upon a variety
of private accrediting,bodies and state chartering and licensing
authoritieS for determining eligibility and exercising direct
supervision and consumer protection in education, As Federal
financial assistance direct to students has expanded (3 million
students received $6.4 million in 1974), the diffuse and uneven
system of approval and control of educational institutions,
programs and student, financial aid by "voluntary" agencies :.as
become confused and overburdened. dInterlaced networks of
approving bodies with conflicting authorities and selfinterests
are scrambling for the right.(or to avoid the responsibility) to
exercise various degrees and kinds of sanction and surveillance
over several varieties gf,postsecondary institutions and programs.
Instittitional adMinisti4tion of Federal loans and g'rant's to
students and reliance on non - Federal agencies Lc, enforce Federal

laws compound the situation.

As an aid to legislators thi's admitiedly tightly condensed syn-
.thesis of numerous recent studies and dialogues in the field of
eligibility and accreditation attempts to define key terms, sort
out the interests of the various parties involved, delineate the
current issues.jand summarize major proposed revisions in the system.

In the Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952, a aLtern of

Federal reliance on State and private mechanisms of accreditation
for eligibility purposes was firmly set. The Bill required states
to designate State,approving agencies, and if they failed to do so,

the VA Administrator would assume those functions. State approving
bodies were authorized to approve courses; offered by institutions
when those institutions have been accredited and approved by a

nationally recognized accrediting agency or association." The same

Bilk directed that the Commissioner of Education "shall publish a
list of nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations
which he determines to be reliable authority as to the quality of
training offered by an educational institution..." Thus,. Congre'is

put the USOF, into the businessof accrediting accrediting agencies.
This buffer of /agencies between the governMent and institutions has
beenthe basic plan for accountability and supervision for Federal
funding for over twenty years.

7
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In at least nine major .Acts, Congress has reinforced this base, by
adapting, the original language in boiler-plate fashion, and-by -

expanding the-definitionof institutions eligible for participation

in Federal prograds: Health Professions (1963), Vocational Educe-
tion-(1-963), GivilcRights (196), Nurses Training (1964), State
Technical Services (1965), Higher EduCzitfon (1965);,Allied Oeulth.

% Protessibns'(1566), Educational Professions"DeveloOMent .(197),

and Higher Education AmendMents (1972) .,
. . P.

In 1968, the Commissioner establiShedthe Accreditation and :
<Institutional Eligibility Staff ,(along with an adviSety
eommittee) to draw up and administer criteria and prodedures fOr

approving organizations to be included in the mandated,list,'
thus thrusting the-HSOE through administrative:action,direCtly'
into the accreditation process itself.

As Federal assistance plans proliferate, so.-=do -thediffituIties

of exercising arms-length-Federal:superviSiontlie :Students,
institutions, agencies, and states participating in them. The

shift of primary Federal support from-institutions to individuals
and the extension of the range-of eligible institutions have accen-
tuated the eligibility issues by intensifying consummer protection

and surveillance needsi

The practice of utilizing private accrediting agencies as a channel

for'establishing institutional and program approval is threatened
by new Federal laws (ciyil rights), with brOader than educational

significance and application. Much as-private agencies enjoy the,e.

extra authority and importance accompanying Federal reliance on
their sanctions, they are-not equipped Co nor do they wish to

serve as enforcement officers forFederal laws.

The division of authority aninterest among vaficnks approving

agencies has become confused. The capabilities andzpractices in the

states for chartering institutions and,monitoring's,tandards vary

widely. The National CoMmission on Acerediting,the Federation of '

Regional Accrediting Commissions'of Highdr. Education and a new
alliance of specialized accrediting agencies have merged to form a

single non-governmental representative body cntitled The Council

On Postsecondary Accreditation. Meanwhile,, the U.S.. Commissioner's

ALES is reaching the limit of its authorization and capacity to

cope with the exploding need for cohsumer protection and the rapidly

spreading, diversification of educational programs .throughout the

country.'

Added to the complex mix of sanctioning agencies in education are
deep- rooted concerns of. the parties involved in determining who

shall benefit, from Federal finhncial assistance, .how fraud 'shall be

prevented, and how academic effectiveness shall be maintained. The

age-old issues ef self-interest vs. public good; State vs. Federal

constitutional,,authority and responsibility in-education; nQn-

government vs.'governmentregUlation; proprietnry.vs. non-profit;

professions vs. institutions; protection for security vs. opportunity

for innovation surface ihmediately in every dialogue on determining

eligibility and accounting for Federal funds. Where does one end

and the other begin? Who should protect whom from whom? Is the cost

of protection worth the price of principle.?
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It is be-Cause these types .of fundamen6i1 questions Underlie

the content and form of determining eligibility and monitoring
.

.perionance in. the competition for Federal dollars in -education c
thatIhe interest of- allf.:tYpes of benefactors must be considered
before further confounding, actions are taken, however lofty and

huMane the intent.: The basic dilemmas are ,Who shall get the

Federal dollar?: UoWlsha,.11- we determine institutional and

studenteligibiliip for Federal Support? HoW shall we prevent

fraaulentpraetices and protect the consumer? By what transi-
tional strategy aniladminibtiqtive mechanism can the legitimate

interests 'arid .needs of the students, the Federal goVernment and

the,tax7paying public best` be served through .Federal subsidization
,

without undo Facieral intervention?

B. Principal Participants in the Present Eligibility System

,1

.

_

To'assist in sorting out the principal participants currently in-=,
yolved'in determining Oho is eligible for Federal financial
assistance, a chart of abbreviated information about the roles

played by the Fgderal government, the voluntary regional and
specialized accrediting agencies, and the States is presented in

AppendixI. In each instance, the source of authority; the
pairticular activities involved, the criteria used and a brief

-comment are included. This document is to he used as a reference

chart rather than as a prime source pf documentation. Also

provided are a number of exhibits keyed to the charC for referral:

These exhibits Anclude:

Exhibit A: Responsibility Delegated to the U.S- Commissiondr
ofEducation Under Statutory Requirements Relating

to Institutional Academic Eligibility;
t

Exhibit B: Governmental and Non-GovernmentirliAgene4

Utilizing Information About the
t
Accredflited*

Status of Institutions and Prograisr

Exhibit C: The Federal Eligibility System as Liministered
by the Office of Education

[

Exhibit D: Nationally Recognized AccreditinglAgencies
and Associations. (Criteria and procedures
for. Listing by the U.S. Commissioner Of
Education and Current List)

Exhibit E: Statc Agencies for Approval of Puilic PoSt-
seCondary Vocational'Education an,)State Agencies
for,Approval of Nurse Education. i (Criteria v
and Procedures for Listinby
Commissioner of Education and Cultrent Lists)

r;t4

Exhibit F: Institutional Eligibility and Coliqimer

Abuses. A Status Report and Summary of
1974 Activities, Including a, Re$rt on

the Boston Globe Series On Proprietary
Vocational Schools and'the System for

Monitoring Consumer Abuses. Findings and

'Recommendations
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Statement by: T.H. Bellfrt.S. Commissioner
of Education Concerning the Propdsed Trade
Regulation,Rule of,the Federal Trade
Commision bn Advertising, Disclosure;,
Cooling Off and Refund Reqyirempnts
Concerning PrWrietary,Vocational and Home
Study Schools

' .4j.41,;

C. Federal Assistance Programs: Dollars,` Students jnd'Institiutione.

10.fferences in reporting dates and fo mats used by various govern-
ment Agencies and independent studies in pegIsecondary education
preclude accurate cross - referencing. "Published normally

contain verified figures for two-yeas_preceding publiCatiOn and

.only estimates for the immediate Past-year. Current data just do

not exist.- It is frequently :impossible to obtain raiiiible.

information. For example, the total number of institutions eligible

for certain programs is unknown as is the number of"students they

represent. Estimates concerning.the number of private proprietary
s,chOols vary from 7000 with av enrollment of 1.5million-to 35;000
with enrollment of 5 million.

With so many dollars in federal assistance progratas.being handled'
by so many parties in so many bureaus, the lack of,current and

reliable infogmation not only makes national planning and policy
formulation difficult, it Ieriously hampers analysis of th4,nature

and number of administrative problAE:

In Tables A and 13 below, cuirent (1974-75) particip tion in two

major Federal student assistance programs is shown.

Table A

1974 1975

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM*

Educational Institutions Eligible 8023
Educational Institutions Pcirticipating (5'900

Students Participating 1;0I3Z0
Educational Institutions Eligible r

as Lenders
Educational Institutions Serving

as Lenders i50.

*As, of 5/30/75

Source: Mr. Lang - Division of Insured Loans"
USOE - 202/245-2731

1Belitsky, ILA., Private Vocational' Schools, W. F. Upjohn Institute for

'Employment Research, 19.70.
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In :appeaix II, the following tables.of'information with brief
-interpretations are presented:

Table 1: Total Student Enrollment at egree-Cran-ting

Higher Education Institutions

able 2: Number of Schools Attended by Student Borrowers
Under the Federal Insured Loan Program FY 1969

and FY 1972.

Table.3:

/ Table 4:

Table 5:

Table 6:

Table 7:

Table 8:

,
Percent of Sdools Attended by Student Borrowers
Under the Federal, Insured Loan Program '- FY 1969

and FY .1972:

Federal Insured Student Loan Program Distribution
of Loans by Type of Institution - FY 1968, 1971,
1973'andCumulative Total.

Federal Insured Student Loan Program Distribution
of Loans by Institutional Ownership - FY 3968, 1971,

1973 and Cumulative Total..

Percent of rre shmen in Fall of 1974 Receiving
Support From Federal Guaranteed Student Loans.

Estimated Number of BorrOwers,Under the Guaranteed.

Student Loan Program by Type of School Ownership

FY 1973.

Basic Grant' Expenditures, Recipients and Average

Award by Type of Institution FY 1974.

'D. Explanation of Terms

Numerous terms and abbreviations employed in the discussion o f

eligibility and accreditation. Some of these terms and letters are

often used interchangeably; others imply different mvnings'for

people of different interests ankare a frequent source of mis-

understanding. Without intent to provide technical definitions,

we suggest the following inform.A. definitionS:*

1. Chartering is the pro ess by which a state:grants

permission to a new i Stitution to come into being.

It ,usually r:%fers to orporate existence and does not

always carry withit the right to grant degrees.

2. ,Accredltation is the 1 roceSs by which an. agency or

organization evaluat and recognizes a program of

study or an Institut en as meeting certain'predeter-

mined qualificatjon or standards. IL applies only

to institutions and heir programs of stfu03, or their
.

, *(fur thanks to George Arnstei,n al the Federal Interagency Committee on

--- F ucation4s Report on Educatioda -Consumer. Pr6tection whose del-111410ns of
.f. hese terms were useful 'to the 1 sk Forcc. as weAeveloped our definitions.

...

1
, \

i2 .
,

,
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services. Accreditation normally means that-a
school voluntarily has applied to an agency or
organization for evaluation and recognition for

meeting certain established standards. It is important

to-distinguish between reglanal,accreditation,by an
association of colleges in the area, which looks at'

entire institutionsf and specialized accreditation by

a.- national organization of professiona or specialists

in a specific discipline; which'deals with certain

departments, pecialties or segments within an

institution. Mofe than 60 accrediting agencies'are

recognized by the U.S. Commissioner of Education.

Accreditati is usually conferred for a specified

period of year and is normally used as an indicatorof

acadeMic quality and reliability.

.
Certification is the process by which either a gOvern-

Mental or a nongovernmental agenCy or association grants

recognition to an individual who has met certain
predetermined qualifications specified by that agiency'o

association; e.g. teachers in most states must be

certified to teach.

4. Licensure'is the process by which an agency or government

grantspermission to persons meeting predetermined quali-

::;,
fications toengage in a given occupation and/or use a

particular title or grants permission to institutions to

; perform Specified.functfons. :Sometimes this term is
interchanged,with:crtification and accreditation.

5 Approval for veterans - benefits is conferred by the State
Approving, Agencies, designated by the govern pr but funded

by t,he'Veterans Administration under contract.to make

sure-',tha.cov'rses meet specifiqd criteria before they

can be approved for veterans ,Penefits. The term is now

applied to-agencies otherthan those dealing with the VA.

6. Eligibility applies at'twTo levels: Student eligilMity

deals with the criteria or 'conditions imposed by a'program

that individuals must meet in order to qualify for its

benefits. .Institutional eligibility, deals with the

requirements schools, Must' meet in order to participate in

certaiwprograms or so that its enrolled students will,

become beneficiaries. A student entitled to benefits,

w afor example, caw-use theM only if he attends a course

which is approved by the appropriate State Approving

Agency or by an accrediting'agency approved by the U.S.

Commissioner of Education. An example of an institutional

eligibility requirement is:

For the purpose of this title, the "terms

"institlitions of, higher education",and
"eligible institution" Mean, an educational
institution in any 'State which '(1) admits .

'as reguirar students only those persons
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haying a certificate of 'graduation from a
school praNidi4g secondary education (or
the equivalent), or...(4) is accredited by
a national recognized accrediting agency
oe association or, if not, so accredited,
is an institutiort with respect to which
the CommiSSioner has determined hat there
is satistActory assuranCe....tha the
institution will meet the accred
standards...

T. Commonly Used Abbreviations

AIES :Accreditation and Institutional
Eligibility Staff

BEOG or BOGS Basic Educational Opportunity
-Grhnts

COPA Council on Postsecondary Accrediting

,ECS- / Education Commission ,of- the Stateg

FISLP

FRACHE

FTC

GSLf'

Federal Insured Student Loan Program

Federation of Regional Accrediting
Commissions of Higher education

FedeTal.TradeCommissiop

Guayanteed Sttideilt Loan Program

NCA National Commissi

NDSL

PSI;,

SSLP'

3IC Throe Tnstitutionar Certification
(TransfersOf credit accepted by threQ
accredited.institutions)

USOE United States Office`oZ.Education

VA Veterans Administration

Voc. Ed. VocatiO'nal Education

Accrediting

Na Tonal Defense Student Loan

Posts condhry Education

Supplemental Student Loan Program

e
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E. Issues in Eligibility

The availability of Federal funds highlights and exacerbates.
certain basic issues relating to the 'Federal role in postsecondary

education. Presented in Appendix III is a list of key sub-issues
under ti,e following headiqgS. Appendix 1II(A) is a list of similar

issues discussed at the'Rational Invitational Conference on -

Institutional Eligibility conducted April 30 - May 1, 1975 by AIDS.

1. Federal responsibility for achieving equal access, choice,

and Opportunitp. The Education Amendments of 1972 and
subsequent national debate and Federal funding decisions
have firmly established the Federql responsibility for
achieving these goals. Yet this responsibility brings
othei= issues to the fore and makes it diffioult"to
formuldte rules for determining eligibility.

V

2. Federal versus State responsibility for 'the regulation of

,ig,postsecondary institutions. Jducation is a function of the
States, but increasingly the Federal government has affected
many aspects of education. So far, the states have played
a minimal role in determing which postsecondary institutions
should be eligible for Federal funds, but this could bet

ohanged.

3. Federal use of private voluntary associations to"make its
funding decisions. The primary determinant now of whether
a postsecondary"institntion is eligible to receive Federal

funds is membership in an accrediting association which is
recognized by the Federal government. Few non-accredited
institutions are eligible and few accredilted institutions
are ineligible. The accrediting associations were t

created for the determination of Federal eligihilit
they did not-ask for this function, and mostof them
do not want it, nor can they handle it. When the

Federal government' began use of this procedure, very
little hinged on the eligibility decision.: Now it is
a major decision, and it is Lime to ask whether some other

method would be' more proper.

ir. Federal responsibility for consumer protection in
postsecondary" education. Most of the Federal funds
institutions now receive are in the form of student
aid.' Because there is some governmental responsibility
implied for the protection of the users of such vast
sums of public funds, and because these funds are
al4propriated to' achieve spCcific'national goals

.

'(principally dqual access), the FederalOvernment.has
a role in'protecting the student from abuses by post-,

secondary institutions. Tilese can be abuses of

commission (degree mill) or omission (not living up to
the promised or implied quality of education). Other

factors such as declining enrollmyfits in certain: types of
institutions and a growing natio al interest in consumer'
protection bear" on this, but this s a major shift from the
situation of just, a decade ago when the balance of student
funding decisions was almost totally on the side of the

institutionS., ,

''

6
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F;'Alternative Eli ,ability S

-

,stems .(Conde 1 Models)

t

I

Before specific changes in legtslatioa p
helpful to try to conceptualiiv the rani',

systems. The following aneng; fully ,do

major thrust-of the rational 4 f variol

s

,Factors

1.

The primary:locatiod of respdna
eligibility determinations' can(
governmenes with State4governm
groups--as it does now with th
associations.

Three kinds of eligibility sy terns
possible for any of the above ly
system? 2) an approvalsysq
or a combination of these.

ed, it should be
Ile eligibility
it suggest the
es eo

P

Ulity or making
east WI h. the Federal
nts, or with private
accre iting

a

a e theoretically
disclosure
nave rsal system,,,,

The basis for eligibility is implie' by the kind of

system: a disclosure statement, an, outs cue study, br

'simply a State charter.
lj .

A range of post-eligibilit operat ons dre possible,

including':' audits, hearinisl sane iqns,, and

information distribution:
1.1

f

a. Premises ;

4

Disclosure System

CJ

1) Eligibility sbou d be separated fi-om

accreditation.

2) The information
should not inc
qual.ity, which

is designed to
t

. ,

3) Students dose ye and will use, however,

. better'infor ation,about the quality
and performance of postsecondary

required for eligibility
de ratings of program
is what accreditation
dp.

4) The postsecondary system will be self-
reWating if satisPactbry information is

both because of the purchasing
power of student aid and the competition

for scarce students.

5) Uniform information about postsecondary
institutions can be collected andaudited-

, with acceptable costs and effort.
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I.. Major Components

%
fp

1) 'Disclosure Statemenvk' Each'insatution. would
be required to flleyithau.appropriate
agency and by cf set 6,ate each year -d%,:state-

meat Containica cateRories.of
information. This would be the pasis:Tor

.

2) AAudit". So**Yeentage.oP the statements `\

- each year qouldlie auditej.toeck their 2-
kraliditysand cOmilleteness.,-.E1Wbility
could P ; ,susp'ehded,oerinaLed
based on t -findingsrofithe-apdit ._2. :

3) Information DistrOutIOn, The disclosure
,

statement would-be'madeTart of each
institution's.ccatalogne and made available
in various ways by the Federal government j
to students. . .

2A. Approval System (State)

a. Premises

1)

4

. . . .

Since education is a function of the
States rather than the Federal government,
-their role should be increased inthe
process of allocating public funds. '

2) 'In:C'reased reliance on the States rather

than the accrediting associations for
determibing eligibility, would recognize
that this,isa,public not a private.

'Junction.
ea

3), Using States more fully to determine
eligibility 'woulA greatly ease the

Federal burden.

4) It is possible to strengthen the ,capacity, '

of the States to make eligibility determina-
tions';-

5)' It ls desirable and 'possible to increase
and maintain consiStency across States in
the processes and/or standards they use
'to determine eligibility.

1

b. Major Components

1). An'office'fn-eve67_State which iscapproved

by the Federal government for making
institutional; eligibility determinationS,
at least for certainclasses of institutions.

17



s

/12

2) The use of the accrediting associations for

determining the eligibility of institutions

not covered by the/States.

A federal office Which enforces standards,

provides technical assistance to the States,

and awards eligibility to institutions as a

. last resort.,

211. Approval System (Private)
=

a. Premises

.

1) The,accrediting associations are accepted

by their members and have experience in

obtaining information from them.

2) 'Using accrediting associations eases the

Federal burden because whole classes of

institutions can be made eligible with

little contact with indiqduaT.$nslitutions.

3) Since this NysteM is in place,'it is far

easier to improve it than to cause major

disruption,

4) Improvements in this system are needed

and possible.

b. Major Componens

;) The Federal government would Continue to

recognize accrediting associations as the

major basis for, determining eligibility.

2) TA processesjer limiting, suspending and

terminating the recognition of both associa-

tions and individual member institutions

would be strengthened.

3) The Federal government would build up the

licensing and certifying capabilities of

the Statesto increase the range of

eligible institutions.

4) A private non-Federal organization(s) 'would

be created or designated to certify the

eligibility of any postsecondary institutions

.which are hOt served c do not wdni to be

served by the accrediting associations_or

the States.



- 13 -.

3. Universal Eligibility System

a. Premises

',1) This would legitimize all kinds of postsecondary

institutions.

2)\ It bases eligibility on current performance,

,not historical standing.
-

3) It eliminates the entrance checks to
eligibility, which have proved.

inadequate.

4) It completely removes the Fedgzal
government from making any direct or
indirect program quality determination.

5) It upgrades the importance of regulation
in the pUblic interest.

6) It eliminaes the use of private bodies
from making decisions for the Federal

government.

b. Major Coiponents

1) Any Operating ostsecondary institution

which has a lic nse or charter from a State

would be eligibl' for Federal funds.

2) A single Federal ffice would have authority

to !limit, suspend r terminate eligibility

on/a case by case basis.

3) Thie Federal. office 'would act on the basis of

cdmplaints received or other sources of

Amformation.

4) Reinstatement of partial or full elig- ibility
would be under the\conditions set by and at
the determination cif the Federal office.

Some Proposed Solutions to the Eligibility Question

The list, taken from a variety of sources, begins with proposals based /.

upon the present system of heavy reliance for determining institutional(

eligibility on private accrediting associations. The proposals move

toward plans to feparate-eligibility, judgments from accreditation.

Various prescriptions for consumer protection and servicing by various

agencies arejincluded.

.19
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Accreditation Proposal A: Retain thb present system in whieil.

Model the question of eligibility istied
directly to the prodess.of bccredi-.-
tation -by brivateassociatiods, with,
of course, prior 'chartering by the'

State. Institutions. for whom no

accrediting agency exists will be
accredited by an interim but equivalent'

procedure.

. .

Accreditation Proposal B: A system of institutional evaluative

Model with auditing to be 'performed by t e private

__Audit Changes accrediting agencies (region d 0- .

includes a short -form finaoc al report -'

to be included 4.nschool ca fogs ank' 14

thorough long-form reports o the agex y

regularly. TeaMs of professional
educational auditors fielded by the '4

accrediting associations perform this
function, along with the traditiongi

institutional self-studies measuring
institutional progress toward stated

goals.4

-

Accreditation
Model with
Fiscal Disclo-
sure

Proposal A full -setof F derally an ted criteria

for institution 1 eligibility; e.g.

1. accept higl scoo raduates or

eqUivaJent; .1

2. legal authorilati within State ,

as postsecondary nstitution;',

o

3. offer six-month rogram or

longer;

accreditation b nationally/
recognized accr diting agenc

5. be in exist1enc for at leas

years;

and

The U.S: Cc masioner wit provide

-regulations for a'requirel fiscal__
audit of Fe era]. funds a d the es,-
tablishment of rcasonabl standards

of financial esponsibi ity.3

2cf. Harcieroad and Dickey, Educational Auditing nd Voluntary Institutional,

Accrediting, ERIC/Higher Education Report,No. 1, merican Association for

Higher Education, 1975.

3.
cf. O'Hara Bill (HR 3471), pp. 6516, 107

20,



Accreditation'
Model with
New Organiza-
tion Added

Separate 4
National.

Commission
(either public
or private) to
Determine
Eligibility

-

Proposal De Continue use of the private
accreditation process foreligibgity 3
and.Otabiish a hew private body to
provide an alternative means to bligi--

bility. This Committee-for Identifying
Useful Postsecondary Schools, funded by
USOE, is geared to ,those institutions
that fall outside the present acctedi-
dation system. Within this proposal is
theltrengthening of State educagfon,,
agency staff to help in the erifo4dement

and complidnce of Federal"eligibildty ^

guidelines!'

Proposal. E: Determine eligibility for Federal 41inds

by a process that is clearly distIPI"guished

and separated frolic 'that by'Which accrediting
agencies judge institutional,p4kormance. A
national procedure fOr determining
eligibility based on:'

1. institutional' disclosure Nith'useful
information for students and,

.
G

2. jt gment that the,inStitution has the
capacity.to perfor6 its stated mission.5

Federal USOE Proposal R: Separate the questiOn of eligibility for',

Model with Federal funds from:the prOatesaccreditatiop

Eligibility ' process, and placeresponsibility in the hands

Responsibility ,p of the Commissioneir of 'Education through a

Minima] Criteria FTC-SEC type responsibility and truth in

advertising:.

Federal Model Proposal G: A Federal Advisory Committee on Accreditation

with Maximum and Eligibility to guarantee that institutions

Criteria saftsfy the following criteria for eligibility:

,,4cf.

PP.

,l. clear statement of objectives:"

2. a catalog with complete descriptions\,
of courses, financial arrangements,
objectives of programs;

Orlan's report on Private Accreditation and Public Eligibility,

9-18.

5cf. Second Newman Report, p. 108.

6cf. Report on Undergraduate Education and tlie Education of Teacher's,

Ch. III, and" Newman Report, I.

V
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3. performance bonds tosecure
financial obligation;

4. -the training-and ethics of
professi'nals must be appropriate;

,

5. "judgment of adequate spade,
material, personnel:

quality and centent of each-courat

I- IS is reasonably adequate to achieve

" stated objective;

7. Astudents are not enrolled unless
'reasonably certain they ha'Ve
potential to benefit from training;

8. appropriate Credentials are awarded;

9: , no deceptive advertising:
!st

10. fair refund policy, etc
7

State Agency Proposal: H: Separate judgments of eligibility from

Responsible accveditation,oand place the former

for judgments with &State agency. The criteria

Eligibility would .apply to the basic decision to%chdrter
ap institution- Questions of continued
quality in programs would continue in the
Province of.the accreditation bodies.8

State Agency Proposal I: Eligibility judgments rest on the basic

Responsible judgment to charter held-by the State.

for States grant abasic permit to operate

Eligibility and determine.programs qualifying for
veteran benefit monies. These two functions,
combine to make the basic decision on the
basis of public disclosure of critical

; information, judgment of reasonable resources,
and truth iroadvertising.9

Federal-State 'Proposal J: Commissioner of EducatiOn sets the criteria

Cooperative of institutional eligibility around judgment.

Mechanism of adequate resources, full disclosure, and

truth in advertising, but the basic enforce-
ment`of such criteria is the responsibility

e

'7cf. Bell & Pettis Bill, HR 2786.
8cf, Russell Edgerton comments at Chicago AAIIE meeting, Apr.i,l 25, 1974.

9
cf. George Arnstein.

22
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of the States. .USUF. sets criteria for

State agencies and is =responsible for

determining institatidnal egibility

where no appropriate State agency exists,

:7(1nd will provide an appilals procedure,'

,for State decisions 'and.other special

cases. 'Accreditation:by:Private
agencies

qualifies institution's far eligibility'

but not limited to _it."' .

/
FederalState..

Proposal K: iCtripartite system in which two indepen =,

Private I
dent judgments sufficelto establish

eligibility. The three approval mechanisms

are State licensing, private accreditation,-

and 11 postaudit
system on the part ofUSOE

to limit, suspend, or terminate .eligibility

of fiscal or administrative abuses.11

y .

This Repi)rt is only a limited review of the eligibility/accreditation

condition. It is hoped 4:hat those responsible for decisions which

touch upon this
complex field, will. find it useful as an introduction

to the continuing
dialogue out of which ail efficient and effective

national system, will emerge.

lOcf. Fred Pinkham.

11'cf. Richard Fulton, testimony
before the Senate Committee on Labor and

Public Welfare,
September 12 and 13, 1974. '

to
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RESPONSIBILITY DELEGATED TO THE

.
U.S. COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION UNDER

.
STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO
INSTITUTIONAL ACADEMIC ELIGIBILITY

I. Laws Relating To Programs Administered By The Commissioner

of Education. In each of the followingl, the term "institution of

*higher education" is defined,as one accredited by a nationally recog-

nized accrediting agency approved by the Commissioner. He is empowered

to approve such accrediting agencies by the following sentence:.

"For purposes of this subsection, t4le Commissioner

shall publish a list of nationally recognized accrediting

agencies or associations which he determines to be reli-

able authority as to the quality of training offered." ,

1. 20 U.S.C. 403(b). This provision defines eligible institution

of higher education for purposes of the National Defense Education Act,

of 1958..(P.L. 85-864 5103).

2. 20 U.S.C. 1085(b). This provision, defines eligible institution

of,higher education for purposes of the insured student loan program

under Title IV-B of the Higher Education Act of 1965.(P.L. $9-329, as-

amended, 5435(b)).

3. -20 U.S.C. 1085(c). This provision defines eligible vocational

school for purposes of the insured student loan programs It was added

to Title,IV-B of the Higher Education Act of 1965 by P.L.

(P.L. 89-329, as amended, §435)

4. 20 1088(b) (3). This provision defines eligible pro-

prietary institution.of higher education for purposes of all programs

of Title 1y of the Education. Act of 1965, except the institu-

tional assistance provision and the insured loan,Trogram. (I'd,. 89 -

329u as amended, 491)..

5. 20 U.S.C. 1141(a). This. provision defines eligible institu-

tion'of higher education for purposes of the Higher Education Act.

(P.L. 89-329, as amended, §1201(a)).

6. 20.U.S.C. _1248(11). This provision defines eligible

private vocational training institution-under the Vocational Ed4cation

Act. (P.L. '88-210, §108).

Ii. Laws Relating To Health_Manpow e.r. The first three of the

'following provisions refer to "recognized bodies approved for such

purposes by the Commissioner of Education". The.fourth carries a

provision similar to that in the education laws, that--



"For purposes of this subsection the Commissioner

Shall publish a list of nationally recognized

accrediting agencies or associations which, he

determines to.be reliable authority as tattle

quality of training offered."

.1. 42 U.S.C. 293a(b). This proViSion defines eligible

institution for purposes of grants for construct.on of teaching

facil#iO for medical, dental, and other.healt personnel. (P.L. 88-

129 $2T)).. -1',

2.' 42 U.S.C. 295f-3(b),.. This provision c fines eligible :-

institution for purposes of grants under the Health Professions

EduCation Act. (P.L. 89-290 §2(a)).

3. 42 U.S.C. 295h-4(1)(D). This provision defined eligible

institution for purposes of the'Allied Health ProfessionS Let.

(P.L..89-75.1 §2); ,

4. 42 U.S.C. 298b(f). This provision defined accredited

°.prograM under the Nurse Training Act. (P.L. 88-581 §2).

In'. Immigration and Nationality Act, 8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(10 (F).

,This.provision governs visas for alien students seeking to enter thp.

:.United°States to study at'a recognized educational institution.

(P.L. 821-414 8101).
1-

IV. Housing Act of 1950

12 U.S.C. 1749c,(b)...
Eligible institution for purposes of the

college housing amendmentto the Housing Act is one. accredited by a

nationally recognized accrediting agency association. (P.L. 81 -475,

as amended, 4404).. .

V. State Technical Services.

15 U.S:C." 1352(c). This provision defines qualified institutions

_470t'porposes.of grants under the State Technical Services Act and' notes

-.hat
.

"For purposesof this subsection the United States

Cobmissioner Of Education shall pUtilish a list or

nationally recognized-accrediting
agencies or asso-

ciations which he determines to.beireliable authority

as to the quality or science, en'ineering, or business

education or training offered. (.L.89-;182 g2).

VI. Veterans' Administration- ', . .

.
. . . ,

38 U.S.C. 1775(a). This provisiph states' that VA approved courses

shall include courses that have been accredited and approved by a

,nationally recognized accrediting agency or ;associ'ation and states

further that the Commissioner of Education is to publish a list of

such'agencies he finds to be: reliable authority as to the quality of

training offered. tP.L. 82,550 Superseded by P,L. 88-126 @J.).
, /
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VII. State Postsecondary Vocational Education Agencies.

20 U.S.C.:-1087-1(b)4- This provision authorizes the

CommissiOner to publish a list of approved State accrediting agencies

in the field of state postsecondary vocational'edueation. (P. L.

89-329, as amended, §438(b)).

Prepared by: Officeof General Counsel
U.S. Office of Education
'September, 1,974
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A number of organizations, both governmental, and non-governdental are

concerned with the accreditation status of institutions of higher ed-.

ucation. The Accreditation and Institutional'Eligibility Staff serv-
ices these organtzaiions on a continuing basis; providing current in-

,

formation about accreditatiOn and the status of educationalinStitu-
_tions., The organizations listed below are freqbently concetnedwith
information provided by the AIE Staff:

GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES

1. Air Force - Student nursing programs, are affiliated with Air

Force*,liospitals. Affiliated institutions must he accredited
by an 'agehcy listed by the U.S. Commissioner of Education.

\ I

.2. Armed Forces Chaplains Board - Potential military chaplains.
must haV,e earned degrees from institutions accredited by na-
tionally,yecognized accrediting bodies.

3. Army Nurse Corps - Supports medical education programs ac-
credited by nationally recognized accrediting associations.

4. Census Bureau - Collects basic research data from the AIE
Staff on the' ccreditation status of postsecondary educational

institutions:,

5. Civil Service Co ission - Candidates for Civil Service exam-
inations must b= graduates of accredited institutions in or-

der to sie\for ertain examinations. The Civil Service Com-

mission ofehh,ne ds historical information ,on the accredita-.
tion status-of;institutionslor its credential evaluation

work.

6. Department of Defense - The Ardy, Navy, Marine Corps, and
Coast Guard consult with the U.S. Office of Education tozde-
termine the accredited status of in4iitutions for early re-

,
lease programs, for determining the eligibility of personnel
for educational benefiti,.and for granting other benefits to

military personnel, and .their dependents.

7. 'Department of Housing and Urban Development - Grants are made
'.to accredited institutions far-the construction of college

housing:
*

8.. Department of Interior - In rmatAoh on the accreditation

status and prograd eligibil y status of postsecondary in-

. ptitutions is provided for use by Indian students under

33

1



27

Bure u,of Indian Affairs programs, as well as for micronesian

stu ents from the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

9. Department df Labor,.Bureau of Labor Statistics - AIE pro -
vi es current information to BLS on the accredited status
of institutions which the Bureau uses in the-preparation
o' research documents. .

10. Department of State - Information on the nature and quality

L /of U.S. institutions of higher education is provided to po-
, /tential foreign students by the Department of State. AIE

supplies this information by reporting on the accreditation
status of institutions.,

11. Immigration' and Naturalization Service - Before the Attorney
General may approve a U.S. institution for the attendance of
non-immigrant students, he is required by law to consult with
the Office of Education to determine whether applicant insti-
tution is, considered "an established institution of learning
or other recognized place of study, is operating a bona fide
school, and has the necessary facilities; perbonnel, and fi-
nances to instruct in recognized courses." The service re-

quired, is performed by the AIE Staff at elementary, secondary,
higher, and vocational- technical levels.

12. The Institute of International Education - In its quasi-
.

official role as the agencyfacilitating study of Students
in countries other than their own, IIE utilizes the services
provided by the AIES in its activities.

13. Library of Congress - Staff members call on AIE for data
necessary in LC research projects and to obtain information
requested directlyby Members of Congress.

14. Members of Congress Congressional offices continually con-

tact the AIES for information about the academic and eligi-
bility status of higher education and vocational-technical
schools located in their respective districts or states.

15. 'National Institutes of Health - NIH requires current infor-
mation on the accreditation status of institutions in order
ta determine the eligibility of applicantfor research grants,

16. National Library of Medicine - Maintenance of current infor-
mation on the accreditation status of educational institutions
offering pre-medical curricula is a service performed by the

NLM. This information is used across the country by medical
Schools evaluating credentials of potential students.

,
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17. Office of Education --USOE program staff requires information
about the accreditation status of educational institutions
for administration of postsecondary programs established
der the Higher Education and Vocational EduCation statutes.
The AIES certifies to the-National Center for Educational

3 Statistics the eligibility of institutionsof higher edu-
cation on the basii of accreditation or an acceptable
equivalent, for inclusion in the Education Oirectory; Higher
Education, published annually' by the Office of Education,
and probably-tile most widely used publication issued by the.
Office. Such certification is.also made for other directories.

'18. Public Health Service - AIES certifies to the Surgeon General,
Public Health Service, the accredited or preaccredited-status
of medical, dental, osteopathic, pharmaceutical, podiatric,
and veterinary schools, to facilitate the administration of
The,Public Health Service Act. It also certifies to the Di-
vision. of Nursing, PHS, the accredited status (or acceptable
.equivalent) in the case of'nursing schools or programs'at
the hospital, associate, baccalaureate and higher degree
levels. This includes certification of nursing .schools ac-
credited by State nurse approval agencies.

-19. Social Security Administration - Students attending accred-
ited institutions of higher education are eligible to receive,
survivors benefits under Social Security legislation and SSA
sometimes requests AIES for this information.,

20. State Departments of Education.- Information on the accredi-
tation status pf institutions of higher education is requested
by state teacher certification offices. Historical data are
often needed by these offices.

21. State Higher Education Assistance Agencies - Information about
the accreditation and eligibility status of institutions is
constantly requested by these agencies which administer loans
to eligible students in.eligible institution's under the pro -

'visions of Title IV(b) of the Higher Education Act of 1965,

I

as amended.

22. Veterans Administration - Information on the accreditation
status of institutions is needed by the VA in their'adminis-
tration of the War Orphans-pEducational Assistance Act of 1956,
Publit'Law 82-550, the Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act,
first enunciated the responsibility of the U.S. Commissioner
of Education for publishing a list of nationally recognized
accrediting agencies which he determined to be reliable author-

. "
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ity as to' the quality of education and training offered_by ed-
ucational institutions and programs. The AIES suppliei the VA
with information necessary for the performance. of its functions
under the provisions of this act. I

'NON-.GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES_
1

23. American AssOciation'of University Professor g,- Information
is frequently sought by the AAUP as membership in this organ-
ization is.limited to faculty of accredited institutions of
higher education.

24. College Blue Book Corporation - Requests for information on
the accreditation status of institutions is made by this Com-
pany for use in their-publications.

.

25. Educational Testing Service - ETS requests informationfor
their own internal research purposes.

26. National Vducation Association -1 The NEA utilizes information
on accreditation in its research efforts.

27. International Association of Universities, Paris, France - This
organization publishes a world directory every two years and
requests a list from the AIE Staff .of accredited U.S. institu
Lions of higher education.

28. Peterson's Annual Guides to Graduate Study, Undergraduate Study -
This corporation consults AIES for information used in compiling
its guides. .;

29. Press (magazines and newspapers) - AIES receives requests from
the press for information about 'institutions currently in .the
news including enterprises designated as degree mills or subject:

to
such designation.

30. The.Public - Many citizens request current and historical iiifor-
illation about the accreditation and eligibility status of insti-
tutions of higher education and vocational-technical schools.

'
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STATUTORY AUTHORITY

The Office of Education's system for determining-institutional eli-,.
,gibility for access to Federal funds derives from a series of 13 specific

statutory mandates, passed' over the last 20 years ,(see :attached list).

Some of the laws have been amended and reamended, providing as' many as

ten or more interrelated eligibility institutions and programs, thereby,

adding to the complexity of the statutory qualifications for funding

eligibility.

Uowever, one can discern a basic common denominator or pattern of
eligibility emerging from these various enactments, as noted in the

attached eligibility chart. Briefly4'the chart relates seven or more
basic and distinct component elements of eligibility which must be con-

sidered in making am eligibility assessment or determination. These

elements include: Admissions; State legdi authorization;.Program
offerings and duration; Governance or Controf; Accreditation, 'or itrs

alternative. In addition, there are two "extrinsic" but universal re-

quirements de, to possible institutional exclusion from programs on
religious or sectarian worship grounds, plus'the affirmative requirement

of Civil,Rights compliance. Furthermore,7the 1974 "Buckley Amendment".

now adds the requirement Of compliance *ith educational records access.

and transfer-release standards pursuant to the Family Educational Rights

and Privacy Act of 1974.',

The five primary eligibility eleMents noted above, with minor vari-

htions, reflect minimum standards which define institutions in five

,broad categories:

-- Institutions of higher education;

proprietary'institutions of higher education;

-- vocational schools;

-- public area vocational schools; and

-- hospital schools of nursing. \'

The largest single category providing access to the widest range

of Federal education aid is that of "institution of higher education,"

the definition of which focuses upon.these eligibility elements:.

1) ADMISSIONS: "admits as regular students only high

schOol graduates or equivalent;'"

wa
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Variations quickly arise regarding vocational schools,
which can admit persona who have completed or left

elementary or secondary school; also, Qom-

plexities are generated, by those community/junior
colleges which actually practice "oPen door" admissions'
by affording access to students beyond g minimum age
(e.g. 18 years) -- thereby, producing contradictions
with the statutory language above.

2) AUTHORIZATION: "is.legallcy authorized (by its State--

to provide programs of postsecondary education;"

3) PROGRAMS: These can vary from prograMs leading to :

baccalaureate (or higher) degrees to two-year asso-
ciate,degrees, to include one year or six month pro-
grams which lead to gainful employment in recognized

occupations; .
. :

4) GOVERNANCE: The usual types of control-considered are:
public, private nonprofit, and private-for-profit, or
proprietary; "nonprofit" is defined as,being 'charEei-ed.

on ,a nonprofit basis, plus achievement of IRS certifici-,

tion as a nonprofit entity.

5) ACCREDITATION: The qualitative assessment of an insti-

)
tution qr program traditionally has been dete ed'in

IIIAMericari education by private, nongOvernmehla ed=

,==

iting commissions linked to educatiohal associ! ions.
, In accordance with pertinent Federal statutes; ccred-

iting commissions which have met specific recognitfOn
criteria established by the ,Commissioner of Education

r have their accrediting rulings utilized for purposes'

of Federal funding eligibility. In addition to 'attain- .

ing accredited or preaccredited status with a nationally
recognizied accrediting commission, the following alter- ..,

natives to meeting the. accreditation requirement have

been legislatively irescribed: 4

a) achievementof three institutional certificatidhs Of.,
transfer of Students and credits to thkee accredited

colleges; j

b) interim appr val by the Commissioner'S Advisory Com-
mittee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility

. for categories of schools which lack access to a-
nationally recognized accrediting agency; this has

't.

produced interim recognition of certain schools ap-

proved by:S ate procedures in 18 States;

'Ai... for.. A ,
'
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c) Specific State Agency approval:

1) Under the Nurse Training ALt - 8 States;

1

2) Under- the qlontl_elimendment"Cfor purposes
of certain student financial aid programs -'

12 Stat7s;

d) By a Commis/ioner's determination of "satisfactory

assurance" of accreditation,...,via a procedure recently-

implemented under the Higher Education Act of 1965.

Thus, it seems clear that accreditation is not tantamount to, or

synonymous with, .inst54utional eligibility for funding. While the

accreditation - eligibility element may be relatively laborious, expensive,

and time consuming, it is only One of -the range of eligibility factors

impOsed by law which must be satisfied. In addition, it should be re-.

called that.these elikibility elements comprise only the first echelon.

of requirements which must be considered, since individual funding pro-

grams also impose their own specific, substantive eligibilityrequire-
ments through regulation, after the initial steps have been met.

THE ELIGIBILITY SYSTEM IN OPERATION

In.implementing the eligibility. system, 'the Office uses the IIEGIS

(Higher Education General Information Survey form 1/2300-1) for conven-

tional institutions of higher education; and OE form 1059, application

for institutional eligibility for all other institutions.. These forms

provide basic institutional characteristic ,information, which, together

'with catalogs and other materials, provide information to help make

initial eligibility decisions. In many instances, such information is

cross-checked with State approval and licensing agencies, and with

nationally recognized accrediting agencies and. associations to verify

accuracy. A high percentageof error.is found in the information pro-

vided on these forms.

Primarily, the.USOE eligibility system focuses upon the seven fundat

mental elements Cited above admissions, authorization,

programs, control, accreditation), nonreligious status and Civil Rights

compliance. Specific other dataalso are assembled and -assessed with

respect to categorieS of schools such as Proprietary institutions; flight.

'schools (where'both FAA and VA certification approvals are required); and

--in addition, for unaccredited institutions, financial reports also may be

obtained.

'
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Eligibility Procedural Steps 1

f

. Educational institutions may establish eligibility to apply for
participation in the Federal financial aid programs provided through

i .

ourrent.legislat±on by meeting the
,

pertinent statutory requitements. .

. These requiremens differ in some respects from program to program,
but ini.:tiehtioA fulfilling the legislated requirements defihing an
"institution of higher education" usually are able to qualify- for
most of the pertinent programs administered by the Office of Education.

, I

f.-400,-

Arpostseconaary dducational institution seeking to establish its
. ,

,A eligibility forprogram participation is required to supply evidence
for review in order to determine whether Or not, it -meets the requisites '

of the particular program for which it is applying.. In general, the .

following procedure is'foll-Owed:,

,.....,;-
.

.
.

1) The institution risks the OffiCe.ok Education for infor-
.mation and application forms to dete tie its eligibility

to apply for ,programpATticipation;. ccieditation and,

Institutional Eligibility Staff (AI Staff)

2) The Office of Education supplies guidelines, attachments.
_= and application forms (HEGISo OE 111059) plus Civil

Rights compliance forms; : . ,

3) The institution returns the comp ppetts-d forms,. pluigpies
of its catalog; 4

o $4

4) The AIE Staff reviews the,informatiOn to discover whether
the institution 'qualifies under the statutory. definitions,

including,necessary Civil Rights'complianoe;

When institutional eligibility status is cprifirmed, the
AIE Staff, acting fot the Commissioner, issues a certi-'

4,4icate of eligibility ligting those Federal programs and
titres to which the, institution may apply; the original 's-r--<

notice isLsent to the institution', plus copi4s to the
OE program offices and units.

1
The initial determination Of institutional elipifityis mere*,

the first, echelon, or first phase,.of threshold eligibility, wherein
institutions are certified: to be .eligible to apply -for program; partici-

pation. On the basis of such certification, institutions,then,ard
directly in'touch with individual funding program adminigtratoirs, who
frequently require further information, proposal data., and other e1J-4
gibility requisites which also must be mete,.

6
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'Termination of Eligibility

Institutiolial eligibility is eubjeCt to termination wheneveran ay.

institution is found not .to be in oontpliance with one of the eligibility

elements. Past experience indicates that in the public and nonprofit

school sector, withdrawallf. accredited status is the Major source o'f'

such actions (usually produCedby school'closureS-di the end, of an
academic year or other period), while among proprietary schools, a larger

number of actions stem from changes in ownership and control.; ..

Once an institution's failure to meet a statutory eligibility re-

quirement is established, the following steps 'Are taken:-
,

1. 1AIE Staff notifies the institution directly, via '

certified mail, of thg information on which termina-
tion action is being -takne effectiveas of the date

of the:letier.--,:
"

. Program. Diredigors, Regional Offices and Guarantee

Agencies for the GSLP are providdd with a. copy of
the aboVe letters, Nhich, is stamped "Eligibility

Y

Termination - Important'- Action Required." % .'
.

.

4

&
I .

. Z . .

A new "suspension, limitation. and termination" Procedure.noW is

being-developed with rcgard to the Cuaranteed e*..4^nt,Lcan:Pi-qgram

(only) for which regulatidns'recently were publishea implement the

Commissioner's statutory authority to limit,, suspend,'or terminate -an

4
institution's eligibility to participate in the GSLP, notwithstanding

meeting the:basic legislated qualifications. The procedure includes

.provision for opportunity fora hearing and appeal, but it enablesthe

, .
'Commissioner, operating through designated officials, to suspend an
institution's prograireligibility,without notice for a short time; or,

after giving notice, to suspend eligibility up po .60 days; or to limit

"the institution's partICipation 'as to number or volume df loans, for ". '

cause, and after notice r,and hearing; and ultimately, the Commissione

may terminate an institution's eligibility for cause, after notice and

. os hearing, which includes'provisions for an appeal. 'These new proce-

dures are being implemented as the new regulations become effective in

April or May 1975.

.
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OFFICE OF EDUCATION ELiICBIT4TY SERVICE
TO OTHER AGENCIES' GROUPS'

/

The attached partial listing of agencies.and organizations cites g9
different agencies and audiences that are known to utilize eligibility
determinations and assessments Made by the Office of Education. The

extent of their reliance includes:

A. Indiyidual Institutional Determinations:

,To serve the needs,of the National.Institutes of Health,
the Justice Departments Immigration and Naturalization.

j Service, the Department of Housing and.Urban Development,
the Federal Trade Commission's inquiries into "spdrious
degrees," the Federal Postal Serviea'# mail fraud actions,
individual institutions and programs,are reviewed and
specific eligibility determinations are issued.

B. Lists of Eligible Institutions:

Listingd of institutions determined to be eligible for
various Office ofEducation programs are supplied to
other Federal agencies, through publications, mail
correspondence and telephone responses. Among such
activities assisted'are the Guaranteed Student,Loan
Program, including. its administrators, Federal and,
State agencies, lenders and guarantee organizations;
others include the Department of Defense, Federal
Miation Administration, Veterans Administration,
Social Security Administration, U.S. Civil ServiCe
Commission and other organizations as noted-in the
attachment.

c. Directory Publications:

i

In addition, lists of institutions, eligible for entry
in official publications' are,provided for various USOE
documents, such as the Education Directory:, Higher
Education, Accredited Postsecondary Institutions,
Vocational Education Directory, and Directory of Accred-
ited Postsecondary Institutions and Programs.'.

For example, within the Department of Defense, use of
the Higher Education Directory is known to encompd6s
all of 'the uniformed military services (plus the US
Coast Guard) for such purposes as: early ,release from

t .
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, In making its eligibility decisions; the Office of iducation calls

4 : upon and relies upon, many resources outside of itself. 'Pertinent .
, 0

.
*
, , 'statutes require that an institutionbAst,be accredited by 'a recognized

,Accrediting agency' or association; before ,it, may be declared, eligible

,t4or" pdrficiPatidt. ih.:Fedetally funded educational programs, The Office

,
i,bf EdUcation'hArtiogitited 63 Such agenciet', and is considering additional

ones which%havel yequested recognition. If no accrediting agency exists for

' ,i a
i5articgar-typ,e,or'in'stitution, the Office callS Upon an adVisory commit-

tee, ,or upon other organizetibn's for assispance, such as State approval

agencies. Xhese-agencies are becoming increasinelyimportant as the OE

intensifieb its,effbrts,to Protect the eduCationgi consumer.
.

,

.

..

1. It , In the private sector, Inaddition to-the 63 accrediting agencies,

the Office enlists tfie help' of organizations such as the Council on Pdit-

secondary Accreditation; the Institute,of International Education; and

similar organizations.: It. calls upon embassies. for information-abOut
% foreign schools in'determining their eligibility for participationin

.programs such.as the.Federally Insured Student ',ban Program.

g 1

. .Y

4 ° Since an unaccredited nod-profit collegiateinsfraitibn can be de-
,

dared eligible 'if three accredited schools will accept its credits for

student transfer, the Office calls upon registrars of accredited insti-

tutions for information about the credits they will accept from unaccred-

ifed si,hools.
e

9'

4 .

1
.

servicefor educational, reasons;-.admission to the

Chaplaincy Corps; Nurie Corps another:specialized
;'\pranches; numerous'education credits.awarded by the-

9Naining-commands,, end for administration of'educa7
-tional beneEitsand services, on a world-iiide basis.

Use of -the- Directory is supplemented on a -continuing

basiq by mail andtelephone inquiries. .

st

OFFICE OF EDUCATION USE OF OTHER AGENCIES, FED ERAL, v

STATE, AND PRIVATE IN ITS'ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS

CI

1.;

I'

At the State level, in addition to the State approval agengies

.4,walready mentioned, the Office relies upon actions taken by State licensure

. - and charter offices, by State Departments bf Education, by Skate Boards of

Regents, and by State Boards in specialities such as Cosmetology or Nursing.
...- .

.
,

At the Federal level, the Office cooperates with the Federal. Aviation

Administration in evaluating flight schools for el gibility purpothes. It

cooperates with the Veterans Administration and it State approval agencies.

It,Calls upon the Department of State for 3nforma ion about fbreign insti-

tutions. It has used the services of the Department of Rousing and Urban,

Developmentin assessing institutional financial stability.,

,

1" I
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In its efforts .to safeguard the educational consumer,. the Office,
.. of Education cooperates with the Office of ConsuMer Affairs, the U.S.

Postal Service, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Justice Depart-,
meat. Finally;

,

theAccreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff
of the Office of Education served as :the lead agency in the preparation

of
i
a report.by a subcommittee of the Federa?. Interagency on Educatibn

entitled Toward a Federal Strategy for Protection of the Consumer of

Education.

THINCREASING IMPORTANCE OF THE EVALUATIVE
FUNCTION AND PROCESS IN ELIGIBILITY DETERMIATIONS

.

The need'for evaluating educational offerings es-basic. The classic,

example 3.s -the Flexner study, which in the early 1900'Sconvinced both
the public and the medical professiOn of the need for reform in Medical

education. So significant ware the findings of ,the Fldxner studY, that

many medical schools closed in its wake; and a systet Of evaluation was

quickly developed to continue the evaluative process which was egun in

the report: The situation which, rompted.the Flexner study is tot unlike

that ighith Infronts'the Office ;today, given the diverse univelisp7of pest-

secondary.educational institutions and activities,, where there is a growing

scope and,renge of consumer complaints and abuses of Federal fi,Unding pro;

grafts, requiring a more penetrating evaluation of institudion's and programs
participating in Federal programs.' Indeed, contrary,to a body of opinion
which believes that the present system for establishing eligibilityfor
-Federal programs is overly complex, cumbersome; and discrimi atory, the
situation is one in which there are clear and evident defici ncies which

call for immediate correction. '
..

Educational institutions or programs in this ountry a e all subject

4
to the States in which they are located, or in which they d business.

.When institutions or programs apply for eligibility for va ious Federal
funding programs of assistance to edUcation, they are subj ct to the eli-
gibility requirements of each funding program,, and, in so'd instances, to

additional administratiye requirements, for each program, uch as the pro-

posed Waranteed Student,Loan Program regillaiorta; ror t 6 large majority

of institutions and programs participating in the postbe ondary funding

programs administered by the Office of EduFapion, acered tation is the ,

key eligibility, factOr.

The triad of State; Federal, and accreditation ove sight is by
necessity a complementary one. The ideal State, such na.envisioned by
the Education Commission pfthe Statei inits proposed model legislation
for approval of private postsecondary educational-institutions, sets
forth minimum standards which incrode the institution's ability to enable'

students to reach its educational Objectives, and ass ranee that it has
-

.

'
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the means of doing so./ SuCh standards alsoencompass adequate, fair,

and accurate information, for prospective students in regard to the

.jectivesi costs, and conditions involved. They require not only truth

in advertising, but also disclosure'of relevant information.' The major a,

'emphasis is Co provide a'admimal floor for protection of the public.
In current reality, the.Statea ate not varying levels.of sophistication
in approving educational institutions or programs, and even if all States

were performing at.4he optimum level, there would still be variance .

among the States in interpreting and enforcing requirements. Federal

regulations, such/as the proposed FISLP regulations, primarily require
the keeping of records and reports for the purpose of efficient program

'administration, la/it:hough the FISL regulations also require the mainte-

nance of a..keaso able refund policy and the ptovision of basic, stati'-'

tical data to the student. Accrediting agencies do not have the
regulatory function inherent in State and Federal program regulation.
HoWever, they provide a depth and consistency to the evaluative process
which,is not present to any great degree in Federal oi'State regulations,
and thdir judgments are relied upoh by Federal and State authorities'.
.CoVering a wider geographic area than that of a single State-, such
agencies have direct access to educational expertise on a national or

regional basis. This ensuresagainstytovincialism and facilitates. the

free movepent,a6ong the States of students, faculty, and graduates in the

.various professiOns. Also, far more than establishing a minimal base of

quality, such as would be accomplished by good State regulations, aCcred-

itihg sf-Audards,ore desigrW to. fester constant educational iliiprovencnt.

Removal of the special evaluative services provided by accreditation, or
the failUre of any past of the Federal, State, accreaitation triad/to

function inian optimal manner, leaves-our.loosely-constructed educatIonal

- system vulnetalAe Lo various kinds of entrepreneurial and educational abuses

CONSEQUENCES OF THE ABSENCE OF THE EVALUATIVE
FACTOR FROM THE ELIGIBILITY SYSTEM :

The educational, consumer and the taxpayer .expect the Federal Govern-

ment to invest the public funds idsely. Although the Office of Education

has stressed that institutional eligibility forTederal funding doep not

inSure/quality education, the consUmer'and)the taxpayer appear tofassume

that institutions which the Government has deemed eligible for Federal

assistance have been appropriately evaluated and Meet at least minimum

;
level of operational performance and quality. 7

The student who invests in an ipstitution with the GOvernmentis

stem o)f approval expects that the training offered by that institutidn

u113. help him to achieve his particular goals; he needs Assutance,that

the educational Program of the school is current and that its faculty

t1r qualified. He wants to know that the school is financially stable

4 el
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and that its facilities and equipment are adequate and appropriate for

the goals of the institution. The public expects thaeschools for health

professionals, engirieers, architects, aid technicians* produce',graduates

who are competent to protect the healthIland safety of the public. Any

system which deterilines:eligibility en the basis of quantitative data,or

single-purpose indicators, and.msoludes the evaluative process, fails to

provide. these assterances to the public.'

'
Whenever' the evaluative process is absent from or deficient in, any

one of the three components of "the eligibility system -- State regulations,
1

accreditation, and Federal program requirements ong consequence 'is the

exposure of the public to a variety of educational consumer 'fraud's.

The States,, for example, playa critical. role in attesting to an

institution's ability to function as a bona-fide institution. In States

where there is no mechanism to evaluate school facilities, advertising,'

and financial.stabilitY, the public is particularly easy prey to dishones

school operators. Even in States where there are licensing requirements,

some institutions which are very similar to degree mills flourish. Thes

schools are able to meet the minimal licensing requirements, but provide

education of dubious quality. As it becomes more difficult to distin-
iguish between nontraditional educational institutions and quasi-3egiri'mate

enterprises, 3t is evident that the evaluative apparatus of many States is

not adequate to guatantee the public that it is spending 1trmoney for

qualitZ7 education. The need for additional concurrent 4114Pmvir4nt

judgmenta;is required.

Even when State approyal systems do contain an adequate evdluati e

mechanism,.they may fail to stimulateinstitutions-to improve beyond

,.minimally acceptable levels of performance. 'Accreditation has tradi ion-

ally been relied upon to perform this, function. Evaluation in the'

accreditation process is partly a matter of institutional or progran

self-evaluation, which ,requires the institution to identify and tor ect

its deficiencies. Self evaluation, which is an element not usually

found in the State approval process, places considerable responsib lity,

for improvement upon the institutions or programs, therselves. Ac red-

itation also provides for tvalualion accordingto one set of nati nal

standards. Employers and,Ptudents can thus make judgments on the,basis

' of a school's compliance with one, rather than 50 sets of standard's.

'Elimination or reduction Of t evaluative functiori from tie eli--

.gibility system would mislead the ublic, who rely upon the Gov rnment

to provide access to minimally acceptable education. It leads eventually

'to frauds and the waste of public funds. It also permits inst tutions,

which also reap the benefits of public funding, to shirk respnsibility

for the. improvement of their educational programs.

j- .
-
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`In response to the increasing awareness of educational abuses, therei
havebeen recent measures .to shore 4 the evaluative functions" within each

facet\of the Federal,,State, accreditation_triad. As mentioned previously,

the Education Comiission of the States has developed PropoSed model legis-7

lationor approval of the private postsecondary educational.institutions'
which co tain standards relevant to the attainment of educational objec-
tiVes,- t uth in advertising, and the disClosure of certain, basic data.

It, should be noted also, that the model legislation affords recognition

, to the significance of private accreditation, and permits State egencies
to accept f,he determinations'of the accrediting agencies listed by the

U.S. Commissioner of Education, provided that.the State agqncy may likihe

any further necessary investigation 'as in its judgment may be necessary.

On the Federal side, the proposed'Fdaeral Insured Student Loan Program

Regulations r uire such eval .tive techniques as the assessment of a

prospective st dent's ability to, benefit frAta course of study, prior

to his enrollme t, and establish requirements for the evaluation of a

participating in titution's financial status. Accrediting agencies which

desire recognitio , or continuation of recognition, by the Commissioner,

of Education must emonstratt compliance with the revised, Criteria for

Nationally Recognized Accrediting, Agencies and Associations, publishdd
.

on August 20, 19174, which contain such new elements'ast considerationwhich
of the rights, respotribilities,,and interests.of students, the general

public,,the academic, professional or occupational fidids involved, any

institutions; securin of information which demOnstrdtes that the insti-
tutions or program coaGucts an, on -going program of evaluation of educa-

\tional.outputs; and mai i tenance of d program of validity and reliability

of educational standards The various agencies. sponsoring the Federal

Interagency. Committee on \Education have participated actiyely on-tie

Committee's Subcommittee on, Educational Consumet Vrotection, wlttc.h
recently developed a report on ToWard a Federal Strately for-Protection

of the Consumer of Education. The report gives recognition tb-the.use-

fulness of each facet: of the Federal, State, accreditation triad, and

recommends wayi for-improvetent of the system, including improyed cooper-

ation of the various components within it.
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t Exhibit D

NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED
ACCREDITING AGENCIES AND ASSOCIATIONS,:

*CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR
LISTING BY THE U.S. COMMISSIONER OF. EDUCATION

AND

CURRENT LIST

JANUARY 1975

by

The Accreditation and Institutional,Eligibilty Staff

.U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE'
,Office of Education

Bureau of PostscondarY Education
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ROLE OF VOLUNTARY ACCREDITATION'

. .. 1;1

c.*

0One of the distinctive features ",Of American-education is that the developtent

and maintenance of educational standards are the responsibilities of nongoverh-.

mental, voluntary accrediting associations. The Ofticetof EducatiOn is cogni
zant of the invaluable

contributionwhich the voluntary accrediting associations
have made to the development of educational quality in the Nation. It is the

policy of theOffice of Education generally to support and encoukawthe various'

recognized voluntary accrediting associations in their role as the primary,

agents iii the development and maintenance of educational standards in the United
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NATIONAL IfECOGNTTIOlt0FACCREDITIN11 AGENCIES AND ASSOCIATIONS
0,y

.0'

ACCREDITATION IN THE UNITED STATES ' .

-

The United Stateg has no Federal ministry of eaucatinn or other centralized authority..

exercising single. national control over educational institutions in this country.
The States assume varying degrees of contra over education, but in general, insti

tutions of, higher education are permitted to operate With, considerible_independence

and autonomy, As a consequence, American educational institutions vary widely in the

and quality of their programs. . A' °

.

° In order to insure a
the United, States as

tional institutions
national,scopte have,
program and ,have dev
determine whether or

basii level of quality, the practice of accreditation arose in

a means of conducting'nongovernmental, peer'avaluation of educa

programs-. Private educational associations of regional or

opted criteria reflecting the qualities of a sound educational

loped procedures for evaluating institutions or programs to'

not they are operating at basic levels of quality.'"

FUNCTIONS OF ACCREDITATION

1. Certif g that an institution has met established standards;

2. Assist' g prospective students in identifying acceptable institutions;

3. Assist' g institutions in determining the acceptabilityof transfer

cre s; . .

'4. Helpin to identify institutions and programs for the investment Of

pub c and private funds;

5. Prote ting an institution against harmful internal and external

pr ssures; . ,

6. Cre ing goals for selfimprovement of weaker programs and stimulating

: general raising of standardp among educational institutions;

7. In lying the faculty and staff comprehensively in institutional

evaluation and planning;

8. tablishing criteria for professional certification, licens?re, and

for upgrading courses offering such preparation; and

9. Providing one basis for determining eligibility for Federal assistance.

;

THE A

Accr

ITING PROCEDURE
a

diting procedure usually involves give basic steps: °

-1. Standards: The accrediting agency, in collaboration with educational',

institutions, establishes standards. 10:-

2: Selfstudy: The institution or program seeking accreditation prepares

a selfevaluation study that measures its performance against the

standards established by the accrediting agency. 1-

3. Onsite Evaluation: A team selected by the accrediting agency visits

the institution or program to deterthine first hand if the applicant

meets the, established standards. ,, .

4.' Publication: Upon being satisfied'that the applicant meets its

standard, the accrediting agency lists the institution or program:

in an official publication with other similarly accredited instatu-

tionkor programs.'
,

.
,..,

5. Reevaluation: The:accrediting agency periqdiCaily reevaluates they

institutions orlorograms that It lists to ascertain that contihuation

-of the accredited status is warranted:

o

1



TYPES OF. ACCREDITATION

a

-2-

In general there are two types of accreditation:
institutional or general, and special-

ized or prpgram.

Institutional accreditation
is awarded by the secondary and postsecondary commissions

of six regional accrediting associations
which together toyer the United States,

American Samoa, the Canal Zone, Guam, Puerto Rico, the Trust Territory of the Pacific

Islands and the Virgin Islands. The six regional accrediting agencies and States

within their jurtsdictions are:

Middle States Absociation of Colleges and Secondary Schools:

Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, Ntw Jersey,

New York, Pennsylvania, Canal Zone,.Puerto Rico,

Virgin Islands.

New England Association of Schools and C011eges:

Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Eampshir) *

Rhode Island, Vermont.

Nordi Central Association Of
Colleges and Secondary Schools:

Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,

Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,

New M6ico, rorth Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota,

West, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

Northwest Association of §tcondary and HigheriSchools:.

Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington.

Southern Association of'C011egesand Schools:

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,

Mississippi', North Carolina, South Carolina,

Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Mexico.

4
Western Association of Schools and Colleges:

CalifprniaNawaii, American Samoa, Guam,'Trust-

,
Territory of the Pacific.

Regional, or institutional,
accreaitation applies to the total institution and signi-

fies that the institution as a whole is achieving its objectives satisfactorily. While

the procedures of the regional accrediting commissions
differ somewhat in detail, their

rules of eligibility, basic policies, and
standards are similar: The nine postsecondary

commissions of the regional associations appear on th Commissioner's list of nationally

recognized accrediting associations. The regional as ociations also maintain sevbn

commissions dealing with secondary education, four of hich are recognized by the

Commissioner. One association*has
established a commis n for accrediting elementary)

schools.

4

;

Specialized or program
accreditation is conferred by a number of organizations which

are national in scope, rather than regional, and each of which represent a specialized

area, such as architecture, cosmetology, law, practical nursing, teaching, or trade and

technical education. A primary purpose of specialized
accreditation is to protect the

public against
professional or occupational incompetence.

While many of the specialized accrediting agencies accredit schools, departments, or

programs situated within collegiate or other postsecondary
institutions, some of these

agencies also perform-evaluations of
entire.institutioEs. much is the case when der-

tai single, purpose or other postsecondary institutions, are not tligible for regional

accreditation.
Unlike the regional

coMmissions, the specialized accredit*, agencies

and associations demonstrate marked variation among their criteria for accreditation;'

definitions of eligibility, and operating procedures.
There are 49 national specialized

accrediting agencies and associations
recognized by the U.S. Commissioner of Education,

one of which functions at the secondary level.
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In view ofthe diffdring emphahes,of the two types of accreditation, institucional

accreditation by the regional commissions should not becorisj.dered as being equivalent

to specialized accreditation. Institutional accreditation does.alotyalidate a_special

ized program or institutional division in the same manner and to the same extent as

does specialized accreditation.

Further, while atcreditation.by.a
nationally'recogpized accrediting ageriCy-listed by

the U.S. Commissioner of Education is one of the most reliable indices of'educatiohal

quality availableln this country, and signifies that an institution or program has

met certain standards of educational quality, accredited institutions or'pro grap

beshould not considered to be equal in quality.

Also; neither institutional.nor specialized accreditation nec'essarily gives assurance;

of the transferability of credit earned in one institution to 'another or of acceptance

of graduates. by employers. Acceptance of students or graduates is always the preroga

tive of the receiving institution or employing ofgantietiOn. '

.---

For these reasons, students should take other measures te'determine whether their edu

cational goals will be met, prior to enrollment. These measures include checks with

prospective employers or institutions to which transfers are desired and personal

inspection of the institution in which enrollment'is contemplated.

NATIONAL RECOGNITION

For purposes of determining eligibilitylfor United States Government assistance under

certain legislation, the U.S. Commissioner of Education is required to publish a list

of nationally recognized accrediting.agencies and associations which he determines to

be reliable authorities as to the quality of training offered by'educdtionel institu

tions and programs. Most institutionsthus attain eligibility for Federal ftuits by

way of accreditation' or preaccreditation by one of the accrediting bodies recognized

by the Commissioner of Education. In some legislation, provision is made for special

qualifying steps that may be taken as.alternatives to the normal accreditation process.

The commissions of theoregional association§ and the national accrediting agencies

which are recognized by the ComMissioner have no legal control over educational insti

tutions or programs. Theyrpromulgate.standards of quality or criteria of institutional

excellence vid approve or admit to membership those institutions that meetthe standards

or criteria!'
,

i

THE ACCREDITATION AND INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY STAFF

.

1
.....

In the summer of 1968, the Commissioner of Education established a special staff to

deal with accreditation and eligibility matters: Located in the Bureau-of POstcecond

aryEaucation, the staff, the Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff, has

the following major functions:
. . t

1. Continuous review of procedures, policies, and issues in the area,of

'the Office of Education's interests and responsibilities relative
to accreditation and eligibility for-funding;

/
^

2. Administration of the eligibility for funding process's , ,

3. Administration of the process whereby accrediting associations secure

initial and renewed recognition by the Commigsioner Of Education;

, '4. Liaison with accrediting associations; , .
,

'5. -Consultative services to institutions, associations, other FelEFil
__

agencies, and Congress regarding accreditation and eligibility fcir

funding considerations;

ti

-
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6. Interpretation and disSemination of *icy relative to accreditation
and eligibility for funding issues in the case of all appropriate_
programs administered by the Officef Education;

7. C8nduct and stimulation of appropriate research; and ;

8. Support for the Commissioner's Advibory Committee on Acceditatidn
and InStitutidnal Eligibility.

ADVISORY COMMIllhb ON ACCREDITATION AND INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY,

,Established by charter under the Federal Advisory Committee Aqt (P.L. 92 -463), the.
Advisory Committee is composed of 15 members selected from varieus begments of the
secondary and postsecondary, edukation community, the student /youth population, State
departments of education, professional associations andVehe general public.

The Committee functions toassist the U.S. Commissioner of Education in the perfOrmance
of eligibility determining duties imposed by P.L. 82-550, the Veterans' Readjustment'
Assistance Act of 1952, and'subsequent legislation. It also serves to.advisp him on
broader pblicy matters,and specific isdues.relating to accreditation and institutional
eligibility for Federal funding. Specifically, the Committee is mandated to:

1. RevidwAll current and future policies rel ting tcl the responsibility
of the Commissioner for the recognition designation of accredit

. ing agencies and associations wishingito by designated as nationally
recognized accrediting agencies and aSsociations,,and recommend
desirable changes in criteria and procedures;

'2. Review all current and future policies relating to the responsibility
of the Commissioner for the recognition and listing of Statg agencies
wishing to be designated as reliable authority as to the quality of
public postsecondary vocational education, and of nurse education,
and recommend desirable changes in.criteria and procedures; .

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Review'and advise the Commissioner of Education in the formation of
all current, and future policy relating to the mRtter of institutional
eligibility;

Review'the provisions of current-legislation,affecting Office of Edu
cation responsibility in the area of accreditation and institutional
eligibility and suggest needed changes; 4

Develop and recommend to the Commissioner of Education criteria and
procedures for the recognition and designation or accrediting agencies
and associations in accordance with legislative prbvisione,. Presi
dential directives, or interagency agreements;

Review and ilcommend to the Commissioner of Education for designation
as nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations of
reliable authority all applicant accrediting agencies and associations
whicnmeet criteria established under, (5) above;

e-

Develop and recommend to the Commissioner oftducation Criteria and.
ptocedures for the recognition,' designation and listing of State .

Agencies in accordance with statutdry provisions, Executive Orders,
or interagency agreements;

8. 'Review and recommend to the Commissioner of Education fot designation
as State agencies of'reliable authority as to the quality of public
postsecondary vocational education, and of nurse eddcation al/ appli.
,cant State, agencies which meet criteria- established under (7) above;

54
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..._

.

9.- Develop, under the eAhority of the Vbeational.Education Act. of 1963,E

....,

as amehded and:repdmmend for the approvalof the Commissioner of Edu-
:. catign, standards and criteria for specific categories of vocational:

Itraiirinstitutions which have no alternative route,by which to .

establish eligibility for Fedral funding programs; ' - .--

,

10. Develop, under the authority of -the. Higher EdUcation Abt of 1965, as .

amended, and recommend ror the approval 0-the Commissioner- of Educa-''.
tion, standards and criteria for specific categories of institutibps
ta;'higher education, forWhich there is no recognizedraccrediting
:11§ency or association, in orderto establish eLigibitity for. Federal

funding Programs; . . .
. .

.:n---

.

....",_

.

Maintain a continuous review df Office oi Education administrative
practice, procedures and judgments and advise the Commissioner df -.

needed chances; ",..,--

5 ,

11.

'

12. 'Keep within its purview the.accreditation-and approval process as it

develops inll levels of education;

13. Advise the Commissioner of Education concerning the relations of the
Office with accrediting agencies or associations, dr other approval

loodies as the Commissioner may request; ,

-
4

thIv14. Advise the Commissioner of Education, pursuant to e BUreau of the.

Budget (Office of Management ana Budget) policy dated December-23, '

1954, regarding,theaward of'degree-granting status-to Federal:

agencies and institutions; .

J
6a' ,

15. Not later than-March 31 of each-Aar, make an annual report orits .

activities, findings.and.recomm
-

endati.ons. ''' :
.-

.

,

.

dill-TER-TA, AND PftOCEDURES'FORUEOGNITiON OF NATIONALLY
RECOGNIZED ACCREDITING AGENCIES AND ASSOCIATIONS

The following information, concerning the criteria and procedures for recognizing national

accrediting bodies was published in the Federal Register on Augdst 29, 1974, underitle

45 Public Welfare, Chapter L--Office of Education, -Department of, ealth, Education,

and Welfare. ,
.

) . .

.

. . '

PART 149 -- COMMISSIONER'S RECOGNITION FROCEDURESFOR NATIONAL ACCREDITING

BODIES AND STATE AGENCIES
..,

Subpart A,-Criteria.for iationhlly Recdgnizediccrediting AgenCies ;and

'
Associations'

Sec.

149.1 Scope.

'149.2 Definitions,-1
149.3 Publication-nflist4
149.'4 Inclusion on list.
149.5 Initial recognition; renewal of recognition.

149.6 Criteria.

o ^ -
0
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Authority: 20 U.S.C. 403(b), 1085(b),
1141(a)1 1248(11); 42 U.S.C.293a

..(b),...295f-3(b),, 295h-4(1)(D)/ 29813(f);. 8 U:S.C..1/01(a)-(15).(F); 12 11.4...8
1749c(b); 38X.S.C. 1775(a). '

.. .

SUBPART ACriteria for Nationally i'ReCogniZed Accrediting Agencies and
Associations - "

. .

# 149.1 Scope. ._-_;".:-
w;

Ac.creditation.of institutions or Programs of institutions by agencies or
associations nationally recOgnized by the U.S. Commissioner of Education
is a prerequisite to the eligibility for federal financial assistance of
institliti'ons and of.the students attending such institutiona.under a 4de
.variety of Federally supported programs. The recognition of such agencies-''
is reflected in lists, published by the Commissioner in the .FEDERAL REGIST'BR.
Inclusion on'such list, is dependent upoh the Commissioner's finding that any
such recognized agency or association is reliable authority as to the qual-
ity of training offered. The ,Commissioner's recognition is granted and the
agency or association is included on the list -only when it MeOts. the crite-
ria established by the Commissioner and...set forth in 0 149.6 of tHis part.

g 149.2 Definitions.

"Accrediting" means the process whereby an agency or association grants
public recognition to a school, institute, college, university, or special- .
ized program of study,-,which meets certain established qualifications and
educational standards, as,determined throughlnitial and periodic evaltia-
Lions. The essential purpose of-the accreditation Pruc:e5.8 is to provide d.
professional judgment as to the quality of the eduCational institution' or
program(s) Offered, and to encourage continual improvement thereof;

"Adverse accrediting action" means denial of accreditation or :oreaccred-
itation status orfthe withdrawal of accreditation or preaccreditation status;

"Agency or association" means a colvoratidn, association, or other legal
entity or unit thereof which has the principal responsibility for carrying
out the accrdditing function; ..
"Institutional, accreditation" applies to ,the total institution and signi-

.. fies that the institution as'a whole is achieving its educational objectives
satisfactorily; .

"Regional." ire cOndUct of institutional accreditation in three or
More States; .

,"Representatives Of the public" means representatives 'who are laymen in
the sense that they are not ,edUcators 'in, or members of thr.., profession for
wh4.ch-the students are ing-prcp.tfu5,d, nor in any Way are directly related

It to the daistitutions or programs being evaluated;
. ..

"States" includes the District of Columbia and. territories Sand posilessions
of- the United 'States:- - . ,

. U.S.C..,2141(6.))
- ' .

g149.1 Publication of list.

Periodically the U.S. Commissioner of Rducaticin will publish a list dui
th 'FliA.T.. REGISTER. of.' the accrediting agencies and associations which ",

he de erminesto,he, reliable' authar4ies as to the quality off' training =.
,offe d by educatiottal ,institutions or programs, dither in a:geographical:

area :Or in a specialized field, 'The general scope Of the 'recognition'';;,'.
,Draritect to each of the' listed accrediting bodies will "also pVaist.ed.:-,='''
(20 U44.4141(0) : '' ',/''

"i, ,' f' r '; * , , I .,: f
I r

6 149:4 ,, 10clusiori,on:,1t, .
, i ' t

'', , "
.,,, ' ,,,,,.. .

Any adcroditing agency ior association.`,vilitOhl'Oalpirea7to be listed by,,the...
Commissioner as.,,meeting,;the ,criteria sO ..0.0"4*i.8.149.6 sho.114 ap in

.

4

I
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Writing to the 1:tirector, Accreditation- and Institutional. Eligibility Staff,

. Bureau of Postsecendary Education, Office of Iducatiohl.liashington, D. C.

20202. 2' -

-6 149.5 Initial recognition and renewal of recognition. ,

'la) For initial recognition and for renewal of the accredi-'

'iting agency or.association wiLl. furnish info:illation establishing its Com-

.pliance with the criteria set forth in-6 149.6. -This information may be -

.supftlementdd by personal interviews or by review of. the agency's facilities,
records, personnel qualifications, and administrative management. Each .

agency listed will be reevaluated by the ComaisaiOner at Iisdiacretielli
..but at least. once every for adverse decisinindai.-1;ecome final

-without afibrding opportunity for a hearing. ..

. (b) In view of the criteria set forth in' 6 149.6, it ,is Unlikely that,
more than one association or agency will-qu forredognition (1) in a
defined geographical area of jurisdiction or (2)) in a defined field of

program specialization within -secoridary or postsecondary education. If two

or more separate organizations in a defined field do seek recognition, they

vi]. both be expected to demonstrate-need 'fol. their activities and show that

, their accrediting activities do not unduly disrupt the affected' institution

or program.
(20 1141(a))

- 6 149,.6 Criteria.

In requesting designation by the U.S. Commissioner orFducation as a ne-
.. tionally recognized accrediting agency or association, an accrediting agency

or association must show: .
.

a Functional aspects. Its functional aspects will be demonstrated by:

-1 Its. :rope of operations:
.

i The agency or association is national or- regional in its scope of

.operations.
,... .

(Li) The agency or association -clearly defines in its charter, by -laws br

accrediting standards the scope of, its activities, including the geographi-

cal area endthe types and levels of institutions or programs covered.,

2) -Its organization:
(1) The agency or association has the administrative personnel Lnd proce- ,

dures to carry out its operations in a timely,and effective manner., -

(ii) The-agency or association defines its fidcal needs, Manages its ex-
-

.
penditures, and 14..,,-. adequate financial resources to carry out its operations,

. ,

.

*- -as shown by an externally audited financial'statement. - .,...

(iii) -The -agency's, or association's -fees, if any,. for the accreditation

process do not eiceed.the reasonable cost of- sustaining and_ improving the
.

process.
,: :

' ,(iv) The agency or association ..)..sesuirnpetent. and knowledgeable persons,

qualified by experience and training, selects such-yersOnsl'in accordance' -

with -"fiondiadriminatory Pra.ctices: (A) -to participate on .visiting: evalua-
tion teams; <B) 'to"- engage--in, consultative .servides for the ,eValUation and #

aebredition- piocess; an (C)--to serve on policy and decision-Oak:111g bodies. --t,

= '(i.r), The 'agendy-, or association :includes on each visiting evaluation team
at-least One person who is nob a meniber of its policy.or decisionemaking

body or As administratiite staff. .., ,

(3) ItS procedures: ,.: ... . ,,

(i.)- The agency-4)r asscsciation.saaintains, clear *definitions of- each leVel.

-of,,,acer,eilitation stittUs_andlethhaer:Clearly written procedural -for granting,

'denying, reaffirming, revoking, and 'reinstating such Accredited 'statuses.

. ' (ii) ;The- agency or ,associ.ationi if it has,"develOped g pre,accreditation'

, status; rovides fox'.-the application- of criteria and 'prOcedarcs that are,,

related d.n an appropriate_ manner to those- employedlor accreditation.,, :

0T,1*43W by a visiting team. ''.,- .s , ..,.,"_. - , '.accrediting rirOce$q;iristitutiptiai tit; program selfranalysis And an-on-site ..(iii) The,,agency.or association requirAs,,, as integ!,ral girt or it's

i ;'--5
.

'. ' , g
- ....

1V
.

r

,
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.

(A) The self-analysis shall'be
a qualitative assessment of the strengths

and limitations of the institution on program, including the achievement of,"institutional or "program Objectives, and should involve a representativeportion of the institution's
administrative staff, teaching faculty, :Am- -.dents, 'governing body; and other appropriate constituencies..

(B) The agency or'association provides written and, consultative guidance -to the institution or.program and to the visiting team;,

(b) Responsibility. Its responsibility will be demonstrated bkthe wayin_which "--
-

. ,(1) Its accreditation in the field in. which it operates serves clearlyidentified needs, as follows:
.

(i) The agency's or association's
accreditation program takes, into Etc-

'

.count.the rights, responsibilities, and interests of students, the general
,public, the'academic,.proressional,- or occupational fields involved, and: inbtitutions.k

,

.
.

.
.

,(ii) The agency's or association's purposes And objectives are-clearly,, defined in its charter, by-lawS,,on Accrediting standards'.
.

2)--It'is responsive to the public interest, in that: .

. i) The agency or association
includes representatives of the publicin it's policy and decision-Making
bodies, or in'an advisory or consultativecapacity that assures attention by the policy and ,decision-making bodies. ,-. "-,s (ii) The Agency or association publishes ox otherwise Okes"pObli4Y

available: .

The precedures utilized in arriving at decisions regarding the ac-
33))

,

A The standards by which institutions .or programs:ere evaluated;

. 'creditation status of°an institution or program; % -:,, 0) The current-atcreartation status of institutions on-prrograms end''''the date of'the next currently scheduled review op reconsideration ofaccreditation; t

(D). The names-nd affiliations of members of its policy add
making bodies, and the name(s) of its principal l-adMinistratiVe persOOdelc .. (E-) A. description of the wnership,

control:and-_,4pe*.of legal-o
irgan

- - - --.....
zation of the agency or association. ..

.,,. . : .(iii) The agency or association
provides Advahce:noticeof-proposed or-revised standards to. all persons,' institutions., and,organizations significantly affected by its accrediting prod0Wand.prov-Pea-such perpons,institutions and organizations adequate apportumAyto comment on such

standards' prior to-their adoption. -- .., - .

, , .- ,.;(iv) The agency or association has writted-phicedurebHfortho revie0.-of complaints pertaining to institution * 4 program quality, as theserelate to the agency's standards;
and-demisnstrates-that_such procedures" ere adequate to provide timely treatment*Isuch cemplAints in a-Manner

-, -Ithal. is fair and equitable to the comulaihant.end;to the institution-or ,,,'i ,/

,

program.
.....-

. (3) It assures due process' in its accrediting" prbdedures, as demon-4 -,,, '

(tS
strated in part by:, ., . ' . , -',., --:-.. , :,:'-. . "- ,- (i) Affording initkal eVaittation .-ii-i'itip ridstitutioni. _or- prOgrams onlywhen- the chief-, executive officer .efthe

institution- applies for edcredi-- itation of the institutionii:Ofits
prograttf- .

. ,(ii) Rieviding fOr.adepateAcaSsion thAig, an on=iite visit between._the visiting taamend:the
teiztity.yadreinistrative stark, students, and

(iii)i'llualiOtqAt'0:ereialt. of -an avaluAtioriVisit, e--written report/

- ,..other appropriate persons; ---" "- ..- - -_ -'

to the.institutiOn'orpogrim.OMMedti&On
areas of.-ptrengths; areasneeding iMprOvetent"gnde'when

apppopritte,:euggesting means of improvement-. and includt4g:SPedi4b_ardaS,=if-ain6*04-the
institUtiodor program may -not be in compliance*OhitheAgeners-stan4ards4.

... _1.(iv)-Providing tha,ehict eiecutlyeofficer of the institution or piegramwith an opportunity, to coMment=apOhahe written report and to Me supple-r-:
Mentairmatei-ials peAinent to-the lacts'and conclusions in the- written re-'port-Of theyiSitingteawbefore

theeccrediting agency or associationtakesraction.Othe reiortj

WM'
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Ll(v) Evaluating, when 4prapriatet.the reportof the visiting team in the

presence of a member o£ the team, preferably thi chairman;

_(vi) providing for the withdrawal of. accreditationonly for cause, after

wrrevie,'or when the institution or program does not permit reevaluation,

...after due:notice;
.

Yipviding the chief executive officer ot thg institution with a

specific statement of .reasons for any adverse accreditiqg action, and notice

of'the right-tp_sppeal such action; =

(viii) Establishing and implementing published_ rules of procedure regarding

4ppeallErWhieWwill'proVidefor: '

iNo change in, the Accreditation status of the institution or pidgram

-pending disposition of.ap appeal;
(B)' ,RighEtto 1,hOiringthefOre the appeal bo dy;

(C). Supplying the chief executive officer of the. institution with a written,
decision of the appeal body, inclUding a statement of specifics.

(4) It has demonstrated capability and willingness co foster ethical practices

among the institutions or programs,which irt accredits, including equitable student

tuition refunds and nondiscriminatory practices in admissions and' employment.

-(5).. It maintains a program of evaluatiOn of-its educational standards designed

to assess their validity-,and reliability.- -

.

(6),-It secures;sufficientqualitative iotoaht4en regarding the institutionvor

program which shoirs_an on-going'program of evaluation of outputs consistent with,

.the educational goals of the-institutionor program.
.(7) It encourages experimentaland innovative programi to the extent that these

are conceived andimplemented in a manner'which ensures the quality and integrity

of the institution qr*program,'
(8) _Itaccredits_only those institutipns'or programs which meet its published

,

standards.anedfmonstrates that its standards,' policies,_and procedures are
'.fairly applied and that 'its evaluations are conducted and decisions rendered under

conditionathA assqie,:an *Partial and objedtiVe judgment.
0) It -reevaluates at reasonable intertals inseitutidns or programs which it

NasacCiedAted.
It requires that, any referenda tdIts.aCcreditation of accredited institu-

tionA And.progtams clearly specif.ies theafeas,aad,leV4'Ior which accreditation
teas been reCeiked.

`(d) Reliability- Its reliability is d4monstr'ited.hy
ay Acceptance throughout the-United 'States gfjEs pplgieaf:evaluation methods,

and decisions by educators, edudational institutions,,'-146end%og bodies,- practi-

,.tionfits, and,employers;
(2) Regular review of itt standards, policies 4,nd-preC42UreA,",:in order that the

. k evaluative process Own, support bonstructiVe atialyais;',einpiiiiStaetors of cri-

.tical importance,,and reflect the, educational and iraiuing:tded4.;..pf,thestudent;

(3), Not lessthan'twO years. dkperience as an accrediting agen6Y pr association;

(4) Reflection in.the composition of its, policy'andAecis4oximakinOodies of the
community of interests dfiectly.affected by the scope oaf its accreditation..

(d) vAutonomous. Its autonomy is demonstrated"hy evidence that 7- :

(1) I;'performs?no function that would be idconsistent:With the forMation of an
independent jUdgment of the quality, of an educational program'Or institution;

, (2) It prOvides,..in its operating procedures against conflict 'of interest in the -

rendering of its jUdgments and decisions._
(20.U.E.C. -1141(a)) .;

t

.

1

Ofr% oy..4*lurnirr.,ryt.....,", ....10., ,77,

s.
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RECOGNIZED. ACCREDITING AGENCIES

Regional Accrediting Commidsions

Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary School's
'llariy W. Porter, Executive Secretary
Cdmmission on Higher Education
Gateway One, Raymond Plaza West
Newark, New Jersey 07102

New England AssociatiOn of.Schools and Colleges
Robert R. Ramsey,.3r., Director of Evaluation
Commis;lon on Institutidhs of Higher Education
131 Middlesex Turnpike '

Burlington; Massachusetts oiRoq

Ralph 0. West, Director of Evaluation
Commission On Independent Schools
131 Middlesex. Turnpike
Burlington', MassaChuset.ts 01803

Richard J. Bradley, Director of Evaluation
Commission on Public Schools
131 Middlesex Turnpike
Burlington} Massachusetts 01803

Daniel S. Maloney, Director of Evaluation '.
.Commission cin Vocational Technical Institutidos
131 Middlesex Turnpike
Burlington, Massachusetts %01803

North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary ScboOls.
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education
'Norman Burns, Director* the Commission
Joseph .I. Semrow, Executive Director
5454 South Shore Drive .

Chicago, Illinois 60615

Executive Secretary, (VAcant)
Commission on Secondary Schoold.
5454 South Shore Drive
Chicago, Illinois 60615

Northwest Asso'ciation of Schools' bpd Ileges
James,F. RemiS, Executive'Director.
CommiSsion on Higher'Schools
3700,=11 Uniyersity Way,.N.E.

Seattle, Washington 98105

SoUthern'Association of Colleges and
Goidon W. Sweet, Executive Secretary-
Commission on Colleges
795 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

bob E. Childers, Executive Secretary

Commissionon-Dccupational Education Institutions`
795 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta,Georg4a 30308

4
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Western Association of Schools and Colleges

Harry.D; Wiser; Executfve Secretary.
'AccredAing.Commission-for Junior Colleges

Post Office Box 4065 .

.Moto, California 95352
. .

J. Wesley Berry, Executive Director
Accrediting Commission for Secondary Schools

1499 Bayshore Highway . !

Burlingame, California 94010

Kay J. .Andersen, Executive Director
Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges

and Universities
cia Mills College

..

Oakland, California 94613.

.loardef Regents (for institutions within 'New York State

registered by theOffice of Higher Eduation, the State

Education Department)

Ewald NyqUist, Commissioner of Education.

State"Education,Department
The University of the State of New York

Albany, New York 12224

I

National Specialized Accrediting Agencies and Associations

! ARCHITECTURE
(5year programs leading to a profeskonal degree)

.National Architectural Accrediting Board, Inc.

Hugo G. Blasdel, Executive Director

1735 New York Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

ART
(professional school and programs)

National Association of Schools, of Art

William Lewis, Direc,tor
Commission on Accrediting
College of Architecture and Design
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104.

_ASSISTANT TO THE PRIMARY CARE PHYSICIAN
(programs for the assistant to the primary dare 'yeiCian)

Council on Medical Education, American Medioal AssociOtion, in

cooperation with ,Ithe Joitkt Review Committee on Educational \Pro=

grams for the Asdistant to the Primary Care Physicrian, which is

sponsored by the American Academy of Family Physicians; Ame lean

Academy of"Pediatrics, American College of Physicians and eri

can Society of Internal Medicine

C. H. William Ruhe, Secretary
Council on Medical Education
535 North Dearborn Street
Chicago,dillinois. 60610

,«ev.Mottr's rr"."*.'14 11"..1"..."t -. evvvvr.1.0--.
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BIBLE COLLEGE EDUCATION

,(3-year ins4itutes and 4- and 5-year colleges)
American Association of Bible Colleges-

John Mostert, Executive Director
Box 543
Wheaton, Illinois 60187

BLIND AND VISUALLY HANDICAPPED EDUCATION .
(residential schools_for the blind)

National Accreditation Council for Agencies
andVisually Handicapped

.

Alexander F. Handel, Executive Director
70 Madison Avenue
New York, New York 10016*

Serving thBlinaj

BLOOD BANK TECHNOLOGY

(programs for the specialist in blood bank technology)
Council on Medics' i Education, American MadfcalAssociation,:ift

'cooperation with the National Accrediting Agency for Clinical
.

Laboratory Sciences, which is sponsored by the,American Society
' for Medical-Technology and the AMerican Society of Clinical

Pathologists, and in collaboration with the AmerfCan Association
of Blood Banks -

C4 H. William Ruhe; ',Secretary

Council.on Medicel'Education
535 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60610.

BUSINESS,

(baccalaureate and -master's degree programs)
American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business

.Yesse M..Smith, Jz., Managing Director
4r,160 Office Parkway, Suite 50

St. Lodis, Missouri 63141

(private junior and senior colleges of business, and private
business schools)

Association of Independent Colleges and Schools
Dana R. Hart, Executive Secretary
Accrediting Commission
1730 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

CERTIFIED LABORATORY ASSISTANT EDUCATION
(educational programs for the certified laboratory assistan

Council oh-Medical Education, American Medical Association, in
cooperation with the National Accrediting Agency for Clinical
Laboratory Sciences, which is sponored,by the American Society
fOr Medical Technology and the American. Society of Clinical
Pathologists .

C. H. William Rube, Secretary
Council on Medical Education
535 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60610

62
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CHIROPRACTIC

(programs leading to the D. C. degree)
Council on Chiropractic Education

Orval L. Hidde, Chairman
Commission on Accreditation
1434 East Main Street
Watertown, Wisconsin 53094. a

r

..5

13

CLINICAL PASTORAL EDUCATION ..

(professional training certers)
.

Association for Clinical Pastoral Education
Charles E. Hall, Jr., ExeCUfive,Director

-.. . .Interchureh Center, Suite 450
,

- 475 Ri;lerside Dive .: 1

New' York, New 'Yoir 10027' '

COSMETOLOGY r 5 .t

(edametology schools and programs)
Cosmetology Accrediting Commission

James R. Taylor, Executive Director
25755 SouthfieleRoad
Southfield, Michigan 48075

-%

CYTOgECHNotOGY
' (educational.prograMs for the cytotechnologist)
CoUncil'on Medical Education, American Medical Association, in
cooperation with the National. Accrediting Agency for CliniCal
Laboratory Sciences, which is sponsored by the American Sobiety
for Medical Technology and the American Society of Clinical,
pathologists,

C. H. William Ruhe,*Seeretary
Council on Medical Education
535 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60610'

.
.

:DENTISTRY ;

(programs leading to D.D.S. or D.M.D. degrees, advanced
dental specialty prograMs, general practice residency
progrhms and programs in dental hygiene, dental assist '

- ing 4d dental technology)
American Dental Association

/Thomas J. cinley,. Secretary

Commission on. Accreditation of Dental
and Ddntal Auxiliary Programs

211 East Chicago Avenue
Chicago,Illinois,, 60611 .

DIETETICS

(coordinated undergraduate orogiams in dietetics 'and
dietetic internships)

American Dietetic Association
s Gloria Myers, Coordinator, Program Evaluation

"620North Michigan Avenue
Chicago, Illinoik 60611 ,

ENGINEERING

(firstProfysaienal degree prpgramain engineering, sraduate'
programs'leading to advanced entrynio the engineering

,profession, and associate and baccalaureate degree programs
in engineering technology)

Engineers' Council, for Professional Development ,

David R. Reyes-lCuerra, Exeeutive,Director
. 345 East .47th Street

New York, New York 10017

""r.7"."LA5:^'
yr, tritr , r ,
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'FORESTRY 0 ,

(professional schooA)
1

.

Sopetylof American,Forestera
. . .-,.

Donald R. Theoe,. Director of Professional Programs

1010 - 16th Street, N,11% '

Washington, D. -st 20036,
_

4

'

. . -

v -4 4 2-

FUNERAL SERVICE EDUCATION
(independent tcpoolsand collegiate departmelqs),

American Board of4eneral Service Education

H. Ford, Administrator

01 Columbia Street/
Fairmont, West ,Virginia: 26554

, 4 ''-
4/ .

,HISTOLOGiC TECHNOLOGYi , .

(prOgrams forlthe histologic techniCian

Council, on. Medical Education, American Medical Association,;,

cooperation with the National Accrediting Age4cy ot

Laboratory Sciences;
I.Adch.,is sponsored by the AmerAcan gociety,

fot Medical Technology,, and the Amer can Society of.Clinical,

.' Pathologists
.

Uh

Council on Education

535 North Dearborn Street

. Chicago, Illinois 60610

HOME STUDY EDUCATION ,
(private correspondence schools)

National Home Study'CouOil
William A. Fowler, EXecutive Secretary',

Accrediti46mmissioh-
1601 -7 18th §tfitt,'N.W: ,

Washington, D. C. 20069',,.
0

HOSPITAL ADMINISTRATION
,

(graduate programs)

Accrediting Commission on,Graduate,-Edu
1:7

cation'for'Hospital,',0

Administration K a

Gary,L.),Filerman, ,Exccutive.Secretary.'
-

One Dupont! Circle, L a

Washingtonl,,D. C.120036
a,. ? ,

, 4
JOURNALISM ,

v.

(baccalaureate Professional progras):'

American Council on Education for Journalism

Ehskett MoSse, Executive
SedretatY " '

`

Accrediting Committee . 9
't.

4
NorAwpspern University .

4

215 Fisk Hall t ,

Evanston, Illinois 60201

LANDSCAPWRCHITECT* !
,(first plofessional degree progr'ams5

-American Society 'of Landscape Architects

Gary Robinettea%Associate Executive-Director
*lb

1750 Old Mehdow Road
.McLean, Virginia '22101

.4

C. H. Wi iam Secretary

O

CO
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(professional schools)

' American Bar Association *.
. . -.

Frederick R. Franklin, Staff Director
Section of Legal Education and Admissions to the Bar

-1155 East- 60th Street . 0 -

'Chicago; Illinois 60637 ,

.

...,

:--LItRARIANSHIP . ,

(5-yeai programs leading Eo the master's degree)

-,4merican Libiaty-Association
.

.

Agnes L. Reagan, Accreditation Officer
Committee On Accreditation

- 50 EaSt Huron Street
Chicago, Illinois- 60611

ATICAL ASSISTANT .

,
,

. .

(private medical assistanti educational institutions and

programs) ' . -

Accrediting Bureau of Medical Laboratory Schools

''.-2--_ Hugh A. Woosley; Administrator ,

--,303$14est LeXington Avenue, Oak Manor Offices

'Elkbart,IIndiana A6514 . ., '

:,(ane- and two -year Medical assistant, programs)"

-:ColuiCil: on Medical Education, American Medical AAatclatibn, in
,

z(cOperAtion with the Curriculum Review Board, American AiiOcia-

:tied-tif Medical* Assistants '

'jC:.',H. .William,Ruhe, Secretary ,

T--,.COUncil qn Medical Education ,

''.535 North'Dearborn Street ,

--',.Chicago, Illinois 60610

-1161aL., 2Lii$RAT0RY, TECHNICIAN EDUCATION
(technical schools and programs) '

A401Ifing Vorean of Medical:laboratory Schools
.

...--AlghlA. Woosley, Administrator
' -3036:West Lexington Avenue, Oak Manor Offices

.- ,Elkhart, Indiana 46514 -
.3: g

. .

, .

(technical programs)
.

. .

COtInfydrPMedical Edutation, Americanlledical Associapion, in
eooperati011with the National.Accrediting Agency for CliniCal ' '

ytabotator $tiences, which is sponsored by the American S6ciety
.. - , -,

-forMedical.TeOnology and the AmericanvSociety of Clinical

Pa_tiliAogists -. ,

e',Ci 'M: Rohe, Secretary i
q

.

"cdono41 on Medical Education
.<545:PoirA Dearborn Street.
"'::ChiagV, Illinois. 60610'

,., , :, "

,-
MEDICO IkE0011D :46CATIOil , ,

, OrograIng for medical record adminstrators and medical

-recOia',technicians- ' ,

Cduacif/404edidat Education, American Medical Association, in

,*#0ation.yith-:kith Equeation*and Registration Committee, Ameri-

ligniffed#4aecord Association
,,

O'OL'ilinh'e, Secretary, , .

OUncil.on Medidil Education
'*4initlijiearborn-Streex
Ctliba.ge.," Illinois' 66610

N:

, '
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' MEDICAL TECHNOLOGY

.

0 (profeshional programs) , .
..

C
is

t
:

Council on.Med4cal Edutation,'AmericanMedical Association; in

. . cooperation with the National-Accrediting AgeRcy for Clinital . .'

Laboratory SCienceshich is sponsored by the Ameritan Society0 .

. ,
for Medical Technology -and .the American Sqciety ofecliniCal .

Pathologists
. I ....i. : C. H. Ruhe, Secretary -, 1.

c

Council on Medical Education
' 53 North Dearborn Stibet

! t

J

Chicago, Illik.oii . 0610. ,
-

. , , .

c r

c.

,.-

MEDICINE, % ,' -. .

4rograMs leading to .the 1.0.,Aestbe)
Liaison Committee on.Maditalducation-repreeentifig the Council on

Medical' Education, AmertitanaMbdicil,Assoeiation, 'and the. Executive ,

Council, Association.pf.Airieall'Mkaitagn' ' .?-.

(1.4 even-numbered'ytar0 -- I'. ,_

C. n: William Rube, Secretary /
_. -

Council on Medldel EdUaatiOn.

American MedicalASsakiaipki,'
535 North, Dearborn'Streit;'.

Chicago? Illinciiic- t0r6iG:'..

(in odd-numb'ered:year

John A. D. Cooper,'Prident . ,...

Association of American Medical C011agek

One Dupont Citdle, 'N.W.,,.Suita 200: :

Washington, D:, G. 20036''

MUSIC
(baccalaureate and, graduitedegrse programs'"

National Association o.,Schools of Music
Robert Glidden? Exetlitive Secretary,
One Dupont Circle, j1.44.', Suite 650'

Washington, D. C. 20036

.

NUCLEAR MEDICINE,TEChNOLOGY
;0 (programs for themuclear medicine technololOst and nuclear.

medicine technician)
Council.on Medical Education, American Medical Association, in t

cooperation with the Joint Review CoMaiitteebn Educational. Programs

in Nuclear Medicine Technology, which te spansored by the American

College of Radiology, /American Society of Clinical Pathologists,

American Society for Medical Technology, American-Society of Radio-

logic Technologists, Society ofNuclenr Medicine Tehhnologists and

Society of Nuclear Medicine .

.C. H. William Ruhe,,Secretary,
Council on Medical Education
535 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60610'

NURSING
(professional 0Hoolsof nurse anesthesia)

American Association of Nurse Anesthetistn,
Bernice.O. Baum,: Executive Director

111 East Wacker Dhvo'..
Chicago, Illinois 60.60I:

, -

(pratical nurse progAmis)`.
National Association for Practical Nurse Educatipn and Service

Lucille L/ Etheridge; Executive.Director,
122 East 42nd Street
New York,,Naw York .1007

100, 0...er
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(profedsionaf, technical' and practical nurse program0

National League for 'Nursing
Margaref E. Walsh, General Director and Secretary.,

10 Columbus Circle
.

New York, New York 10019
.

. ,

,

OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY
(professional programs) . ,

--;

Council on Nedical_Education, American Medical Association, in

cooperation:Kiththe,Accreditation
Commitreg, American 0..ccupar

tional Therapy Association

C. ii.. William Ruhe,'Secretary'

Connell on Medical Educaeiow

-.535 North Dearborn Street .

Chicago, illinois: 60610

0CCUPATIONAL, TRADE AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION

,(private trade .and technical. schools)

National, Association
of Trade and Technical "Schools

William A. Goddard, Secretary 1%,..

t , Accrediting Commission
2021 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036'

Aft

OPTOMETRY
(professionalprograms)

American Optometric Association

Ellis S. Smith, Jr., Executive Secretary

Council on Optometric Education

_ 7000 Chippewa Street
St. Louis, Missouri 63119

OSTEOPATHIC MEDICINE
(programs leading to the D. O. degree)

American Osteopathic ASsociation

Philip Pletcher; Director

Office of Osteopathic 'Education

212 East Ohio Street
Chicago, Illinois 60611

PHARMACY
(professional schools)

American'Council on Pharmaceutical

'red T. Mahaffey, Secretary

71. West Washington Street

Chicago, Illinois 60602

PHYSICAL THERAPY
(professional programs)

Council on Medical Education, American Medical Association, in

cooperation with the Committee on Accreditation in Education,

'American Physical Therapy Association

C. H. William Ruhe, Secretary

Council on Medical Education

535 North Dearborn Street
Chicago, Illinois 60610

T'

Education
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PODIATRY
(baccalaureate and graduate degree pregramal

American Podiatry Association
John L: Bennett, Director
Council on Education
20 Chevy Chase Circle, N.
Washington, D. C. '20015 '-'

:
41;

.10

PSYCHOLOGY
-

- -

(toctoral and internship programs in clinical and counseling.
psychology, and doctoral' programs in school psycholOgy) '

American Psychological'Association
Ronald B. Kurz, Associate Educational Affairs Officer.
1200 - 17th Street, S.W. '

Washington, D. C. 20036 'I

PUBLIC.HEALTH
. (graduate professional schools of public health)
CounCil on Education or Public Health

Janet StratissolExecutiva Director
c/o American Public-Health Association
1015 - 18th Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

RABBINICAL AND TALMUDIC EDUCATION
(rabbinical and Talmudic schools) -77----

Association of Advanced Rabbinicaland Talmudic
Abraham J. Tannenbaud, Executive Director

:Accreditation Commission
175 Fifth Avenue, Room 711
New York, New York 10010 .

, -

Schools,

RInoLoGic TECHNOLOGY*
(two-year programs for radiologic technologists and radiation
therapy technologists) ' .

Council on Medical Education, American Medical Association,in
cooperation with the Joint Review Committee on Education in Radio -
logic Technology, which is sponsored by the American Collegeof
Radiology and the American Society Of,Radiologic Technologists

C. H. William Ruhe, Secretary
Council on Medical Education
535 North Dearborn Streets
Chicago, Illinois 60610

"RESPIRATORY THERAPY
(prograMs for respiratory therapists and respiratory
therapy technicians),

Coun lemon Medical Education, American Medical Association,
in coopera Review committee foP.Respi-
ratory Therapy Education, which is sponsored by the American
Association for Respiratory Therapy, American College of
Chest Physicians, American Society of Anesthesiologists and
American Thoracic Society;

C. H. Wil1iam,Ruhe, Secretary
Council on Medical Education
535 North Dearborn.Street

' Chicago, Illihois 60610 r

1
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`ROCAL WORK
(sasfeentancFbacCalaureate degree-programs)

Council:on Social. Pork Education
. .

Alfred Stamm,, Director
Division of Educational Standards

.345 East' Steet
-New YOrk*, New York 10017

!WELCH PATHOLOOY A ND AUDIOLOGY
(maser's degree programs)

American Speech and Hearing Association
Gene Powers, Chuirman

-Education and TfAining Board
9030.01d Georgetown Road .

Washington, D. C., 20014

TEACHER' EDUCATION

(baccalaureate 'and graduate degree progrNms)
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher. Education

° Rolf W. Larson, Director
1750 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D: C. 20006

-19.-

and' Accreditation

THEOLOGY
(graduate professional schools) ,

iation of Theological Schools in the United States and Canada
Jesse H. Ziegler, Executive Director
Post Office Box 396

1Undone, Ohio 45377

VETERINARY MEDICINE
(programs leading to D.V.M. or V.M.D. degrees)

American Veterinary Medical Associaticin
W.-M. Decker, Director of Scientific Activities
600 South Michigan Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60605

ASSOCIATIONS AND AGENCIES RECOGNIZED AR
THEIR PREACCREDITATiON CATEGORIES

The following nationally recognized accrediting agencies and associations are currently
recognized by the Commissioner as reliable authorities to establish satisfactory assur-
ance through awarding preaccreditat'ion status to educational institutions and programs.

Regional Accrediting .COramisAons

Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools
Commission on Aigher Education - "Candidate for Accreditation"

ti

New England Association of Schools and Colleges
Commission on Institutions of Higher Education -- "Candidate
for Accreditation"

. Cgmmisiion on Independent Secondary Schools -- "Recognition

.of Candidacy 'for Accreditation," "Correspondent"

N

1
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Cwission on. Public ',Secondary SIChoois '...Ti' "Rano
-- . - -

Candidacy for Accreditation" , -: ...:--
- -; , .' o

4
" ..

.: -.

Cemeission on. Votationil Tecuatal-Inatitutions
Candidate

.
for Accreditation "'

r,

. .

, -. . -''' . ,-
North-Central Association of Colleges- aASecondarx Schaible.:

' Csaceission...on.inatitittionsof-aigherEducation-:IPCindidate-,--i--
for`' Accreditation" - .-

, .
Vertheest-Association of-Secondariind Higher Schools: I--

... Coimisiion on Higher SCHOolsi----"Candidate for4dcrecIliatioe"

SoUthein Association of C011eges-and Sehoole - "-' '..

Commission on College! 7:- "Candidate for AccreditatiOh" .

Commission on Occupational Education'Institutione7= '

"Affiliate".

Western Association of Schobls and Colleges
Accrediting 6;0am:don for Junior - Colleges -- "Candidate:

for Accreditation"

Accrediting Commiehion*for Secqndary Sctioola "Candfdati

fot Accreditation"
.s

Accrediting.Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities --

"Candidate for Accreditation"

National Specialized Accrediting
Mencies and Associations

American Association of Bible Colleges -- "Ass'ociate

AmerieaO,Association of Nurse Anesthetists --
Approval of Schools Committee -- "Preaccreditation"

"Provisional Accreditation"

American Dental-Association
Commission'On Accreditation of Dental and Dental
Auxiliary'Progtams -- "Accreditation Eligible"

"Reasonablelesuraoce"
"Pfeliminary, Approval"

American..Optometric Association
Counciln Optometric. Education - "Accreditation Eligible"

"Preliminary Approval"

American Osteopathic Association
Office of Osteopathic Education --

' "Provisional Approval"
"Preaccreditation Status"

American Veterinary Medical Association
Council on Education -- "ReasonableAssurance of-Accreditation"

t

I
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'Natidcia/.:-.4536ctiition, or Spiob34 -0 ts- Art -;::.'"
crisiselon- on AccrieditIrig 1-,,,T-ariilidacy Status",
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The cto is an annual Puhl-lChtiop.Irepirect. by the AO'cieciitatiOn-end fzietititional^
Eli a3 tY, Staff off' the it.S.-Afiffite _of, Edudation. It contains lists oS eduatiorial
institutions and programs having accredited status or rerognized, preaceredited statue-

' with the regional and specialized accrediting agencies end 'aisociationslisted by ae,
D.S..Conwnissione of Education. copies of the Diredtarzt may belxu4chadad' from the

Superintendent 'iNDocurnerits,U:S. Goyirnment. -Printing 0/fide, WaShington, D.C. 2002.1

A.

4
NOMOVERNMEng. eOcgonaTilid AGENCIES

.

__,..- . 1

The Council of Regio Stlibol Accrediting-CoMmiasiona 31r4es-is' the cobrdin4ing agency
., for-the seven somas:5i 'ns on secondary edudation of the regional: associations. Its

general,purpose is to de an organization through which the- regional .comaIssions'
for secondary schOols unite and coninunicate -Mi. advance the cause°4if voluntary inati- -

' tut:Joh-loosed-evaluation accreditation fOr public and rion-public schools ant for a - --.
diversity of other types of secondary schools. .- ...'- ' _

-- . -
--- . .1

, "--- - . -- : -_ - "
.

' The Federatiori- of -Regional AcCrediting COliTsisisionS: of Higher Education*, which -was- ei---: .

tablishei in 1964,1 coordinates. the4tOrk of the poStsecohdary corimisaions .Of the regional,

..,' . accrediting associations. ,Currenti,y,, the Federation pnctflons to establish`prizidiplal 7..

-' and 'policieh, at the. national leyel totbe-adtninistered by the regLOrig ,connriSai.jons -in '
-=earring on their- accrediting actiyities. It also coiirdinat'es thg, rictl.vitips 'of tf:Leq.b.:'

cosutsbionse,..tThe Pederation -41rictions to assist institutions'of. higher education Ali

meeting the Problems of changing times and sponsors various ilesearch-s.prp3acti- aimed-at
- the development and improvement of -Institutional,. eyaltiationlechniques. - .' . -": `

. - s ,
... _...:

-
.

The-National. 'Commission ow-Acct -wad established in. 1949 by'totges 'arid wilier- ''' --

eities to serve as a coordinating agency for Specialized. acereditingAct4Viti'es in -

., collegiate- tilucation. *A IJO.-srate agency, the National _Conirriaaion hai worked as' the,
agency -fox' its member'educational institutions in granting recognition-to Accrdditing
'agencies, helping to improve accrediting steniards and practices, fostering Increased --

cooperation among accrediting agencies, and recommending action concerriing specialized
accreditation to :itti members.. ,' -- -3: . , .-

&
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RECINNITION.Pf aAft..AGE.24C45. 1

Putfoses of' eletleialining tAtssfstarice under certain -legislat ion:, the Co)amissiOnef,ofEducation's re!quiree*tO -Tubilifl" lists -9i State. agetiCieS,:fOt- approvAt
tptiblic poststicOndary, vocational educatioii., and. far. atiprOyal. of .bourse ,education,_ which he ,hat to be 'reliable_ authorities'_concerning the quality of education or training.,,offer.ed-,by-edutafiorial

or'prOgr-als.' Statit -agencies' desiringt co;le.listed-Oy -'the Colunissidner of;Edireatitin, mutt submit petitions for recognition.- .demonstrating, comPlianse with the relevant criteria -contained, .doeument.- All- -petit'ions are received-4nd. reirieWed ;by the ACeeectitMion -Itnd institutional EligibiIity,StaffiZEureau of Postsecondary: rEducatron,*frith, aiaokitS -other duties., -PrOvides,adMinistratiVe -services tc-.1.the. _Commissioner ,-6.f EducationlS'AdVisory temmiftee on. rccreditationAnd .Institittional
t .7t''e Oaitmistionirls ComMitiee Accreditation. and -PV.stit14i.Pna,l,Eligibility.: was -.eStablished-'..ilt_May: 198$,- and-As:chartered'*FederaI Advisory , is CO-members, .selected from various segments. O-f the Seconday,

cOMMunify, -the -s-ttldintlybuth population, State slepartme
professional- atsociat,ions and the 'general puttli-d7 Thefunct;Ons to assist V,ie commi4ioner of Education in t,heligibility determining dutres. imrised by -71.1...8-af..55
ReacUdstment Assistance Act of 19.52-,-, and subsequent leg"" also serves to advise him qn broader -polity matters-and,,issues relating to accreditation, and institutional-ehifunding. 'Speciffcally,,, 'the ,CoMmittie is mandat

- ROView all airrelit,-and future :poicies,rela
responsibility, of the Commistioner'fbr ,the

7,, designation'of acrediting agencies- and as
to be -designated as nationally recognized at
And associations, and recommend, desirable 'eh. . and procedures;--.,,

tr-
2., Review alai, current and future policies e to, the

, re spont ibil ity, of ,the Commissioner for th,eand listing of State .'agencies wishing to: be: designated. ;as reliable, aUthority a* to the quality of public --

Postsecbndary 'vocational education, 'arid- of .-nurte _ediicatton,rand recatmend desirables"esirab 1 ti" changet - in criteria and..prOcedures-

r
osedl'o

and. Postsecondery.-.
ts. of -education,:
amiaittee; -

pefOrmance.,
sgecific

ng to., he
dogni -iqn And .

rediting,igenciet
nge's'in

. r

t.

,31. Review and advise the Cokraissioner of Educatioji in the '.. '.forMation, of all. current dnct future. p,oity'relating to the--matter of institutional eligibility; ' _ ,-1.0, . . - e , . ,-
,..4. Review the provisiOnS of-current legislation affecting Cffiee ,--of Education responsibility in the area of taccreditatjon and;

-.. .., institutional eligibility and suggest thangesi ,..:. -... ...

Develdp and recommend to the Commissioner of Education, Criteriaand vrocediUres for the recognition and., designation of accreditingagencies and associations in accordance with legislative provisigns4- 'Presidential directives, ot intefagency agreements; , ....,.
'- *C. itevieW,and recommend' to the- CommiSsioner of Edu'cation fox., designation s -national ctly recognized acediting`AgenCits andassociations of reliable authority all applicant accrediting. agencies. and, associations 'whi.-ch meet criteria established under(5) abov,e; . --. _ ..

.

'

-
T.; 'Develop and'recommend to the Commissioner. Of ;Education,g,s;triterra and procedures. for the fpcogOgon",;apsiena,tfiniand listing of State agencies. in accordance ,with'Statutory ;provisions:, Executive Orders, Or interagencyi egreementa-,.:,

,.- , , ,S. ;Review and recommend.to,fthe =Commissioner of ,Ediicatibri"for -.°_° , !
.. . , .'designation .as.'State-figencies of-reliable authdrity A'S:to ,the qudlity. _of .publiC, postsod.ondary 'VoCational education,' `.." and of ntIrse education, .a14- Appticant,State agencies ,-which...

-Meet-^dritepa established under (7). 'above; :.,--; - ,,,,-)

'
I , c
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9.- Developi,under the authority of;the Vocational Education
Act' of 1963,,as amended,: and recommend for approval of
the Commissionerof Education,, standards, and cTiteria -;

for specific categories': of vocationartraining institutions
which have noalternative route by which to establish
eligibility foeFederal funding programs;

10. Develop, under the authority-of the.Higher Education Act
", -of.1965_ as amended, andf'recOmmend-for the approval 'of

the COmmiSsiOner of Education, standards and criteria for
, . specific `categories of institutions of higher education,, .

for which there is a recognized accrediting agency or '
association, in ord i. to establiskeligibility for Federal

. funding,programs
! e i

11. Maintain'a-cOntinuous review of Office of Education
administrative practice, procedures and judgments and

-aavisethe,Commissioner of needed changes;

12. Keep within its purview the accreditation- and approval
procesS-as.it develops in all levels of education;

'AdviSe the Commissioner of Education concerning the
relations of the Office with accrediting agencies or

a'ssociations,'or other approVaI bodies as 'the Commissioner
. ,

may

14. AdVise the Commissioner of Education--pursuant to the
Bureau of the Budget (OfficeAof Management and Budget) .
policy dated December 23, 1954, regarding the award of
degree-granting status to Federal.agencies and institutions;

15. Not-later than March 31 of each year, make an annual report
of its activities, findings, and ,recommendations.

CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR RECOGNITION OF STATE
AGENCIES FOR THE APPROVAL OF'PUBLIC POSTSECONDARY

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

*

The following information concerning the criteria and procedures
for recognizing State agencies for the approval of public
postsecondary vocational education was published in the Federal
Register of August 20, 1974; under Title 45--Public Welfare,
Chapter I--Office of.Education,.Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. These criteria and procedures are companion to
Subpart A of Title 45, Chapter I, Part 149, which outlines the
frriteria and Procedures for Listing of Nationally Recognized
Accrediting agencies and. Associations.

.rl4

' .1
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PART, 149:COMMISSIONFA'S RECOGNI-
TION PROCEDURES FOR NATIONAL.

EDITING BODIES AND STATE
IES,

Subeed 3Criteria ter State Agencies

See.
14120 Scope.

. 1021 Publpation of list.
14822 Inclusion on list.
10.23 rattle recognition; reevaluation.
141.24 Criteria..

Aurnearrl: Sec. 438(b) of the Higher Edu-
.0ation Act of 1965, Pub. L. 89-329 as amended
by Pub. L. 92-318.88 Stat. 235.264 (20 V.S.C.
107-1(b) )

. Subpart 8Criteria for State Agencies
149.20 Scopes

(a) Pursuant to section 438(b) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 as
amended by Public Law 92-318, the
United States Commissioner of Education
is required to publish a list ofState agen-
cies which he determines to be reliable
authorities as to the quality of public
postsecondary vocational education in
their respective States for the purpose of
determining eligibility for Federal stu-
dent assistance programs administered
by the Office of Education.

(b) Approval by a State agency in-
cluded on the list will provide art. alter-
native means of satisfying statutory
standards as to the quality of public
postsecondary vocational education to be
undertaken by students receiving assist-
ance under such programs.
(20 VS.C.1087-1(b))

149.21 Publication of list.
Periodically the U.S. Commissioner of

Education will publish a list in the Pen-
na. RMLSits of the State agencies
which he determines to be reliable u-
thorities as to the quality of public post-
secondary vocational education in their
ntspective States.
(20 17.13.0.1087-1(b) ).

149.22 Inclusion on list.
Any State agency which desires to be

listed by the Conimissioner as meeting
the criteria set forth in § 149.24 should
APPLY in writing to the Directot, Accredi-
tation. and Institutional Eligibility Staff,
Bureau of Postsecondary Education. Of-
fice of Education, Washington, D.C.
20202.
(20 V.s.C.1081-1(b))

$ 149.23 Initial recognition, and reeral
usable.

For initial recognition and for renewal
of recognitiOn, the State agency will fur-
nish Information establishing its compli-
ance with the criteria set forth in
I 149.24. This Information may be sup-
plemented by personal interviews or
by review of the agency's facilities, rec-
ords, personnel qualifications,- and ad-

.s.s. so. rsess.e.ssfe,

4

t '

RULES AND REGULATIONS

znInIstrative management. Each agency
listed will be reevaluate.1 by the Com-
missioner at his discretion, but at least
once every four years. No adverse de-
cision will become final without afford-
ing in opportunity for a hearing:
(10 V.5.0.1017 -1(b) )

$ 149.24 Criteria for State agencies.
The following are the criteria which

the Commissioner of Education will
utilise in designating a State agency as
a reliable authority to assess the quality
of ptiblIc postsecondary vocational edu-
cation in its respective State.

(a) Functional aspects. The functional
aspects of the State agency must be
shown by:

(1) Its scope of :operations. The
agency:

(1) Is statewide in-the scope of Its op-
erations and is legally authorized to ap-
prove public postsecondary- vocational In-.
stitutions or programs;

(11) Clearly sets forth the scope of its
objectives and activities, both as to kinds
and levels of public postsecondary voca-
tional institutions or programs _covered,
and the kinds of operations performed;

(111) Delineates the process by which
it differentiates among and approves pro-
grams of varying levels.

(2) Its organization. The State
agency:

(1) Employs qualified personnel and
uses sound procedures to Carry out its
operations In a timely and effective
manner,

(11) Receives adequate and timely
financial support, as shown by its ap-
propriations, to carry out Its operations;

(iii) Selects competent and knowledge-
able persons, qualified by experience and
training, and selects such persons-in ac-
cordance with nondiscriminatory prac-
tices, (A) to participate on visiting teams:
(B) to engage in consultative services
for the evaluation and approval process,
add (C) to serve on decision-making
bodies.

(3) Its procedures. The State agency:
(1) Maintains clear definitions of ap-

proval status and has developed written
procedures for granting, reaffirming, re-
voking, denying, and reinstating ap-
proval status;

(U) Requires, as an integral Part of
the approval and reapproval process, in-
stitutional or program self-analysis and
onsite reviews by visiting teams, and pro-
vides written and consultative guidance
to institutions or programs and visiting
teams.

(A) Self-analysis shall be a quilitative
assessment of thestrengths and
tions of the instructional program, ins
eluding the.achievement of institutional
or program objectives, and 'should in-
volve a reprftentative portion orthe
stitution's administrative staff, teaching
faculty, students, governing body, and
other appropriate constituencies.

(B) The visiting team, which includes
qualified examiners other than agency
staff, reviews Instructional content,
methods and resources, administrative
management, student services, and facil-

,..

Ities.,It prepares written reports and rec-
ommendations for use by the State
agency. 1

(iii) Reevaluates at reftionable and
regularly scheduled intervals institutions
or programs which. it, has'approved.

(b) Responsibility and reliability'. The
responsibility and reliability of the State
agency will he demonstrated by:*

(1) Its r -.ft*n -tveness to the public in:
terest. The State agency:

CD Has an advisory body which pro-
vides for representation from public em-
ployment services and employers, em-
ployees, 'postsecondary vocational edu-
cators, students, and the general public,
including minority groups. Among its
functions, this structure provides counsel
to the State agency relating to the de-
velopment of standards, operating Pro-
cedures and limy, s,nd interprets the
educational n and raanpower projec-
tions of the State's public postsecondary
vocational: education system;

(11) DemOnstrates that the 'advisory
body makes areal andmeaningful con-
tribution to the approval process;

(iii) Provides advance public notice of
proposed or revised standards or regula-
tions throughcommunicatio

, supplemented, if neces-
sary, with d t communication to in-
form interes members of the affected
community. In addition, it'provides such
persons the op rtunity to comment on
the standards or regulations prior to
their adoption

(Iv) Secur
formation reg
tution or-pro
tion or progra
has sufongoi
outputs consis
goals;

(v) Encoura
novative progr
these are conce
a manner whic
integrity of th

(vi) Demons
only those i
which meet its
its standards,
are fairly appli
tions are cond
rendered under

sufficient qualitative in-
g the applicant 1nsti-

enable the institu-
to demonstrate that it

program of evaluation of
nt with its educational

es experimental and in-
ms to the extent that
ved and implemented in
ensures the quality and
institution or program:
rates that it approves
titutions or programs
ublished standards; that
olicies, and procedures
d; and that its evalua-
cted and decisions are
onditions that assure an

impartial and objective judgment;
(vii) Regularly reviews its standards,

policies and proc dures in order that the
evaluative 'Prot ss shall support con-
structive s,nalys , emphasize factors of
critical import= e, and reflect the edu-
cational and training neetit of the
student;

(viii) Performs Ino function that would
be inconsistent with the formation of an
independent JUdgInent of the quality of
an educational institution or program;

) (ix) Has written procedures for the re-.
view of complaints pertaining to Instil.
tutional or program quality as these
relate to the agency's standards, and
demonstrates that, such procedures atie
adequate to provide timely treatment of
such complaints in a manner fair and
equitable to the Complainant and to the
institution or program;
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(x) Annually makes available to the
public IA) Its policies for approval. (B)
reports of its operations, and (C) list of
institution or programs which It has
approved;

(xi) Requires each approved r.hool or
program to report an changes Instituted
to determine continued compliance with
standards or regulations:

(x11) Confers regularly with counter-
part agencies that have similarxesponsi-
bilities 'in other and neighboring States
about methods and techniques that may
be used to meet those responsibilities.

(2) Its assurances that due process is
accorded to Institutions or programs
seeking approval. The State agency:

(1) Provides for adequate discussion
during the on-site visit between the visit-
ing team and the faculty, administrative
staff, students, and other appropriate
persons;

(11) Furnishes as a result of the 'eve!-
uation visit, a written report to the insti-
tution or program commenting-on areas
of strength, areas needing improvement,
and, when appropriate; suggesting means
of improvement and including specific
areas. if any, where the -institution or
program may not be in compliance with
the agency's standards;

(Ill) Provides the chief executive officer
of the institution or program with op-
portunity to comment upon the written
report and to file supplemental materials
pertinent to the facts and conclusions In
the written report of the visiting team
before the agency takes action on the
report;

(iv) Provides the chief executive officer
of the institution with a Meet& state- ,
ment of reasons for any adverse action,
and notice of the, right to appeal such
action before an appeal body designated
for that purpose;
_(v) Publishes' rule4 of procedure re-

gading appeals;

76

(vi) Continues tf.he approval status of
the Institution or program Perugng dig-
position of an appeal; #

(vii) Furnishes the chief executive
ficer of the institution or program with
a written decision of the appeal body, in-
cluding a statement of Its reasons
therefor.

fe) Capacity to foster ethical practices.
The Mat* agency must demonstrate its
capability and willingnesi to _ foster
ethical practices by sbqwing

(1) Promotes a well-defined set of ethi-
cal standards governing institutional or
programmatic practices, including re-
cruitment, advertising, transcripts, fair .

and equitable student tuition refunds,
and student placement services;

(11) Maintains appropriate review In
relation to the ethical practices of each
apPraved institution or program.
(20 Marl 10117-1 (b) )

LYS D00.74-19298 riled a-19-74;2:45 say
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I. COLOR4IO State Board for Co'ufluj-ty bfle,ges ;n4 OççupaUonal Education
t;-- 14. G. Linson, E(ucaton '

207 State Service ui.ding 15ZS S1t'man St .
.: ' Denver Cdlo. 82O3 r < :

4
G ' * ,,

4
4, ___--J s
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I 'PLQRIDA State Board of E4ucation I

,

Floyd T. Christian, Connnissioner :
- '

' .- . a.
Departinent qf Educa1ioa ,

, , TaUhassee, F1orida 32Z04 ' -- . , ,.,

'
t ,J_ i__ -

: QWA Stat ?bard of Pub1ic'Ifstziction ,
1._ Robert D lEenton ' \i .

I
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- XENTUC1Y state Board of Edcatio : '.
Lymah Y, hner
Speruitendento ub1ic-rnstruction axa'
Executive Qfficsr of the State, ord of Eduçat ion

a
Frankfrt;Ky. 4O6Oi -

- -.-
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1 tbr; P Va Tres
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James R. West
Assjtant State Superintendent for Voct.onaJ Education
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0
NE'W YOR1State BdicaIo. Iepartment...

Ew14 B Nyqust, Comnusioner fltation
-. tatè ,Educatioi Depa,rtiflent
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ItEGIONAk -ACCREDIT:114G ,COMMISSIONS TOR HIGHER'EDUCATIO
4 4

Middle States Association of CollegeS and. SetondarY. Scihools
- Harry W. P.orter, ExecUtiye Secretary

Coinmission on Higher Education
GateWay One, Raymond...Plaza West -4
Neward, N.. J. 07102

New 'England As-sociation -of ,Schools and. ,Colleges
,Robert.R. Ramsey, ;Jr., .Direttor of Ey luation
Commission on Institutions of Higher ,Education
-151 Middlesex Turnpike, Burlington; ass. 01803

Nor th.gentral Association of Colleges and Secondar Schools
Joseph Semrow, Executive;Secretary
Commission on Institutions.-of Highe Education
5454 South Shore Dr., Chicago, Ill. 60615

Northwest. Association of Secondary and Higher Schools
James Bemis, Executive Director/
Commissioh on Higher Education.
3700-B University Way, NE., Seatt e, Wash. 98105-

Sodthern Association of Colleges.and Schools
-Gordon W. Sweet, Executive Secretary
Commission on Colleges
795 Peachtree St., NE., Atianta,IGa. 30308

Western Association of Schools and College's
Kay J. Andersen, Executive Direct or

Accrediting Commission for.§eni r Colleges
and Universities I

c/o Mills College, Oakland Q. 95350.

Hai.ry D. Wiser, Secretary '
Accrediting Commission for Junior Olleges

-Post-Office Box 4065, Modesto, Calif. 95350
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,NATIONAL SPECIALIZED ACCREDITING AGENCIES*.

National league for Nursing, Inc.
Margaret E. Walsh, General Director and Secretary
10ColumbusCifofe, New York, N.Y.. 10019

.STATE.AGENCIES

California Board of Nursing Education and NursdRegisPrc.ation
Business and Professions Building T.

, 1021 0 Street, Sacramento,,Calif. 95814

Iowa Board of Nursing .

7-7-

State Office Building
300 4th St., Des Moines, Iowa 50319

Louisiana.State Board of Nurse Examiners
907 Pere Marquette Building

u 150 Baronne St., New Orleans, La: _7012

Missouri State Boar d of Nursing
Box 656, Jefferson City, Missou 65101 -

Montana Stite Board of Nursing
Wheat. Building, Suite 201, Helena, Mont.,'59601

New ,Hampshire Board of Nursing Education and Nurie Registration
Stickney Ave., Concord, N.H, 03301

14w.York Board of Regents
Board of Examiners ofNurses, Albany:, N.Y. 12204 4

,West Virginia Board of Examiners for Registered Nurses
408 Davidson Building
910 Quarrier St., Charleston, W. Va. -25301,

r 1 . . ,

*For certain purposes other than the administratioi,of P.L. 88-581;
the National Association forTeactical Nurse Education and Serv.ce,
Inc., has been,listed by the.U.S. Commissioner of Edudation as,
nationally recognized accrediting agency.-
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Office of Education. .

Bureau of Postsecondary Education
Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff

January 28, 1975

Eihibit F

:^4

INSTITUTIONAL aIGIBILITy AND CONSUMER ABUSES

A STATUS REPORT AND SUMMARY OP'1974 ACTIVITIES, INCLUDING

A REPORT CN_1TE BOSTON CLUE SERIES ON PROPRIETARY VOCATtuNAL

' SCHOOLS AND TEE SYSIE21 FOR MONITORING CONSUMER Ap,USES -

.1

s ,4

FINDINGS AND RECOMENErATIONS

Submittedis\ to the Director of the Accreditation and

,

4
institutional Eligibility Staff.

Prepired by:

Ronald Rngsloy,

Joseph Hardman,

1

Chief, 'Accreditation Policy Unit, AIESsand
member of the VICE. Subcommittee on Educafional
Consumer Protection'
Chief, Unit -- Junior.

Colleges, AccreditatiOn and Institutional .
qigibility Staff
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. SUMMARY. AND RECOMMENDATIONS

"gifthe Report

The "ageefif consumerism" has made the Federal;government increasifiily.

aware of the' abuses of educational. consumers resulting from unethical.

operations of some educational institutions. Rising educational costs,

the limited prospect for increases -in Federal funding support for edu-

cation, and the decrease in the population available for postsecondary-,

education are tempting all sectors of postsecondary education into.un.-

ethical, or "grey-area," competitive/practices: Within this milieu,

the review of the Boston Globe series on private vocational schools.was

one point in a 12 month proces5 of evaluating the strengths and lfmitia-

tions of current eligibility requiremefits and regulations governing

Federal aidcto-education programs. The series, however, provided a

setting for reviewing a number of malpractices that had been. identified

within the postsecondary private school sector, as well as an occasion

to review the of orti of/Federal, State; local and private agencies, in,
Y

tackling the abuses which affecttducational consumers.
,

i

;

In addition to a summaey of the Boston GlobeYS allegations,and a diummary

, ..

,

( I

of the schools' responses and recommendations, the report includes the

findings of accrediting agencies, a ri/VIew of Federal and State respon-
,

.
/

.

sibilities in protecting the consumer of education, an analysis of the
/

. Z i

issues as /perceived by responsible regional, state and local leaders,
,

and some recommendations designed 'to prevedt fury4er abuses of the edu- .

0
/

.
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.

b

vt14: 411'SnlrIPT'

4

(



-t, rt -

:.

/-

.11. f

S

?

r '

4tidnal.:::ibilautiefj014'mi-s0,4-of-edncat*ouel.fitOgtams.:;: -,-
reComthendatiO4s..-shdUlegovad.a-ta#44

" A ..4

-.-tiorkramOng:tY:e. agencies wh401: foim:.the Iriad of edug,atiOaLOveta4ht-:-.

.Recommendations. =

.

, -

Thg'report'submitted to IhePitectot of the:AcCreditatiqn-and
S

tional Eligibility :Staff Outline's i2nunibet -action steps whieb.:-May.be con
.

sidered by the-U.S. Office of Edncationin'proViding protection-to edu=.--.

,
. .:.

cationai consumers. The reiommende4ons. fdcus upon Measures, to-improve
.

the regulatory functions of gtate; changes in the rederal'efigibility ..

= ..., . .' .

requirements; and measures. to
-
improve the Communication linkages among'

4 , , ,.. ,

'the primary agents =involved in ptoviding an Oversight mechanism for

postsecondary

y .

. .

occupational schools and programs. Out...recommendations,

are as follows:

4

A

-

--The Office of Education shoulld'play a e/telytic role in develop-
.

/
A.

ing'anfimplementing an - "early /,warning system" among .the agents

responsible for certifying that accredited and/or approved insti-.

tutiony are acting in the public interest,

a national conference should be.con-/
1..

--As an initial step,

vened By the" Office to consider the n fo'r and ways to

'implement an effect-lye communications network among the '

r

affected part es. r

,

--The Office of Education should consider requiring, as one change-
.

, f

.
to current Statutory eligibility requirements, that postsecopOary ,-, 1

#
1

a 0 4
vocational institutions be' Chartered, licensed and/or approved by

-State agehcestrecognized. for-sUckpurpose by the'U.S. Commissioner4 ,

or Education.:

(4

I 4

8 IF', I.. 171r:
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,
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A .

Office.of Education should del?elop proposals for 'tightening
A'

,

eligibility requirements} that KlY.create safeguards, ensuring that
.

the interests .of students, the pub/1d and the..Federal.government

are properly protected; (2) provide the Coubissioner of Education

with suffiCient power_and authority than he now lacks commensurate

with his explicit and implied respOhsibilities for administering

programs of student financial aid; and (3) add specificity and

/

flexibility to the range of remedies available in dealing with

individual institutions and particular, circumstances.,

.1
Wir
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I. INTRODUCTION

In March 1974; the Boston "Globe pUblishedta series of articles'alleging
/

serious educational malpractices by.selected proprietary vocational

schools located or operating in the Boston &a.* Esantially, five_

major kinds of educational malpractices were highlighted in the Globe

articles:

O

misleading advertising
indiscriminate recruiting
poor"course completion rates

- false job-placement promises
- insufficient tuition refunds

Action by the Office.of Education.in responSe.to thespecific issues
. 1 .

raised y the,Globe articles was in.two principal areas:
:

.4
A

.( ) The Acdreditation and Institutional Eligibility Staff requested
the two nationally recognized accrediting agencies inyolved to

.. conduct a full-scale review of the accredited schools cited in
t ;'the articles, and

,

(2) "The schools cited in the series which were eligible forp,rtici-
pation in at least one Federal aid to education program,admin+
istered by the Office; were asked.to respond specifiplly to
the Globe allegations.

: ,

AttachMent 1 provides a s ary-pf 'he Globe's allegations and summary
'.4 ' /

of the scnoo responses and recommendations. Attachment 2 in ludes

"Report of findings" by two. nationally recognized accrediting a en le's:

/

the Accrediting/Commission of the National Home Study Council a d the

*In addition to the Globe series, other comparable articles asserting
-abuses affecting the educational consumer ,have also appeared, such as
the four -part series on the trade school industry by Eric WentWorth of
,th Washington Post .(June 23-26, 1974) and an article by,Sylvia Kronstadt,

udent Loans: How'the Government. Takes" the Work Out of Fraud," The.
W shington Monthly. '(November 191/3).

, 1
;

o

r

.1
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Accrediting Commission of the National Association of Trade and Te hni-

cal 6hools.

Governmental Activities

Coincidental with the review of the Globe's charges durlftg this period

werea series of governmental actions and studies designed to address

clear and evident deficiencies which exist in present monitoring devices 41'

used to assure the quality and capability of schobls whose students re-

ceive Federal funds.* /lore specifically, attention focused upon the triad

of educational oversight which includes:-

; (1) Nationally Recognized Accrediting Agencies. Current laws and

statutory regulations governing institutional eligibility re-

* flect,the conviction of the Congress that the Federal Govern-

ment, through'the U.S. Office orgducation (USOE), should not

be in the business of directly accrediting schools. ,The Com-

missioner's function is to recognize accrediting bodie4 that

do establish schools as "accredited", and, therefore, eligible

for Federal funding. These same regulations, however, are si-

c) I ent on the issue of educa tonal consumer protection.

. t
en Angust 20, the Office published in the Federal Registerire-

vised

41e

Criteria for Listing- Nationally Recognized Accrediting

Agencies, whi place increasing. emphasis 'upon the need for

/'
responsibili y and reliability in the accreditation process. A

copy of the revised Criteria is attached, along with a list of

*It should be noted that the Office of Education contracted with the'Brookings
InstitutiOn in June 1972 to'study the use of accreditation to establish the
eligibility of possecondary institutions for : Federal programs,. The resulting
study, Private Accreditation and Public Eligibility, by Harold Orlans et. al.
(October 1974) provides1 useful background. and informational data regarding,
educational consumer protection issues.

rpr - "

/
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the educational consumer protection features of the-proposed

requirements for recognition (See Attachments 3 and 4).

(2) State Regulation,or Approval of Postsecondary Institutions:

aoo.often"addreditatioh" is equated with "eligibility" thus'

'overlooking the i ortant co-equa statutory responsibility
. T

of the individual States to effectively charter, license and

regulate schools. More precisely, accreditation by itself is

only one of a series of requirements which must be net to es-

tablish "eligibility" for USOE administered programs. Statutory

definitions of eligibility for proprietary schools require two

concurrent but independent judgmegts;one from the States and J'

one from the accrediting agencies.

Because chartering;.licensure and approval practices vary widely

among the Stars, USOE"gnd several other Federal agencies pro-,

vided consultative and financial support for the development by

the Education Commission of the States of ".Model State Legisla-

tion fOr ApproVel of Postsecondary Education atd Authorizatioh

fi

to Grant Degrees." The purpose of the "Model Legislation" is

to enhance, embellish and reinforce the States' capacity to reg-

ulate and license postsecondary educational institutions both

-proprietary and tax-exempt (See Attachment 5).
4

Since'itgdpublication and distribution to the States', the "Model.'

,

Legislation" has been adopted in several States and is under re-

. I

view for possi6le adoption in other States. Currently, there

f

"
177-
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,

are 46 States which exercise some authority over postsecondary -v. 4

)

-trade, technicAl:businessrprafessional and-correspOndenCe
.

education, with 45 'States having funding to support their-
,

I

r

4

mission and four'Statesblaving no statutory provisions for

. such schools. In some few States, the propriettry.schools

are reviewed by the State approving agencies for veterans

J
. training and, education. In five States, the responsibility

is exercised by'independent Bords, Agencies or Commissions.

Finally, 39 States place the Oversight mechanism within the
,

1

respective EtateDepartments of Educations* L.

,Federal statutes arkdjegulations, while,tequiring State au-

tborization of proprietary schools, do not address the fact
./

that -the quality of oversight varies from State to State. This

1
,problenvis addressed by the "Model Legislation" which focuses

upon standards whereby the States can ensure that institutions

(3)

adhere to approved practices.

Federal Eligibility Requirements and Program Regulations.

As noted above, current Federal statutes and statutory regula-

tions overning the Participation of Postsecondary prOprietary

voce octal schools in student financial assistance programs

*For an excellent summary of State regulations pertaining- to
private schools., see "Brief Study Related to State Regulations
of PriVate SchoolS XPost-Seconda y)," prepared by,the National
ASsociation of State Administrat6rs and Supervisors of PriVate
Schools (January 1, 1475). (

,
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require, among other elements, that, such sepool6 are::

, .,,.:. , ,

. -"leggiiy'euchorized to rbvide,-and-.provide;,,wiihih

thatS'tate, a program of POstsecondaky'vocetidnal,',
ok technical,education designed to:,,fit individuals-.

for useful employment in. re5Ognizee-OccuAtions";-4
and are .

,occupations";

C -

. ,

"accredited by nationally recognized accrediting.
agencies or associattons." .. .

,/ t
.

.
,

.

0 .4

The eligibility modelfor proprietary vocational schools plus

. -
, . :

, .

presumes a tripartite strUcturor relationship ":which can be
/ .

.

diagrammed by three overlapping -circles or in,the fOrm of a'
j

', triangie,;

-- FEDERAL j
ELIGIBILITY UIREMENTS

FEDERAL
ELIGIBILITY .REQUIREMENTS.'

I
Before any schOo

/

'pate in eduction
r, t

. .r:frofjp.

or institution On become eligible to, partici--

programs administered bythe Office of/Educe-
,



.

6

"

tion, certain minimum .statutory or-regulatory requirements must

be pet. ;These eligibilityleldients,fall'into three catEgories°

which are: ...first, factual. information such as type.. of school

length,of programs, andlegal adthorization; second, the.qua1i71;

e. tative aspacts.of schools orlifograms, including-accredit4tion,

or the use_of one of 'the alternatives to accredited status; and,'
o-

third, special requirements established by program administra-:

tors undenbroader.irovisions of law, through regulation speci-

fying provisions which. participating schools must meet.

In other wards, the statutory system for establishing postsecondary

institutional eligibility among proprietary scHOols for partici-

pation in USOE administered education programs consists of three

complementary elements: (1) State chartering, lilensure or ap-

proval;, (2) accreditation by a nationally rscognized accrediting

J

agency; and (3).Federal program requirements; 'Whenever one or

more of these .elements is defectivei

consumet 'abuse increases.

«

Proposed Legislation and Regulations

the probability of educatiohal
1

Beyond the stated referencio State authorization and accredita-

tion, current statutory regulations governing institutional el-

,

igibil4ty are silent on the issue of educational Consumer pro-

teCtiOn. For thin reason, USOE inJanuary; 1974

the follwing 'legislative OptiOns:

' '114" ttiff.1? ee'

7e;o:".1,

.13

. ,

began to study.
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r
1. Requiring a.national tuition policy as a condition

of pariticipating in Federal Student Aid Programs.

2. Broadening the provisions of the Higher Education,
Act (Section 438 b) to enable the Commissioner to
vrecognize State agencies for the monitoring of pri(
vate, as well as public, postsecondary vocational
'education.

3. Broadening the Commissioner's authority to limit,
suspend, and terminate the eligibility of a school
in all OE administered .postsetohdary education pro-
grams, -- not just GSL, as PlesentiSr authorized by
Sectioli 438 (a) <3) (called "LST").

4. Requiring participating proprietary schools to pro-
vide the Office of Education, on a regular basis,
with validated:inforMation regarding student drap-

e out, course completion, and job placement rates.

In addition fo the above important legislative consideration

I

and the publication of revised Criteria for Listing Nationally

I

Recognized Accrediting Agencies (see above), USOE on Octobei

17A 1974, published under 'Notice ofFroposed Rule Making' in

the 'Federal Register revised and Standards for

the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP).* These proposed new

regulations for administering the GSLP are designed to protect

students who borrow under the41oan program'. Among otfier-items,

the rules would require educational i*itutions to Provide%pro-
,

spective students with "a complee, cl accurate statementr about
.

( .

programs,'faculty, facilities, sal ry level,.and vocational-
.

, .

. .
, ,

. .

schoOl Students' placement. Trade or vocational schools would

i,' ,

'also be required to mice uie that app had .the ability to

7 , t' 1 als 1
7

benefit from their training (See Attachment 6). Finally, the
- '

March'1973, he Office contracted with Systems Group, Ipc.
to develop a historical summary'of borrowers, institutions,/ and
lenders participating in the'Federally Insured StudentrLoan,(FISL)

-

Program. This ituO, published in November 1974,'forecasts the(
probable volume of /future defaults under the FISL program.

. '421r . C.4.447:* 7,, ."'"'"" - 07:7' . ' , -'-',W.liFiti7.
-..'64.T.,
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'- tion', provision .for, students4/ Additionally, there are numerous

.

1 . , ,

-4 r'
..detailed disclosure and advertising substantiation requir'ments

' .(See Attachment 8).. These.actions, 5onsideradons +proposed

, . ,

. , 0
(rules and,regulatioqs regarding the

/

policy aieaof consumer pro-
.

, .

7:tec4on gmnerally,,and with respect to the GLOBE articles it 'tar-
. ,

,
A

AA,

.

Office served as thelead agency in the work-of-the Federal

Interagency Committee on Education's Subcommittee on Educa-

tional Consumer Protection, which issued
.

September

8

7 ,

1974, a report entitled, Toward A Federal,Strategy FOrPro-
,

tection' Of The Consumer Of Education Adopted by'he full . /

Federal, Interagency Committee on Education (FICE) in1Decem-
.

ber 974, this,report advances a Federal strateg for consumer

,

protection designed to work in conjunction with the efforts

of the Statesfi localities, consumer groups, arid.,other private
---

organizations. To this end,, four prindiples Were enunciated
r

and twenty-two action steps' recommenaed wh4.ch solidify the.

c

emergingconcept of the student as a consumer and which ad-
, s,

dress some- of the areas requiring action and attention by the

'Federal government in helping to protect the'anterasts of the

educational consumer (See Attachment 7)'.

1.

, .

On August 15,,1974,ithe Federal Trade Commission promulgated

a proposed Trade Regulation Rule (TRR) concerning proprietary

yocational and home study schools. The *proposed TRR contains,

a' pro-rata.refund formula and,a ten-day ucoOline-off-reaffirma-

"7' :-r-'
#'

C -1,,1

.
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ticular, formed the backdrop for the Boston review.

II. BOSTON REVIEW

In September

o-

$.

the Director

bility Staff

officials to

/
, 'Purpose

a four-person Federal team'was designated by

of the Accreditatidn and InstitUtional Eligi-

to meet with selected regional, State and school

gain a local perspective on the Boston Globe's

9

seriesseries on vocational education, And to obtain

insights into the validity of the charges and. allegations

ade.* Several small informal working sessions were scheduled

primarilyo solicit bpinions, Attitudes and perspectives as

seen by the New England regional., State and private orgAniza-

tiofis and individuals in various conference's held in Boiton,'

September 18-20,-1974p .Agencies represented included:

*Team members included:

John Driscoll, Special Assidtantr'to the Depity Commissioner
of Potsecon9Tary Education 9

/.

Chief, Ilanagement Information Branch, Office
9f Guaranteed Studefit-Loans
Chief, Institu4on4q. Eligibility Unit -- Junior

Colleges, AccireditatiOn and Institutional'
Eligibility-Staff* .

Alice Hansen,

Joseph Hardman,

Roneild Pugsley;
(Chairman)

.

7 1,4,,

I

Chief, 44creditaion Policy Unit, ALES, and
member drtHFTCE 1ubcommittee on Educational
Consumer Prote

.1?

9 6'

(

o ,
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DREW/ Office of the Secretary
Office of Education
Office of. Guaranteed Loans
DHEW Audit Agency

Federal Trade Commission.
Veteran'e-Adminlstration.
Department of Treasury

Commonwealth of MassachuiettstOffice of Attorney GenerP1
State Department of 'Education

"Higher Education Ass't Corp.
Financial Aid Administrators

and Guidance Counselors

Connecticut/ Department of Education
Student Loan Foundatioh

Maine/ Depaftment Of Education

New Hampshire/ Department of Education
Higher Fducation Ass't Corp.

!Rhode Island/ Department of Education
%

Higher Education Asst Corp.,

New England Association .of Schools-, and Col eges

Massachusettg Association of iusintss Schooas

Massachusetts Association of Private Vocational Schools
.Selected school representatives, public and private,

The'visiting team had three"major objectives: (1) to assess

whether 'the consumer abuses in the six-State region were,in-

deed, as serious in nature and as pervasive as the Globe series.,.

would lead one to believt; (2) to discuss the series with Ret

.

gional Federal personnel, a variety of State officia1s, And with

,school associations; and (3) to obtain Regional and State're-
,

'actions to current Federal policy options, and suggestions for

other improvements, which might stem from State and local ex-

*.c
. :#3 .

. r
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as.

per-re:we:Me-thinking and opinions Of the various groups

and individuals consulted:4Were mixed, but, in general, it

appeare4.that'heightened 'public and Agency awareness. of cer-

tain consumer abuses were counterbA1Anted by-certain negative_

results,cit4d below,

.,

.Globe's Impact

educational type of abuses_ identified in the Globe's

series were seen as real by all of the group$ consulted.

While the*indof'abusc and practice uncovered appeared to

have taken place, the allegations often lacked depth, ac-

cording to conference participants. The extent of mal-

_practice, either at the particular institution investigated

or for the postsecondary vocational school sector as a whole,

as was elearly implied in the series, was not substantiated

in the discussions. However, most of the participants

.direed that the Globe's, calling attention tothe existence .of

mal-pFActices in some schools was a public service. These

practices are summarized in "Attachment 1" of this report and

include:

4srepresentation.in advettising;,

, f

misrepresentatiOn in selling;

/'

misrepresentation in plaCement and employme t opportunit

/.violation of accrediting agency standard, (lack of pro

.410 . ,,,, s

.'" %To,

.0



recruiting, admissions "and ref

-

latiOn'bf State'regula

practices') ; atd Vio-

.

Whili public ac;aren eSidi-Such pr: tices had some positive

effect; the co erince part ipants also indicated that

-,generalized charges
,,'

b dished against the entire pr ite

',0oca offal schoo ndustry had had a distinctly gative im-.

upon i table private postsecondary education in the

13.ostOn ea..

r

e Globe investigation which ultimatel
-4

against 22 schools began several monis

publication of the "Spotlight" ser ea.

Involved charges

before the actual

In the disdUesions;

with school perSonnel; some scho s sfetedthemmre able

to identify when they were bei g.inteftigated,'and numerous

schools indicated that the "

stitutions. Of- great

potlight" team visited their in

conc rn tb.schooioUicials was the fact

that the series-highligh d
/

negative aspects of certain insti-

tutions, while ignoring gbod'practices displayed by reputable

institutions:,

Several schools reportejYry contacted the Globe.requesting that

be given to institutions opera tingsome equivalent
1eaFpOsyre

fe
according to proper fea 'dards which are free of the abuses

j

cited--tO ioCal assoqiations of private schools
f:. t I

advised the Fe eral t epithet they had attempted, without suc-

S.:r, p A
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ceas, to-place ertiCieSOi'io encourage. 'the globe, to pre

sent a balanced pidtute of the practices actively occuring

in the industry. In the'ieVen-month period' following the

publication-of thearticles, the'Federal Trade CommisSion's

Boston regional officereceived only seven student complaints,

This low level of complaints may reflect the type of individ-

ual.usually Fused (disadvantaged and not cognizant of com-

plaint and 'recourse mechanisms), but this small number could

be judged as some indication that the abuses tend to be iso-

lateA and identified with certain specific institutions. Most

,officials interviewed'by the Federal team concurred that the

type of abuses are correctly identified but the practices are
4

confined to a limited number of institution's. ,The opinion most

commonly expressed was,that schools which are relatively new,

linked to nation-wide chains and which utilize commissioned

+.

sales personnel, have a higher propenSity to be offender's.

The team's conversations with the school associations revealed

that schOols in the technical and.trade category (rather than

business schools) were most severely affected by the Globe

series. Enrollment and prospectiye student inquiries in these
e

-schools rapidly declined after publication of the series, by,

estimate's ranging from 35 to.50 percent. While some of this

,decrease may be attributed t9 economic factors and the energy

problem,'most of the drop appears to correlate;with the publi-

cation of the series. School officials who met with the Federal

-Or y 7,1Ity
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'team contended that the Globe articles used "profit making"

in a dero6tory sense but without reference to the actual

profit - position !of Such schools. These references, it was
1

. APV
argued, have achrersely affected, in 'addition to enrollment_

applications, withdrawals and completions, the public's ac-
1

ceptance of graduatesy and the public attitude towird, faculty,

students and other persons associated with these institutions.

Some highly specialized technical schools provide the only

source of trained manpower for certain industries. Instances

of recruiting outside New England to seek trained graduates

of similar schools to meet local industry needs were reported.

These same schsool officials displayed atreal bitterness over

the Globe's running of misleading educational advertising in

its olasskfied section at.-'the same time the "Spotlight" was

describing the misrepresentation and hard sell technique used
-

by th6 investigated schools. Similar advertising haa contin-

ued Wappear in-the Globe since the series.

The Globe also was highly critical of the Massaphusetts State

'Department of Education,which is responsible for licensing pro-
7.6

priatary Scnool.s and salesmen, and,the Consumer Protection Divi-

sion of the.MassachusettS Attorney General's Office,which is

Charged with taking action, against abuses. The Education De-'

partment was cited as not enforcing licensing laws and regula-

tionsincluding thp review of finanQal statements and adver-
,

Cli" Hirt " r
I
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tising, and the Attorney General's,Offi e was similarly charged

with failure to carry out its,reSpOnsib hile these.

Allegations can be substantiated in:part, they are a reflection

of the lack of manpower and other,resources assigned these activi-

ties at 'the State level. 'In this respect, the Globe impact has

been poqitivein that..the State has recognized and proposed a

commitment of additional' -resources to work in these read.. For

example, the Globe's highlIghting of problems and/ ses ssocia-
f,

ted with tuition refund practices had an immedia e impa . State

legislation requiring stri/t pro-rata refunds of all eopr etary
1 A

institutioqs was introduced soon after the "Spdt ight" series and

signed into law in June, with an effective date of October 1,

1974. The legislation is quite-controversial. Some suggest that

political concerns were over-riding rather than the ultimate wel-

fare of Student consumers. 'Proponents view this provision as a

quick cure to prevent flagrant abu es. Opponents categorize the

law as "knee-jerk reaction" legis tion that was not fully ana- /,

lyzed as:toits real implications. Tuition fees were stated to

have already been raised to cover projected loss of income.

These additional costs will apparently be borne by students who

complete schboling. Incenbives, it is alleged, now

exist for students ?op out when the need fOr money

for other reasons occurs, or for other personal (non-

vocational) reasons. The business and trade

r; m- s' .7,-7-- 77? 77ri;..
7 j .6, * '
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school association representatives felt that lack of similar

legislation for all types of educational institutions assert-

. edly is discriminatory, i.e., a student attending a two or

four -year collegiate institution could only receive a tuition

refund if withdrawal occurs during the first week or two of

attendance.

Perhaps the-most significant positive effect 9f the series Was

that it contributed to the intensification of a review of the

problets. The Federal Government in both the executive apd

.

legislative branches had several activities under way,.but re-

view efforts were Itimulated'by publication of the series and
. .

'k. .

subsequent intTddu4ion'into the Congressional Record'by Senator

Brooke.
1

-Several,collgressional committee's have since held hear-
- .. ,

= i. , . -

.3 ih. --

ings oniibuses and*actiCts andpossible remedies in insfitu-'
it ,

tiortal eTigibilityyand the vocational education field. The
l''

fF -

Federal trade Commission recently issued a proposed rule on ads*

vertlising, disclosure, cooling off and refund requirements.
t.

The 6FETEe-c5I-Edtrc-at-ion-has_pu_blished revised regulations for

criteria for recognition of national accrediting bodies and

State agencies, and has issued a proposed rule on requirements

for participation and procedures for the limitation, suspension,

and termination of school eligibility for the Guaranteed Student

Loan Program.
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Concurrent with the Federal review are similar activtas to

sfrengihen proteCtion for education consumers-in some States.:

In addition, private school associations, high school counselors

and other groups in vocational education or allied fields are'

seeking ways to imprpve thedelivery?of -quality education and

training. Instances! of smaller.'schools. banding togethervith

a much needed cohesiveness were noted. Clearly, a problem iden-

tified by all groups at all levels is the critical need for im.-''''

proved, communications. The institutional eligibility and ad-

: _ o
cteditation dticess itself which involves the Federal Govern-

ment, toadsState licensing pT and 'recognized accrediting agencies

... . 1 .

is.grossly deficientin'tits communications network. Similarly,
. - i ,

adequate communication w'
'"

ithin the Federal-Government, between
.

Federal and State governments, among the 'diffeient agencies in
,

each of these fevels,among and between associations of various

schools and related groups is lacking.

Participants at the Bost -on Region I meetings responded at length

to questions raised by tile Federal team regarding measures which
;s

the Federal government should consider in providing protection

to education consumers'. Primary attention was directed to (1)

the .existing ftoversight" or monitoring system, (2) Federal'(USOE)
r.

eligibility requirements for institutional partihipation in Fed-

eral funding programs, and (3) USOE progritri regulatione,.In ad-
)

lition to waYs,to Improve the communication network. A number

.nrrrt ^

". ;
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of participants, -also commented on the FTC Proposed Trade Regitle-,

tion Rulwand on several items contained in the FILE report

Toward A-Federal Strategy For Protection'Of The Consumer Of-
,

Education.

It appeared to the Federal team that a broad consensys.eXisted
.

, .

among,the participants regarding the need to strengthen the

existing tripartite system for monitoring postsecondary voca-

tional programs. For instance, seldom was the argumentad-

vanced for a need to develop a new oversight mechanism, such-as

direct accr'editatibrioi byhe:11;S.

AfficeOf Education. Many individuals did;, hof4ever, strongly

urge

. ,

.
that USOE monitor more closely nationally recognized gc-_

. crediting,bodleS.and,State agencies, reflecting a view that

such-agencies are lax in applying published standards.

III, SUGGESTIONS CHANGE

For discussion purpOses the following recornmendations reflect

not only the fruits of the'Boston review, but arSo represent .

the Culmination'of lengthy and intensive efforts by .the AIE

Staff in grappling with the problems and abuSes affecting edr

ucationil consumers.

' ;77.1C ; 4 "...7."
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Stiengtheningthe Tripartite System_

The primary deficiency in. the current monitoring system is seen

, _
, ,1

as a communication gap among theTeSponsible parties.' The BOston

. ,

discussion revealed that in one case ,, fully,disclosed by the
.

. ---: : .
,

Globe - bits and pieces of:ipformation,regarding certain mal-
,

practices and shortcomings at an "approved, accredited, and

eligible" institution were known separately, to_Federal,.State
N14

and accrediting personnel 8 to 12 months in advance of theGlobe's

disclosures. Had this information been shared among the three
ti

parties, each wobl.d have realized the seriousness of the situaL%

tion and each would have acted individually or In concert t6 re-

a move the deficiencies. We believe that the Office of Education

should 'play a catalytic role in developing and implementing an

"early warning system" among Federal, State and accrediting of-
_

ficials responsible for certifying that accredited and/or aPprOvSd"

institutions are acting in the public interest. We further recom-,

mend that the Office sponsor, as an initial step, a national con-
.

ference to consider the need for and ways to'implement an effective

communications network among the affected parties.

The limited resources of State age es to administer State laws

governing postsecondary vocational educatio s-identified as a

second, but most serious, impairment to theover J ef.,f`ectiveness

of the tripartite system. All parties argue that ihe-"States have

;4-

1,7 ve-t
.
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a criticaLrole to play in attesting ,to ah'instittition's ability

to=-function as a bona-fide educational, -institution; and,.by con

trast, accrediting agencies attest to'the-educatioCal worth of the

r .

Ostitutiores courses and quality. in turn, it seems clear tht- *
0

the standards ?approximating the fcillowing ould'comprisethe

State's minimum rules and regulatioris for pi stsecondary vocational

educationalinstitutions:

I(1) The school'has a sound financial structure with

sufficient resources for its continued support.

(2) The. school, has satisfactory training or eduf,atipn

facilities with sufficient toolS, supplies, or-

°?"'
equipment and the necessary number of work sta-

tions or classrooms.to adequately train, instruct,

or educate the number of students enrolled or pro-

posed to be- enrolled.

(3) The school has an adequate number of qualified

iiistructors and administrative staff, sufficiently

trained by experience and/or education, to give,

the instruction, education, or training

plated. .

(4) The advertising and representations made on behalf

'of the school to prospective students are truthful

and free from misrepresentation or fraud.

- 6,00 4"li
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(5) 'The tharge for the training instruction; Or eau-

cationiis clearly stated and based upon the services

rendered'.
%

(6) The-pzemiset and -conditions unde-cwhicil-the students

work*andstudy are sanitary., healthful and safe ac-

cordingcording ep modern standards.,

O

The school has and follows a
A -

lished by the State,

'Elie school and its repriSentatives'are bonded to

f ,

refund policy as estab-

.

"provide indemnification to any student Suf fering
'

Joss as a result of any fraudormisrepresentat.i.on
.

& .,Z - :. ,

.
.

<, ,

Changes in the Federal Elig bilit
'' Requirements

Under Current,Statutdry provision.s.go erning institutional'
,

.

i
jgibility for Federal student assistance programs, the nt rests

of'the Federal government and 'stude ts are not-being adeqqately..'...

'protected, This generally accepted point was discussed at length

by those at the Boston meetings. /Proposals for tightening eli-.

gibility rdquirements were 'also

appeared to, agree on the direct

.quirements should take, such' a

}reviewed, and the pirtitipants

ons which.hew eligibility re-

,--create safeguards'ensur ng;that thpAnterests o
students, the ublic an the l'ederal government
are properly protected;[

--prOVide-the Commission}
ient goWer and'iuthora

le 0

r of EducitAon with suffic=
that he-dow lacks commen- .

;.



surate with his expaicitand.i4lied responsikilities
for administering programs of student financidl aid;

4-add Specificity and flexibility to'the range, i)f
temeilies'available in dealing with individual id-
stitutions and particular 'cirCumstanes.

.

Two Chinese aphorisms seem apropos to the study. With respect

to the Globe series,-"It is bettei to light a candle thari to

curse the,Orkness"; and regarding the report's findings and

,
recommendations, "Even a journey of a.dhousagd miles begihs

with but d tingle step."

r
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Exhibit G!

Statement by:

11. Be]l

COmmissioner of Education

Concerning the Proposed Trade Regulation Rule
of the Federal. Trade Commission on Advertising,
Disclosure, Cooling Off and Refund Requirements
Concerning Proprietary Vocational and Home Study
Schools

Monday,/December 16, 1974, 10430 a.m.
Room 532
Federal Trade Commission
Sixth and Pennsylvania Avenue,,N.W;
Washington, D.C. 20580

/

pr. Bell is accompanied by:,

Gregory Fusto, cial Assistant to the Commissioner
Herrell, A tin?, Deputy Co missioner for

Postsecondary' dueation
Kenneth A. Kohl, Associate Commissioner for Guaranteed

Student Loans
'John D. Phillips, Associate Commissioner for Student

Assistance
John it.' Proffitt, Director, Acc.reditation and Institu-

tion'al. Eligibility Staf

*

,
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Hearing Panel, I want to thank you for the

opportunity to present this statement to.you. It is a pleasure for me

to meet with you thii morning to discuss the Federal 'Trade COmmission's

Proposed Trade Regulation Rule' for Proprietary Vocationnl and Home Stbdy

Schools. The proposed Trade Regulation Rule (10) is far-reaching and

addrsesses, I believe, a number of key issues which, in brief, pertain to

the sa or promotion of any course of irigtructionby a proprietarhome

study or residential vocational school.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the vast majority of postseconda'ry schools and

programs are doing an honorable job of serving the Nation. However, a

number of common malpractices have been identified, in a relativelyismall

number of schools. They are found not only in proprietary (private, for- j

profit) institutions but also in public and private-nonprofit institutions.

These malpractices include:.

(1) misleading and inaccurate advertising;

(2) indiscriPlinatc and overly aggressive recruiting;

(3) lack of full disc4osure of salicnt institutional
characteristics and information needed by the-
student consumer;.

(4) inferior facilities, course offerings, and staff;

(5) false promises Of job placement and earning
opportunities;

(6) inadequate refund policies (or failure to abide by

stated policies).

The Proposed Trade Regulation Rule is one of a number of efforts by Federal,_

State, and private agencies to activate consumer protection mechanisms where

consumer problems exist. Since cooperation between Federal, State, and pri-
,

,

,

vote agencies, is essentialif such mechanisms are to become a reality,' .w

a
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,I.woold like this morning to 4i st sketch an omerview o ma3or efforts,

1

as I view them, in prOtectin a interests of the ed catiod coirsumerv.,

4
.:

These remarks will acUs tipo resent problems gp we 1 as perspectives
1.

on developments. underway,- foil ,7ing which'i will address

.
1

1encompassed in the PfOlosed Ili.:
1\ \

.

!

t

- Overview of.5vstem f6r Onter:-.4v4r.

' Insti=1.7,1

e measures

, ,

Let me say at the outset that we welcome FTC's eff is tq'fpcus upon

business and, trade practices in uder to assure f ir market coMpetition

among the proprietary-sector of postseconda4 catienel chools. Eut

let me add that the is plications of these pare qular f orts.mt:st be

vieWed against the total backdrop of our ler/

education universe.

Passage of the Higher Educatio%

erns with the total
. .

--f 19(-: and related statutes, in-

tensifiec the need for the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) to-c:)tpile

and publish lists of institutions e igible to participate in various

Federal education progams administered by USOE.

Culmination of thew efforts may be seen in the list of over 8,300 insti-

tutions 'cited as eligible to participate in one of the largest and most .

broadly based Office of Education programs of aid to students: the

Guaranteed Student Loan Program, also known as the Federally Insured Stu-

dent loan Program, To date this program has provided Federal, State, or

i'

'O.
*t

t
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-tion,Trofit private'guarantdes to fenders through nearly .7.-7 million
. _

teparte student laons,aMjinting to apprOximately 7.5 billion dollCrs.
J.
I-

-the universe oteligible %tistitutions in the Guaranteed

1

rFogtam, which is OutclatIgestsingleaistink,of

can be divided no sevelfr. main types:

eligible

Student Loan

institutions,

1. 4-year and

2. Propeie,Jary. .

1;73Q

:(1,685

3. Medical technology and related,. 1,353

4. Junior Colle es and Institutes '1,300

6 .1,000'5.',Tublic Area ifoCational Schools,
. i

6 . Foreign S c h o o l s . .... ". ... .. .

- .

,. ... , .

7. Hospital Schools of kursin . . . ',

Figure 1 dem

z
. .

800

450

;dates
;

with accred4 proprietary schools overlaps
_;+

jurisdictiov ardr this sector. The' chart also

.1 I, .
- ,

area of sep nate, interest greatly exceeds

Total

in rough terns how USOE's lifogrammatic concerns

with the FTC's regulatory

2 FT.0 .

shows Clat each agency's

that of their joint concern.

t

;83,15

UNACCREDITED PROPR/EfARY
SCHOOt.§/ab PROGRAMS (FIST.

1685

ACCREDITED PROPRIETARY
SCHOOLS AND PROGRAMS,(EST.?

6633
OTHER SCHOOLS AND
PROGRAMS (EST.) -

Figure 1
t.
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Before any' chool ov Anstitution can become eligible to participate in

education ilrograms,administered by the Office of Education, certain
,

minimum(itatutory or regilatory requirements. must be met. These ell.-

gibility,,elements into three categories which are: first, factl
-/

informatio'n such as type of school, length of Programs, and legal ad,tiaor-

-'

izationi\-setond:, the qualitative aspects of schools or programs; includ-

,

ing accrediptiOn, or the use of one of the alternatives to accredited .,

?
; .

status; and,: third, speciAl requirementsestablished.by programadmini's-

f.

.
.

trators under 'broader provisions of law, through regulation specifying t-
t'

provision S which participating schools must meet.
. (

In other fors, the statutory system for establishing postsecondary insti-

.tutionalieligibility among proprietary schooli for,participation in USOE

'
administered education programs consists of three coMplelnentar)4 elements:

.(1) State licensure or approval; (2) accreditation by a nationLlypecog--

nized Icereditipg agency; and (3) F9dcral progran fequirements., rZe have

r

found that whenever one or more of these elements is defectiv4 hS proba-

bility of educational consumer abuse increases.

Another vay to express these elements might be.as a "Triangleof Oovcr-
. . .

natice." The triangle has as its three sides (1) the State. approval 4

-3

r' 1

agencies, (2) the nationally recognized, accrediting bodies, and () the
.

Federal agencies. This tripartite arrangement is predicated on the

premise that each side of the triangle. has an important role to gay
it4

establishing and maintaining institutional eligibiWy for Federal aiO.Str

ance programs, And thus in assuring protection of the educationakkonsumer.

. 4,

4
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For this reason, Mr. Chairman, the Office of Educ'ationhag been working

over the pa,.,t several years to shore up each of the three elements which

.- comprise thi's system of "oversight" for both public, annpof, and iio- .

prietary postsecondary institutions: .1y remarks regarding thdProposed
. 0 \

- ,
Trade ReEulation Rule, accordingly, .are based on our efforts ta\inprove

the present system for ppsts...condary institutional eligibility ermina-
,

tion. These efforts hall included the followngthrusts:

1. Efforts to strens:then the State approval process.

In 1973, three agency members of the Federal interagenov,

Committee on .Education (FILE) 7-the U.S. Office of. Edu--

cation,, the Veterans Administration, and the Department

of,Defense provided a graRt to the Education-Commission

of the States (EaS) to, help study-the-problems pf unethical

or fraudulent practices in postsecondary e2ucation. This

Federal incentive was based upon the premise that gover-

nance of et:ucation is a fundo:.ontal responsibility of the

States.

Responding to the challenge-, the .Education Commission of

the St,atei.established a Task Force on-Model State Legis-

lation for Approval of PostseCondary Ed6cational Institu-

tions and Authorization to'Grant Degrees: The Task Force,

which drew its membership from respres,entatives,of ECS,

1.1", tr .
'1' lir

,
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Federal and State governments,. major accreditidvagencies,'
/

-and postsecondary. education, is:med its report-in June,

073.* I am pleased, to ackboviledge the contrit4tUn made

-1.- by theiFTC to the reSulting "Model Legislation" containqd'1- i .

'

in the report.
4

.

.

. _ .
d

__
... ..,..

The "Model Legislation" sets forth minimurPstandards whi
''';:.

,

State agencies are encouraged to use for determining

whether or not postsecondary educaiionalcifistitutions of

any type may operate within a .State. Thdse, standards focus

upon an institution's ability to enabl. e students to reach

their educati:oal objectives% T ey vidicg fair

and accurate information for pros ecti a students in regard

to the objectives, colts, andJConditio s involved. The

A

"Model Legislation" require' not only truth in advertising,

but also disclosure of relavant infoemation. Finally, the

."MOdel Legislntion" provides--

--that institutions establish fair and equitable cancel-
-, lation and refund policies; and

--that the''State'agency develop conditions for licensing
-sales agents, Provide procedures for the review of con-
sumer complaints, and insure the pre ervation of academic
records at institutions' which cease o exist.'

*Model'State Legtslation', Report Of the' Task Po ce on Model State
Legislation for Approval of Postsecondary Educ tional Institutions
and Authorization to Grant Degrees, Education ommition of the
States, Report No. 39; June, 1973.

Ti
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We s'ele, Mr. Chairman, considerable effort these days 'within'

, -
-, :

the States which shoul(Flead toward creation of more congis

t.

tent machinery to adequately protect: (1) students and

prospective students from victimidation; andr12) reputable

i:isLitutions from the uufaIr co: petition LI those engaiqg

ip, cratululent or unethical rectuitr.ent. indeed, the issi:es,

' that confrtirit us today include not only tl:e devoloprent of

regUlatory laws, but algo how such laws are adqnistored

and enforced.

T. Efforts to trent-e =1 the sys:er oc -,.(J1f-reeulytion.

Acerea'tation(js edupational comunit7's own means of

holdin itself iceountable, 8nd it this been tradielonallv

define:'. as a process of self :valuation by .a 'School

coupled 1..ith appraisi4 by a peer group, ii!depeudent

Thc offi.cie of Education supports the

concept noo.--es!ormienta1 ar.eraitetiou and belie c5 thnt

this evalt tion process contribu'tes to the positive-.

strengthen ng of each instituLion and to postsecondary edu-

cation gene ally. For these reasons the Office supports

accreditati n as one significant factor in establishing the

e4gibility f educational institutions and programs to

participate Federal, financial aid programs.

1...,
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Although accrediting agencies have neither the power nor
, .

,
. ..,

cresire to be policing et regulatory bodies, they have

.
.

,
.

./, ,

.

demonstrated ac increasing willinness to be responsive
, , f,,-

tp the publicz.interest i:nd to protecting no ducetiontl

consu7er.", C!..in;;e& in procedure.: :old operettotiS o:

nationallycognized accrediting bodies which bear upon
/

the interests of the educational consumer include: (1)

measures to inprove the self-assessment-process; (2) de-
,

.

velopment of work-shops for evaluators; (3).c:langes in

evaluative criteria.: (4),adotion of due process and re.`-'

dress proce,Zures; (5) inclusion of lay persons on decisian-'

making bodies;-end (6) stronger ethical practice codes,

for accredited institutions.

On August 2.-J, 1974,revised Criteria for Nationally Kecog-
:

nized Accreeiing 4encles and Associations, ands Criteria

-for Reto:nition of Stnte Apprleval Azencies for Public Pos-
%

secondary ,cational Education, were published in the Federal

Register: et 1:e believe that the new Criteria significantly

enhance our ability to encourage iffiproveMent in the accred-

itation process, particularly in the areas of responsiveness.

*Federal Reistei, Vol. 39,11o; 162; Tuesday, August'29, 1974;
pp. 30041-30045.

'4 crr-.
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to the public interest and protedtion of the student. But

we also realize that we are in a period of evolving policy
,

development. Adtordingly, we will be monitoring the

effectiveness of the new Criteriafc3osely.

.

3. Attention to OE program regulations and eligliqlity
requirenents.

I

,
i

. ..7

the thlr'd,element in ,tie "TriAigle of Governance" consists ., . r
e. 7, .,

,

.

of Federal statutes defining institutional eligibility and -r
. .

8

t prograntegulationS.
f:4.

On October 17, 1974, under Notice of Proposed Rule Making,

the Office, published in the Federal ReQister require-
.

ments and Standards Of.institutienal eligibility for the

Guaranteed Student Loan Program.* .These new regulations;

M. Chairman, are designed not only to improve the Office's
1 )

administration of 04s major student assistance program, but
7

also .to provide consumer 'safeguards to students participating

in this program. {Among the consumei-oriented foatureslof the
, .

.

proposed CSLI' regulaiiLs, these items are .included: .

--Eligible institutions seeking to participate in
thaloan progran rust sign a "Terms of Agreement"
acknowledging their obligation to comply with' ail

applicable laws and all applicable GSLP regulations.
A

1

*Federal Register, Volt 39, No. 203; Thursday, October 17, 1974;

pp.' 37334-37161

;1;774.-7";
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Finally, the

v . V .v11.1.=..
-10-

n cases where the student does not enroll 141 :the

;institution for an academic period for Which" he
qias received a.loan,'the im:titution rpust promptly'
notify the lende and return the proceed''; ofthe

"loan to the termer.

(^=.

- -Each participating, institution establiNi and

maintain !,uh adminisLrativi, ;1-;cal preodurus

and reconi'i as ray kv ne(1.,4ary 9 t.n:t,r,: Frore'r

cr.ci effic!ent a.dpluint!tion of r,:oiNeJ

from students who have obtaine6,1onas, to z1s5wre
that the right .s of studvnts arejrotected and to
protect the Ur. ted States fro, kInr<-esunahle risk,

of loss due to defau1:7.s. Concetnia:; record main-

. tenance if an institution provides placement
service, ,it must maintain placement records".

,

--Tn the case of an institution offc'ring,to p/tcpare

ttudents for a particular vocatiOn or trade, the
institution c.usc provid:: infortien rc,.-ardFpv. the

employment of-its graduates in such vocation or

'trade.

institution--Each participating nstitution offering to prepare

students for a particular voCetioll or trade shall,

prior to the tira the vrof:pecti student ol.ligaies

hitrse].f to pay tuition or fees tO the inr.titotien,

a dr.tt,:rninrjor.. r.rt

inntion or other ap;:ropriate crit:.r5a, that. such

person has the ability to beneff.T. from theinstruc-

tion or training to b'e provie.

--Each particii,,:t1,-.v a'fair

and, equitable refund policy, .1n determining whether

a refund policy is fair and equirle, six factors

are cited in the .repArticus whic!1 the Office will

considet.

proposed GSL1' regulation provide significant due process

procedures for the limitation, suspension or termination of eligibility

for participating institutions that do not comply with program requireMents.

These measures, 1 believe, will go a long way toward deterring the consumer

abuses which have afflicted this important student assistance program.

7...

.

1", ,.
'
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!''.. Chairman, I have spent sorie time describini the predengsystem of
.

1..ovetnanee, et to stri-np,t-htm and-fl...prove IT.
r

_

e'
have outlined the major cle--lents. of the ,system as ddiAgned to func-

.

t:ion und,.:7 optitum-conflit.::ms. oviol;Sly, tills ;:vs(Cm-1. 1:1-i,t. .entirc.1%,

perfecte-d, nor do the -opt innm con'd lit:ions', p',bvail ,, t, 4 We wguld 'noi ')I.so

meeting here today. In all candor, ) must admit that while 411 thret /
_ -

partners in the "Triangld.of Oovernance12 are making stronge eff3rts to

protect educational consumers, they each still have a long way to,go.

Considerations RaRardia:4. theinC
. Trade.ae7Elatien

4, .

Turning now to the FTC's Proposed Tr: de Regulacion lute; my remarA are
,

0 0 .

cast in terns of consi,2.erations 1.7hich-t!le Com:g4i.bn,r.1 v ;.'ant tc)

ea the outset. I to cc::.:.en6 the fe:ieral c-mis,dua tor it

'acticn:.:-97er ti: g past fc.:: yeers,desed to mu,et C.r ain for_

,
.

t.2ct.:ion of 1:.e E-0.:Icatj:-:-.1 censmer., 1 spe: F!.v:cifitc,.11.- Of_; fir A, ,t:Ie
* .

- -

Guides for Prixate,Voccrinnal ane Home ttutlz SolaaLs,.tsv,id.on `toss' 16;
...

1972; second, the publication of consumer information lite-rature aiseut
,,

private vocational schools; and,, finally; the issuance Of Commiscipn

complaints and cease and desist orderh-to-help assure proper business

practices among proprietary vocational schools.

The Office of Education supports what we perceive to be the major thrusts
0

of the Proposed Rule, namely to:

121.
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--reqUire faCtual-documentation of earnings.or employment claims;
--require disclosure of admission', attrition; and completi6n rates;
--require disciequre of p3a::.-.rent.rate.s, if -,any placement clpim; %

, 1are tadej :,
.

.
.

.

--require.a "cooling-pM period before.contracti become effective;

and . .; ''
-.

--provide fer fairand equitable refunds to stddent who do not .
-,-

'cortPlete courz,ea.
,?...

.

As we,move from objectives 0 implem-ntation, let me suggest a frame of

reterenet, oroan educatival perpe tiv,e,which reflectE; the fa'ci that the
.

educational environment alit its process constitute a complex, ii;terrelated

universe. For ilhistration, let me cite a few salient points:
7,

/1) 4tduca.tion not a seanle s web. There are significant

....differences among types a d levels or institutions and

.

_programs: -In iMplempntin
V'

tional consumer prot,ecti

generprinciplcs of educa--''

allow,ances should be made

for speci*l circumstance, and factual pituatSors.

(2) : Education Itself is specialized, iutan=:ible se vice,

not a tavgible piece of harewarc o mereh....11.3 1.5.e Oichc?" 1.e

<easily recalled by the anufacturorin order to'cure defects

./
. Educational services ar not all:ays susceptible to tradi-

tional, tried and test d marketplace deviees for 'assuring

.%

. protection of, the inte:est ipvolved.

(3) ,Students have both ri tits and obligations, beginning with I

the right to make an' informed choice prior ;:.o consuming

educational service . As a corollary, schooli-alsp have

-

rights and obligati ps, 'Which must. be Very carefully

weighed and balanc d, '
1

.

*rf

.11". ,,,, l f,
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With the above considerations

stand.thtat my comments, vhich

Proposed TRR. Ny thoughts on

in mind, I hOpe.the Commission w ill undee

eollow,are desir.n,d to improve the

he Rule are as follows:

t?ropwied .nple app:ais to be based voOn a tbit propri:-

tary bc.00ls rps,:rise a 1:n1:Lary "Indu,try;" prpprig:.: 'ry :4CAOC. 1

have a similar structure and oper Itio n and thus :ire similarly likely .0

engage in the abues with v;:ich th ::41.e is concerned. Tn S;:cty however,

there-are many levels of complexity in educationol programs, and varying

derees of sophistication re.;..ardil ejucational approach end offering, in

the diverse universe of p:o;irietary scbools. The . c 155101 may wish to

di ffarentipte bei:ween different kinds of educational in;tituticus based

upon the different nature of their operations. The consumer has a right,

however, to basic fairnesj aad equity in his dealin;;s with all kinds of.

A:13, in n,.,c;-!:(1, I 1:ould

note thera aro iwdicatior. that some institution:, in the p!,1.1c and

privaLa-aonpto:a secter..; are ellgaging'ip pro:10:ienal

abusive l'efund policies of the type which thc. Proposed Rule is ,desizned

to remedy.

A secon observation pertains to the Proposed" aulelc prohibition against

the dissemination of information concerning the general conditions CT

employment demand in any Occupational sector. We fully appreciate and

Share the Commission's concern in this area. There is no question that

the generalized employment and earnings data, based upon industry or

government surveys, have been subject to abuse in media advertising.

61 ,

1 2 a ni
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However, we suggest that the issue is not that the infbration.is uSecr,

.
:

4

which indeed may be _important caieee information to prospective student$,

but' rather how the informatiowis 'used. 'In short, the Government's con,

cern should be with the deeptiva use of such dAta:

,

We support the Rulet.s provision that spLcific emplOyment and earniqgs.1

claims made in written or broadcast aderiise:4cnts must bebase&tor

the school's actual knowledge of the emploment e:speribnce.Ofts: stb--

dents. The "form and content" prescribed in the proposed rule itself

may be misleading in that it does not take into accOunt: "

"(l) justifiable reasons for failure of studerits.,to ccyplete

. programs;

(2) students who obtaincd employment in the Occupation or
profession for t.:,ich trained prior to graduation;

(3) graduates who obtnined :employment in a closely rel::te4

oce,Tation or :rro:e5-si0i

graduates who0,-o4o not available for cf-::?loyment;

(5) graduLites Q r. cived adyinv.6mLnt in precant .employnent

yhic:: can b dim etly attri:ittt:d to completion of ti.e

program;

(6) graduates who obt fined employml.t in an occupotaon or

profession not re aced to the'training prcgram;"

(7 graduates for which employment information is not
I '

avoidable.
t

ti

A further frailty in the prdposed reporting requirement is that may ac-rta,1

,

_tually encourage distorted data recording, becouse,it day..nduce 'schools to

broadly define occupational fi0.ds and obbectitres in order to shOw high

percentage of graduate placement.

le '10 */ ^Tt e
, V
.
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Mr. Chairman, `there is pressing need for thedevelOpment of a/ comprehensive

system of piesenting education infernaticaito the pubic. Stich an II:forma-

.

I

tion-system would. ideally Mesh career or occupational information with

. .

information about training cwortnnitics, and provide detail'd descriptions

of those instititions do off:r r,..0.:1,:itics as :ell

tors of institutional effcrtiveries,:, including pvrformance clf graduates.

-Any effort to design, develop, and implc:ment such a public 'nformation

system pertaining to postsecondary vocational opportunities should, I

believe, tal:e into consideration a number of issues. Amon:; these issues

I'would cite are:

--what constitutes a common mini:gum basellfinformatioit .

all institutions midht ba expected to provide to stUe.ents

ar:d the public? f.

--what do prospective students need to knov in order to rake

an infored choice about eel:cation, occupation and ci=reers?

costs are inl.,1%-e... .in prpzring and noatig suth infor-
mation, and who s.1bui:1 hear these costs?

that.; 1 iat rrocwrc.,.. the

authenticity of such once

I hav,e.dealt at length on the area of disclosure of educaLicinel information

40,

because it is Such a.critical issue in the public debate surrounding edu-

cational consumer abuses. A regulatory response to this issue. must, I

believe, flow from a cooperative revlet4 and analysis of the underlying

issues by State and Federal agencies, accrediting bodies, students, con-
,.

sumer groups, professional and educational associations, and he general

.11:pr t. oC10,1". *:-.C
;
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Considetations which the ComfaissiOn might wont to takefto account re-

.garding other parts of the Proncsed Lule are il.thruaried Lriefly follrwrs:

*
.

(1) Mulct' the "Cade'elLiiion Policy and Pier -Rata R6fund
.

.attention be given to the factors, cite in .the pro- a

posed GSLP regulations, fer determining a fair anO. equitable

refund poliCy. It is in these regulations tilat-Ithe Office

of Education has attempted to define.and outline its own

conception of a "fair and equitable" tuition refund policy,

and in this connection e include such factors.as:

--the 'time period for which tuition and fees are
paid; and the time for which the student was .

'enrolled;
.

7-the amounts of instruction, equipment and other
services provided;

--whealcr-the refunds are reasonable and equitable
when eo:::ared above;

-- provision for a reasonable enrollv.nt or rogistra-
tion fee of up to S50 to be ret!eined by the school;

--allow..ance for refund policies v.andated by individual.

State law; and

--consideration of refund policy standards se by
nationally recognized accrediting agencies.

The pro-rats refund formula contained in the Rule would appear

to fully relieve the student whotwithdraws of any obligation

eo pay any share of the "fixed".costs of a course. As you

well know, students may withdraw from a course for numerous

reasons, many of Which are solely within the student's

control

O

,;"'.t,
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Yi:It is important, I be-t eve, to fashion a' pro -rata refund prw-
-

'17.-1 sden.Wilich does not unduly bedid-it a stud.. at. who,w1th,:ra::s
-,

. _
, ./ .

. /:
.

because of a lack of comitment.to the Work .which is rLquircd-
.

r? r?, t. .

for'suCces1-10 completion of-t4e-course,-aisd ,,%o 1::, .i :? effect,

.
.

, subsidized by the students v,ho rtr..i.Ln end Last conqu,-::tly pay
..,,

.. ''''

i i :

ilighin-tuition chimges- than they othert.lse, Would pay. ...,'

A

(2) Th TRR requirement compelling a achbol,
0
whiCh makes' n3 employ-,

vent or earnings clais, to sub* it a statecnt that th) scl:r,o1

has no such information may produce results tendi.:1:! to mislead

, students. `(any-institutions mairtaining placement seri:ices

ler graduated do so on a voluataly basis, since no reprval-le

4
School guarantees plz.ceMent or employment.

,

(3) "cco21.:;-orf '

Office of duc...:Lioll s-Tporis the kw.r.c:,14 of zr

period" within which a prospeht studdni nay col.:,ider

his mind. We also believe that he shouldfte given pro-.,,cr notice,

of his right to do so., Concernirl; the reaffirmatlion re,:ir.fron.ent

would recommend that, if adopted, it be consistent wit:, orner

similar or applicable'rederal and State qtandards already ;in

place.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the Office of Education applauds the efforts of

the Comaission to help protect the educational consumefrom minrcptesenta7

Lion, fraud, and deception. My comments have been directed towards the

means? rather than the objectives,,of the Proposed Trade Regulation Rule.

'77 49.-
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It Is my conviction that no single agcncy, publiC or private, can cope

fully vith the issue':: x7.1;ned .n.:u.ker, it 'All

require a -concerted effv by.FederiO, State, And pi7ivnte ageilc5s,

ing tov.:.::c with e6trenlioui3 in-AiLvtir,..-trc.
- 7

the rc:sponsiiii.!it. and

Thin:: you, Ciair:, -a, for the fTcrtnity d!r;r:INI:rvEL!, you t1.'

PrOposed Trnle Pegulatiott.Rule.

-

a

lirtr .

tI
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A Review of Statistics Pertaining to
GSLP and BOGS *

1. The-Universe of Postsecondary Institutions

-A. 'Degree-Granting Institutions and Their' Enrollments

APPENDIX IXI

The degree-offering schools of postsecondary instruction are fairly.

uniformly defined and counted. The Orlans study, Private Accreditation

and Public Eligibility, estimated a total el 2850 institutions in the fall

of 1972 which offered associate or higher level degrees for two or more

years of postsecondary work. The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education

estimated 2948 for the same period, counting branch campds.es as separate

schools. Roughly 2/3 of these schools held regional accreditation, 13%

held preaccredited status, end, 15% held no regional status. In April 1975,

the Accreditation and Instittitional Eligibility Staff of the Office of

Education (AIES) counted 3100 degree-granting schools, 1781 with four-year

and higher programs, and 1319 junior colleges'end institutes.

Enrollment at these higher education institutions rose from 3.6 million

in 1960 to over 10 million in fall of 1974. H wever, this figure compiled

by the National Center for Educational Statist cs is inflated by the

inclusion of part-time.as well as non-degree-tudents. In the fall of 1974,

6.4 million students were enrolled on a full- ime basis, while 3.8 million

attended part-tim . Of this grand total, 5.8 mullion or 56% were full-time

degree-credit st dents. Tke rest were part-t me degree and non-degree credit

students. Nin "-eight percent of the 6.9 million full -and part-time students

in four-year a d higher _institutions were enr lied in degree programs,

as compared wi h 65% of the 3.3 million at th two-year junior college level.

Three quarters of all students were 'enrolled n public institutions, with

one quarter at private, non-profit schools (T ble :

B. Non-Degree PostseCondary Schools and Their En ollments

By contrast, the non-degree sector of postsecondary instruction is ill-

defined and poorly counted. The estimated number of private non-degree

granting institutions ranges from 7000 to 30,0300. The higher estimate

includes ptoprietary avocational and recreatiopal schools, but these cannot

be totally, discounted, for what is avocational to some is vocational to' others.

The number of public postsecondary non-degree.schools is also unknown. Programs

and courses have been counted, but not schools. For example, many of the 1081

public area vocational achoola considered .pestsecondary non- degree schools

by. the Office of Education operate also at the secondary or associate degree

levels.

The public vocational sector is confounded by the presence in many

institutions of vocational and liberal arts instruction, of students

under and.over the statutory age of "postsecondary" puberty, of courses

which 'are and are not acceptable for coligge credit, and of programs

which doand-do not terminate in'degrees.'

* Gathered and reported by Mrs. Jean Levin, May 1975.
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A 1971 Office of EducatiOn Survey identified 11,731 postsecOndaly schools with

vocational programs. Evelyn R. Kay's Directory of Postsecondary Schools with
Occupational Programs, 1971, Public and Private, U. S. Office of Edudation;

1973, listed 8182. The published directory included 5000 proprietary schools.
But, 3549 proprietary schools excluded from this OE directory were ineligible

for either the guaranteed loan program or veterans benefits, but may have

had students enrolled in other government sponsored programs such as vocational

rehabilitation or manpower trdining.

Enrollment estimates at vocational schools are also sketchy. Estimates of

lstudents at private non-degree schools range from 1.5 to 15 million and,

statistics painfully fail to convert enrollment and cost estimates
into comparable terms, adding in one merry sum full-time year-round,
full -time short-term, part-time year-round and part-time short-term

students. 2!

The 1973 report of the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Toward a Learning

Society, Alternative Channels to Life, Work, and Service, attempted to convert

enrollment data in non-degree postsecondary instruction to comparable terms used

in counting'Students at degree-granting schools. Accordingly, an estimate of

10.7 million non-degree enrollees in postsecondary programs was deflated' to a

full-time equivalent of 2 million..

C.' Summary

The total universe of postsecondary schools tabulated by the Office di Education

is 14,000; (3000 degree - granting institutions and 11,000 non-degree granting

schools). Roughly 8000 of the non-degree institutions are proprietary schools,

about 1500 of which are accredited. Another 1000 are public vocational schools.

The remaining 2000 are non-profit or sectarian in ownership. Roughly 10 million

full- and part-time students attend degree-granting institutions. Another 2 to

10 million are enrolled at non-degree schools, depending on who, how and when

one counts.

2. The Guaranteed Student Loan Program

A. Eligible Institutions

For funding and scope, the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is currently the

largest Office of Education student assistance program in terms of both eligible

institutions and eligible students. Currently, of the 8459 eligible schools, 823

are foreign and 7636 domestic; 3714 are considered institutions of "higher"

education; and 3922 are classified "vocational r Of the total, 5875 are accredited.

For purposes of the loan program, eligible institutions'of higher education exceed

by 600 the degree-granting universe described in Section 1. This difference is

explained by the inclusion of hospital schools of nursing and allied health

programs. By law ineligible degree-granting institutions are excluded because

they are less than two years old, without legal authorizatiOn, unaccredited, unable

to demonstrate "preaccredl.ted" status, or unable to demonstrate the acceptance of

lransfer credits from three regionally accredited schools (known'as 3-IC).
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Vocational institutions award certificates or diplomas, not degrees. The 4000institutions recognized for this program are'eligibleVy virtue of two-year
existence, legal authorization,,and accreditation by a redognizePagency. 3 In1975, the vocational universe included 1500 proprietary'srbools and 2500 public-,and non-profit schools, including hospital schools and allied health program. -)
accredited in collaboration with the American Medical Association. rn the earlydays of the loan program, Advisory Committee action included various classesof vocational schools totaling some 500 institutions which offered training in programsnot properly accredited. 3 In the absence of national accrediting agencies recognized,to accredit for-profit trade schools in certain fields, the ALES Advisory
Committee also rendered eligible some 750 proprietary, trade, flight, aeromechanic,barber and cosmetology schools licensed by states sand meeting criteria acceptableto AIES. After the National Association for Trade and Technical Schools (NATTS-1967)and the Cosmetology Accrediting Commission (CAC-1970) were placed on the
Commissioner of Education's list of recognized accrediting agencies, schoolsrendered eligible in this alternate,manner were advised that they hid five yearsto gain accreditation or lose their eligibility.

Since 1970 almost 1000 schools have had their eligibility terminated. Of these10% were degree-granting; 65% were either degree-granting or non-degree-granting
proprietary institutions, 21% were pu lic or non-profit vocational schools.Reasons for termination include clos e (43%), loss of Advisory Committee
approval (31%), loss of accredited st tus (21%), merger (2%), and loss of 3-IC (1%).

Over 800 schools are eligible under G
The Office of Education does not know
GSLP are disbursed through the lender
quantify loans to students at schools

LP, but how many have 'actually participated?
because, unlike NDSL and BOGS, loans under__
not the institution. Thus40E can only

which also serve as lenders..
.

B. Number of Participating. Schools in th Guarantee Student Loan Program

In 1973; the Orlans group contracted ith Phoenix Systema, Inc. to process data
collected by the AIES on the number of schools parti4pating in the loan program.Because of the uneven quality of the ALES information system, which staff mem4rs
readily, acknowledged and attributed to insufficient manpower, the printouts.
obtained were useful only in portraying trends. Since then, the Office of
Education has improved its information on the loan program with the development
of the'GSLP,Loan Estimation Model'-in September, 1974. Combining both studies
_produces a clearer picture of the uni4rse of participating institutions.

The AIES printout (Table 2) showed 3241
loans in 1969. One percent of the sch
outstanding loans while 10% had more t
participating universe expanded by 35%
institutions held over $1 million in p
In 1969, 93% of the participating scho
and universities. By 1972 this figure
between private non-profit schools (8%
between 1969 and 1972, the number,of p
in outstanding loan paper-jumped 275%

ols h'ad'more than $1 million in such
an $100,000 outstanding. In 1972, the
'to 4399. The students at 2% of these
per obligations and 21% held over $100,000.
ls with 'over $1 million were public colleges
dropped to 717..-with the remainder divided
and proprietary schools (21%). Thus,

rticipating schools with over $1 million
or public institutions,-450% for private

schools with students holding one or more

non-profit schools; and an astounding 2400% for proprietary schools (Table 3).



In the same three year period the number of participating schools with over
$100,000 in outstanding loan paper increased 80% at public institutions, 297,%,
at non - profit institutions, and 558%.at proprietary schools (Table 2).

The number of schools participating pertains only to the federal portion of
the insured loan program. The state agencies keep theirpwn data and qnly
submit'institiltional information to the Office of Education when making claims
for insurance. To extrapolate on a hunch, combining. both the federal and
state agency Programs, one 'could guess that three quarters ()all schools
potentially eligible for the program are participating or have participated.

C. ,Number of Loans and Annual Loan Disbursement Federal Program

According to data projected through sampling in the GSLP Loan Estimation Model,
in FY 1973, some 577,000.1oans were disbursed through the Federal program:
59% to students at junior colleges, four-year colleges and universities; 35% to
students at specialized and vocational schools. In 1968 approximately 77% of the
loans went to college and university students. This proportion declined. by
1973 to 53%, although the actual number of loans increased from 50,000 in 1968
to 302,000 in 1973.

In FY 1968, specialized and vocational studens accounted for 3361 loans, 5% of
all loans made that year. By FY 1973 due to statutory changes merging an
earlier_ rogram of-guaranteed loans to vocational students with the Higher
Education Act and provisions for federal insurance benefitsto interstate
lenders, this percentagetincreased to 35% or 209,371 loans. During the same
period, the number of loans to students at junior colleges andinstitutes
remained at an annual level.of 8% (Table 4).

6

,Moreover, in terms of ownership patterns of schools attended by student
borrowers, students at public' institutions accounted for 65% of all federally
insured loans in FY 1963. This percentage declined to 43% in 1973. (Table 5)
Students at private schools had 21% of the loans in 1968, declining to 16% in
1975. Student borrowers at proprietary schools increased from 4% to 36% during
the same period. In FY 1973, the largest average loans were,made'to students
in proprietary schools ($1022) while public school students, borrowed the smallest
average amount ($894).

D. Percenf of Postsecondary Students Borrowing under the Guaranteed Student Loan
Program . ' . -

,....
. . . . 0. . .

No one knows the total number of, students enrolled at schools eligible for the
GSLP. Using data prepared by the National Center for Educational Statistics,
All 10.25 million students are potentially eligible for loans, including part-
time enrollments, since loans are available to students attending school on
at least a half-time basis. In the vocational sector, a ball, park figure might
be 3.1/2 Million potentiallyfeligible'postsecondary students enrolled in 1974.
The public vocational universe is estimated at'over 1.3 million, but these
students. generally do not borrow ender the loan program. By the count of

accrediting agencies of proprietari, schools,., in FY" 1973 accredited private

proprietary schools servicecLan estimated1.5 million studenes, including about
,664,000 in home study programs. Most of the remaining 700,000 students attend



accredited non-profit allied health institutions or unaccredited proprietary
schools.

A letter from T. H. Bell, Commissioner of Education
5/10/75 stated: "In less than 10 years more than 4
received 7.7 million individual loans totaling more
cumulative figures for the'entire.program including
state agencies. .According to a survey published in

.

in the Washington Post on ,

1/2 million students have
than $8 billions" These are
the portion loaned through
the Chronicle of Higher

Education in January, 1975, 10% of the 189,724 freshmen surveyed at degree-
granting institutions in the fall of 1974 said they received tuition support
from the GSLP (Table 6). The_GSLP Loan Estimation Model gives percentages
of postsecondary students receiving loans by type of institution (Table 4).
Under the Federal program in FY 1973, over 1/2 million loans were disbursed.
State and private guarantee agency programs for the same period added another
1/2 mil1i0n loans. Table 7 describes this distribution by type of school ownership.

4
,

1. Borrower Characteristics under the Federal Insured Student Loan Program.

Gross'family income. More than 85% of student borrowers belong to families
with gross incomes below $15,000 per year. Over 607. are from families with
gross incoMes,below 412,000 per year.

Racial and ethnic background. The proportion of loans to minority students
is increasing; jumping from 5% of total loans in 1968-to 75% in FY-19724

Sex. Menrhave consistently accounted for almost 2/3 of all loans granted.

Age. 41,The average age of the student borrower has increased. Students
over 27 borrowed 35% of all loans in FY 1973. The proportion of students
receiving loans between, the ages of 17 - 22.,has declined from 56% in FY
1968 to 427. in FY 1973.

Marital status. The rise in the age of the borrowing population corresponds
with the increase in the proportion of married student borrowers.

2. School Characteristics

Most of the 734,000 loans going' to students in public and private institutions
are likely to be channelled through higher, education institutions, since
students at public area vocational schools do not generally participate in the
loan program and the remai gV p4ivatenon7profit vocational schools are
probably small operations. hus, perhaps 7% of the estimated 10.25 million
eligible part-time and full-time ,higher education enrollees borrowed through
the loan program in FY 1973. An estimated 18% of eligible proprietary
vocational students were on loans in 1975, if one accepts, the hypothesis that
90rof the borrowers were enrolled in accredited proprietary schdols with
estimated enrollments of 1.5, million. .

E. Defaults under the Guaranteed StudentAoan Program

Default rates, or claim payment rates, are percentages bf the total volume of
loans to borrowers, who have left school and should be repaying. The following
analysis of claims by student borrowers'is derived from the GSLP Loan Estimation

So
4141

...71/7r-r , sr, -
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Model, which examined defau lters by characteristic and school. It applies only
to the Federal Insured Loan Program.5

Poa

1. Characteristics of "Defaulters" under the Federal Insured Student Loan
Program.

-is

Gross family income. Students from families, with gross incomes of $6000
and under account for more than 50% of all claims. Those in the,$6000-12,000
group accountfor more than 25X of all claims.

Racial and ethnic background. Between FY 1968-1973, white students
accounted for an average of 53% of claims, Spanish - American students for
an average of 27%, and black students for an average of 20%..

Age. On the average, the higher the age, the higher the percentage of
. claims.

Marital status. Single_ students' account for an average of 41% of all
claims, married students for an average of 25%. The balance are classified
as "Other" and. "No response."

-2. School Characteristics

- Student borrowers attending public and proprietary` schools have the
highest annual volUie of claims.

- The percentage of claitis for students at publicly o
from 70% in,FY 1968 to 20% for FY 1972. The percenta
attending proprietary schools rose from 10% for FY 196
The percentage of claims for students attending private
decreased from 20% to 6% over the same years:

d schools decreased
of claims for students
to 68% for F'1 1972.
degree-granting schools

- The highest annual percentage of the matured loan amount in claims is
found for students attending specialized and vocational schools followed
by students attending public junior colleges and institutes.

F. - Interpretation

Several factors explain the high rates at proprietary vocational schools and
public junior colleges and institutes. In the first place, vocational programs
are shorter in duration than many degree programs, and students enter the
repayment status, faster.

.

Tuition refund policy, appears to be a key link between high dropout
and high default rates. A borrower who ,drops out of school is contractually
obliged to repay his entire loan within 9 -12 months. Failing to obtain
what he deems to be An adequate or timely refund of his tuition, he may
.-,0e unable or unwilling to do so. Another type of borrower completes
his course of study but then stops payments because he feels that he
did not really learn'dnything or that he

,01

did not get a job he has i'en
^
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lid to expect . . One troublesome,_ if infrequent cause of lodh,,,

default:occurs when a-school loses its eligibility ni roans... °

Another problem arises when a school closes before students finish their vtudies.

There are higher'concentrations of high-risk, low- income students at specialized

vocational schools and public junior colleges'and institutes. Also, students

.may be deliberately exploited.and euchered into contracts they do not understand

for poor training they may not even eceive.

A 1974 estimate by the General' Accounting Office put the proportion of potential

insured loan, defaulters at 24I of all student borrowers and almost half of all

borrowers at proprietary schools. Defaults have been lower in the programs'run

by the state and private agencies because the states have4screened out, or given

grants rather than loans to more high-risk, low-income students. Jay Evans,

president of the National Council of Higher Education Loan Programs, told

Senator Pell's-Edwcation Subcommittee in September 1974 that the state, agency

rate ranged from 5% to 7%.

G. Lender Schools

Some 200 schobls have obtained federal insurance contracts and become direct

lenders,'in part to avoid residencyor school restrictions in state programs.
Direct lender schools can lend money to half-time, poor-risk, low-income students

whom banks may be reluctant to'serve, and their ability to offer loans together

with education can,be advantacezu.s in recruiting. 0 the 2D8 schools qualified

as direct lenders In December 1972, about half were rofit universities and

colleges among which were Ivy League schools, *hat known colleges and

thirteen state universities. The remaining half wer roprietary schools, all

but two accredited by proprietary vocational. accredit g agencies. Looking at

the number of borrowers who defaulted, by lender types, it becomes obvious that

proprietary lender schools have a significantly grealter,default percentage than

the higher education lender schools.: From 1969-1971 approXimately 2% of the

borrowers obtained loans through higher education lender schools. The default

percent from these lenders for the same years remained steady at .6%. For the

vocational school-lenders, the number of borrowets rose from :2% in 1969,.

11.1% in 1971, 26.4% in 1972 and 26.4% in FY 1973. Ther percentage of annual

defaults from this lender source increased from 3% in 1969 io,27.3% in 1972. 7

Considering the fact that theSe 100 proprietary 'school lenders are among a group'

,of-19,000 lenders of_all types, the results should be of special interest to

policymakers.

. The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program.

BOGS first provided funds in 1973-74. Eligibility is based on-financial need, and

grants are awarded by a Congressionally approved formula. The BOGS-appropriation in

its first year was, $122.1 million but actual expenditures totalled only 50 million.

Because of limitod funding:grants were restricted to first-time students enrolling

full-time after July 1, 1973. Data, on institutions participating in BOGS comes

from end-of-year institutional progress reports. To summarize the firstyear'of

of operation, 35% of the 537.2 institutions eligible for BOGS were public schools, ,

whose students received.$33 milliOn of available funds or 66%. Students at private-

non-profit institutions received $13 Million while 7% of the grants went to students

At proprietary schools (Tablet). The average award Was $247.

In the survey published by the Chronicle of Higher Education on college freshman of

1974 cited earlier, 25% of those responding repOrted support under BOGS.

1 :"
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None

iTlICENT OF FRESHMEN IN
FALL OF 1974- RECEIVING.

SUPPORT FROM FEDERAL GUARANTEED
,STUDENT LOANS

90 0%

$1 - $499 2 6%

$500 -..$999_ 2,51_=

$1000 - $1,999 . . ... 4.1%

$2,000 - $4,000 .0 6%

over ..$4; 000 o

Sourde: "The American Freshman: National Norms for' Fall.'1974,"
Published by'the American Council. on EdUcation and
University of California at Los°Angeles, in The Chronicle ,

of Higher Educdtion,I.January 20, 1975, pg"..8.

,
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TABLE 7

ESTIMATED NUMBER.OF
'BORROWERS UNDER THE GUARANTEED.STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

BY TYPE OF:SCHOOL OWNERSHIP - FY 1973

1973

Federal Loan'Program
7. RI *number of d.

.borrowers
thousands)

Public 33.7 194

State and 'Private
Guarantee Agency
% b.rmnber of 'd.

borrowers
thousands)

Total
number of d..
borrowers-
(thousands) '

4.4 272

Private 13.2 76. .38.4 192

Proprietary ' , 48.7 281"

-Unknown

5.1 25

6. 34 2.1 10

'43

24

28

4

466'.

268

306

44

::',;TOTAL 100.% C.-L. .577 100% 500 100% 1,084

Sources: a. Office of Education, GSLP Loan Estimation Model, Volume 'I I,
' Borrower, Lender and Institutional Characteristics, September,
1974, Appendix A-5.,.

b. Ibid, Appendix B-5.

c. Office of Education, GSLP Loan Estimation Model, Volume.11,
Introduction and Summary-Disbursement Data, September, 1974
p. N1-21.

,

d. NuMber of borroigers chlculatedkom pertentages. t Results may
.

not be accurate due to rounding,

*' The percentage and numerical distributions on the Federal
portion of this table do not agree with those on Table 5,
although the total is derived from those data (See Source C).
They are based on cross tabulations of a different sample
extracted from GSLP files in February 1974. The other
figures are based on a 100% sample run in June 1973. These,
data are used because they pargllelpinformation given'on
theState Agency Programs.

14,3
ti
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SABLE 8

BASIC, GRANT EXPENDITURES, RECIPIENTS AND AVERAGE .

AWARD BY TYPE 07 INSTITUTION (1973-74)

Total Total Total
# of Expenditure Student
Schls. % (thousands) (thousands)SCHOOL TYPE

Total Public 357 1869 667 $32,949
lO

t

Universities,
Other 4 year
2 year
1 year plus
6 months plus,

Total Private
31% .

357 .

233
980
23

276

1698 26%

16,365
. 170

12,035'
84.

293

$13,077

15
44

.3

1

15
48

25
6

negligible
.5

,14
negligible

6
.5

4
4

2

.185

Nonprofit
Universities
other '4 year
2 year
1 year plus
6 months plus

Total Private
157

234
914
419
'29
100

827 7%

4;125
6,-865
1,772

65
160

$ 3,505

125
'1,390
1,000

984

343
.

$49,874

Profit-making
Universities
other 4 year,
2 year
1 year plus.
6 months plus

Other, 18%

.."72
22

397 '

185-
221 ..

. ,

987

5374
.:.

.066%

TOTAL

HourCe: Office of Education, -BOGS End-of-Ye.ar-Report (1973-74 Academic
yea 10.

0,1

- . .

1

144
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Footnotes

1. Harold Orlans et al., ,Private Accreditation And Public
Eligibility, National Academy of Public Administration
Foundation, October 1974, Volume 1,.p.278_

2. Ibid., p.280

3. In 1967-68, regional 'accrediting associations did not
. accredit public or nonprofit Vocational schools, and some

,

500 public-area vocational schools listed by state .

agencies for participation in the 1963 Vocational
Education Act accordingly bcecame eligible under GSLP.'

4. The following profile is drawt. from Office of Education),
GSLP Loan Estimation Model, Volume II, Borrower, Lender
and Institutional Characteristids, September 1974,
ppY11-11 to 11-30.

Ibid.,'Volume III, Claims Characteris4cs, 11-1 to 11-40

6.

7.

Orlans, op.cit., Volume 11, pp.

Figures"derived from GSLP Loan'
Volume, IL.A-21-a- (borrowers),
(defaults).

14i;

407-408;

Estimation, op.cit.,
`Volume III, A-17-a



Appendis III

Issues in.Eligibility

. The availability of Federal funds highlights and exacerbates certain

issues..relating to the Federal role in postsecondary education..
7.

(1) Federal responsibility for achieving equal access, choice and

opportunity. The Education Amendments oE 1972 and subsequent national de-

bate and Federal funding decisions have firmly established the Fedesal re-

sponsibility foi. achieving these goals. Yet this' responsibility brings _

other issues to the fore and makes it difficult 'to' formulate rules -for

determining eligibility. .Numero6S issues Comprise this problem:

(
1. 'How can qual choice be realized if whole classeg of institu-

tions are not eligibl for Federal funds? . :

..

.

2. Does use of accreditation for eligibility impede innovation

and change (the response to new social conditions)?

.3. With growing importance of voc-tech education, how is i

served with present system?

4. Is access to new institutions affected by a conflict of interest,

wherein old institutions are accrediting the new?

5.. Mies lack of accreditation proscribe the choice of certain

institutions for classes of individuals?-
.J

(2)'Federal versus State responsibility for the regulation of post-

secondary institutions. Education is a function ef the States, but increasing-

, ly the Federal. government as affected many aspects of education. So far the

States have played a minimal role in determining whichpostsecondary institu-

tions should be eligible for Federal funds, but this could be changed. Some

issues are:
h

d

1. What is the proper role of 0.E,?

2. What is the relationship of accreditation ,to.licenstire, certifi-

cation, registration in eligibility?

3.How does the present system respond to the demand for account -

abilfitt arising from the expenditure's of'huge sums of money?

4. What is the federal role inlech:cation?

5, Is the present role of 0.E..in.regulaiion'recognized? llas,it

been expanded beyond authorization implied by legislation?.
"

4

t
14G
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6. Should 0.E. be regiOatory?,
,

7. Is there a need follebetter dis-eligibilityprocedurev?

8. How should these eligibility dilemmas be handled?

-'eligibility for open universities, external degrees, non -tra-

ditional programs.
- small special purpose institions

- parttime study and continuing education '

postsecondary occupational techflical education?

9. ,Should accreditation be used as the eligibility.mcaanisms for

proprietary schools?

.

10. Is 0.E. too dependent on accreditation for its regulation and .,

assessment of quality?' ,

:i6.4..
---; -..=.--t

...

11. If state officials insist that they are the appropriate accredi-

`1"'-f-,,toms, by virtue of their power to create,disljand, charter, license, administer,,

- regulate and police, how .can this be reconciled with a federal reliance on

private accreditation?

(3) Pederal use of private voluntary associations to make its funding

slecisions: The primary determinant now of whether a postsecondary institution

to receive Federal funds is membership in an accrediting associa-

tion which is recognized:by the Federal government. Few non-accredited in-

stitutions are eligible and few accredited institutions are ineligible.

accrediting associations were not created for the determinttion of Federal

eligibility, thby did not ask for this function, and most if them do not

want it,' When,the Federal government began use of this procedure', little

'monbrhinged on the eligibility decision. Now it is a major decision and.

time to ask whether some other method would'be more proper.

1. Lack Of relationship between chartering new institutions (by

state)' and private accrediting.

2% How many masters can private accreditation serve? Society,

. public welfare?. Students?:Frofessionals? -Federal government? State

government? or only the institutions?

-, .. ,4,

3.

.

Is the use 'of fees for proper?

4: Should-private accreditation a- policiaction?'

.5. Does use of the priVate accrediting agencies mean that.they

have broken withetheir autonomous tradition?
s

HOw Many agencies should. bC wed to accredit programs or insti7

tutions.in the same field or region?

7. Private regional accreditation is' not really voluntary since
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many, othet forms of accreditation are dePendent,on it (hence they provide no

rearalternatAVe to regional. accreditation).

8. What happens when the federal monitor(A1ES) does net agree with

procedural or substanlive.decisions of accrediting agencies?

9. Is it fair that professional accreditation may depend on regional

accreditation -?

10. Does the.use of private accrediting agencies represent a monopo-

listic practice subject to future legal attack? has this condition'been'ag-

graliated by the use of super-accrediting agencies?

11. Is duo process followed adequately in accreditation procedures?

12. Aren't accrediting agencies performing quasi-governmental functions?

Maintaining influential government contacts? 'To wit:

a. state reliance on standards developed by accrediting agencies

b, denial of accrediting - a government function

ary institutions?'1.e
-

.
I,

1

e n
n

I

,. .

(4) Federal responsibility for consumer protection inJ)ostsecondary edu:-
oceive,:are in the form of

sibility implied or _....,

, and ecau1c

c. power of accrediting agencies derived from uses by govern-

ment
d. state tax fundsindirectly upport accrediting agencies

e. state administrators eligible to serve as accreditors,

,f. state "disbursement ofJederal funds is affected by accredi-

tation status.

13. Do private accrediting agencies do what they are authorized to do?

,

14,.- Do acCrediting agencies act only in their own interest?

. 15. Should privatebagsncies be concerned with federal priorities?

16. Should4accreditation be the only efementn eligibility?

17. Is- it appropriate for regionals to refuse to accredit proprie-

cation. Most of the 'Federal funds institutions now

student 'aid. ,Because there is some.governmental rcsp

the protection pf thdOusers-of such vast sums of public.

these funds are-appropriated to achieve specific nationa'( goals (prinCpally

. equal access), the Federal government has a role, iii protecting the stu ent
from abuses by postiecondary,institutions. These can be Abscs ,of com ssion

(degree mills) pr omission, (not living up To thefpromised or implied quality

of education). Othcf factors such as declining enrollments in certain types

of institutions and a groWing national, interest in consumer protection beat

on ,thisr,but this is a major shift from the situation of just,a decade ago

when the' balance` of student funding decisions was ,almostqotally on the side

of the institutions' Other. issues include:

"(

1 4 a
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.

I. Are consumer protectiondmdasures (as in.GSLP) adequate?
'

.

2. Does regional accrediting provide close-enough or any scrutiny

of actual educational programs? -

.

. ,

3. With professional accreditation, is there sufficientperformance,
evaluation? Are those trained representedin the accreditation process? Is

there adequate measurement of the product before accreditation is given?
[

4. Accreditation is operated as a private' function with.a pubild

purpose; is public interest neglected? information on partial and full ac-

,

creditation is not disbursed; students do not serve on accreditation teams,

. .

, .

5., If accreditation,is not the key to consumer prOtection,

disclosure serve the purposef

-
6. If the federal government has a responsibility to reduce ex-

ploitation of educational consumcrs, how should that responsibility be re-

solved in terms of the opposition to federal intervention in educatierial'

administration?

7. Is accreditation so widespread that it is a meaningless indi-

cator o quality?

8. Should loss of any element ofeligibility result..in.the loss

of eligibility?
I

s

S .
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I. Increasing

'of varying

7 adAtess. th

.s

partment Health, Educatiori-And Welfare
U.S. Office of Education

BratiOnal Invitational Conference On
Institutional Eligibility

ISSUES'

Appendix 1II-A

Ok

y, institutional leade'rs complain about a growing number

sets of Fbderal regulations to which institutions must

emselves.

A, To the extent feasible, should the Office of Education develOp.

an wtpanded singular set of eligibility requirements app1le

to multiple programs-- :opposed to separate sets Of require-

.-
ments

B. -Shoul

for each program?

the Office develop a basic "terms of agreement" eligibil-

ity d lcui ent which in instituticnswould axecuto in order a as-
.

tabli hed eligibility status for all fUnding programs?'

.

II. Federal ducational program funding involves:

1) Determination of who is eligible;

2) Award of fundt; and

3) Ultimate responsibilitfforthe proper use of the funds.

How might the Office strengthen its administritive efforts in

are .s related to elicibilit?

:11l. The 00111,ssiondr of Education's statutory' authority, to .limit,

. suspend r terminate (for specified reasons) the eligibility."P

status o otherwise eligible institutions'currently,is appli-

cable on y to theGuaranteed Student-Loan Program.

150
a

.
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I

A. Should this authority be expanded relative to all student.,

aid programs?

.3. Should at be expanded relative to all posseconda funding

programs administeed by the Office of Education/

s alleged in the Orlans Report that accrediting agencies are--

not teliable atihOritiesregarding.4ither
educational quality

\,

or institutional Probity.
,

A: Does the Orlans Report substantiate,this thesis adequately?

B. If not, is ittrue anyway?-

C. What of the Newman Report recommendation (1971) that ac-
.

creditation be not considered at all in eligibility deter-

minations?

V. issuming that'the Office of Education should continue to use aq-

, creditation as one element in theeligibility determination pro-

cess:

Should it recognize more than cineavattlititaing association (1)

in a defined geographical area'of jurisdiction or (2) in a de-
,-

fined field of program specialization? In other words4cis *4

advisable to create "competition's for existing accrediting or
'

. ganizations?

64.
B. Should there be a private com;Ittee "to offer an alternative

channel of eligibility for useful unaccredited schools"? -

[The Orlans Report suggests there be a45-year expeiiment with

thisj

Cr(

f
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C. ,Should the'Officeqf'Educati on,eicpandthe'role of State agen-

cies In' eligibility determinations? If the Office of Educ'ation
.9

encourages expansion -of theeligibilifunctions.ef State-
.

a gencies, is this likely to-undermine the role c4 regional
.

and, national accrediting agencies?

;D. Should State agencies which-approve, license, or charter, escV-

ucationalinstitutiOns (and therefore.,give them one of the

prereqiiisitesfor eligibility) be. recognized by the Commis-.

eioner of Education in the same way accrediting agencies are
:11

now recognized?,

E. Has the time come to4stablish clearly,detined boundaries for_

the three elements in the eligibility triad? The three ele-

ments are (a)-4accrediting agenciep, (b) Stata'agencies, and

(c) Federal, agencies.

VI. If a -central set'of eligibility requirements-for institutions is.

established, through prevision:by statute and regulation, should it

include, the following elements in addition to current requirements?

A. 'Pieper public disclosure of student attrition and completion

rate's.

.,-Fair and equitabletuitien refundb'to students.

'Proh tion, agaitiSt utilization of advertising, safes or en-
,

gz'apticed -of anytYpe' which are erroneous, decep-

ti*e:ormitleading.

publie'disclosure, by voCatienal scbbols, of job placement data

1

r.
s " '17r
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regarding graduates,

-4-

.VII`. Should recognized accrediting and state approval agencies address,

the issues listed above in their, standards?

VIII. The functions.and importance of the Commissioner's Advisory Com-
.

mittee on Accreditation and Institutional Eligibility,havp expanded

considerably since its establishment in 196g:'
I

(See charter listing
J

M

current functionS.) =

A. Given the significance of its operations, should the'rolt and

functions of the Advisory Committee be specified by,statute?'

IX. The Orlans Report proposes the recogn4iori function tof the Com-

missioner's Advisory Committee (end. of the..Commissioner?) be' trans-.

ferred to the new Council on POstseccpdary Accreditation., and that

the Advisory. Committee become an,appeIlate body for COPA actions?
I

A. Would such a'scheme be:

(1).s.Practical'or Functional;

(2) Desirable to all affected

() 'Legal?

B. ,What advantages and( isadvantages would such a ,scheme offer?"

.

x.a l'AthrcAe institutional certifiCation system has, in the opinion
.

of DSOlt administrators, ,been

...Sbould this. procedure

..;
..CrectiPationpromision for eligibility for funding?

subjected to considerable abuse.

abolished as an alttrnative to the_ac-

, 6
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/ i
4 B. If. not abolished, what revisions are desirable for it?or. **,

XI. Shouldspecial eligibility previsions be developed for:

A. Proprietary institutions;

B. Innovative insiftutions?

C. Other institutional types?

XII. Should the Office encourage development of special accrediting.-
TN.

agencies for innovative educational institutions in order to

provide eligibility status to this category of .institution?

XIII. Are there significant categories or numbers of institutions which,

are ineligible because they are unaccredited? If.sol identify

them.

4

4,
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