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user guides.
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“Origins of this Project -~ * -

" claimed abuse. A comprehensive literature search oro

. [ .
v .
. .
. ‘" B
, — . \ //
. ;

INTRODUCTION

The.federal investment in postsecondary education student assistance programs *
administered by the U.S. Office of Education (USOE) totaled approximately
$8.4 billion during fiscal years-1972 through 1976. This investment-a]]owed,
over nine million students to seek an education beyond high school. Early N\

_in 1975, considerable concern was being voiced both within_and outside the _ ° g

.

government regarding a large number of alleged abuses of students who
were the recipients of this federal aid. The abuses which received most
attention occurred in proprietary occupational training schoo]s however,
abuses were also recorded in private_ non- prof t and pub11c institutions, both
in occupational training contexts and in degree grant1ng higher education
.contexts. Misleading and inaccurate advertisling, failure to grant student //
refunds, and'fa]se promises-of job placement nd post- tra1n1ng earnjngs t0pped. y
the 1ist of cited abuses. There was pressure from Conqress to stem such 1nst1tu-
tional abuses, especially in the case of students who were receiving, Guaranteed
Student Loans, where federal payments to cover loan defaults soared from

$25 m11110n in FY 1972 to $202 million in FY 1976, an e1ghtfo]d increase during

a period when ‘loan volume remained relatively stable. :

Suggest1ons abounded on how postsecondary students could be better protected.

Suggestions came from axfederal interagency subcommittee on educational c0nsumer ”
“protect1on, from two national $tudent consumer protect1on conferences, from the - i
National- AdV1sory Council for Educat1on Profe551ons Development, from the : . '
Federal Tride Commission,. from Congress, from the med1a--11tera11y from all

sides. But these sugqest1ons were sometimes conf]1ct1ng, often vague, uncoord1-'
nated, and lacking in emp1r1ca1 support. ‘ :

In July of 1975, the Amer1cag»lnst1tutes for Research (AIR) was awarded a
contract by USOE to develop improved consumer protect1on strategies for post-
‘secondary education. One of the first tasks carried out under that contract
was to locate, analyze, and synthesize (a) the available evidence for allenations
thag students were being subjected to institutional malpractice and (b) the ’

cting students from such -

d a wealth of "expert -
ostsecéndary education
stitutional abuses

+various suggestions and recommendations for pr

‘opinion" about the nature of consumer protection needs in
but precious little data gn. the actua] extent of presumed
of students or the degree to.which students ghemselves perceiyed variou; -

— A}

- . ; -8

‘ . : : ]



final set conta1n1ng the types of .abuses listed in Tab1e 1.

. ,
b . . ~ —

1nst1t‘t1ona1 practices to be abuS1ve Of most re]evance were "case studies"
«of student abtise contained in Congress1ona] hear1ngs media exposés, and USOE S
“own ‘investigations o hoo]s which were eljgible for fedéFal assistance e if“
programs; however, these d1d ‘not prov1de a suff1c1ent basis for the many '
1mprovement recommendations because they gave no true indication -of the mag- |
nitude of the prob]em and no spec1f1c gu1dance as to so]utkggs Lo '

The bulk of the 1mproverent)recommendat1ons which were offered in the
'ltterature could be grouped.1nto three maJor categories: (a) 1mprov1ng the
jsystem by which postsecondary 1nst1tut1ons were regu]ated and through which they
gained- e11gfb11ﬂty to part1c1p9te in USOE-administered programs, (b) 1mprov1ng

;’the quaﬂ1ty and quantity of information which was ava11ab]e to students 1n
.selecting postsetondary ogtqons, and (c) providina students w1th better mechanisms.

to seek and obtain redress of gr1evances .

o . . o \’ .. s ) .~ .

Determining the Nature of Student Consumer Abuse

The next major task was to identify inst%tutionai bractices,which could
mislead students and frustrate even their well-made decisions. Admittedly; there
was a thin line between “sharp" business operations and educational malpractice.
Because of the 1nconS1stent and complex network ¢f federal, state, and local

laws and regu]at1ons wh1ch govern postsecondary education, school practices:

which were po nt1a11y i1legal in one location might be permissible in another. .
Furthermore, because the pattern of laws dmd regu]at1ons was constantly chang1ng,
through new legislation or administrative and Jud1c1a1 re1nterpretat1on, prac-
tices which were leqal at one time might be 111eqa1 at a later t1me Consumer
advocates gendra]]y agreed, ho::;eé, that abuse depended on creat1ng cond1t1ons\ﬁ
which led the consumer to make a decision that (a) was. based on inaccurate or |
‘incomplete 1nformat1on_a (b) ‘was not in ‘his or her best interest.

Through an analysjs of institutional conditions whichéléd to . well-documented
student complaints, e,produced a preliminary set of "potentia]]y-abusive insti- - .
tutional conditions hodicies, and oractices " In this analysis, we accepted the fact

" that students are capable of exce551ve subJect1v1ty, de\th1on and mak1ng unfair -

comp]a1nts, an attemot was made to use only verified comp1a1nts, i.e., those
which werevaccompan1ed by exterha] evidence that the comp1a1nt had resu]ted
from an actual institutional condition, policy, or pract1ce The pre11m1nary

set was augmented with case study material from the 11terature resulting in a
\

o . - ; e ‘~ !



- g ' . Table 1

. SUMMARY OF - INSTITUTIONAL ABUSE CATEGORIES-DERTVERFROM—
STUDENT COMPLAINT ANALYSIS AND LITERATURE

1. Inequitable refund.pOIicies and failure to make tipe]y tuition
and fee refunds. .
2. Mis]eading recruftipg‘and_admissiops practices.
3. Untrue or misleading advertising. . . '. PR
4. Inadequate instructional programs | /;.‘ v - .';>
5;‘ Unqua11f1ed 1nstruct1oAa] staff >f vqp Lo " v ‘_
6. Lack of necessary disclosure in ur1tten documents . .
7. Inadequate 1nstruct1ona] equ1pment and fac1]1t1es -
8; Lack of adequate Job’placement serv1ces (1f prom1sed), and lack of
_ adequate follow-through pract1ces . )
9.h Lack of adequate student se]ect1on/or1entat1on practices. | \\\\Q
10. [nadequate housing fac1]1t1es - ' T C

11. Iack of adequate pract1ces for keeping stu ent records
Sh?\ Excess1ve instability in the 1nstruct1enat staff. o ’ .

13. M1srepresentat1on or misuse of chartered, approved or accred1ted
status.

14. lLack of adequate financial stability.
Improved consumer Protect1on Strateg1es
. The project's ]1terature review and synthes1s (see--Helliwell & Jung, 1975)
© made 1t|clear that improvement strateq1es couPd be grouped under two major
head1ngs (a) the r egu]atorz approach, in wh1ch attempts could be made to better
“prevent or control the types of condft1ons, policies andspractices of the kinds
q@ ]lstgd¢1n Table 1; and (b) the non- requ]atory approach;, in which improvements

. hﬁhwcgufd be made in the’ educat1on-of student consumeﬁs\t;emséﬂves, so they could
- 1dent1fy, avoid if possible, -or dea] oroper]y with inStitutional abuses of the
' kinds 11sted 1n Table 1.
3 . XS '
\ 10 . ( - b
& » . \ n’




. Regu]atory Approach The f1rstjdec1s1on we made w1th regard to requ]atory
\ . "strategies was to-accept as a given the current "trlpartite“ system 6f insti-

- - - -~ tutional-eligibility determination. “We. d1d not regard 1t as- our role to-attempt .
' - to change this congress1ona]]y—mandated system; rather we sought strateg1es
which would allow it to function better. The tr1part1te system, or *tr1ad "
is discussed in detail in the next section; briefly, and 1gn0r1ng sev%ral
. comp]1cat1ons, it is a system in wh1ch an-institution applying for e11g1b111ty
must: (a) be legally authorized ;to operate by the state in which i is located
‘ “{b) be accredu@gd by a private, non- governmental accred1t1ng body off1c1a11y )
recognized and listed bx USOE; ang,( ) meet the provisions of the specific stu-
dent aid programs in USOE. U]t1mate]y, 1nst1tut1ona1 eligibility determ1nat1ons
are made by USOE's Division of E11g1b111ty and Agency Eva]uat1on] (DEAE), which .
reviews: an institution' s‘app11cat1on for eligibility to “insure .that thé federal ~
statutory requ1kements have been sat1sf1ed,,1nc1ud1ng the regulations- applicable- .
to each student assista glprqgram.‘ For example, over 8,300 postsecondary in-
stitutions are recogni#d.3% eligible for ﬁart1c1pat1on in the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program, which 1s ‘the largest of the USOE adm1n1stered student assis- .
tance programs 2 . ' ' Co ; ’;| ' o
oIt was further dec1ded (see Jung: Hamilton, Hef]iwe]]' MtBain,.&fFernandes,
| 1975) that the most usefu],ﬁ}d to the tripartite system would be a data collection
and dissemination mechan1ﬁé§?h1ch would: (a) define, in very specific and
.unm1stakab1e tecms the 1ns"1tut1ona] conditions, policips and Btact1ces which vere
. | considered to be abusive to students; ‘(b) serve ‘an "egfly ‘warning” function
| for the tr1part1te agenc1es (i.e., the;state licensing andsapprovat agencies,
, the non-governmental accreditatiop'agencies, and the studént aid nrogram offices.
! in USOE); (c) serve to promote much needed communication gmg_g these agencies;
and (d) promote voluntary self-improvement By eligible 1nst1tut1ons Due to its 4
role as cqord1nator of the tripartite system, DEAE was v1ewed as the éenter for
. the data qp]]ect1on and dissemination mechan1sm e )
A cr1t1ca] requirement for the 1nformat1on co]]ect1qn and d1ssem1nat1on

v

]Formerly and still widely known as the Accreditation and Institutionat E11g1-
bility Staff (AIES),<Bureau.of Postsecondary gducat1on DEAE is also responsi-
ble for adm1n1ster1ng the process by which accréditing- agenc1es seCure initial
and cont1nued USOE official recogn1t1on and listing. S N
2Other programs are: Basic Educat1ona1 0pportun1ty Grant (BEOG), Supplementary
Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG),-College Work Study (CWS), and National- -
Direct Student Loan (NDSL}. : .. :
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/7;>~' mechan1sm was data.wh1ch were very descr1pt1ve of abus1ve 1nst1tut1ona1 prac-
t1ces. subject . to re]at1ve1y clear 1nterpretat1on by both institutions and '

o reguﬁatory users ..The..data. had to be e . — S —

e relatéd to institutional po]1c1es and pract1ces wh1ch are genera]]y )
adgreed to be abusive; - .

.# guantifiable, such that similar 1nst1tut1ons cou]d be compared on d common "

. scale; R i I
. o verifiable, so that disagreements in Sca]fng could be easily reso]ved; - e

e useful to institutions therselves in their. own'self-improvement efforts; and

- o related to 1nst1tut1onallool1c1es and®practices which are mod1f1a§iﬁ and -
. : within the power of the institution to mod1fy. : o T,

3, Toward th1s end, AIR staff _developed InstJtut1ona1 Renort Forms (IRF s) for
- A'.,dggree grant1ng and occupat1ona1 training’ 1nst1tut1ons, a quantJtat1ve scor1ng
- system for the forms, and a set of suggest1ons for how the scores might be used
to: (a) foster self-improvements in an 1nst1tut1on s consumer brotect10nA
functioning;" bl provide advance _warning to tr1ggér more intensive regu]atory'_
attent1on‘by the agencies in the tr1paft1te system; and (c) serve as thé.basis s
" for regular, forma] commun1cat1ons among these agencies. R I ..
The process we went through to produce the mechanism for&lnfo;?at1on o 'é. .
co]]ect1on, analysis and use will- be documented in the Methods. _section of 'this
raport. The Resultglsect1on contains a summary of data gathered dur1ng a f1e1d
test conducted early in 1976 at 37 institutions in three states It also’ conta1ns
a descr1pt1on of the actual mechanism, which, unfortunately, is someWhat 11mthd -
in its usefulness because of changes requ1red by the Office. of Management and
Budget (OMB) prior to 1ts f1e1d test. Neverthe]ess. poss1b]e uses aré descr1bed

\tn two user gu1des, one for government requ]atory agencies_and one for eccred1-

-

N - y . . ..
L . . Ly
= » SIRRTIE

ation bod1es
o ‘ - F ) . : TR L
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Non- Regu]atogxﬁApproach It seemed clear that well- pub11c1zed conqehns T
. with 1ncreas1nq qovernment regulation of postsecondary 1nst1tut1ons '?‘”EﬂY ORI

const1tuted significant barr1ers to the progress of regu]atory efforts to contro]
- _.abus1ve 1nsf1tut1ona1 pract1ces We thérefore attempted to deue]op a'stn?tegy”(
: for bringing about major 1mprovements in postsecondary student protett1bnﬁwh1ch
. did not require any change in present governmehta] regu]at1on ~This "student--
SR based" consumer protection strategy had three parts " The first part waS«the
° _ already mentioned 1dent1f1cat1on of 1nst1tut1ona1 cond1t1ons, pol1c1es and
' pract1ces having the potential for student abuse the second part was based on
effective techniques for a]]ow1nq students to acqu1re 1b1s ‘information on their

s
N .- - . . . .
- e . 1 : v : ’ Lt
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. ,.
.
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own. The.final part was a set of suggestions for student use of this information,
. ‘to avoid or deal properly with such policies and practices. .-

. The tdega of providing consumers with "better information" to fac1litate
mo¥e informed decisions was not a new one.- Yet it had not seemed to bear
" fruit as a practical improvement strategy in education. We felt tne idea s
Had con51ste];ly become bogged down because of failure to realize the differences.
. between information _needed for better student decision making in general and
R ,information needed for improved consumer prdtectiOn. The latter seemed but:a small
o " subset of the former. In maktng decisions.about whether or not tg seek a post-
.secondary education, what type .of educatiop fb—seek, what institution to attend,
etc., students need a great deal of ini]ﬂhat1on. 'Needed information includes not
. only the various optioms available at particular institutions, the requirements
> and costs of each and financial aids available, but also insight ihto the world
of work and an individual's own goals, interests, abiljties, limitations, etc.
Information of this type is a great aid in improved decision _making. However,
students also need to know about institutional policies and pMctices which can
mislead them in their decision making and frustrate their goal atta'hment once
a deClSlon has been made. Only the latter type of information, the limited subset
of consumer protectiom information, was of concern during this project.

’

Many authors have suggested lists of things students "ought to be taught"

-to make better educational decisions. In addition to missing- the essential
distirnction between informatign for better general decision making and infor-
mation for avoiding abuse, this orientation has the tendency to assume that
sfudents ‘are minions who have an almost unlimited capacity.to absorb large

jgunts of comparative institutional data and to’regurgitate and use it upon
demand. The usual mechanism for channeling this flow of information to students
has been the secondary school counselor. Countless calls have been registered
for "more and better school counseling services," assuming first that-counselors
have the time and expertise to seek out consumer information for their
counselees, second that students oriented toward postsecondary education will ‘X\\N
put much fMaith in information they receive from such a source, and third that
most postsecondary-oriented students utilize counseling services in secondarg

schools. .
» We rejected these assumptions in favor of another set. The altermative

set prdposed'that all students, at the time they are making a costsecondary
education decision, exhibit some degree of persdnal concern and uncertaijnty.
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ring this stage (not so much before or after), they are willing to make a

small imvestment of their own time, energy and talent -to acquire a small set

. of 1nformat1on wh1qp will help them to avoid educational ma]pract1ce. They \
*will most trust thaﬂﬁpnformat1on which they can acquire (or at least validate)
on their own, without requiring the involvement of a counselor or government -
regulatory agency official. They will be most likely to be able to use infor-
mation rhich does not require sophisticated interpretation or statistical
transformation. , e

We knew information about the presence or absence of abusive conditions,

policies and practices couyld be acquired by students or prospective:rstudents -

- > tﬁenshlxez if they had easy access to a “ﬁow to do 1t" guide at the ‘time they
were actua]ly confronted with the need to make-a decision. we also knew the
information could be usqd if it included suggestions for 1dent1fy1ng minimum
acceptable risk levels and, based on the information obta1ned ‘ruling out.
alternatives wh1ch seemed to fall below those levels. If a postsecondary
education choice seemed to be above the minimum level, but still to entail some Y
potent1al for abuse, the strategy could also demonstrate techniques for issuing
effect1ve complaints pr initiating grievances.
‘_The non-regulatory strategy we deéveloned is embodied in a 44-nage student guide,
with two associated audio cassette tabes; it is entitled Safeguarding Your tducation:
A Student's Consumer Guide to College und 0ccupationa14£aucation. Its deve]op-g‘ﬁ i
ment is described in the Methods section of this repgft and the product is
descr#bed in the Results section.’

Limitations of this Study ,
* We do not regard this as the definitive study in improving educational
conhsumer protection. Much more needs to be done and is being done. The major
’pfoducts of this project (the information codilection, analysis, and use

mechanism; guides for its use by accreditation and regulatory agencies,.and
the student's consumer guide) represent ¢reliminary, partially-validated strate-
gie They should undergo a more extensive peniod of gmpirical validation and
refin®ment. A1l partners in the postsecondary education enterprise, including

; representatives of students and postsecondary institﬁtfons, should be involved
in assisting in and observing the results of this validation’and refinement.

The strategies as they exist now, however, can contribute in a meaningful

way to ‘meeting several immediate needs. In the Follow-up Imp]ications‘section,
we list some of the contributions we feel they can make if USOE chooses to

implement them.
: 14
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We fully realize that in the past some students have deliberately cheated
schools and the state and federal a‘ssistané programs. This study, however,
has been directed c;nly toward preve;tting institutional abuses of student
consumers. Other studies will be required to address the problem of abuses
perpetr"ted by students and the retfationshin of these abuses, if any, to
institutione1 aBuses. .
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A LITERATURé«REVIEw AND SUMMARY .

~ - -

4
This section contains a synopsis of the AIR lfterqture\search mentioned

in the Introduction. It is current only to the end of December, 1975 (see

Helliwell & Jung, 1975).

Review bf Current Status

Abuses of Postsecondary Education Consumers

Thq.consumer1sm movement wh1ch has swept the co try has not left post-
sedondary education untouched. Series of art1cles in the. popular press (e gz,
the Bos ton Evening Globe, 25 March-1 April 1974; the Washington Post, 24 June-
26 June 1974; and the Chicago Tr1bune entered into the Corgressional Rqurd--
Senate, 10 July 1975) have called publ1c attention to consumer abuse in pro-

-pr1etary (for-prof1t) occupational training institutions, although it is -

recognized that problems also occur-in other types of postsecondary schools.
The testimony of former U.S. Commissioner of Edu%gt1on T.H. Bell before the
Federal Trade Commission (Bell, 1974) summarizes the situation.

..the vast majority of postsecondary schools and programs aré doing
honorable job of serving the Nation. Qowever, a number of common
Ipractices have been identified n a relatively small number of

schools. They.are found not only in proprietary (private, for-profit) -
institutions but also in public and private- nnnprof1t institutions.
. These malpractices include:

(1) misleading and inaccurate advertising;

(2) ind1scr1m1nate,gnd overly aggressive recruiting;
e (3).-lack of full disclosure of salient 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 fa11ure tb abide by stated poli-
cies). (p.

Since the student."contracts" with an institution to purchase educational
services s/he expects will be of personal benefit and then invests time,
energy, and money in the pursuit of .programs of self-development, students
may be considered the primary consumers of education (Willett, in ECS, 1974,
pp. 78-88; and FICE, 1975). They, of course, suffer when postsecondary edu-
cationa’ institutions engage in abusive practices, but other groups are hurt

as well.
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. The educational community is affected. Charges leveled at'dﬁethicai N 3
institutions tend to 1mp11cate those that dlscharge their responSIbllltles
| fairly apd well. The rev1@w of the Globe's al]egations agalnst proprletary

schools in the Boston area conducted by DEAE (Pugsley & Hardman, 1975) noted,

that enroliment and prospectlve student inquiries at proprietary technical

and trade schools "rapldly declined after the publlcatlon of the series,

by estimates ranging from- 35 to '50 percent."” . 13) Colleges*are in- }, .
crea51ngly coming to recognize that public opinion affects the1//f1nanc1al’f;;7?5
and academic affairs. Public conf1dence in higher educatlon has declined

.in the past 25 years” (Shulman, 1975). gdrely,w1def ﬁhb]1c1zed claims .of

- malpractice and consumer abuse will not help tbe ‘sftuation.

" Members of the general publie also lose when postsecondary educational
institutions engage in malpractlce As the proposed "Postsecondary Edu- .

v : cation Consumer Protection Act of 1975" (H. R. 2786) put it, "The Nation

has suffergd substantial lo$ses of human, financial, and educat1ona]

. reseurces because of the unethical actions of some administrators, recruiters,
» and other persons associated with eligible postsecondary educational instis -
tutions." (Bell & Pettis, 1975, p. 2) Taxpayers are‘tht when pub]ie funds
do not achieve the purposes for which they were intended and when dlS- '
illusioned students default on guaranteed loans v ' )

Much more has been wgctten about abuses in the proprietary occupat1ona]

education sector than about those that occur within the ivy-covered W
of higher education. Rroprletary schools' adVertising and'resru1t1ng

+ practices come under heaviest attack (!lewburg-Rinn in ECS, 1974a; Pugsley
& Hardman, 1975). However, Harold Orlans and his collaborators |Orlans, Levin,
Bauer, & Arnstein, 1974) have“discussed/atrlength exampfeg of fraud and mal-
practite'at accredited coldeges and universities. Examples of mahy of the
same practices for which proprletary schools are criticized are presented
in journalistic exposé style. Bu51ness malpractice and fraud, athletic
scandals, and advertising and recruiting 1mpropr1et1es are cited as evidence
that consumer protectlon is needed in all sectors of postseconda;ngducatlon.

k.-

Consumer Protection Needs

" The consumer protection issue has been analyzed in various ways..
Perhaps the most straightforward conceptualization is Hoyt's (in ECS, 1974a,

-
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Rp- 39-57) description of two compJementary approaches. "Quality control™

can protect consugers from practices and conditions which they are unlikely
to detect initially. The "comparable facts" approach can pro’1de consumers
with 1nformat1oﬂ tg#€nable them to make wise cho1ces

’ Nelson (1n ECS, ]974a, pp. 57 64) identified two basic ‘thrust
consumer, movement in postsecondary education. The first thrust is to hold
accountable the person or organ1zat1on to whom the consumer pays n
Minimdl cond1¥1ons of accountab1T1ty in postsecondary education include
doing no harm (e.os, nerm1tt1ng/encourag1nq someone to waste time is harmfu])
delivering the goods, and pr0v1d1ng redress of gr1evances The second thrust
reflects an. 1ns1stence that the goyernment perform the role of an ump1re,
making and enforcing ru]es for traff1c between buyer and se]]er so that
equity. between them-may be ach1eved in what could be regarded as a contrgci?

’
-

R1ghts and respons1b111t1es of part1c1pants 1n4the postsecondgry edu-
cat1ona1 marketp]ace have been repeatedly ‘8ddressed. - From the consumer's
point of view, w1]]ett(1n ECS, ]974a\~pp 78-88) has ]1s$ed these rights:
"the right to choose. products and services, the right to accurfte inforga-
ETU" the right to hea]th and safety.. .» and the ‘right to be ard and to

have. . d1ssat1sfaCt1on duly registered." (p. 84) She be]ﬂgv that a

balance between_the r1ghts and respons1b1]1t1es of all par 1c1pants in:
education can be brgught about by the same mechanism used in the traditional

,marketp]ace--1nvest1gat1ons of consumer concerns due process, and 1eg1s1at1on.

) ¢
Three basic themes of educational consumer protect1on emerged in the

literature. They are redress mechanisms, better information for consumers,

and regulation. Redress and the 1nformat1on ‘needs’' of consumers will be

- discussed here. The regu]at1on aspects of consumer protect1on will be

. discussed 1ater in. th1s section. -

Redress ThevFICE Subcomm1ttee on tducational Consume® Protection’
(]975) has stated: ”Nb organ1zed and. well-publicized mechanism exists -at
any ]eve] to hand]e‘tomp]a1n §;n1ng educational consumer prob]ems

© (p: 63)- Orlans, et al. (]974) noteéénhat Ygovernment and private agencies
‘have rio uniform way.of handling [educa¢1on related comp]a1nts] and many are

‘ shustled back and forqh inconclusively." (p~_453) g

N
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h‘assume thatwstates' procedures for comp1a1nt handling and redress

vary across states, although no data on these procedures ware fourd in the
course of our searches. The Orlaas, report, however, does c®te USOE's criti-
cism of state agencies' indifference to consumer interests (Orlans, et al.,
1974, p. '455). Under the "Mondwdment," the Commissioner of Education
can recognize state agenc1es for approval of pub11c postsecondary institutions
in their state. To gain this recogn1t1on, an.,agency 1s required to have
"written procedures for the review of complaints pertaining to institutional
or program quality as these relate to the agency's‘standards, and demonstrate

.that such- procedures are adequate to provide t1me1y treatment of such com-

p1a1nts in a manner fa1r and equ1tab1e - (AIES, 1975b, p. 4) “Only 12 . ‘~, N

state agencies are current]y S0 rECogmzed

redress procedure is ava11ab1e in the Mode] State Leg1s]ation prepared

by the Educaﬁ)on Comm1ss1on of the States'Task Force on.Model State Legislation -

or Approval of Postsecondary Edud§t1ona1 Institut1ons and Authorﬁzat1on to
Grant Degrees." Basically, the procedure requ?rqiﬁthe student to f1le a com--.t

" plaint with the state agency or commission granted author1ty to approve or

authorize institutions under the legislation. After investigation, the
agency or commission passes judgment on award of ‘relief or restitution, It
may a]so issue cease orders, impose penalties or revoke author1zat1on or
sa]esmen s permits. Judicial review of judgments and c1v11 or,criminal

penalties are possib]e (ECS, 1973).

Y

Pr1vate accrest1ng agencies must meet,a comp]aint rev1ew requirement
similar: to that reqwired of state agenc1es to receive the ‘Commissioner of

‘Educat1on S recognition. The-actua] efficiency of their: grievance and re-

dress procedures is uncertdin, however. Orlans, et al. (1974) suggest that
the proprietary school accrediting agencies have accepted and executed

~ promptly and responsively a role as YSOE's intermediary on complaints regard-

ing refunds, advertising, and soliciting practices‘%f their membeér institu-
tions,‘but that the regional and some specia]iied accrediting agencies have
been unreceptive,to complaints, regarding such a "policing{ function as

incompatible with their basic purposes.

DEAE refers most of the student complaints it receives to accrediting .
agencies for investigation, although in Jpecial cases it may investigate
itself or consult USOE's regional offices or appropriate state agencies

12 J
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+ (Herrell, 1974). There has been no clear statement of the types of redress
‘ which are typ1ca11v afforoea the comp]a1nants in these cases.

Information. Prov1d1ng educational consumers with c plete, accurate,
and up to-date information on their various post‘econdary options is a much S
Id1seussed consqmer protection strategy. The underlying assumption is that
with ihfonnation about available alternatives the consumer is able to (a)
choose the one that best meets his or her interests and needs and (b) avoid ,
i 1nfer1or institutions or programs that may engage in abus1ve practices. It is
\\ necessany to note again the 1mportan but often ignored d1st1nct1on between

§;1onal dec1§1on making and information

information needéﬂ for 1mproved educ
needed for 1mproved consumer protection. The latter
‘of the farmer, and we have concen

¥is only a small subset

mer protection infor-
-7
-~ L]

protection information

mat1on in our rev1ew

: ”post/condary y
ﬁh ,"3‘ categories: (a) objective data about instltutions, .
grantkgtheir practices; (b) judgments regarding thein quality;
Xa@%ﬁh about regu]atory agencies' decisions regard1ng institu-

' Accrediting agencies and other groups ‘that assess .> >3

"1nst1tut1ons quality normally require only #he first type of inbem@tion. - -
'ory agencies at the federal (e.g., the Federal Trade Commission) /Afﬁay '

g anﬂ}Sfate (e.g., state 11cens1ng and approving agencies) levels, and federal
i“ ’ o agenc1es charged with determ1n1ng 1nst1tut1ona1 eligibility for financial . A
. assistance, usually use the first two types of information, altlough they~
f{. " could certainly prof1t from knowing about the regu]atory.dec1qf7;s of other
: agenc1es or groups. Postsecondary education consumers could b}pef1t from -

N TN

all three major types ofinformation ‘in making dec1s1ons to avoid or deal
: u‘properJy with 1nst1tut1ons which have a h1story of using potentially abusive
F -practices. !

.

However, postsecondary educational consumers currently have 1ittle
access to-quality judgments or regulatory SgﬁnCy actions. Accrediting
agenciee,pub]ish‘iists of ,only the institutions that have achieved accredited
- status. Orlans, et al. (1974) criticized accrediting agencies and USOE \
- because the names of institutions whichy were.denied accreditetion, disac- . .
| , credited, put on probatien, found in noncompliance with designated standards, ‘

20
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or wh%ch never applied for accreditation are not"published. The delibera—
,tions of accrediting agencies and the reports of evaluation teams are con-
fidential. To our knowledge, there is no group that rates the quality of
a majority of postsecondary afternatives and distributes this information
widely. Further, fegu]atory agenc1es are repeatedly cr1t1c1zed in. the
literature for not sharing critical information among themse]ves, not te

O

mention with educational consufers. ' Lo .

Current Systems of Postsecondary Governancelgjnst1tut1ona1 E11g1b111ty, and

Consumer Protection : . ¢

Two aspects ofﬁabnsumer protection have been discussed: (a) orievance
. and redress procedures, and (b) provision of comnarable 1nforﬂation to consumers *
“to: fac111tate choice of postsecondary educational options. In" th1s section
ot three systems related gp-postsecondary educat1on will be d1scussed (a) the
governance system; (b) the system for ‘determining. 1nst1tht1ona1 e11g1b111ty for-
federal f1nanc1a1 assistance; and (c) the so-called consumer protect1on system.

L]

Governance. The main assumption under1y1ng the governance system's
role in ébnsumer protect1on is that by regulations, monitoring; and enforce-
ment of rules, 1nst1tut1ons will be prevented or”stopped from abusing students
or potential students.' qu current system for governing postsecondary edu-

‘ﬁy{@tion consists of three elements: the federal government, the states, and

the private accrediting agencies. Each element has jts own unique interests
and'functions, but they-are also interrelated and share common concerns and

activities. Much of the following discussion is based on Kaplin (1975). -

The federal government's authority to regulate education is limited by

the Constitution. The United States has no counterpart to the Ministry of

. Education found in other countries. The government's major function is ~
establighing priorities and providing funds according to these priorities.
It does not have the power to. regulate education except through "spending
power" and "commerce power." The government can establish purposes and ¢
conditions for expenditure, but educational institutions can avoid these
requirements by refusing to accept funds. s

THe states have broad regulatory powers. to match their broad educa-
tional functions. They can claim all governmental powers not denied them

21
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in the federal constitution'or fheir own constitutions. They have spending
power, power over their own pubTic 1nst1tut1ons, and broad regu]atQ:y powers
(police powers) over private act1v1ty affect1ng public health, safety, or

general welfare. There are~bas1ca11y two levels of state regulation of non-

public postsecondary education, although these levels are not found in

every state nor are they always distinct. The first level is incorpora-

tion orich.rteringg which does occur in every state. Incorporation laws,
which.set forth the conditions a non-public institution must meet to come

into existence, vary in specificity among states. The segond level is

licensure{ This is é more substantial form of regu]ation pg;ause it includes
educatipnaL requtrements as ‘well as corporate ones. Not all states have™ .
licensure rquirements, and their sirength and enforcgment varies where they

.

exist., - {/” - ) L S R
. S L ‘ N

Accrediting, agencies are voluntary, private associations of member insti-

tutions. They were originally.established so that (a) peer réVieys of the

- quality of education offered-at member institutions could be conducted apd (b)"

the'pﬁﬁlic could be assured that the graduates of certain professional schools
(e.q., @edicine and lqw) were competent to pragtice, Consequgntly,'there are

two basic types of aggreditation. Regional and some national accrediting asso-f-
cfatibns conduct.institwtional accreditation, under which an entire school is
dccredi ted. Sgec1a]1ze accred1tat1on is conducted by national assoc1at1ons
which aecred1t one department or program&w1th1n an institution, usua]]y one’

has already .been reg1ona11y accredited. ,

Today the primary function &f accreditation is disputed.- USOE, whichﬂ‘l
statute relies on the judgments of accregiting agencies it recognizes as one
element in gaining eligibility for federal financial assistance programs, considers
ir primary function'to be one of certifying that aMinstitution has met
standards of quality. HoweVer,‘thé institutional accrediting
community especia]iy has disputed this view, arguing that institutional and
program self-improvement is accrediting's main goal and that accreditation only
certifies that an institotion is meeting its own stated purposes.

Institutional eligibility. As previously stated, USOE administers five

/éiudent7ESSisfance-programs: Basic Educational Opportunity Grants (BEQG),

22,
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Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SQOG), College work-Study (CWS),

‘National D1rect Student Loans (NDSL) and Guaranteed Student Loans (GSL).

' Inst1tut1ona1 eligibility fer these aid programs 1is estab11shed at two levéls.

Genera] eligibility determinat1ons are performed by DEAE, which .reviews an
institution's application according to certain criteria which vary slightly
among pub]%c and. private non profit'institutions and oroprietary schools.
These criteria relate to the types of students admitted (high school graduates
or equivalent), legal (state) authorization to operate, length of program

s_____and_degree or- training offere¥, type, of control, accred1tat1on (pr certifi-

?

*

cation by three accredited. institutidns to which credits offered by the
institution are transferab]e) and civil rights comp11ance (Herrell, 1974)

The secend leve] of e11g1b1l1ty determipatisn is, estab]ﬁsmed by the 1nd1v1dua1
program off1ces in USOE. Eligibility determ1natvons for specific assistance
programs are performed actording to the specific statutes and regu]at1ons
applicable o those programs.

The Office of Education relies- heav11y on accreciting agencies to assess
the qua11t1t1ve factors in determ1n1ng eligibility. In order to Just1fy this
reliance, USOE must, in essence, "accredit" the accreditors. The Veterans
Readjustment Assistance” Act of 1952 was the first piece of legislation which
required_ the U.S. Commissioner of Education to publish a list of nationally
recqgnized accrediting agencies and associations which he determined to be
reliable authorities as to the quality of training offered by an educational
institutio This requirement has been'repeated in subsequent legislation.
Twenty-one federal agencies outside USOE aiso re]y”on,the Commissioner's list

—~

e (Herrell, 1974). As noted earlier, state agencies may also be recognized

for approval of public postsecondary vocational education and nurse education
institutions in connection with eligibility determinations. B

DEAE is responsible for administering tne process by which accrediting
and state agencies secure initial and renewed recognition. It also provides -
support to the Comm1ss1oner s Advisory Committee on Accred1tat1on and Insti-
tutional E11g1b111ty which is mandated to review po]1c1es and legislation,
to suggest changes, recommend criteria and procedures for recognition of
accrediting .and state agencies, and review applications for recognition and

- make recommendations uhon them (AIES; 1975a).

Consumer protection.. The consumer proteqtion system for oostsecondary

~ education in the United States was.described in the FICE (1975) subcommittee

)
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report. As with g;; governance aﬂﬂ eligibility systems prgviously discussed, -
e _ the federal government, states, and accred1t1ib agenil?s p ay a role. Consumer

organizations are a]so ‘involved. 3

. - ,
The states and accred1t1ng agencies’ seem to ‘do littje in terms of ;j
protect1ng \Hucat1ona1 consumers beyond what has a]ready been described: ,
However, w111ett(1n ECS, 1974a) noted that each :}ptegﬁas appo1nted ? ‘
assistant attorney genera] for censumey protectidn ;

A var1ety\of agencies prov1de as§istance to eduCational consumers in- .
c]uding “national consumer advocate #ssociations; Better Business Bureaus,
oA mun1c1pa1 _consumer offi¢ials, various ombudsmen, and the growing number of
) groups seek1ng to organ1ze, defend and protect copsumers Trade unions have
T also stepped up their mterest in the consumer field, and private business

o

\\\ is becoming )ncreas1ngﬂy responsive." (FICE, 1975, p. 39) T

The consumer protection vh’ci‘es of four federal agencies are noted
. below, although at least twelve others (Bureau of Health Resources bgvelopment,
Social Security Administration, Department of Defense, Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Law Enforcement'Assistance '
Ramini:tration, Immigration and Naturalization Service, Department of Labog,
" Federd® Aviation Administration, Federal Communications Commission, Postal

Service, and Civil Service Commission) have engaged in some form of activity

in this area. ’ C -

The 0ff1ce of Consumer Affairs (OCA) in the Depar;ment of Health,
Education, and Welfare serves mainly as a liaison between private consumer
organ1zat1ons and federal agencies respons1b1e for educ:t}bnal consumer
protection, although it does handle some complaints. "OCA basically promotes
educational consumer protection from within the Federal and State governmental
strueture, and advocates 'se]f-he]p: mechanisms within the private sector."
(FICE 1975, p. 21) . E . ' .

. The DEAE and Commissioner's Advisory Comm1ttee are the Office of Educat1on
Gcomponents whose activities have greatest bearing on consumer protect1on,

since many federal and other agencies base eligibility decisions on the DEAE
judgments or judgments of recognized private accrediting agencies. DEAE
“also makes'genera]'institutiona]”eligibility decisions;'and reviews com-

24
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. plaints. The Committee makes recommendations on legislative changes regard-
- ing institutiona1 or program eligibility for federal funds.

 The Federal Trade Commission has been active in consumer protection - "
in the proprietary vocational sector of postsecondary education. It has
been ‘answering consumer ‘complaints for several years, has published gu1de-
lines to inform”schools of what“are conSidered deceptive and unfair practices,
has conducted a multi-media consumer; edutation campaign, has engaged in
litiqation has evolved a plan for federa]/state cooperation and coordination,
and has proposed«a.pinding trade regu]ation ru]e which requires information
disclosure,‘prg_rata tpition~refunds, a ten-day cooling-off and reafTirmation
period, and disclosure and advertising substantiation (FICE, 1975).

The FICE Sdbcommi‘ee on Educational Consumer Protection is concerned
with achieving better coordination of'the federal agencies involved in edu¥f
cational consumer protection, determining a federal mechanism for this .
purpose exploring legal questions regarding the role of the government,
deve]oping and disseminating_information, and facilitating federal-state .
cooperation and coordination. FICE ha§.cbopérated with ECS and other agencies

‘ in preparing the Model State Legis]ation,-sponsoring the Nationa] Invitational
Conferences on Educational Consumer Protectiong~add developing edugational
materials . (FICE, 1975). e ‘

Mutual perspec;iyesl Governance, eligibility, and consumer'protection
in postsecondary education are three complex systems built upon interrela-
tionships of the federa] government, accrediting ggencies and the states
(and, in the case of consumer protection, other agencies as well). .The
federal government supports accreditation. However, both Herrell and Bell
indicated that the federal government is engaged in nudging accrednting
agencies toward more public accountability (Bell, 1974, p. 8, and Herrell,
1974, p. 10). Mr John Proffitt, Director of DEAE and Executive Sec tary of
the Commissioner's Advisory Committee am Accreditation and Institutional
Eligibility, stated the position more directly: "Our most pressing task,
‘then, in the quest for, accountability must be to devise new'mechanisms for
regeneration in accreditation." (Proffitt, 1971, p. 9) L

&

_ Accrediting agencies regard federal efforts with_concern. .Dickey
and M111er (1972), at that time Executive and Associate Directors of t
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: eff1c1ent and effective, is that they genera11y can provide closer surveil

~improve the eligibility determ1nat1on system. Efforts- toﬂ'x«_,sthéh'the

BN

National .Commission on Accrediting, suggested that the grow1ng re]at1onsh1p :

, between the government and accrediting agencies might lead to gredter d1rect1on
" and regu]at1on of the latter by the former. They feared that this would .
resu]t in, the fededl] government gaining a’beachhead in establishing educa-
tional standards and practices. The threats are sufficient to warrant

serious consideration of future_re]ationshjps..;.“ (p. 138) " They assumed

that "Growing federal control over. accreditation carries with it the potential’,

for considerable contro] over educat1ona1 practices and standards. This .
v1o]ates the slﬁggt1ona1 ro]e of the federa] _government -in’ educat1on,'1f
not its constitutional Guthor1ty " (p. 14]) ’ '

-

The federa] government also seems to. ‘favor Y. Aincreased reliance on
State agencies to pfovide added consumer protection in postsecondary educa-
tTon . One: sa11ent advantage in us1ng State agencies, when they are

and overs1ght and can react more qu1ck]y, than can a regional or national ,
0 ization or agency." (Herrell, 1974, p. 24) The qua]t r in the sentenqe

ove suggests that not all states are viewed as perform1' Pthe consumer
protect1on function satisfactorily. Bell’ (1974) listed § 'i;effOrts to

state approval process were "based upon the prem1se that go'-rnance of edu-

cation is a fundamental respons1b111ty of the States (p. 5) .

-

Representatives of the states believe that."the federal role in »
consumerism in education has been minimal." (Ashler in ECS, 1974a, p. 8)
C]ark (1975) noted that "...critics still maintain that the states have not
done a~good or thorough job of providing accountability." (p. 2) While he

) ackﬂswledged that state efforts could be improved, he cited a research
brief prepared by the National Association of 'State Administrators and L

.. Supervisors of Private Schools which “indgeated that states had made a more

concerted effort to regulate ppst-secbndary vocational education than was

heretofore known or acknowledged." (p. 4)

-

It is consistent with the states' desire to do more in the area of
consumer protection that they believe "accreditation was never designed to

e11m1nate fraud or thwart the pract1ces leading to deception and misrepresen-

tat1on. (C]ark 1975, p. 6) "...thecrjtics of\state accred1tat1on are
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wrong when they support a system [of reg1oga1 and national accreditation]
that is badly flawed, does not resemble its original purpose and is sought
for the wrong reasons. "a (Ctark, 1975, p. 5)

» , “a s
Review of Improvement Recomme;d:%;%hs

It s generally recognized, then, that consumer protection in postsecondary
education is currently inadequate. In this section, suggestions for meeting
some of the major consumer protection needs are discussed. <

-

N . .
Redress : / ‘ . LT

Suggest1ons for improving grievance and redress procedures for the
educational consumers may be categorized by the group or agency assigned
primary responsibility for them. Willett (in ECS, 1974a) argues that the
student is in the center of the educational marketplace and therefore sug-
gests that student organ1zat1ons pubtish their problems with schools to
their peers, estab11sh their own complaint process, and work with schools
and other consumer protection groups or agencies‘Fo find solutions. Stark
(1975) and ECS (1974b) both recommend that the institutions themselves
establish and disseminate grievance and redress procedures. Seminar III of
the Second National Gonsumer Protection Conference (ECS, 1975} proposed
that these procedures range from informal to structured and that student
ombudsmen assist in implementing them. Stark further suggested that if s
intrainstitutional mechanisms were inadequate, an interinstitutional tribunal
be established to avoid the‘possibility of a governhental redress mechanism.

The Natfonal Advisorngouncil on Education Profggsions Development
(NACEPD, 1975), and another seminar at the.Second National Conference (ECS,
1975) proposed that the states supply grievance and redress mechanisms. One

-mechanism described earlier in this section is avai]able in ECS's Model State

~ Legislation. The "Gatekeepers" report of the National Advisory &uncﬂ

cited above recommended that the.states' 11cens1ng authorities keep.statistical
records of complaints, offer redress, and "crack down" on repeated offender
institutions by‘suspendjng their licenses to operate. Sti11 another seminar
at the Second National Conference suggested that institutions should pyblish
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. most of the suggestions for providing students with more and better informa-

o

their refund pg:iciés,'the states should require consistency‘am@ng them,
and students' appeals should be handled by the institution, the state, or

the ‘Tourts. ‘

¢ .
Numerous calls for a central natixna]) complaint clearinghouse have
1

been made (e.g., FICE, 1975; ECS, 1974b—and 1975; and Bell, 1974). Three
functions for the clearinghouse have been proposed, although not all authors
suggest each one. The clearinghouse could provide redress itself or refer

F complaint to an appropriate agency for action, it could serve a research

and communication function alerting appropriate agencies to investigate
possib]y offending institutions, and it could deal with institutions engaged

in malpractice U!.enfqrcing regulations or encouraging other agencieﬁ?': do so.

Information . . a N

Of the three types of consumer protection information discussed on page 13,
tion concerned the first type--objective, comparable data on postsecondary..
educational alternatives. Some authors did suggest providing consumers ‘
with judgments of institutions'quality, but most of the discgssion surround-
ing regulatory agencies' decisions concerned improving information flow

among regulators. 4 ,
*
Disclosure of objective information on alternatives to postsecondary

educational consumers was a popular consumer protection strategy in the
Titerature reviewed. As Orlans, et al. (1974) noted, "To inform students
*adequately..SOmé critical and possibly damaging institutional information

must be publishec....” (p. 29) However, institutions have rights as well as.
consumers, and some caution must be_introduced into the calls for complete
disclosure. The Orlans report recommends that “"a series of trials should be
undertaken toEEetermine the kinds of information that can and cannot, should
;nd should not be regularly collected and/or issued about all postsecondary
institutions and special groups and samples.” (m. 26)

i

Finally, the literature notes varibus problems with collecting and
disclosing certa#n tfpes of data in meaningful ways. Employment, earnings, \.
and attrition information have been most problematic (e.g.,.Bell, 1974;
and ECS, 1975). Varfous strategies have been proposed for making information
about postsecondary educational options available to consumers. Basically,
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the proposals fall into two types: one in which th ’jnstitutioﬁs themselves

make the\\nformat1on available dJrectIy to consumers, and the other “in
which 1nformat1on is collected from institutionS and made ava11able to I

consumers by some outside agency.

It is usually suggested that 1nsté;gyﬁonal disclosure occur in catalogs
or 51m11ar documents. The Fund for th Imbrdvement-of Postsétongary Edu-
cation recently funded a national project in which selected institutions are
preparing “educational" prospectuses to describe®the type of experie
thay\e;fer. The intent of the project is to determine what ins
themseTves can do to set infarmation standards (QHEN, 1974). Stark (1975),
speaking to the higher education community, noted that ingtitutional efforts

aimed at improving communication with educational consumets are alternatives
- )

to government regulation of . this area.

Federal and state agencies have already begun to mandate better informa-
tion flow to consumers. The Terms of Agreement institutions must:sfgh to
participate in the GSL program require them to make good'faith efforts to
inform prospective students about the institution, its programs, faculty,
_énd facilities. .Special additional requiréments apply to institutions offer-
'ing occupational training. They must disclose emplojhent and earnings data
on their graduates to students prior to enroliment (USOE, 1975).
interpreting fai; teade laws that affect proprietary vocational training'~
schools, the Federal Trade Co ission issued guidelines on affirmative dis-
closures prior to enrollment (KRC, 1972)? The guidelines indicate that
“written information on academi gﬁeés policies, additiona] Ggosts, facil-
ities, equipment, tlass size, pJacement services, and other facts 1likely to
influence enrollment decisions should be furnished to prospective students
before they sign enrollment contracts. The ECS (1973) Model State Legisla-
tion, which has been adopted by several states (e.g., Tennessee, North
Carolina, and Montana), requires institutions to provide students and
prospective students with a catalog or b(pchure describing the programs
offered, program objectives, length of program, tuition and other charges;
cancellation and refund policies, and other facts in order to obtain state
authorization to operate. Further regulation of institutional disclosure is
likely, as evidenced by pending legislation and regulations (e.g., FTC's
proposed trade regulation rule for proprietary vocational and home‘sfudy
schools, FTC, 1975; Postsecondary Education Consumer Protection Act of 1975,
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Bell & Pettis, 1975; and proposed amendments to the Higher Education Act
called\the Student-Financial Aid Act of 1975, U.S. Congress, 1975).
: commendations for establishing central dissemination mechanisms were
\\ the fmajor strategy proposed for outsiders to provide information-to.consumers
abodt all postsecondary educational institutions or programs. None of th
sources reviewed suggested that the federal government establish and run such "~
N . a dissemination center for information on postsecondary options, but the
Second National Conference on Consumer Protection (ECS, 1975) indicated. that

the federal government should establish standard definitions for 1nformat1on 4
and prov1de fund1ng)for national level and state level centers.

-

§xstems of Postsecondary Govevnance, Institutional Eligibility, and :
Consumer Protection . ' ) - ' /(

The preceding recommendations for improving-consumer protection dealt ___~
‘mainly with nrotectinam students throuah better informed decision- :
making and grievance and redress nrocedures. This section presents
a brief overview of some of the suggested means other grouns with
responsibilities for consumer protection could employ to better discharge
this function. The most specific and comprehensive set of Yrecommendations  *

. were made by the seminar on institutional responses at the Second Natiohal ’vg'
Conference on Consumer Protection in Postsecondary Education- (68S, 1975), -
which called for truth in advertising, an institutional cd&é of ethics, the )
passage of ECS Mode] Legislation, bettqi,student orientation, 1mproved
information disclosure to prospective students, and functional student
grievance procedures, with the Eight of appeal.

As previously discussed, institutions could do much td aid in protect-

-ing consumers through d1sclosures 0lson (1974) suggested each one should
publish a central d1sclosure document which references additiongy information .
kept in a central location to whigch the public has access. In add1t1on,
FICE (1975) and.Stark (}975) suggésted dissemination of a document informing
students of their rights and responsibilities. Finally, it was noted (by

¥ Nelson in ECS, 1974a; ECS, 1975; and Stark, 1975) that clearly written
contpacts between institutiaons and students which specify the services to be
prGC?:ed and exact charges would aid in consumer protection. -
\ ) N
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Accrediting agencies. Accrediting agencies have been repeatedly criti-

{ ‘ " cized for failure to protect the ®tudent's 1nterests and for inadequately
eva]uat1ng the quality of education or tra1n1ng offered ‘at member institutions
(e.g.,JOrlans, et al., 1974). These criticisms may not be entirely fair,
given the interests accrediting agencies represent, their majpf goal of help-
ing - 1nst1tut1ons 1mprove in ach1ev1ng the institution's own obJect1ves, their * ..
lack of resources, and their unw1]]1ngness to serve as po]1ceMbn It has

(T3
-

also been suggested that the consumer protect1on aspects of accreditation could
be improved by the participationof a u{der range of public. kepresentatives

1n agency decisions (Herreld, 1974; and Report on Higher Education, 1971).

Th1s suggestion.has been 1nc1uded in USOE's new cr;}gtli for recogn1t1on of

. - accrediting agencies (AIES, 19]5a) ) : : )

States. Strengthening statgg' licensing or approval and efforcement o
capabi]itiee is a popular theme in improving postsecondary education
consumer protection. Since states have the major responsibility for govern-
ing postsecondary education, consumer protection wbu]d be advanced signifi-
cantly if they could perform their functions better (NAbEPD,)1Q75). :

The Education Commissjon of the States' (ECS) Model State Legislation
suggests criteria an institution must meet in order to operate gnd continue
operation, -and contains procedures for investigating institutions and re-
voking their licenses if .they fail to meet the criteria. It a]sO‘requi;es'
agents of institutions to obtain permits. These permits may be wfthdrawn
if the rules set forth in the legisleiion'are violated. Violations may also
resu]t 1n civil or criminal penalties (ECS 1973).

1 The FICE Subcommittee on Educational Consumer Protection (1975)
recommended that ECS and the National Association of State Administrators

. and Subervisors of Private Schools assist "those states which do not have

approva]' legislation, or which are interested in streamlining...existing
]eg1s]at1on...[to,adopt] .legislation at least as sfrong and proconsumer
as the Model Legislation." (p. 55) .
However, Clark (1975) felt that licensing as ‘it is now conceived is too

simple a procedure with too many loopholes. He sugge!ted that the states

" concentrate on better approval procedures and enforcement¢capabilities to
eliminate fraud and deceptive practices.
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Bell (1974) also stressed the need for better state enforcement in
his testimony beféore the Federal Trade Commission& In a statement which
presented USOE's efforts tp_strengthen the state approval process he noted
that "... the issues that confront us today include not only the development
of regqulatory laws, but a]so ‘how such jaws are adm1nlstered and enforced."
(p. 7) ¥

. ‘ , .

. Federa] govérnment. The role of the federal government in consumer
.‘prgiection has been extensively discussed. Most of the suggestions for *
‘1mprov1ng the federal role in consumer protection concerned improving
regu?at1on, making bettec rules and estab11sh1ng effective enforcement °
"mechan1sms with regard to 1nst1tut1ona1 e11g1b111ty for federal financial

-a551stance

The Eligibility Task Force of the Institute for Educational Leadership
(1975) proposed four conceptua] models for alternative eligibility systems:
(a) a disclosure system separated from accreditation and based on comparable
institutiony] information; (b) a state approval system; (c) a private
approvaifzsgkemibased on accreditation decisions; and (d) a universal system
in which ail state licensed institutions are e]igib]e.and a federal*office ’
.assumes authority® for limiting, suspending, or terminating eligibility on
the bases of «omplaints and other information. It also organized solutiops
to e]igibi]ity'questions into eleven categories. These range from minor
modifications of the present tripartite system, through increased state
agency respons;b111ty, to total federal responsibility d1scharged by a
separate national commission or the Comm1ss1oner of Education u51ng truth
in advertising requirements or Federal Trade Commission or Securities and
Exchange Commission type authority. '

The tripartite system. Of the literature reviewed fox this project,
only The Second Newman Report (1973) recommended outright abandonment of
the current tripartite system for Jetermining e11g1b111ty for federal funds o
It proposed that e]1g1b111ty be separated from accreditation and be based
on institutionad disclosure and "an . administrative Judgment that an insti-
tution has the capacity to perform 1ts stated mission." . 108) Other
sources proposed a]terat1ons 1n the current tripartite system to deal with

specific problems.

A major theme in the literature was giving states more responsibility
in the eligibility determination process. This is consistent with their
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basic responsibilities for governing education and with the recommendations
‘presented earlggilzgﬁabgrade states"licensing and enforcement capabilities.
Providing technical assistance and training to states to help them upgrade
their capabilities in eligibility determination was widely recommended
(e.g., NACEPD; 1975; FICE, 1975; Pinkham, 1975; Orlans, et al.s 1974; and

Bell, 1975). v ' ‘ - ,

h ‘ * The accrediting agenéiesr role in eligibility determination was a
seridus issue in improving educational consumer protection. Concerns re-
volved around the basic issue of relying on accrediting égencies for quality
decisions. Orlans, et al. (1974) stated the problem very directly. “The
common be11ef that regional accreditation is an assurance of 1nst1tut1ona1
qua11ty or even excellence cannot be sustained." (p. 253) If this is the

. case, then a major assumption about the tripartite eligibility system's
function in consumer protection (that only quality institutions attain
accreditation) islfalse.

Three types of solutions to tm_'s issue in eligibility determination
as it relates to consumer protection were proposed. The first was reducing
reliance on accreditation decisioms. »Thﬁs theme parallels calls for assign-
ing more responsibility to the states. The second type of solution was slowly
improving the acsreditation process so it could serve as a more effective
indicator of institutional quality -in eligihility determinations. This has
been USOE's stance. The third type'of,proposal concerned regulating ac-
crediting agencies- more strongly to demand that they meet tﬁe expectations of
eligibility. This theme is best represented in the ﬁroposed Postsecondary
Education Consqﬁer Protection Act of 1975 (H. R. 2786 introduced by
.vRepresentaijves“Bell_anduPettis,.1975).’ : - . R

Another body of suggestions €or improving the eligibility system
concerned changing the requirements institutions must meet to become eligible.
Many suggestions for mandatipg disclosure were made. Th& Terms of Agreement
required of schools participating in the Guaranteed Student Loan Program is -
an example of this. The form requires that the chief execdtive officer

-vinsure that his or her instituti | complies with the laws and regulations of
the Higher Education Act, includ:gb\gistribution of required information to
students. Proposed disclosure requirements for e11g1b111ty most often concern

pational courses and deal with providing information on dropout, comp]et1on
&:Llacement rates, and refund policies (e.g., FICE, 19753 Pugsley & Hardman,

1975; U.S. Congress, 1975; and FTC, 1975).
' 26
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Mon1tor1ng, enforcementlfand term1nat}gg}4ffe11g1b111ty “The above d1scus-
s1on “of  the eligihility determination systéh introduces other recommengat1ons
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for improving the system through mon1tor1ng,‘Enforcement, and w1thdraw§§ ' ¢
-e11g1b1]1ty. The First Consumer Protect1on COnference (ECS, 1974b¥ aceompan1ed
the reconmEndat1on cited earlier (that states establish consumer protect1on e

safeguards)*W1th the suggestijons that USOE consider W1thdraw1ng funds frba '
those school@ ‘that fail to comply with the safeghards Suggestions that e11g1-=*
b1]1ty be tied to d1sclosure are usually accompan1ed by provisions for re-
stricting oréw1thdraw1ng eligibility if 1nformat;pn is inaccurate or notfforth-
com1ng (e.g., ECS,M975; and M111ard 1975). The,new regulations that refuire
Terms’ of Agreement for part1c1pat1on in the GSL, P- gram (DHEN 1975) also
include provisions for 11m1tat1on, suspens1on or'itermination.of e11gilh11ty
Pinkham (1975) suggests that "the adm1n1s§nat1on W the eligibility port1ons

of federal programs in educat1on should be_coordtnated by one agency with _
authority to restrict or terminate eligibildty." f@p 2) He believes DEAE
should be entrusted W1th th1s responS1b111ty a gf%en a boost in status

and statutory author1ty to handle it. He further “epommends that the

"Advisory Committee on Accred1tat1on and Institutig alJEligibility must. ..
des1gn and implement a system cover1ng the full V'ent of determining, o

mon1tor1ng, ande terminating e11g1b111ty." 119 4)JL 6

Improved coordination and commun1cat1on "The preced1ng pages hatf
‘ discussed ways in'which institutions, the EECreOfta¥1on agencies, the states,
N and the federal assistance programs could 1mprove :haﬁr consumer protect1on
d funct1ons in postsecondary edqut1on Many obseri;rs ‘have noted that a major
improvement in the consumer 'protection system could be brought about simply
..by. providing. greater coordination and commungcat1on among them. Kaplin (1975)~
believes "the immediate goa]s should 'iygggased understanding of each ‘ s
element's capab111t1es, sharper emphasis on each element's strong po1nts, "
t clearer definition of each element's funetion; and better diwvision, coordina-
) tion, and interrelationship of functions.... Each element should adopt pro-
cedures for sharing information with one another of adverse determinations .

-

against 1nst1tut1ons or programs engaging in consumer abuse." (pp. 26-29)
The FICE (1975) report recommended that assistance and guidance should be
provided to encourage the exchange of information between organ1zat1ons

concerned with consumer protection in education.’ ‘
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Bell (1975) recommended a central consumer protection clearinghouse
that "...would provide for sharing of information wi}h groups such as
regulatory agencies, accrediting associations, stateZwide coordinating
agencies and federal agencies...” (p. 3) .The purpose of ‘this clearing-
house i§'spmewhat different from the other types of clearinghouées mentioned
previously (e.g., one for information on student complaints and one serving
as a data bank on institutional iqformatioq). A]though it is possible and ,
was suggested (e.g.; ECS, 1974b) that one c]earjnghgy;é serve multiple pur-

T poses, the unique function of the clearinghouse recbmmended here is the '
exchange of requlatory information or information on an institution's abusive.
practices. As Pugsley and Hardman (1975) and Orlans, et al. (1974) note,
such information exchange could serve as an "early warning" system to alert

regulatory bodies to emerging problems. s

¢

/_Jj’ ‘ Literature Summary

" The body of 1iterature which has been reviewed and’synthesized may be
briefly charaéterized by several observations. First, there is a wealth of
"expert opinion" about (a) the nature of consumer protection needs in
"postsecondafy educatipn_and (b) po;;ibie improvement mech;nisms. But there
is almost no empirical evidence to suggest the actual extent of presumed
institutional abuses or the degree to which consuhers themsgiyes perceivé'
variou§,§pstitutiona].practices to be abusive. Congressioné] and regulatory
commission hearings, media exposés, and scandals about high loan default
rates provide interesting case studies and circumstantial evidence but very

little comprehensive data.

Second, government regulatory bodies have an understandable tendency

to either ignore the importance of institutional eligibility limitation and
suspension decisions (focusing instead on the less thorny e]igipi]ity
determination area) or to suggest that these decisions are really the
responsibility of some other agency. This is especially the case with regard
to the imposed role of non-governmental accrediting agencies. The entire

* area of regulatory agency monitoring, enforcemgnt, and termination, without
which thefe can be no-serious redness or.regufgtory intervention on behalf
of\Fonsumers. is characterjzed by buck passing. Recently cases of blatant
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. . and self-admitted consumer abuse and fraud have been allowed to persist 2
“o for-months because no single party in the tripartite eligibility system

was able (or willing?) to step in and suspend the eligibility of the schools
concerned. Regulatory approaches are further threatened by a growing and
politically powerful nat1onal reaction against sprawling and 1nsens1ﬁTVé
-governmental gu1del1nes, report1ng requ1rements, and red tape. '

Third, there is very Timited sens1t1d1ty to the fact that education
’ is’ a spec1al1zed, intangible service th not be susceptible to tradi-
tional, marketplace consumer progection de jces. Millard (in ECS, 1974b)
was one sens1t1ve and eloquent exgeption. ' ’ '

s There is very clearly a- d1fference—between the student as a person
.. And consumer in relation to General Motors or Post Toasties. The
7student s relation to his education is a much more complex relation-
.. .$hip. The student himself is <involved in a un1que way in the process
. }of his education. He is not only consumer, he is participant, and he
‘ . is product.... This does not in any way denigrate consumer protection
in postsecondary education, but it does involve the recognitiion that
the problem we are dealing with, while an essential problem, does
have to be related to the other aspects of personality, other aspects
of life-involvement. (p. 11) . .
Fourth, the informed-consumer approach to educational consumer protection
suffers from a dangerously narrow fixation with "providing cqnsumers with
better information." This fixation usually manifests itself in: (a) ex- i
tensive 1ists of things individuals "ought to know in makﬂng better post-
secondary education decisions"; (b) various kinds of cleac1nghouses and
mechanisms to Serve as central repositories and distribution channels for
- masses of descriptive institutional data; and (c) invariably, calls for
improved guidance and counseling in the secondary schools All of these
things are no doubt needed. But the potential for 1mmed1ate maJor 1mpact
would seem to be in (a) separating the more narrow consumer protection
. interests from those of educational and career decision making in general &
- and (b) identifying a very limited set of things individuals ought to know .
and be able, to do to avoid or deal properly with abus1ve institutional

- " practices.

Finally, there is limited recognition of the growing popular awareness
that the powers of government are not limitless; it is not possible to protect
citizens from all possible social evils. Citizens must invest some of their
own time and effort to promote the1r own welfare; government must, however,
insure that the opportunities for these 1nyestments are available to all.
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~ METHOD

Development and Pilot Test of Instruments and Analysis Procedures .

The Primarx'E]ement§ of Educational Consumer Protection

Which institutional conditions and practices cap mislead students and I
frustrate even their well-made decisions?
Our first task in defining the primary elements of qonshmerwproteétion

“in postsecondary education was to build a taxonomy of situations for which
there could be gerieral agreement that "“this is clearly abusive.”

A two-stage

20% random saﬁble (see Table 2) of complaints was selected from the DEAE

"student complaint file at USOE (see Behr & Babington, 1974).

“Each complaint

which contained some documentation was studied to identify:
e the exact nature of the student's complaint; ,

- @ its antecedent conditions (i. e., its cause, in terms of precipitating
conditions adm1tted1y&ex1st1ng in the school); - .

® the reso]ut1on, if any; and

® ways in which the student might have best avoided the situation.

Table 2

- -

SAMPLE FROM DEAE STUDENT COMPLAINT FILE

Entire Percent of Original

Year File - File Sample

1969 10 2% 1

1970 60 - 10% 12
a9 emmm e 106 7% - - 219 -

1972 161 26% 25

1973 ]546? 24% 16

1 Jan - |

1 July 19784 43 7% 4

1 July 1974 - - o

1 July 1975 8 152 o

' ‘- d . R x N -
TOTAL - 630 1019 o 4
-

Does not total 100% because of rounding.

30
37

Final
Percent of Augmented
Sample - Sample Percent
12 .2 2%
15% 18 16%
c e 238 - - - 25 .
154 30 26%
20% 23 20%
5% 5 4%
5% 12 0%
115 100%

- 22% -
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Appendix A presents examp]es of abuses derived frem 242 'sych I'inCidents""
. - extracted from the sample of 115 student comp]aints These examples were '
‘augmented by a similar analysis of a sample of student complaints drawn. from
- ‘the consumer complaint files of the Federal Trade CommiSSion and the previously
.+ ¢ summarized 1iterature search (see also Helliwell & Jung, 1975). Additional
3 '; | examples of perceived abuse were discovered which dealt primarily with lack of
..~ "school financial stabi1ity These ‘@xamples concerned cases,where schools had
closed Without warning, leaving students with unpaid Toans and no recourse for:
obtaining the educational services for which ‘they had paid. Al1l examples,
when grouped yieided the 14 initia1 categories listed preViousiy in.Tabie 1
(page 3. - ey T .
Using anaiysi§ of the antecedent ¢conditions (causes) which appeared to
1ead to the various examptles of student abuses listed in Appendix A, we produced
] " a reVised fet of "potentiaiiy abusive institutional policies and practices."
;Pis set, aiong with selected examples which were judged to be fairiy typical,
is presented in Appendix B; it served as our basic guide in the deveiopm!‘t of
indicators of abusive institutional practices. -

There ‘are no doubt other potentia11y abusive institutiona1 practices, and- .
in the cour ?of our study we discovered many of them. The ones listed in '
Appendix B were .chosen’ because they represented in our judgment, the set that
, was most’ dangerous to students receiVing federa] aid and most easily detectab1e
i | without recaurse to:” (a) excessive subJectiVity (e.g., without attempting to.
define and measure "poor moral tharacter of administrators“), or (b) excessive
expense- (e.g., Without requiring schools to carry out costly data co]]ection ’
and tabulation- efforts on "training-related” JOb success of graduates or buy
costiy performanqe or surety bonds). )

oo " The nature “of the universe of comp]aints and documents with which we had
.to work provided one major bias which must be made explicit at this time. All
of the'consumer complaints we examined at DEAE and most of the consumer -protec-
.tionv]iteraturefinvoived non-public occupational training institutions. However,
our work in 'identif'ying‘\yie institutiobbuses listed in Appendix B}led us h
to. conc1ude that the practices reporte rein do not occur solely in'occupa-‘ :
tiona1 trainin insti§utions but also occur to some extent in institutions of
_ higher education. It was concluded that the nature of private occupational ’
E training, the contractua] implication of learning a specified skill" for. a. .
speCified amount Qof money, contributes to an atmosphere in which the student

s mor'e er]y to perceive abuse 38

s o ' ¢ ) 5 - .




\ -
PO}

i " The zeitgeist of media exposés on ”predator&" occupational training

schools supports this atmosphere. Conversely, the unspecified (perhaps unspecifiable)
- nature of "higher . education s goals makes it extreme]y unlikely that "victims" of

abusive practices will perceive a sound Justification for complaining or will
actually render a forma] complaint, even if they domperceive justification.
Paradoxically, the academic freedom which is so important for preserv1ng the
1ndependence ‘of 1nte11ectua1 inquiry ih higher education makes it possible that
abusive practices may go- unexamined and may beyperpetuated longer than in the
area of occupational ‘training. - ‘ o

‘Indicators of Abusive Practices .

Indicators are tabulations or derived numbers which can be&used to period-
ically gauge the directiofand’ magni tude of comp]ex processes' While there rarely
. is-a one-to-one correspondence between indicators and the under]ying processes

# they are intended to represent, indicators nevertheless afford convenient ppor-
_tunities to assess events and provide useful insights into what is happeni
over time. Indicators may be conceptualized_along a dimensionof correspondence
with reality, ranging from close’ correspondence (e.g;; number of_freight car
loadings) to slight correspondence “(e.g., Index of Gross National Product).

_ Experience with economic and social indicators has shown that the further away an
" indicator progresses from the under]yingvevents it describes, the more difficult

it isito collect and interpret--to use in”makingndecisions. A Tlong history of

standardization and ®empirical validation is often required in order to interpret
, indirect indicators, while direct indicators can be used more rapidly, collected
and interpreted, on the basis of their correspondence with reality,

o

In the present case, indicators were desired which could help a large
_ 'numbe,/ét interested parties make judgments about a concept known as “"consumer
-~~~ - - --abuse." Tt.was apparent-that the‘concept was multi-dimensional and that potential
b - indicators could vary greatly in directness, or the degree to which they
| corresponded with reality in postsecondary institutions. Our analysis of the
types of decisions to be facilitated by consumer protection indicators, for both
the regu]atory and non-regulatory approaches, led .us to believe that more direct
indicators,.such as the frequency with which a certain abusive practice occurs
in an institution, would be more useful than indirect-indicators, such as an
institution's "dropouts rate, "p]acement" rate, etc. These indirect indicators,
because of their tendency to react to multiple sources of causation, are
highly susceptible to misinterpretation. More seriously, c comparisens between
! or among institutions based on such.indicaters may be easily influenced by

' ‘ ¢
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factors which are béyond the;ppwer of an 1nst1tu&10n to contro], such as °
entering student ability, labor market f]uctuat1bns, prev1ous student emp]oyﬁent B
h1story,'etc A1l are also very difficult to co]]ect and report in any standard-
ized mahner, S0 that comparisons among self-reported igstitutiona] "rates" for
consumey- protection purposes cou]d be b1ased;by large methodo]og1ca1 variance.
It was therefore dec1ded that pr1mary attent1on in th1s project wou]d be
paid to 1nd1cators which const1tuted direct, descr1pt1ve information subJect to
relatively clear 1nterpretat1on by potential recipients’ and _suppliers-alike.

Indirect, indicators were formulated and collected to the extent feasible, so -
‘that the time- consumpng steps of standardization and empirical va11dat1on could
be at least 1n1t1ated'dur1ng the present prOJect _The spec1f1c indicators and
data analysis procedures which were deve]oped are d1scussed 1ater in th1s section.

": . ' * a

L

Data Co]]ection.Mechahisms?

The_most desirable Mechanjsms for obtaining ihdicators are those which
provige~accurate data without tmposing a new reporting byrden; they resulﬂ from
new ana}yses and reDorting of already collected data. " We performed a search_to
determine whether data on-potentially abusive school practices (see Appendix B)
sufficient for consumer protection utilization are currently ava11ab1e~

Some h1gher educat1on experts suggested’ that data from a]ready ex1st1ng
federal data co]]ect1on mechanisms, such as the~H1gher Education General Infor-
mation Survey (HEGIS) and the. Vocational School Survey, both conducted by the
National Centér for Edudational Statistics (NCES), could be used to provide consumer
protection 1pd1cators. Ignor1ng the poss1b]e 1naccuracy and long pub]lcat1o "
lag time of the HEGIS and the Vocational School Survey, it is clear ]'
that these data, as published in NCES's Education Directory and Schools for Careers,

are not of the "consumer protection" type as defined earlier (they are more qf

‘the "better information for decision mak1ng" type). ¢ N -

Currently the USOE student assistance programs also gather some form of'
data fromcggstlc1pat1ng institutions. These data are defined.as those necessary .
for the "adequate administration" of the program. They basically concern the
numbers and characteristics of enrolled students, amounts of financial aid - .
awarded, etc. Even though data on potent1a11y abusive school practices- could
theoret1ca]]y be required under the "adequate adm1n1strat1on" clause, our searches
reveal & that P USOE programs collect such data at the present t1me. _ el

A}

)

] .
HEGIS data generally are published one to.three years after their co]]ect1on,

Vocational School Survey data have had a three to four year delay between
collection and pub11cat1on 40
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An example of ooténtia]]y relevant data which are currently collected
-would be those obtained by some private accrediting teams during institutional °
site visits, especially ratings of program and faculty quality. Howevef, it
seemed clear to us that the publication of these confidential ratings, even if

it could somehow be mandated, would lower their value for Epeir primary purpose,
which is institutional self-study and improvement. Lack of recency was also
a major problem, since accreditation site visits occur only twice evéry decade,
on the average. :

As another example, the audited fiscal réports on an 1nstitution'§ financial
‘condition, submitted yearly to accreditation bodies and to some state approval
agencies, probably contain relevant clues to the existence of consumer abuses,

. especially in tpe area of financial stability. We made contacts with organizag' :
tions such as the National As@iciation of College and University Business ’
Officers, the American InstitutQof Certified Public Accountants, and the National
Center'for Higher Education Management Systems in hopes of 1dént1fying direct
indices of an institution's financial health which could be derived from these
fiscal reports. These contacts yielded several helpful suggestions but no
definitive techniques for“deriving direct 1nd1cat6rs of a postsecondary insti-
tution's financial stabi?}ty. *

College and school catalogs also seemed to have potential as a dat® source,
because almost every institution publishes an up-to-date, detailed catalog
describing itssofferings, facilities, and operational practices. For all indi-
catqors we initially identified, we made an attempt to determine whether they
could be obtained from a simple analysis of school catalogs or other public
information documents. In general, the.indicators we Judéed to be most important
were not included in catalogs or other documente: |

OQur preliminary observations, whic® were only partially supported later by
actual Qata, thus led us to the quclusion that existing data collection mecha-
nisms and sources were inadequate to provide indicators that were descriptive of
the {nstftwtiona] characteristics, policies, and practices which related directly
to student consumer abuse. Therefore, we decided that some new data collection
mechanism Qas needed to provide information sufficient for the consumer protection

approaches we had identified.

'
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The Institutional Report Forms (IRF's)

Two Ifstitutional Report Forms (IRF's) were drafted to serve as the
basic-data collection instruments of the regulatory approach. The forms
were based on tHe policies and practices contained in Appendix B. One form
contained i%ems appropria;e for occupational training institutions and" the
other for degree granting institutions of highew education. The 13 cate-

3
ER N

. gories of items included in the original draft IRF's are listed in Table 3.
In all cases, items were written keeping in mind the critical data require-
: ments listed on page 5. A "yes/no/not applicable" item format was adopted
for all items where it was feasible (53 out gf 55 on the first draft IRF
for occupational schools). e preliminary IRF's were designed to be -
optically-scanned se]f-re ' duestionnaires which cauld easily be filled
{ out by institutional staff and returned to a central processing facility

“ for machine scoring and rapid data reductiod and processing. The self-
report feature was controversial, in that it offe;ed administrators the
opportunity to intentionally misrepresent their school's policies and practices;
it thus requ1red (a) mechanisms for aud1t1ng forms and (b) penmalities for misre-
presentat1ons discovered by audits. sbme commentators on the draft IRF's claimed
tﬁzt honest responses could never be obtained, and that the IRF's would "make
liars out of honest people." We disagreed, contending that: (a) no institution
was expected to be perfect (i.e., have no potential abuses at all); (b) even
misrepresentations would have the effect of causing administrators to review
their policies and perhaps change them in a pro-consumer direction; and (c) an
eff1c1ent auditing mechanism could be developed, using reviews of an institution's
IRF resgpnses by officials of peer institutions and the tripartite e11g1b1]fty
system who have personal knowledge of the imgtitution. _ “‘w e »

< 0ther commentators worried that the yes/no item format Was_really.tdo simple

for measuring such a complex concept as potential for student abuse. Again, we
disagreed. We felt we-had identified a good basic set of potent1a11y abusive,
policies and practices. The items were designed s1mp]y to find out whether or
not those po]icies and practités existed at an institution; they were quite
straightforward, requiring no unreasonably complex judgments or obtrusive data
collection efforts. We felt we had a strong rationale for each item we included

in the original draft IRF's (see Jung, et al., 1975).
42'
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‘ Table 3 .

TOPICS INCLUDED IN ORIGINAL DRAFTS
OF INSTITUTIONAL REPORT FORMS

1. Refund Policies and Practices

2. Recruiting and Admissions Practices

3 Instrdctiona] Programs1

4. Instructional Staff

5. Disclosure in Written Documents

6. Student Selection and Orientation

7. Instructional Equipment and Facilities
8. Job Placement Services and Follow-Through

9. Advertising Practices]

10. Recordkeeping Practices

11. Stability of Instructional'Staff

12. Representation of Chartered, Approved, or Accredited Status

13. Financial Stability

1

The Enrolled Studenffagestjonnaire (£sQ)

One additional data collection form for the regulatory approach was
drafted to‘obtain the perceptions of enrolled students about the potential
abuses described in Appendix B. The originally intended purnose of the ES) was to
gather a broad range of data roughly parallel to the IRF data, with cafégories
similar to the 13 IRF topics listed in Table 3. A multiple-choice item format
was adopted, and a procedure for questionnaire administration was developed
using independently controlled in-class marking by first year students in target
institutions.iffirst'year sfﬁdents were selected because it was felt that (a)
all institutions, even occupational training institutions with one-year programs,
would have "first year" students, and (b) first year students would have better
knowledge abeut the institution's advertising, recruiting, admissions, disclosure,
and orientation practices. In-class markiqp was selected because it would avoid
the problems caused by non-response to a mailed survey. The administration pro-
cedure was independently controlled to avoid the possibility.of data contamina-i
tion by potentially self-serving school administrators. As will be described
later, howevgr, these adminf8tration procedures were modified.

R
]not included in IRF for degree granting institutions
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Instrument Pretest

The original draft. instruments (two IRF's and ESQ) were pretestéd in
seven schools in Santa Clara County, California. The files of the State
Bureau of School Approvals in Sacramento, California, were examined
to identify all the currently approved schools in Santa Clara County‘ A .
stratified random sampling procedure was used to select one school (and one
backup school) from each of the following categories of institutioﬁs: public
four-year, private four-year, public two-year and private two-year. Two
schools (ﬂgd two backups) were selected at random from each of the following
categories: not-for-profit vocational-technical, and proprietary vocational-
technical. Al1 schools selected agreed to participaté in the pretest with
the exception of the driginal and backup schools representing the private
four-year category, namely, the University of Santa_Clara and the Northern
California Bible College. The pretest instruments were tailored to the spe-
cific type of school(s) in each cell. Prétesting consisted of individual
interviews with school personnel and enrolled students (no-more than eighg
per institution) to solicit their responses to and then their subjective
juagments about the feasibility and utilfty of each IRF/ESQ item. Jable 4
on the next page shows the schools ghixh participated by category, along with
the number of staff and students interviewed and the dates the interviews
took place. The responses from the'pretest (and copies of the three original'
draft instruments) are summarized in AIR'S supporting submission to the Office
of Management and Budget (AIR, 1976) and are not reprinted in this report. In
general, participants in the pretest 1ntg;views'had few problems with the
instruments. Utilizing these results and the comments of the USOE/OPBE
Project Monitor and the Advisory Panelists listed in Appendix L, AIR staff
comp1eted revisions of the project instruments and prepSred‘for their field
testing. The titles of some topics were changed and their ordering Qas
modified to better reflect a logical assessment sequence. ,The 13 topips in
the final draft IRF's are listed in Table 5.
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. Table 4 | B
_SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN INSTRUMENT PRETEST

E . -
Pub]icjgggr:year degree granting - Private four-year degree granting

none (see explanation on page 37)

gglic @wo-year degree granting Private two-year deg;ee‘granfing
San Jose City College ‘ 0'Connor Hospital School of
(6 staff, 6 students; , p Radiolog¥c Technology
R 2 December 1975) ' - (2 staff, 8 students;
| : 5 December 1975)
Not-for-profit vocational-technical Proprietary vocational-technical
Adult Educational School Bay Valley Technical Institute
Los Gatos, CA. (1 staff, 8 students; 24 November
‘. (1 staff, no students; and 15 December 1975)
9 December 1975) ‘
Santa Clara Valley Medical Center John Robert Powers School
School of Radiologic Techno]ogy (2 staff, 8 students;
(1 staff, 5 students;: »” 25 November 1975)
\ 5 December 1975) rﬁy:v .
Table 5 } '

TOPICS INCLUDED IN FINAL DRAETS
OF INSTITUTIONAL REPORT FORMS

1. Refund Policies and Practices

2. Advertising Practices

.3. Admission Practices . .
4. Instructional Staff

5. Disclosure in Written Documents

6. Student Orientation -

7. Job Placement Services and Follow-Through

8. Recordkeeping Practices

9. Stability of Instructional Staff

10. Réprgsentatioq of Chartered, Approved, or Accredited Status
11. Financial® Stability

12. Instructional Programs! ‘

13. Instructional .Equipment ‘and Facilities'

Tnot included in IRF for degree granting institutions
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Scoring, NeU‘;jﬁg, and Analysis Procedures for Final Draft Instruments

For  the optical scanning.and scoring of the IRF's and ESQ,file format-
ting 1nstruct1ons and logical flow/editing rules were constructed. These "’
spec1f?tatwons were of importance mainly to National Computer Systems (NCS),
which was to* pEVform the scorin® and data translation operations. Item weights
were then developed for each-item on the instruments (except the descriptive
items on the ESQ). The item weights were designed to be applied to the raw
item responses, yielding derived scores for each item, which could tﬁen be u
summed and averaged for each topic. This allowed calculation of 13 topic
scores for the ogcupational IRF, 11 for the degree granting IRF, and 11 for
the ESQ. These topic scores for each institution could then be averaged to
produce an aggregate institution score. " C

The weighting was designed so that fhg measured presence of a potential .
abuse caused a positive incremefit to the derived scores. Each topic and insti-
tution score could thus vary from zero (no abuses detected) upward (points added
for each abuse detected). The preliminary IRF and ESQ item weights were based
on the best judgments of AIR staff regarding: (a) re]ative importance of each
item; (b) raw score variance expected to be obtained in the field test, and
(c) relative importance of each topwc. These 1n£_:a1 weights were a]so examined
4V the project's advisory panelists and revised according to their comments.
The preliminary scoring and weighting procedures are contained in a Wocument
by that name (Jung, 1976) and are not reprinted in this report. o

J

Field Test of the Information Collection -
and Analysis Mechanisms

- §

A small scale field test of the final draft Institutional Report Forms
.@IRF s), the Enrolled Student Questionpaire (ESQ), and their associated
- processing jpd weighting procedures was carried out to estimate their overall
practicality and utility for use with the regulatory approach to improving
educational consumer protection. In this field test, we attempted to gather
preliminary normative data for the various derived scores, and to estimate
the validity and reliability of these scores for potential wider use by regu-
latory agencies at all three levels of the tripartite eligibility system
previously outlined.~ As already indicated, the contemplated uses included-

’ »
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institutional sélf-improvement, an "eak]y warning" system for school regula-
- tory agencies at state and federal levels, and the basis of .a formal communi-
cation system among tripartite agencies.

Changes Suggested by Advisory Panels .

The ESQ was desighed to collect comparable data from Students on the
consumer abuse dimensions included in the IRF's. It was also designed to be
administered to intact classes of students qttendiné the institutions in the
field test. During their February 1976 meefing, members of the Research
Advisory Panel sqggested that the ESQ should not be used primarily to confirm
the accuracy of the IRF responses, but rather as a vehicle to determine
whether or not students perceive dissatisfaction at institutions whose IRF
scores reveal a higher potent1a1 for abuse. They-felt that students were not
in a part1cu1ar1y good pos1t1on to have first hand knowledge about a number.
of the institutional policies and practices asked about in the draft ESQ.

The panelists also suggested that a larger number of institutions might agree
to participate in the voluntary field test if participation did not involve
disruption of classes fgg)the administration of the ESQ. We accepted the
wisdom of these recommendations, rewrote the ESQ, and redesigned the planned
administration procedures. The number of ESQ tdpics was reduced from 11 to
10, and the number of items from 36 to 29; three items were added on overall
student satisfaction and general know]edge.bf consumer rights. Plans were
changed from on-site personal-administration to mailed administration with
:@an intensive survey of 10 percent of the non-respondents. This required only
that participating institutions provide us with a 1ist of the names and ad-
dresses of their first year students.

Changes Required by the Office of Management and Budget
The IRF's were désigned as optically-scanned, self-report questionnaires,

to be completed and certified as accurate by institutional administrators
themselves. We were required to obtain forms clearance from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) prior to the field test of the self-report IRF's.
OMB officials decided that honest responses to some of the IRF items could

be held as self-incriminating; they.therefore refused to grant clearance for
the field test of the IRF's. To salvage s@me partial test of the primary
_data collection mechanisms of this project, we agreed to their suggestion
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that we modifly the final draft IRF's into interview guides. The rationale
was that incriminating reSponses completed by an outside intervieweryobserver~
would at least not be §glfyincfiminating, and that the outside party, if
expert, would be able to exercigﬂ independent judgment to take into account
idiosyncracies in the policies and practices of individual institutions which
might not fit into the yes/no fQ5mat of the IRF items. The IRF's which were
field tested, therefore, requ1red an on-site interview with institutional *
administrators and an examination by the interviewer of certain institutional _
policy statements, records, and public disclosure documents. In view of the {
. fact that the interview formau required by OMB was not efficient for large-
scale administration of %he IHF s (i.e., for applications requiring the
annual administration of more than a few hundred IRF's), we also decided to
drop the plan to make them machine-scorable. The opticé] scann%ng system
under development by NCS was cancelled. OMB required no changes in the ESQ.
The field-tested IRF Interview Guides and ESQ are reproduced in Appendices ;

G and H to this report.

.
R g

v
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Field Test Samples v
We were interested in inferring from the results of the field test the
probable results of large-scale implementation of the information collection,
processing, and weighting system. In carrying out such a field test, it was
essential to select institutions which were broadly representative of the ?ﬁ ‘
institutions*for which implementation was being considered. This meant idep-,
tifying a sample of institutions which could be predicted to obtain both ‘é
relatively good and relatively poor scores on the IRF. Budget constraints &ic-
tated that this sample could not exceed approximately 50 institutions. ‘
Strict random sampling.procedures were not used because of the low probabil%ty
that a random sample of this size would contain sufficient numbers of insti-
- tutions on the extremes of the predicted consumer abuse score distributions.
Therefore, it was decided to sample 15 schools from each of three states
selected on the basis of the stringency of (a) their laws governing the
licensing and operation of private postsecondary institutions and (b) their
enforcement of those laws. Prior to the selection of the three states, four
experts were consulted by telephone to obtain their nominations of five
states whose laws were not stringent, five whose laws were moderately strin-

gent, and five whose laws were very stringent. These persons were:

a1
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Dr. Jack Leslie and Dr. Robert Van Tries from AIR's State Agency Adv1sory
Panel; Dr. Joseph Clark Commissioner of the: Indiana Private School Accredd
1t1ng Commission; and Mr. James R. Manning, Pres1dent of the National Associa-
tion of State Administrators and Supervisors of Pr1vate Schools The states
selected by category were: Missouri, not stringent; California, moderately-
stringent; and Minnesota, very stringent.
sampling frame was established‘with three levels of strata for (a) ownership
status (public, private non-profit, and private proprietary) and (b) school
type (four-year, two-year, and occupational). Because gf their preponderance
in the actual population of postsecondary institutions, there were two replica-

tions per cell for two-year degree granting and ﬁon-degree occupational institu-

Within each state, a nine cell

tions, resulting in a final sample size of 15 institutions per state, or 45

institutions in all. The sample for each state is depicted graphically in E1gure 1.

Institution Type

non-degree

4-year degree 2-year degreé
granting granting ™  occupational
public 1 2 2 5
‘ . ivate -
Ownership priva . .
Status non-profit 1 2 2 5
private
proprietarg 1 2 2 5
3 6 6 15
Figure 1: Number of Postsecondary Institutions Planned .

Per State in field Test'Sample (3 States)

Since interviews of school staff were required instead of the originally
planned self-report administration, sampling was restricted to the two largest
urban areas in eaeh state to reduce travel costs and time. Through contacts
with state agency personnel in each state, the following numbers of postsec-
ondary institutions were identified as "state approved" in each of the six
designafed urban areas, a total of 475 institutions in all:

® Missouri: 51 schools in Kansas City, 70 in St. Louis, for a
total of 121 institutions;

e California: 160 in Los Angeles, 86 in San Francisco, for a
total of 246 institutions; and

e Minnesota: 72 in Minneapolis, 36 in St. Paul,
108 institutions. r
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. These institutions were assigned to the most appropriate cell in the sampling

frame based on the limited amount of information available to us regarding
their type and ownenxhip status. Depending on the intended sample size in
each cell, one primary.institution and one backup institution or two primary
and two backups were selected using a table of random Wumbers. Appendix C
contains the names of the 45 primary and 45 backup institutions selected to

. participate in the field test. : -

Institutional Contacts
To secure the voluntary participation of the 45 selected institutions,

" the chief administrators of the schools were contacted first by letter and then
‘by telephone to follow up on. the tnitial mail contact. In the contact letter

and call, AIR staff exp]ained the nature of the field test, the minimal time
requirements (e.g., for part1c1pat1ng in the IRF interview and supplying
student name and address lists), and the potential advantages to the school
of participating (e.g., feedback of the ESQ responses from their enrolled
students). Each school contact person was offered an honorarium of $50 for
assisting with the field test; we’ a]so stressed that all expenses associated
with preparing the list of student names and -addresses would ‘be reimbursed.
A copy of the 1nst1tut1ona1 contact: letter 1s appended as Appendix E.

As a result of the initial letters and phone calls, seven primary

- -.schools were declared ineligible to participate because they had closed-or-

no longer offered postsecondary programs. The administrators of ten more
primary schools refused to participate, citing lack of time or interest.
Appendix C contains the names of the seven‘ineligible schools and the ten
schools whose officers refused to participate in the survey, along with a e
brief explanation of the reason for ineligibility or refusal. Designated -
backup 1nst1tut1on£_\bre contacted for each of the 17 schools. Of these 17
backup institutions, four were declared ineligible to participate for
reasons similar to those mentioned above. These four aﬁéialso listed in
Appendix C. This left a final "effective" sample of 41 institutions for
which an interview time was scheduled and confirmed by a letter from AIR.
Between the time interviews were scheduled and the time they were
actually carried out, four additional schools (1listed in Appendix C) refused

to participate in the study and officials of five schools referred us to
_ their corporate headquarters for the interviews. This left a final set of
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37 institutions which volunteered to participate in the field test: 32 actual ..

schools and five corporate headdyarters. These 37 institutions are listed in -

Appendix D, along with the name o\ a designated contact person in each schoo] i"i
or corporation; the character1st1c of the 1nst1tut1ons in terms of the iﬁ?‘
original ‘sampling plan are depicted in F1ggre 2. )

Institution Type

4-year 2-year  non-degree »f:
degree degree  occupational / :
Mo: 1 [ Moz 0| #Mo: 1 . L 7
public Ca: 0} Ca: O Ca: 2 77 B
Mn: 1 | Mn: 1 M 1L v
«  Ownership .. o Mor 2 | Me: 0 Mo: 4 - |7 v
pr1vate:.ﬁ {Ca: 1 Ca: O .Ca: 3, . |16 .
Status . non-profit ot o [yl Mn: 3\;\ ‘
'private . Mo: 0 | Mo: 1 Fﬁozv'3 ,‘“‘ o
proprietary |Ca: 0 | Ca: O “Ca:' 5 | 14
\ Mn: O | Mn: 2] ° Mn: 3 -
7 5 25 |3 ’

Figure 2: Number of Postsecondary oo
T . Participating in Field Teyguus

‘The diffghence}between the planned characteristics of the field test
» N : - I

_sample and themactﬁaiﬁcbaragteristics_are_dueialmost.ﬁntirely‘to the fact - 7

that: (a) we could‘?ind no proprietary 4-year degree granting schools and
(b) hospital schools of aPlied medical technology which were assuged, on the
basis of information available-to us at the time of sample selection, to be
2-year degree granting‘¢ﬁd not award associate degrees. We do not feel that
these differences significantly affected the representativeness of the field
test sample. ‘

Four experienced AIR staff members were trained on the content of the, IRF ﬁgﬁﬁ
Interview Guides (Appendix G) and on standardized interviewing and marking ‘ﬁk{' o
techniques. These staff then personally visited each of the 37 institution’s. f'?
or corporate headquarters listed in Appendix D. Chief administrative officers,
or groups of officers, were interviewed and catalogs, brochures, and other
public information documents, advertising, and policy statements were examined.
Interviews averaged about one and one-half hours in length. In most céses, ]
two separate IRF's were completed; one was based on the interviewer's ekaminatfon
of the institution's publicly-available documents and the other was based on
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‘ali documents plus responses obtained during the interview. This dual

procedure was followed to allow estimation of the degree to which IRF data

‘could be obtained via a simple document review process, which would not require

any time for interviewing institution staff. In four schools two interviewers

were assigned to complete IRF'S independently in an attempt to estimate the

reliability of the guides.
wing the interviews, the AIR staff person attempted to make arrange-
Wptin the student name and address lists for the ESQ field test.

: '
reparation (IRF)

-Editing, coding, and verification of data. The comp]éted IRF Interview
Guides were returned directly to AIR for editing, coding, and verification of
the data. ‘A manual editing procedure was used to clean the data so that any
errors in the completion of the forms were corrected (e.g., multiple responses
to single response items, or failure to fo]low“branching instfuctions). The
edited data were then manually entered onto coding sheets. After a visual ¢
verification check of the coding (one person read the coded data and a second
person verified the responses on the IRF form), the IRF data were entered onto
disk storage from the coding'sheets via a remote computer terminal.

Once all IRF data were processed and entered onto disk, a printout of
the data was obtained and checked visually against the coding sheets used to
enter the data. Any errors in the IRF data stored on disk were then cOrfected,

using text editgr commands. A range check of the raw IRF data values was

performed using a computer procedure from the Statistical Package for the _
Social Sciences (SPSS). The four data values that were acceptable are given - .
below: : :

0= "no" response was marked
1 = "yes" response was marked

8 = all responses for a given item were skipped, as
per the instructions on the form

9 = all responses fqr a given item were omitted

No out-of-range values were found. The data were then stored on magnetic ®pe.
A
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Weighting. The merged IRF data were used as 1nput to a tested and vali-

, dated computer program designed to we1ght the IRF raw data so that 13 topic
scores and one institution score were produced. For split-half reliability
analysis, the data were also divided into "even-odd" items and an "even" and
an "odd" set of 13 topic scores and one institution score were also created

as part of this program's execution.gbthe weighted data were then written onto
magnetfc tape and made ready for analysis.

The IRF cod1ng, ed1t1ng, and weighting specifications used in the field
test are presented in detail in Appendix I. Documentation and listings of
computer program IWEIGHT have been submitted separately to-USOE as requ1red by‘~
our contract. - o . . -

ESQ Mailing and Follow-Up N

Twenty-six institutions were able.to supply us with the names and-

addresses of all of their first year students, including in most cases,
transfer students; 11 institutions were unwilling or unable, because of time

‘ constraints, to participate in’ the ESQ portion~of the field test. The partici-
“pating institutions, indicated in Appendix D, supplied 7825 names and addresses

fin-alf:; 5659 from eight degree“grehting institutions and 2166 from 18
sma11er non-degree institutions. Names and addresses were coded bx AIR and

2ypunched by'NCS, which also arranged to send an ESQ (Appendix H)*to each

_person. by f1rst c]ass mail. Along with the ESQ went an initial contact =
letter (see Append1x F) and a business reply envelope addressed to NCS.
Three weeks after the initial mailing, NCS sent a second mailing of the ESQ
and a letter (see Appendix F) to 6531'hon-respondents--persons who had not

| yet returned a questionnaire. and whose questionnaires had not been returned
by the post office as non-deliverable.

Six weeks after the initial mailing, 2879 ESQ's had been returned gom-

p]eted and 413 had been returned as non-deliverable. This represented a

' response rate of 38.8% of those questionnaires actually delivered. The
total non- respondentgrouprnnbered4533, Table 6 presents a summary of the
ESQ response rates by school. A 10% special sample of 453 was selected at
random from the 4533 non-respondents. AIR staff made an intensive effoct\to
reach each of the persons in this special sample to estimate whether the
2879 respondents were a systematically biased segment of the original field

-«

test popu]ation of 7825.
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Table 6
ESQ FIELD TEST RESPONSE RATES

Adjusted _ o' .

s N of N not Nnot N Response.
a School Name ] ~ Students Delivered espondi ng Responding Percentage ‘
John Adams Community College ’ ' . .
Center 1298 160 7 %3 .. N9y
, ‘ .
House of Charm . 9 5 64 . 2o 25.6% % '
Pepperdine University 649 24 3%7 - .2%8.. 4.3 .
. ‘Concordia College St. Paul .4 272 g K 145 56.2%
Abbott-Northwestern ﬁosp_jtal : L ’ : .
School of X-Ray Techriology s 1 4. 59/.0% b N
- University of Minnesota School ' 25 ']' ' n -t 13 54.2% - \'\_g'
of Radiologic Technology _ ‘ / : TLng
[ ‘ , _ . L ey
8rown Institute 748 37 476 2% CBas oo
Trowbridge Beauty College 37 S | ,45;‘21 ’ 12 / 3%.4¢
‘. N : o - /
Hennepin County Medical Center . . ~
School of Hedical Technology 12 L 3 .8 2.7
Faitview Hospital School of . . _ Ty \
X-Ray Technology- -* - 7 0 . ! 6 . 8.7% :
Minneapolis School of An'es_.fhesia 19 ¢ 0 2 17 8958
Kaiser-Permanente School of . . - :
Anesthesia for Nurses 8 0 ! 7 R 87.51
: . California Hospital School L 3 32.5% )
: of X-Ray Technology . 7 0 4 ? e -
 Homer G. Phillips Hospital School - 1r 51 :
of Radiologic Technology - n v0 : 6 .8 45.5 \
: Research Medical Center School ' o * 50.0%
N . of Radiologic Technology 8' 0 4 _4 . _
T T T "Maryvitle College 0 228 1 s T 2 - 49.3
Ranken Technical Institute 339 9 237 .93 28.21_
St. Loufs University 1393 37 765 . 591 43.6%
Menorah Medical Center School . ' 6.01'
of Radiologic Technology . 2 0 ! ! 5
Martin Luther King, Jr. General . , .
Hospital School of Radiologic: 7 0 .4 - 3 42.9% -
Technology . § , ‘ ;
\ Minneapolis Orafting School 162 25 07 - - . 21.9% i
h . . RS
Minneapolis 8eauty College 67 7 ‘ 50 10 16.7% . ,
, 8armes Hospital School of : 35.5% 1
. Anesthesia for Nurses 32 ! 20 n /5 y
University of Missouri at - * 39.9%.
Kansas City 2098 66 1222 810 . 9.9; |
Career Beauty School © 50 3 3» 12 25-5‘&‘
. L)
-North Central 8ible College 246 17 125 y 104 ) 45.4% 5N
TOTALS 7825 413 4533 2879 38.85 -
. a7 _<~:, :
~ >
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Using telephone directories, post office forwarding services, assistance
operators, the assistance of staff'at the field test schools, and the assis-
tande of immediate family members, we were able to locate 342 of the 453
persons in the special sample (75%) and talk to them hy:telephéne. Of these,
302 agreed to complete ESQ's via telephone interview, a final response rate
of 66.7%; 28 persons refused to cooperate and 12 reported that they had never
- attended the school which had reported them as enrollees. When asked why
they had not returned the original questionnaires, the mdjority of the non-
respondent ggoup reported they lacked the t1me (37%) or hadn't received them
(35%); 15% gave no reasons and 13% cited other. reasons, such as lack of under-
stand1ng and lack of perceived relevance to them.

Data Preparation (ESQ) ~ ":

Scanning and editing. The ESQ respondent data were collected on machine
scannable versions of the ESQ developed by NCS.] These data were processed
by NCS, using editing specifications provided by AIR. The scanning and edit-
ing were done in one step, using a compqter editing program developed by NCS.
The data were scored as 0, 1, 8, or 9, as wés done for the IRF data (described
earlier) and written on a magnetic tape. During the scaﬁning and editipg,'~
34 questionnaires were found to be unprocessable because of marking errors or
loss of the ID number portion of the questionnaire by respondents. This
left a final number of 2845 respondent E§Q's’for processing.

the ESQ non-reépondent data were edited, coded, and kéytéped b} hand
at AIR; using techniques similar to those used with the IRF and described
- prev1ousfi\\

»
LA

Data verification. The ESQ respondent data tape was sent to AIR for

- verification of the editing process. Twenty ESQ's were manually edited and
c¢gded and the records were visually compared to the records from the NCS
tape. Although 'the NCS editing program had been carefully tested on sample
data and corrected earlier, one error in the editing of jtems was detected.
This error was corrected by NCS and an edited ESQ respondent data tapé

was created by substituting the correct responses for the incorrectly

. - 4 "
]This machine scannable questionnaire and the scanning and editing programs
are 1nc1uded_1n the NCS documentation package sent separately to {SOE.
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coded responses,-using a computer program developed by AIR for that purpose. Ant
SPSS item frequencies program was used to check for out-of-range values in

both the respondent amd the non-respondent data (valuesvﬁther than 0, 1, 8,

or 9). Mo out of range values were detected in either set. A printout of

the respondent item data was generated and mailed to each partieipatiné

'school in accordance with our promise to the administrators in our initial
‘contact letter. '

» ¢
Check fgr Respondent Bias

T In an attempt to determine whﬁgher the non-respondent data were signi-
ficantly different from the respondent data, indicating a respondent bias,
we ran chi-square tests on the item response frequenciesifor each of 32 ES(Q
items for which discrete response frequencies could be obtained. We also ran
four chi-square tests to compare the characteristics of non-respondents w1th
re;gondents on enrollment status, attendance status, resident status, and sex.
These tests demonstrated significant response differences (p < .01) on 16 out
of 32 items; in addition, non-respondents were significantly less likely to
be still enrolled at the field test institution, (X2 = 52 90, p°< .001, df = 1),
less likely to be full-time students (X2 = 4. 64 p < 705, df = 1), more Tikely
to be classified as residents for tuition purposes (x2 = 30.09, p < .001,

= 2), and moye likely to be male (Xz 9.95, p < .01, df = 1). Our null

assumpt1on that the respondent data represented a non-biased sample fom the

" _ent1re pooulatron of 7825 first: year students was not supported.

‘v

qu.
R

»
Sample-Heighting Non-Respondent Data

Al

Each cooperating located’noh-respondent represented 15 non-+ocated
non-respondents (4533 # 302). Therefore, each non-respondent case was aiven’ a
sample weight of 15 and each respondent case was given a sample weigﬁt of 1.
The 3147 respondent and non-respondent cases (2845 + 302) were then merged onto
one déta tape. . -

Weighting A1l ESQ Data

The merged ESQ data tape was used as input to a tested and validated .
weighting program designed to produce 10 topic scores and one institution score
for each student, analogous to the weighting done for IRF data. If a student.
failed to answer all questions for a particular topic, his/her tonic score was
set to a missing data indicodmg (999999). In addition, the program produced
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quantitative'sches for thé consumer items which had been 5Hded to the ESQ
form. A1l scores were finally written onto magnetic tape. The ESQ editing

- and weighting speélfications are presented in detail in Appendix J. Docu-

mentation and listings of computer program EWEIGHT have been subm1tted
separate]y to USOE.

Creation of Camggs1te IRF/ESQ,Data File

One distinction between the we1ghted,ESQ and IRF data files should be
noted. The intended data ana]yses included correlational analyses of the IRF
and ESQ topic, institution, and consumer scores forgfach institution. Thus,

¥t was necessary to compute average topic, institUtion, and consumer scores

from the ESQ data for each 1nst1tut1on which participated in the ESQ portion
oﬁ.the field test. The ESQ we1ghted data for each student were aggregated

by school using a special compositing program to produce one ESQ weighted

record per sczpol The aggregated ESQ topic, ipstitution, and consumer scores
for resp‘%den s and sample-weighted non- -respondepts were then averaged for each

 school, excluding those who had missing topic scores. The IRF weighted data

were also used as input to the composite program, and a matching procedure on
school code was performed so that one composite record with IRF and ESQ scores
was written onto magnetic tape. This concluded the processing of the ESQ and
IRF data, which were then ready for data analysis. Documentation and a listing
far the composite program (program COMPO) ha‘een submi tted separately to
USoe. : '

A S
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a * . Student's Consumer Guide ¥
- &

The student's consumer gquid (HamiTton, Wolff, & Daf?gn, ]976)‘wa$ to be )
the project'stprima non-regulatory strateqgy to assist secondary aghool stu--
dents in obtaining Consumer protection data on their own and using them to
avoid -or deal ﬁrbperly with abusive institutional practices. It was origin-'
ally conceptua11zed as a brief, illustrated instructional handbook. Planned
1nformat1on gathering techniques included identifying potential abuses at
institutions by reading published school documents, making personal y151ts. and
talking to students, staff, and graduates. Planned use strategies included
instructions on how to question actively and complain effectively in the event

an abuse ‘was encountered. “ .

Following the preparation of a draft outline for the uidef based on the
abuses noted in Appendix B, the literature review, and A]‘Staff experience =
in preparing instructional materials for students, we decided it would:be
beneficial to augment the printed handbook with two audio cassette tapes that
could provide models for appropriate student behav1ors, and make the guide
more attractive to students who might have Timited 1nten§sts in reading. The
addition of the cassette tapes also y1e1ded a kit which could be more readily
adopted for use in_consumef education proghaﬁ?& which are becoming more wide-
spread in secondary schools. Such a kit cquld have a potent1a1 appea] to
commercial pub]lshers which we regarded as an ideal pOSS1b111ty for its 1arge-

i sca]e dissem1natfon i ‘ T ) =
. After review by the USOE Project Monitor and two members of the Project
Advisory Panels, .the outline was expanded ahd initial drafts of the handbook - .
and tapescripts were completed: Several students, a counselor, and a parent
from a high school in Mountain View, California, reacted to the drafts.

Based on their reactions, revisions were made and final drafts were prepared;
these were reviewed by three media production firms from whom independent bids

. - were solicited for production of the tapes and kit binders. The bid of Media

One, Incorpqrated, Santa Ana, was selected as being most advantageous, and a

fixed-price purchase order was awarded. A1l editing and priqting were per- . ﬁ'

formed by AIR staff. hd ’

The kit was reviewed by the prbject advisory panelists at their final

joint meeting in Washington, D.C. Certain changes and additions were “recom-

mended in the guidebook and in the casseé@e tapes. Subsequent]y, most of these

retommendat1ons were incorporated with additional he]p from Media One. The
f1na1 production version of the guide is descrtbed later in the Results section

F

F
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CRESULTS | - - -

. Field Test of the Information Collection and Anal'ysis Mechanisms

In general, we received courteous and interested cooperation from staff

* of the 37 institutions which participated in the field test. A]qﬁg with the

fact that we received only 14 flat refusals to participate in the study, we
took 'this as genera1 evidence for the practf%ality of the interview-based
mechanism for collecting information on:an institutionfs consumer protéction
adequacy.’ Of the 14 refusals, we estimated that only eidht stemmed from any
fear of what we might find (i.e., the refusal explanationé were not even
"reasonable"). | ' ' :

Institutional Report Forms (IRF's) -

granting institutions of higher education,ranged from 110 to ;Qolihd for w f-_lt

A summary of the edited IRF item responses obtained from the 37 field
test 1nst1tut10ns 1s contained in Appendix G, with breakdowns for degree
grant1ng (N=12) - anB occupat1onal training (N=25) institutions.

Based on thejitem .weighting specifications detailed in. Appendﬁx I,
Table 7 displays the maximum poss1ble weighted topic and 1nst1tution scores -
for the degree granting and occupational IRF's. In the course of the»f1e]d’ ‘},f;w
test, we discovered that almost all (nine out of 12) of the d'gree rant1ng 4,_.; -";
institutions also had occupatianal preparation programs. We theref_,e used .
the occupétional 1nst1tut1on form -as the primary 1nterviewj§u1de_ 3 the 1, Ke ?ié J»*

field test, adding the three extra items in the Disclosure tap1c fo\r degreé p ‘ }:
d test, Ty
granting institutions. iﬁ’ T ": o \t" {7 . ‘
As mentioned ear11er, the weighted scores could theoretacally man?z;rom -""ﬁ.}(

zero up to the maximums 1n¢1cated Zero is.a "perfect" store, w1th'eaEh revealed 34
potential for abuse agding points to produce the final sum SgPhes arewactUally i
averages, calculated on the basis of all IRF, items marked th1s averadﬁ cor- B
rects for the influence of missing data (1. € s sk1ppedg1tems "not applxqahle “',
1tems) It is useful, however, to cons1den the IRF topic: and }nsﬁafqtion '{_ NG
scores as sums, analogous to a golf score, where the hfgher e sum, the worSe*

the performance. Table 8 portrays the d1str1but1on df actua{riRF 1ns¢1tu;1on ;4’ _
scores obtained in the field test. It may be- seen that scores #or” degree: * . ‘(\

ockupational institutions from 90 Ro 430. We wilP preaent mere detaile-
analyses of these scores later in this section. )

. - " |
| : NI TP '
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- | Table 7 ' e
5 WAXIMUM POSSIBLE IRF WEIGHTED SCORES |
. | Degree Granting IRF  Occupational IRF
) . v #of - # of .
Topic Ne1ghted ‘Ttems Score Weighted Items  Score
1. RefundwPractices -~ 11 1000 oom 1000
. 2. Advertising Practices .11 4 1450 - 11 1450
3. Admissions Practices 11 - 1090 - ' - 1 1090
T 4. Instructional Staff = 8 .- 1130 8 . 130
| 5. Written Disclosure 43 640 . 40 650 _
6. Student Orientation 5 800 5 800 -
- _7.+ "Job Placement 1 1180 1 118,
e é. Rg,cordkeepmg 6 © 1330 6 i330
Nt )."< Staff: Stabiligy ~ "2 2500 2 2500
L _ 10, ?fa/tu; Repré’senltatlon 6 . 1500 6 ° 1500
Loe# ‘ n»- ! Fipagedal Stablht_y ey . 2140 7 2140
ol 12 Instructwnb] Pr&rams B DEREE » 8 1880
ARSI kY Instrucfrqna] Fad®lities o
) G w T e o ‘.19 R PR 4 . 1500
o;&:. :'"" . ' '. , :..'“_',. '_". R S 4 ‘ ‘:. , . -
I N S R ,
R Institut‘jph‘ T Tt o2l 7070 130 1150
. ‘ (.t‘. . :E{"‘ % .v ‘ - .. N ’. ' . *;; . . ;: .

0

A]terlﬁté data sources ‘In an effﬁrt to determine whether IRF data
A ]d be obtained w1thqut requnjng the<completion of a questionnaire or an
- o 1nte\:y1’ew,;vge ‘at‘t‘empted /%0 prepare, code, and weight an IRF for each )nshtu-
‘ f,pn 3based only uporyan'analysw ofo the pubhc]y available documents (catalogs,
‘ : anroﬂ\;‘res, tc.) obtameﬂ “From that ‘mshtutmn in advance of the interviews.
No 1nst1tut1o hads‘documents which a]]owed the completion of an entire IRF;
tWo 1nst1tut s had no Jnformatmﬁ documents at all available to students or
'Q\ ,, prospectwe stu&ents Tab]eb present§ ‘a sunmar_y of the number of institutions
) " for whnh ye cbu]d cogp]ete an’ IRF top1c from documents only, along with the .
PSRN -D__-co%]&t1ons be&een ‘the welghted top1c scores calculated from documents on]y
st e 'and the ‘basic scor(es f’,rom documeats p]us 1nterv1ews

1
&;'_ . . . ¢ 4 . A .
W7 v . | . v - . -

1 These tota]s actual]y represent 1nd1v1dua]1_y-we1ghted responses, 1i.e., v
discrete components- Qff ¥hie 55 basnc items on the IRF. < '

- ) ®These. and all- §ubsequent corre]atmns are Pearson:product-moment r's,
J ‘unless ‘Otherwise ndted RN

s '.“H :
EMC - . A * :' o ﬂ\ e :‘6 0




. Table 8
ACTUAL IRF INSTITUTION SCORES OBTAINED IN FIELD TEST

Degree Granting Institutions Occupational Institutions

*Institution Score “Rank " Institution Score Rank
109 1.5 90 1
110 - s 140 2
120 3 150 .3
150 4 3? 170 " a8
160 5 170 - 4.5
170 6 * 180 . 6
180 7 200 ' 1.5
210 8 1200 7.5
220 ° 9. 210 . 9
220 9.5 230 10
230 n 270 omn
300 12 280 12

290 . 13.5
290 13.5
300 15
320 - 16
340 17.5
300 7.5
350 19
370 ., 20.5
370 "™ 20.5
380 22
400 | 23.5
200 ' °  23.5
430 25

- Combined Average = 244
Combined Standard Deviation = 95

o4
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Table 9 ST .

: CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TOPIC SCORES
" CALCULATED FROM IRF's BASED ON DOCUMENTS ONLY
’ AND_IRF'S BASED ON DOCUMENTS PLUS INTERVIEWS

\ | i
Number of L &
Topic _ paired scores r__°  Probability
1. Refund Practices - 28 91 <.001
2. Advertising Practices - 8 -63 <.10
3. Admissions Practices 1} 17 >.10 )
4. Instructional Staff 2 N == -
5. Written Disclosure 35 . 91 - <00
6. Student Orientation 12 .20 >.10 ,
7. Job Placement 6 . .08 5.0 |
8. Recordkeeping - 4 .52 >.10
9. Staff Stability o - - .
10. Status Representation 26 .92 <.001
11. Financial Stability 5 - .54 >.10
12+ Instructional Programs 14 39 . >010

13, Instructional Facilities = 0 - --
o Institution 3 - .68 . <.001

Table 9 shows that the topics most likely to be contained in documents are
Disclosure, Refund Pracfi;es. and Status Répresentation, and that the weighted
scores calculated for these tbpicé based only on documents correlate signifi-
cantly (p<.001) with the basic topic scores calculated from documents plus the
subsequent interviews. In view of the fact ‘that these three topics contain
almost half of the total IRF items, it is not surprising that the overall
institution scores a]so_corre]ate significantly. }

" ‘Reliability analyses. .Although it was not practical to have two separate
administrations of the IRF's in all institutions, we did attempt to estimate
the reliability of the IRF scores through parallel administrations. In four
institutions, two interviewers independently completed IRF's, and the percentages
of identically marked items were computed; these were 91%, 87%, 87%, and 94% '

4

respectively, an average of 90%.

) 55
62



. [y

For all institutiens, half-scale topic and institution scores were
v calculated based Sn the summed weights of alterndative items. The split-half
scores were correlated and extended via the Spearman-Brown formula to estimate
the reliabilities of the full scale scores. These split-half re]iabi]ities
are reported in figure 3; they ranged from -.25 to .90, with an institution
score reiiabi]ity of .82. ,

‘ Validity analyses. --It was originally planned (see Jung, 1976) to collect
: several measures of the relationships between IRF scores ahd external criteria
Qf the adehuacy of the field test institutions' consumer protection functioning,
such as state agency ratings and default rate of students holding guaranteed
student loans. Although we made several serious attempts to gather these
external criteria, we were unsuccessfu], no state agencies were found whose
staff were willing or able to- rate schoo]s on our ladder scale (Junq, 1976), and
we were unable to obta1n GSLP loan default rates from JEOE even for those -
field test schools which were “institutional lenders" in the program.

We were only able to examine the relationships of IRF 5core§ with some ;
variables which represent rough, unsupported criteria of consumer protection
adequacy. * For example, if we assume that our method of selecting three states
for the field test based on stringency of the1r laws represents a crude
' external criterion of adequacy, we find that schoo]s in Missouri have the

highest average IRF institutional scores (287.5), California the next highest
(274.0) and Minnesota the lowest (261.4); although the differences are not
significant (F=.62, p>.10, df=2,36), they are in the preqicted direction. For
another example, if we assume that accreditation represents an externa]
criterion of consumer protection adequacy, we find that acbredited schools

have significantly lower fRF institutional scores on the -average than snon-
accredited schools (230.6 for accredited vs. 316.7 for non-accredited; F=4.53;
p<.05; df=1,36). _For a final example, if we assume that higher education
institutions possess a lower pgtentia] for abuse than otcupational institutions,
we find that the average IRF inetitutiona] score for four-year degree offering
'institytions (160.0) is lower than for two-year degree offering institutions

,(2]2.0) which is lower than for occupational institutions (274.8); these difiﬁr
ferences are significant (F=5.40, p<.01, df=2,36). '

| The above comparisons are shown in a different perspective in Figure 3,
which contains the intercorrelations of the IRF scales and their correlations

with five created external variables: . .
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# of
‘ Weighted  Split-half
. Responses Reliabilities

. Ownership Status

1
2, School Type
3. Number of Students
4. Acci'editatio_n
5. Age of Schoo! | »
RESCMES. |
6. Refund Policies and Practices Il (.62)
1. Advertising Practices 1l (.21)
" 8. Adnissions Practices 11 (-.11)
. 9. Instructional Staff Evaluation 8 (.35)
10. Written Disclosure 43 {.90)
11, Student Orientation Practices  § {~.25)
12.%Job Placement Services | 11 ‘ ,(-.6‘1) ’
13. Recordkeeping Practices 6 (-.02)
14. Staff Stability : 2 (..39)
15. Status Representation 6 ' (.7)
16. Financial Stability - 1 v
- W, Instructiona] Programs* 8. . (.8
I8. Instructional Facilities* | 4 (.90)
19, Institutional Score 130 (&)

"Wel o

Figure 3: Reliabilities, Intercorrelations, and Correlations with External Variables for IBF Scales

(N =47 Institutions)
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® . ownership status (1 = public, 2 = private non-profit, religious ]
affiliated; 3 = non-profit, non-religious affiliated; 4 = proprietary)

® school type (1 = occupational; 2 = two-year degree with occupational -
programs; 3 = two-year degree without occupational programs; 4 =
four#yﬁgr degree) v

1@ school size (number of first year students)
e accreditation (0 = not accredited, 1 = accredited) ‘

e age of school in years )

Any correlation in Figure‘3jgreater,than .32 represents a significant rela- .
tionship (p<.05, df=35). Among'the,most interesting are those between IRF
institution scores and accreditation (-.34), school type (4;48), ownership
status (.60), and school size (-.31). These values may‘be interpreted to show
that accredited, degree offering, and public schools score lower (better) on the IRF
than non-accredited, non-degree offering, and private schools, and fhat,larger
schools tend to score lower than smaller schoo]s.2 )

Other analyses related to IRF vadity will be presented in conjunction

with the analyses of the ESQ data. - . .
- . 4 /

-

- Enrolled Student Questionnaire (ESQ)

-

PA A

this Appendix is that fully 41% of theffirst year students reported that they
were no  longer enrolled jn the institution from which we had obtained their
name and address only two months earlier. The figure is broken down 38% fer
degree granting institutions and 49% for occupational training institutiens;
both percentages are high, and they may'reflect a misunderstanding of the word

"enrolled." Since the two month delay in obtaining OMB forms c]earanqg
]

Thote that this variable's ceding is a revision of the original coding as

described in Appendix I.

Since accredited, degree offering, and public ‘schools tend to be larger, 4
we calculated several partial correlations ta determine whether the signifi-
cant relationships with IRF institution score remained when the influence of
size was removed; the results were -.31, -.39, and .5} for accreditation,
school type, and ownership status respectively. In general, then, the ob-
tained relationships are independent of size. '
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unavoidably pushed the student survey into the summer months, it is possible -
that studente'who were intendina to reenter school in the fall responded in
the negative to this item, believing it referred to "attending elasses.?
Thirty-three percent of tpe students who responded indicated they were -
not informeg of their school's pd]icy for refunding fees‘which were paid
before they started classes, and few (under 14%) knew the 1ength of time it
took to get a Eefund if they were entitled to one. -Only 26% of the students’
“in occupat1ona1 training institutions reported they had f111ed out written
eva]uat1ons of their 1nstructors, wh11e the corresponding figure for degree
granting institutions was 87%, although, of these, 62% reported they did not
get to see the results of the evaluatiors. Only 52% of the students in
occupational institutions reported that they had rece1ved an orientation to
the school's policies when they first enrolled; the conrespondmng f1gure for
~ degree granting institutions was 79%; only 27% of the former and 38% of the
. latter reported the orientation included instructions on how to'file a complaint
or a griebande Thirty-four percent:of all students felt they had been
affected by overcrowding and 22% felt that they had been requ1red to use worn
or outdated equipment and facilities at the1r school. Th1rty five percent of
occupat1ona1 school students afnd 27% of degree granting school students
reported their school had advertised that graduates wou]dA"orobably"’gét jobs
as a result of their training; four and twe percent respectively reported
that post-training jobs were "guaranteed " 0v3¥a11, however, 69% of occupa-
tional schoo]_students and 80% of .degree granting school students reported
they were highly or moderately satisfie®with the quality of education they

-

were receiving. E :

Based on the item weighting specifications detailed in Appendix J, Table 10
disp]ayé the maximum possible topic and institution scores for the ESQ. Since
the ESQ as revised for the field test was not designed for a regulatory purpose
(instead it was designed as an attempt to provide data for validation of the

primary regulatory instrument -- the .IRF), the obtained ESQ institution scores
are not presented in this report. v

Split-half reliabflities were calculated in the same manner as for the IRF.
These re]iebi]ities, which ranged'from -.27 to .52 for the topic scores, with
an institution score re]iabi]ity of .43, are reported in Figure 4. Figu}e 4
also contains the correlations of theji§Q scores with IRF scores and the same
five externa] variables discussed in conjunction with Figure 3. Any correlation

59

67



o \
Table 10 ; : e ,
MAX IMUM POS§IBLE ESQ WEIGHTED SCORES y “‘u,
T E'. : . . SR {'i ’
Topic , # of Weighted Items Sgore v
1. Refund Practices . © 6 ' - 1670. . JQJF
’ 2. Advertising practices . 11 ~3000 ™ _
3. Admissions Practices - 10 - 2000 - .
" 4. Instructional Staff 9 R ™ .
" 5. Written'Disclosure . - 8 .- 3000
6. Student Orfentation 12 %' 1670 T
7. Job Placement 8 © 1500 o v
. 8. Staff Stability 2 ' 3500 :
9. Status Representation 8 - 3000 ,
10. Instructional Facilities 3 o 2000 \>' '
Institution 77\/ 2000 IR

’ v

-

in Figure 4 greater than .39 is a significant (p < .05, df = 24). of pri-
mary interest is the =30 correlation between IRF institution score and ESQ-

h obtained student rati;gs of satisfaction with the quality of'their education..

| The correlation between ESQ institution score and this same cdnéqmér:ﬁating ¢
(.68) is significant beyond the .01 level (df = 24). The marked diagonals -
in Figure 4 enclose all correlations between corresponding IRF and ESQ scales,
which range from -.16 to .50, with an institution score correlation of .42.
The fact that the items in the ESQ scales were altered away from pané1]e1
construction prior to the:'field test makes these correlations. less useful _
for estimating concurrent validity; however, the average obtaihedgcorre]at10n>
of .27 is nevertheless encouraging. : o .

Although the low ESQ scale reliabilities cast doubt 6n'the_stability of

these obtained relationships, thé‘pbtained correlations indicate that student
perceptions do agree to some extent with informqtion;oﬁtainéd from the IRF'S.

. . O , N )
. - . o
~ . » {,& . f‘

~ ’

Tas with ¥he IRF's, this.count represents weié&geﬂ responses, discrete .
components of the 29 basic-items on the ESQ. [ - .
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Student comments. - In the course of process1ng the ESQ's, we received

998 written comments about the questionnaire or the field test institutions.
These comments were analyzed with the following results: 539 comments on
specific ESQ items; 49 positive and 49 negative general comments on the
questionnaire; 58 positive, 105 neutral, and 149 negative comments on insti-
tutions (one 25 handwritten pages long); and 47 miscellaneous comments.

+ Examples of these comments aré included in the data submitted separately to
USOE. : -

-Revisions in Instruments - @ *
Follguing the instrument field test, minor changes were made in the '
wording and organization of the basic IRF for occupational.tré?%ing programs.
These changes were consistent with the comments and observations of field
test participants and our own judgments about correcting some of the instru-
ment's weaknesses and inconsistencies as révea]ed by the field test. The
revised instrument is contained in Appendix M; alterations to make it abpro-

- priate for degree granting institutions or programs are contained in Appendix N.
Coding and weighting Qrocedunes were not mod§fied. This means that the
editing, coding and weighting instructioens contained in Appendix I remain
aooropriate for the revised IRF (Appendiices M and MN).

)

-~
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gg;; User Guides
. ;a. '
Requlatory and Accraditation User Guides
, These two guidé?‘are formally entitled System for Collecting, Analyzing,
and Using Information on Institutional Cgaéymer Protection Practices: Regulatory
User Guide/?Junq, Gross & Bloom, 1976a) and System for Collecting, Analyzing,

ggg#ysing Information on Institutional Consumer Protection Practices: '
Accreditation User Guide (Jung, Gross:& Bloom, -1976b). They, and the system
they describe, represent-the primary prod’cts of our regulatory approach to ®
improving consumér protection in post'“" dary education. They are intended
to assist state and federal school re fatory agency off1c1als (i.e., those
who have direct governing authority ove¥ institutions or authority to affect the
eLagibility of institutions for federal de:ing programs) use the IRF's and
their associated administration, coding, wlighting, and data analysis
mechanisms. The contemplated uses are discussed in the Recommendations gection
of this report.

, The guides are written in a how-to-do-it style, with examples, and
include appendices designed to support all of the cbntemplated uses. Ap-
pendices fnclude theé revised IRF and a copy of the weighting and proceSsing
co?ﬁﬁfgr program for the IRF data.

4

Student s Consumer Guide ; »

Th1s guide represents the primary product of our non- regulatory approach
to improving consumer protection in postsecondary education. Each Safeg_grding
Your Education kit consists of a brightly colored thrée-ring binder with the
title i;brinted on the cover. Inside, the binder contains two moulded pockets
which contain the two audio cassette tapes: Tape 1: Traps to Avoid -- What
to Ask/Who Can Help, and Tape 2: Three Case Studies. It also contains the
Student Consumer's Guidebook, a 44-page 8 1/2 x 11 inch glossy printed handtook,
which includes text and illustrations on the following topics:

e Deciding What To Do After High School

o The Rip-Off Catalog

e An Ounce of Prevention

e What You Can Do

Sample Educational Complaint Letters and Form

]
] Giossary gf Terms
o Taoe Listening Guides (What to Listen For)

3 -,
&
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The first tape is designed to be humorous and attract1vehto buﬂ?sshdol age’ ,',.
youth It is narrated throughout by two teenagers, and it 1We1udes parod1es
of the Tonight Show and a radio "talk" program; simulated school'a prt1semen§£.
“a s1mu1ated interview with a school recruiter; dramatizations of. czkes wﬁerq 1
students discuss abuses that they encountered and a summation. = .

The second tape contamtne real and two simulated case. stud1es in e
which students discuss the circumstances of 'actual ajguses which were doqumeﬁle? ‘)
by our researche . ) - e ,,:_.

Throughout the kit, the language is s1mp1e and stra1ghtforward “the tone
strives to convey a spirit of caution and to impart motivation to explore-
available options before making a decision. Examples and discussions are
provided which are appropriate to both occupational training and higher
education as postsecondary options. ¢

Pilot tests with small numbers of stugents, parents, and counselors and
consultant reviews produced extremely favorable reactions to the kit. In
general, the consensus opinion was that it did in fact fulfill our original
intentions and represented a viable consumer nrotect1on strategy for the non-

. . N
-

requlatory apnroach. .
*
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PN " L \;;ISSUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
. ; - A nup?er m#égﬂmbm 1bns.may be stated based on the results, reporu[. in
f“ﬁ'.'7v; fhe‘br%fisys seCtﬁon. Most “importantly, if the results of the field test
B are at-a éépreséﬁ§§t1ve, and we believe they are, it appears that some
ﬁote aq “for. student abuse exists in almost every po#tsecondary institution.

_ This:gz not to suggest ‘that institutions are engaging in malpractice on a
T - nuss1V$fSCale _many .of the potentials are very minor, and they are weighted
\ . 'as such }n -order to make a more definitive probability statement about thes
é&iﬁn and magn1tud e of potential, a survey designed for that purpose would
be required. The present study was not so designed.

Regulatory Agbggggn
The reliability and validity estimates for the institution scores derived
from the IRF Interview Guide appear to be satisfactofy for the potential
uses we identified at the beginning of the field test. These uses, which
will be discussed at greater length in the next section, include institu-
tional self-study, setting‘tﬁnimum eligibility standards,-an "early warning"
system, and the basis of a formal communication network among the partners
in the tripartite eligibility system. The reported validity estimates should
be treated as lower bounds for the actual validities of the institution scores.
This is because-the 14 institutfons which refused to participate in the field
test prdbably_would have produced some very high (poor) scores had they par-
ticipated. The fact that we did not obtain these scores biases the obtained
results in some unknown and unknowable ways In any event, it is probably
‘trué that restriction of.range produéﬁg’ e reduction in the-obtained corre-
lation coefficients used earlier to esgpmate validity.
Many of the individual IRF topic scores do not appear to have sufficient
reliability to permit their use in any form of "profile" analysis of other
“di¥ferential applicatioa, but other topic scores possess considerable reli-
ability, especially those for Written Disclosure, Idstructional Programs and
Facilities, Refund Policies, and Placement. We considered removing some of
the low-reliability topics from the IRF. However, the topic scores are not
highly intercorrelated; the average r, calculated using Fisher's z'trénsforma-
tion, is only .32 (see Figure 3). In revising the IRF Interview Guide

| o
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following the field test, wertherefdre decided that the common scale variance
was sufficiently low and the face validity of the instrument was sufficiently
enhanced to keep all 13 topics, with the small wording and format changes
already mentioned, A1l of the uses recommended in the next section (or in the ,
regulatory user guide$) call for application of the IRF institution score only.

There was some intent at the beginning of this project to develop the
ESQ into a companion instrument to the IRF that could also have pract1ca1
applications for the regulatory approach, especially as a method for checking
on the accuracy of institutional officials' reports of their school's policies
: 1pand praq;gces. However, the changes recommended by our advisory panelists
- prior to the field test, the considerable logistical-difficulties and costs
of obtaining uni¥ased student data, and the low obtained scale reliabilities
(reported in Figure 4) argue against any- future applications. The real values
of a student data collection system administered via a central mechanism
appear to be the collection of comparable data on: (a) student dropout rates,
Jjob placement rates, beginning salaries, satisfaction with programs, and other
similar education "outcome" data and (b) student“demographic characteristics;,
reasons for attending, sources of satisfaction, costs, and other data useful
in ‘helping other students make better decisions about wh1ch 1nst1tut1ons will
- provide a better match W1¢h their own characteristies and~needs. These values
are outside the realm of educational consumer protection as. we defined it;
moreover, they are apparently already being well served by other data collection
systems in both the occupational (e.g., Hoyt, 1973) and the higher education
(e.g., Abel, 1975) areas. The ESQ was not rev1sed following the field test

P

and -is not included in any of our recommendat1ons. “éh ,
~ We were able to obtain institution scores based on an dnalysis of puol1c
institutional documents which correlated significantly (.68, p < .001, = 33)

with institution scores based on the documents plus an 1n‘erv1ew. This was a
very s1gnf1cant and encouraging finding. It argues that half of the variance

in an institutional measure of consumer abuse potential may be predictable by
an institutional measure of (primarily) disclosure effectiveness, even though
the latter measure does not encompass the majority of topics thought to be.
essential components of the former measure. This further suggests that insti-
tutional scores of acceptable reliability and validity might be obtained simply
from an analysis of already published documents, without the requirement for

a costly data collection mechanism. The implications of this assumption deserve
careful consideration, however. For example, if it became known that document
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analysis was to be used as a method &3 i
regulatory scrut1ny‘ it might be p 1cte_ J:hat the quantity of disclosure

would rise and the correspondence between d1sclosed and actual situations would
decline. An auditing mechan1sm, s1m11ar to the one we originally propgsed for -

_ the self-report IRF drafts, would be requ1red. In any case, future studies

should pay carefu],attent1on to document analysis as a promising and
unobtrusive data collection mechanism.

It is apn}rent that our inability to field test a self-meport version
of the IRF places limitations on the possible follow-up implications. The
1'n'terv1'ew-‘based system we were able to field test hilogistical con‘§tra1‘nts

cations. Nevertheless,

.

which make it appropriate for a limited range -of ap
these applications can have a definite impact on improving the protection of
postsecondary students. If favorable impact can be demonstrated in the future
as a result of interview-based applications, we hope that a self-report based
IRF data co]]ection and auditing system can be approved for field testing

with less trepidation on the part of federal government offtcia]s whose role

E)

is to protect c1t1zens from unneceﬁsary or unwise data collection efforts.

L3

Non-Regulatory Approach -53€£ |
It was generally agreed that the Safequarding Your Education kit repre-

sented a strategy through which individual students and their families could
invest a small amount of time and effort to arm themselves against institu-

. tional abuse. This consensus was made even stronger after the kit had been

broadened to inclode intact secondary school classes as part of the target
‘audience. There were, however.sone‘negative reactions, which genegg]]y indi-
cated that the kit went overboard in its portrayal of <dnstitutional abuses,
in moch the same way that FTC's Charlie's* School pamphlets had done earlier.
We carefully considered these reactions in light of the kit's intent. / We
concluded that the portrayed abuses were real and that the use of ca qatures
was an effective and justified meqium of instruction for students ~*Unlike
the Charlie's School series, the Saf_guarding Your Education kitldoes contain
many disclaimers to the effect that student abuses are not w1despread nor l
-are they restricted to one part1cu1ar segment (1. e s proprietary) of the post-
secondary universe: For our non-reguf%tory strateqy to succeed, how er, the
kit must be widely disseminated, especially to those persons who are most
threatened by abuse: the students who will be receiving financial assistance

directly from federal or'state government programs (e.g., BEOG's, GSL's, etc.).

Y
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One possible mechanism that is not recommended later but that should be explored

‘%s dissemination under the auspices of‘the financial aid prggrams themselves;
this might be especially attractiye to the state foan programs, where the
guide could be modifigd to discuss the particular conditions of a state pro-
gram, including the provision of specific names and phone numbers for students
to contact to obtain further\information o; to repdrt a‘complaint. -

v
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FOLLOW-UP IMPLICATIONS - | .

Jhe following are follow-up imp]icafions for the regulatory.and non-
‘fegulatory strategies developed and field tested during this project. We feel
each is practical and feasible, based on the field test results presented
earlier; moreover, the implications generally fit in well with réco@hendations
offered by previous USOE efforts to improve student consumer protection in
postsecondary education (e.g., Task Force on Implemen Educational Consumer
Protection Strategies, 1976).

There is currently a vast reservoir of untapped good _'tentions on the”
parf of administrators of postsecondary institutions in the United States.

Few institutions, regardless of their ownership status or the nature of their
educational offerings, engige in intentional malpractice. However, school
administrators are still largely insensitive to the real nature of student
consumer abuse. (1) The categories, examples, and indicators of potentially
abusive institutional practices priduced by this project should be Brought \
to the attention of the chief‘adhiﬂig;rative.q‘ficers of every institution i
which gains eligibility to participate in federal student asséstance programs.
This would allow them to voluntarily correct potential abuses without obtru-
sive regulatory intervention. Remedies for the conditions and pra;tices listed
in Appendix B are not unreasonably costly; they should be within the budget of
admini?trators in évery institution. -

During the routine follow-up to our interviews in the 37 fie]d'test in-
sébtutions, we noted several minor changes in institutional policies which
re]atem\to the IRF questions. These changes occurred within a period of only
three months. (2) Dissemination of the information called for in Impliecation
One should be followed-up with an assessment of the information's impact on
institutional self-study and selfeimprovement. This should precede any r_najor
attempt by USOE to institute new regulatory efforts to control abusige“‘nsti-
tutional practices. The assistance of USDE-recognized accreditatiohiagencies
and state sghool licensing, approval, énd governing agencies and boards should
" be sSﬁicited in this impact assessment. The question to be,answered is: Can
voluntary self-improvement efforts, based on knowledge of the essential dimen--
sions of student ‘consumer abuse, bring about sufficient changes to preclude
the costs, inconveniences, and erosion of autonomy that must result from

increased government requlatton?
v _ —
.
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f3) The student guide SqféguardéhgﬁYour'Education: A Student's Consumer
Guide to College and Occupational Education should be commereially pubZ;shed
and disseminated nationbﬁde.] In addition, USOE should coksider making the
guide available free to Eounse]ors and students involved in Tpderal programs
such as Upwérd Bound, Talent Search, Special Services for Disadvantaged
Students, Equa]'Oppo?tunlﬁy Cénters, etc. As with the first recommendation,
(4) a systematic assessment of the guide's impact on student ability to avoid

or deal effectively with abusive institutional conditions and practices shé&ld
"be carried out. This assessment should also be done prior to 1nst1tut1ng any

major regulatory changes. h

Minimum Eligibility Standards ‘

Minimum eligibility standards are those be]owvwhich an institution's
application for participation in federal student assistance programs could be
refused or its on-going participation could be limited, suspended, terminated,
or otherwise placed in jeopardy, subject to the requirements of legal due

__process._-As was pointed out in the literature summary, there is a great deal
of controversy about the authority of USOE to set minimum eligibility standards,
especially in the area of education consumer protection. In general, USOE's
position has been that consumer protection is a role better played by (a)
state agenc1es as a part of the "state authorization"’ prerequisite for . eligi-
b111ty or (b) private accreditation agencies, as part of ‘the "accredited- -by
a USOE- recogn1zed accreditation agency" prerequisite for e11g1b111ty. .USOE
has taken'steps to survey the effectiveness of and help strepgthen state
authorizq@;on as it relates to student copsumer protection (éee for example
Hamilton,.;Jung, Helliwell, & Wheeler, 1976). USOE policy has also attempted
to move accreditation agencies into a more active role in ceftifying insti-,
tutional "E;obity“ as an integral part of institutional "quality" (see
Proffitt, 1976). These attempts have not been entirely successfu1.\Hue
largely to a natural reluctance on the part of some accreditation agencies
L to become "policemen" for the federal government (Young, 1976). Notwith-
standing Orlans' characteristically caustic remark that "the attempt of some
USOE officials to plant consumér protection in the accreditation process is
as promising as a crop of Arctic coconuts" (Orlans, et al., 1974, p. 21),

\

]At the time of this writing, AIR staff were in touch with commercial pubtishers
and USOE officials in hopes of assisting with the 1mp]ementat1on of this recom- .
mendatlon . .
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(5) USOE-recognized accreditation agencies should be encouraged to urge an
mcreased awareness of student consumer protectwn on accredzted mstztutwns
The Accred1tat1on User Guide contains specific mechanisms for carrying out
this recommendat1on, a f1rst step would be for DEAE to disseminate a copy to
each recogn1zed accred1tat1on agency. In the long run, such informal action
might be more effective than attempting to modify federal laws or regulations
to require recognized accreditation agéncies to certify “pkopity."

Regardless of the resu]té’produced by attempts to foster institutional
self-imorovement and involve non-governmental accreditation with consumer

protection efforts, "it is inevitable that the officials of some institutions
will allow abusive conditions or;pnactjces to remain or emerge. In these

cases, it seems incontestable that it is the duty and the responsibility of .
the federal government t6 protect the rights and property of students who;$§§,
are béing assisted with government funds to eaq' an education which will
improve ‘their lives. As part of the general conditions for e]1g1b111ty f%r
federal student assistance programs under Title IV of the Higher Education Act,
the Commissioner of Education is authorized to estab]i%h regulations which are .
degigned to "promote the purposes of the programs," including regulations which
prescribe "reasonable standards" of financial responsibility and appropriate
institutional capability for eligible institutions. A select USOE task force
recently concluded these statutes give USOE "the responsibility to insure
that...the recipients of such funds are adequately protected against unscvusr
pulous practices," and called for "continuous review (of) the criteria for
determination of, or termination of, eligibility for institutiomal participa-
7 tion in OE administered financial aid programs, and...appropriate recommenda-
tions for change." (Task Force on Implementing Educational Consumer Protection
Strategies, 1976, pp. 2-3) (6) We recommend that this review should include

consideration of minimum consumer protectiom standards based upon preventing
the t&pes of abuse listed in Appendix B. When this review proceSs moves to
the consideration of ways to enforce Qinimum consumer protection standards,
we recommend that USOE carry out a field test of a self-report based ]RF
system. Participation in this field test should be required in a representa-
tive sample of institutions as a condition for méintaining eligibility. The
test Shou]d‘include the deve]opment of a system for auditing IRF's ‘and ‘for
administering negat1vq‘sanct1ons in cases of intentional or unintentional

m1sreport1ng
890
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Early Warning System
Some states a]ready have strong minimum standards and enforcement resources
to protect students from 1nst1tutiona1 abuse. It is possible that the federal
government will need to deve10p such standards in the future for institutions .
which seek ‘or hold the pr1v11ege to participate in federal assistance programs.
A major prob]em in‘any regulatory system +s the sheer magnitude of schools'
which must be licensed, approved, or certified as eligible and then monitored
fofécontinuing compliance. For example, over 8300 institutions currently
are eligible to participate in the Guaranteed Student Loan ﬁ?ogram. The problem
is compounded hhen'money is not available for hiring personnel to inspect
schools, inve wte suspected violations, and prosecute actual violators.
It is compounded”even further when a government agency is responsible not .
only for eligible institutions, but, as in the case of most state regulatory
agencies,” for all 1nst1tutions operating in the state -- whether or not they
have applied for federa] funds. Given the facts of limited resources and
sometimes spontaneous occurrence of con!.mer abuse after long periods of
acceptable operation, there is a great need f, ' tearly warninb"’system‘
which can be used to periodicaily monitor thi ymer protection po]1C1es
and practices of postsecondary institutions. Idea]]y, such a monitoring
system (a) would require a minimum of effort, both on the part.of the insti-
tution and .the monitoring agency, and (b) would fit easily iﬁtd_the existing
inspegtion/approval systems already in operation, yet (¢) wdh]d reliably flag
potential problem institations for more intense scrutiny. (7)‘ USOE should

promde Sunds to ‘several selected state” governments to carry out and evaZuate

the impact of r‘tate level implementation of the interview-based information
collection, arnalysis, arid use eydtem developed in this project. States

should be selected from among volunteers and shou]d-hﬁce'sufficient]y.strin-

gent consumer protection laws and regulations governing postsecondary insti-
tutions to take strong action to force corrections if abusive institutional
practices are detected.” All sta}e agencies ;eSponsible for authorizing or
overseeing postsecondary institutions should receive a ‘copy of the Regulatory
User Guide, and the results of the early warning system ?est in selected states .’
should be disseminated widely.' If thy "Eu]ts are encouraging, (8) USOE should
offer financial and technicat support to all states to develop or augment insti-

cutional monitoring sustems for the ;w"ptfm of preventing abusive practices.
s .

(8) UE0E chould then establish a certer in DEAE for sharing and disseminating
L3 1 .
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state agency-produced IRF scores for institutions which opérate across state
lines. This center should be the first step in a general attempt to 1mprove
data exchange between states and USOE. The exchange process will involve

- complex issues of terr¥¥0r1a]1ty, ownership of information, privacy, qua]ity'

- or hold the privilémge of eligibility. DEAE, as the coordinator of the tri-
part1te system, is the logical center for commun1cat1ons of such mwtual

control, and funding. Tt should be inaugurated with. thewidest possible.dis-

cussions and a substantia] step-by-step phase-in period.
A |

Cbmmun1cat1ons Among Tr1par§1te System Agencies . )
The tripartite system of institutional eligibility for federal programs

fexemp]1f1es a system of independent, overlapping responsibilities and mutual
" checks and balances among two regulatory partners -- the states and USOE --
and a non-regulatory (and sometimes unwilling) partner -- private accreditation.

As with'any system of this'nature, its functioning can be improVed~if the _
partners understand their own, resgonsibilities and. cooperate with the other

- partners in the exercise of their respective responsibilities.

Ear11er in this sect1on we coftended that. the respons1b1]1ty of the
governmen regu]atory partners is to establish, monitor, and enforce mipimum
consumer protection standards on institutions who wish to part1c1pate in the
USOE-administered student gss1stance programs, We accépted the accreditation
responsibility as one of eva]uat1ng, certifying, and helping to improve the
qua]1ty of an institutio edbigﬂ.}na] program re]at1ve to its stated educa-
tional goals. But since edunqt1ona1 quality would seem to be impossible
without'minimum institutional consumer protection po]1c1es and practices,
all three partners have a reasonable interest in systematic mutual communi-

°cations And the central element of shared inte%est is information on the

consumer protectwon;po]1c1es and practices of 1nst1tut1ons seeking to ga1n

1nterest but if DEAE alone controls communication efforts, its role as a

partner can easily be confused with the ro]e of a patron, especially in such a’

"politically sensitive env1ronment

(10)  DEAE should work with orgamoaﬁ ons which have developed a strong

+1

record of promoting =orrmwzwu‘ N8 amonge the tmpartﬁe partners to carry out

o i WorKing: conference whih would Foster informal commmications and

wretruet and-implement a plion for a formal commoication retwork ameng the -
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tmparttte partners and other interested agenczes Organizations to be -~ oy
P involved should include the Postsecondary’ Education Conven1ng Authorlt_y of T
George Washington Un1verS1ty s Institute for Educational Leadersh‘ip,v'the Edu- s ;‘

cation Commis€don of fhe States, and ‘the Federal Interagency Cormnttee‘“@u),A
Education. Part1c1pant agenc1es should include student organ1zat‘|ons (e.g.,
the Nat1ona] Student Educat1on Fund), 1nst1tutlona1 representatwesL (;e.g., .
the’ assocjations at One Duponf C1rc1e) “the states (e 9-» the State Higher »
Education Executive Ofﬁcerss the Nat1ona] Association of Stat%ﬁ&mmsarators
and Supervisors of Private Sghools), accreditation agencies (e‘.‘g. s “the Council: .
on Postsecondary Accreditation), USOE (8. g», DEAE and other pm,gram offices - 1n
the Bureau of Postsecondary ucat1or and the 0ff1ce of Management the - -
Nasional Center for Educated al Stat:st1cs), and DHEW (e.q., the Offﬂ:e of S
Consumer. Affairs, the 0ffice of General Counsel). . M h
~ The Annual. Confer%\wou]d» (a) preserve and build on theacons1derab1e‘¢ - G ¢
- investment already made by USOE, the states, accreg1 tation bod%s, consumer ¥ Breb
groups, and researchers in preserv1ng ‘the cdncept: of an "ehg1b1L1 ty system#*
(b) provide a regular rather than an*ad hoc forum. foﬁ?'the disqgssion and msd—v
lution of roles, probl ems, and, so]uttqgs, and (c) provﬁide a mechan‘!sm f'or the-r.,-'
involvement. and consul tat1on of parent,and consumer organ1zat19ns, Pabor um'ons' 4
and repnesentatwes of pr1vate busmess The agenda shou]d’ mc the ‘ideri ' o
: t1f1catlon of data which are unique to one or more: -of the tr'lpa te partners ) ;“

thex,r own sphere of influence. There shou]d be discuss1on§ Of Js;pecn’ic pro; —‘ “
posals for involving all the parties 1ma system for co]l‘eéﬁng -and gharmg '
1nformat1on about the educa’tiona] consumer préectmn pp]1c1es l!?'rd practvces
of ehg1b1e insti tut1ons " An advantage of IRF scores as one message for’ such
shar1ng is that’ these‘data age relatively obaectwe and standard'ed in their
meaning. ‘They aré therefore not dependent on the inconsistent laws, regu]a-
t1ons, def1n1t1ons, po11c1es etc. of any one partner in ‘the tr1part1te system

I _ 3 ' -
Future Research ‘ . *

Every aresearch report ends wi th reconmendat1ons for- future research This

report 1s.“no exceptlon The study dé‘scr1bed in tl%receding pages, represents

. . - .
- N .
» . Vo L - &

-one of the first efforts ever to actually deﬁne, patential student consumer .
abuse and then measure it in postsecondary 1nst1tq,t1ons much rema¥s to be :
done. - : . B -
e .‘ ’ ‘a ¢ ~~ . . 83- . ' . .‘

. ‘ 74 R 4

" . ~ .
L - . . - e - . -
EK o ’ st B ' " B
JAFuitext provid: ic




; * ? Z \l . 3
; v " : . S - : ‘
e L % (ZZ) edighe 8;‘,ep8 should be taken to carry out detailed i.nvestig'a-’,{_.‘ ‘
A" o~ % vg' une:cwn'id student complatnts fe.g., the student corrrplamt files
v ffwe of' Cuaranteed Student Loans and the waw_»’ '

3 :__',‘om,es contained in this report (Appendix B). As soon as poss1b1e,
" the results of these investigations should. be made a part of the materials
serf®™to eligi institutions and recodhized accred1tat1on agencies under
RS ?gand Five. These categories Should be continuously:(or at
J.'-ically) revised based on on-»going complaint ana]yses to keep
st of chang1ng 1nst1tut1ona1 abuse patterns. The abuse 1nd1cators,

IRF, and assqpfated data analysis procedures developed dur1ng this project F
should also be revised in the event USOE contemp]ates us1ng them or supportqng
their use by state regulatory agenc1es. ‘ ’ ) .gg.‘

Cont1nued deveTopment of this project's information collection and
analysis mechan1sms should include attempts to gather better data on external
-consﬁmer protectlon adequacy criteria snch“as quantitative ratings by know-.
ledgeable s ate regulatory agency offfi1als and student loan default rates
from the GSL Program% If success is engountered in previously recomﬁ%ﬁﬁéd\m L
efforts to modify the IRF from an Interview Guide to I'self-report question- ‘f"”
naire, efforts should also be made to accommodate IRF institution scoras, into,
the design of DEAE' s contemplated computerized data proceSS1ng antd management f[j

information system. This would allow the development of a capab111ty to. )78 t;fdé"t‘

correlate IRF scores with frequenc1es and types of student complain%s received
- by DEAE. It would also have implications for the design of the early warning

and mutua] commun1cat1ons system discussed previously. .

The present study did not attempt to 1nc1ude strateg1es for’ cg@sumer ’;
protection in eithqr correspondence 1nstruct1on or in externa] d%gree programs
offered @ff school premises. The reviewed l1terature Ldid indicate that . “

:Student abuses have occurred in these typessof postsecondary education Many
‘Bf these abuses apﬁgrently overlag with those 1isted-in Appendix 8. h
growing popular1ty\of home -gtudy any. "nbn- trad1t1ona1" degree programs "makes”®
them a growing concern, however, espgcia]]y since Uipfladm1n1stered assistan¥e
ol momesv gﬁn, go ty Stude in both. (12)- 4 atudy of tnetztuteortal&buses , . )
whtch are unique to 8tint .corgumers of correspondence tnstructwn and non-g R

& tmdztgnal e.rternal c?egree progrwns should be carried out tmedtately,

3 .- : ‘ '
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. . . APPENDIX A
EXAMPLES OF COMPLAINTS IN
DEAE COMPLAINT ;;;LES

L™ I
< - * LS
R

Sample.size: 115

Samp]e‘of c]ass1f1ab1$ student comp]amts 105 | #

Many students complained of several facets of a schoo] s operat1on, therefore
incidents collected from the 105 comp1a1nt descr1ptlons total 242

; ‘ ﬁ'mrty -seven comp1a1nts concerned lack of tmt1on and fee refunds or
refund po]1c1es Examp]es are:

a. S was. told by the school that there was a refund bohcy 1f S was d1s-
satisfied after three months and that her loan was 100% transferrable-

i to another school. The refund period was, in fact#only one week.
& Db. 5 was due to be dr@fted at the' time he’ considered enrolhng in sehoo1
/ ¥he school represehtative a?ured S that the séhoo] could.get.bim ..
deferred, so he enrolled. the recetived his indactig n' E£+s00n-

o - thereafter, and informed the school imediately. He was orﬂy~ - '
.. $25 of the $175 tuition. : 5,‘;/ ¥
” "’%c,. S prov1ded wr’ltten notice that she was dropping *eut of the prograrr'r’for : )
personal” reasans.. The director assured her that she would lose her .
- $50 down:payment only. She was. billed for 5417 W o ..
4 .

g S wés advisgdethat she could drop thé % gram aftgr prdays and Tose B
s .- - only $25 at her loan would be st pped She later,.received a bill . °

e from the bank for $181- owed it. 4

- e. S not1f1ed thé"’school in wr1t1hg that she did not desire to enter .,
s classes,and that a re gnd was requested. S said her contract ent1t1

' N to a rebate but she hadn't re ewed it yet:

. 2. Th1rty six comp]aints con rned m1s1ead1ng recrui tmg pract1ces Examples -
? .

are: _,‘ ,ﬁ’ .
A 3 “sales representat1ve that the school ‘was- _
. equ'lppe b to teach mechan'aca] drafting. When:S began cMsses, he found MR
.f"f;"gt_:he ig ruction to be in archi tectural draft1ng with no other ?raftlng

Tcours s “avaﬂable S
% b The §.choo] -told S. that for every pew student recru1ted hy a current oy

Y- . studept, the curreg;t_: 1d get four units of course credit.
=y A];sg.ﬁif a new studgngb ',Ecip‘g‘ht our fylends with him, ha«;?ould not*

.
D I

o . ” .

“ % . The schpo] has dropped an airl mg’ course, but:z,js stﬂ*enro]hng

S, studgn,ts in the course and then informing tham Ghatﬁhas been ﬁopped.
' nt

e Y Td. The e representative quoted starting saisWhes in the field as™ i ; q
; o . mQSer than they, actually were, and sa1cL th Bbs were easy to f1nd« co
in Fact 'f;hf ' were not. P ’& T BN

; 'I‘he sa]esa,'nta‘twe sa1d he was. from the Ve@rans Ad 1n1 stration

fsf¥e-50b to help weterams further their éMat . He .
¥e d job locatzng vetera,ns in, the sigone book : o
- : . B A ks I'vv . ' - @“ ! ' . @ B * -"'!; ‘t
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3.- Thirty-one complaints conc@rned inadequate instructional programs. = ¢
Sk - Examples are: ’ - : : _

a. S's first quarter courses+were very él'ementary'and S y@;jcgatisfied,,
¥ The computer lab consisted of "a few typewriters and twg=keypunches,"

and-instruction in computer operation was not included as part of the _
course. - o

a | Y. . - K ) #®
%’\ b. The schoo_l.was supposed to provide full-time day classes=in progamming. .
. The class™ in programming was in fact offered three nights a week. _
c. S fe]t.: that the school was teaching her abo’t of fi chines during =
) . the.ﬁrst three months of the course’and that thisyTeft too much infor-
- _~’ Mmation to be learned in the second three months. ~
, - d. The Sécretarial course did not- include accounting and only very little
.. o bookkeeping.’ R : '
. +. ‘e. Home study lessons were infiated, repetitious, sometimes t?‘iv'i_gl and
: ‘i offered__ little. preparation for field traiming. - D
4. Twenty-six complaints>eoncerned inadequate instructional staffs.. Examples V
are: : ' P o i
s The -téa_cher appeared never to bave been an auto mechanic #nd #ould
‘read to the class from a manual. = o . 4 .
‘b. The teacher tgﬂght ;above his student's heads." He would ?sign _
- _reading from the. xgghired texts and never discuss the matei'ial in.class.
. €.’S attended early m‘ions of the class but gropped out because the ’
S teacher "didn't 'know what¥he as talking about." : .
p. Instru&)rﬁ*ere generally hostjié and were unwilling to provide indi-
L L Y vidual ass stance. g g L n v
. e, Imst;zuztorfjs_paid'““1itt]é"‘é‘ttémbn*?fb‘fffﬁe way answers were written, 1
| , -theugh this was supposed to.be an important part of the course of '
o ‘ instruct‘)n. ' e Y 4
gy 5. Twenty-six "tomplai.nts cohcerﬁ%d Tack &-,necessary disc]dsure in written _
By - documents, Examples are: L - ' ' o
N  a. %\p&%@y"a few classms™ and was informed tha*t she had been gropped - - .
o . » rjémﬁtrgeg;schoo]'. No policy on absenteeism had been announced. T '
b. S signed a. prom'issory.na'te«;iéqt"'it said nothint a&ut the bank r_‘;:__ying !

_ the "Toan.’ R S :

‘c..S was given her course $chedule, ‘which dkd not list her ‘mer‘oom_”“ L,

-+ .class. She was unawarg of th# class afid so didn't-atténd it. After =+
two weeks, she was' informe® th&it she would not be credited with * -

atténding schoolfor that period. o . o g
v _d. S registeredifor a co“ costing.$655. MHthin a month; the schoo] -
-E # “dnformed S that thespfice had increased and that he was obligated ‘to
: - pay the increase. - . L ‘. :
_ e. The contract gtated that dismissal was to oc&ur only for violating
hA .~ . Jrules of.attenidance*and condyct in cTass:” S. did not Viglate any of
: 4 "these rules; he couldn't learn as fast ag, the instructons wanted, but
was dismissed nevertheless. o . ' ’
T R R

"‘ - | ’ i ’ ' B S . : H t '~ 4 v?’ m.




ipment and -

‘6. .Twenty complaints concerned inadequate, instructional equ
- - facilities. Examples are: e

a. The school was overenrolled with students on loans, so classes were
crowded and restroom facilities inadequate; also- laboratory materials
were inferior. . :

b. S coufdn't continue her accountﬁng coupses because.the books were not
available: : ’ ‘

. ©.# found that the school”dig not have necesgary electronics lab equip-
ment, as represented. - : ! U \

. L - ‘,‘-“ﬁ ..

tudents in class; alsy; o

SN -

d.. Equinment was inadequate %-or_f:he Znumber'a

it was "defective." o .
. o e. The'.onl_y equipment avai]alhe was a tuhé-up méaﬁ.ine and one old at]to'
- engine for demenstrations. : S . . Ty
. 'S DN

7. 'Twent_y complaints cencerred lack of adequate job placement and follqw-
through. Examples are: ' :

.’ Oa}

getting a ful?-time job. The 'scheol felt that since S had a part-time
me! t.';&}i;pfech;ﬂ;fh;c}_;jjg;ﬂ'-e? experiénce in -placem?.%t or in.
*. -wanted a data'processing posi ti’t"‘thou  lie*was trained in programmisg
c..S was promised a job within three to four weeks of arrivifig at 't'he" -
* :
% e, The school was supposed to provide placement assistance so S could get

a_\: gmquested'ﬁsistance- from.the scflool (premised in the cai:a]og) in ¥
- Jjob, they, had no obligatidn in" this area. ‘ . ¥
b: The school placement: had:
the computeémefteld’?5 Was -tollcf"‘tb'-?prepang a resum€ indicating that he
and felt the two areas were not Whe same®,, e¥ .
.»~School. When he arrived, he was told that he would have to wait two ot
» @59. three months, ‘ - IR " ' o e ' " A
d. ﬁbﬁ'éhj;t\'he-train.g offered by the schgol was-in. medical assyfé'ting, " .
: ~the job leads they offered S were only for typing fgobs’. '
a job while there.- They provided a.newspaper and Wft S on hi&-own to
find a ‘job. T SR s

ON Rt

8. Nine complaints -copcerned lack of ad®quate student sel ection/orientation
- . 4 practices. Examples are: # e = S - : T

a. S has had on]xj_aéfr.)_i__nth grade educa ;"}Sﬁ‘i;}“:Su't' Was .noft ‘askgd about her
previous gducat}dh:when shg enrolfedi’: - w, ' |

b Th&®chool Was'-fer;r‘oll:ing,.student-s.,withoutvtP_ue agﬁi ty to benefig from Yo
‘ trainigg offeréd. - S was enrolled by a scHool sa esman ‘without any LLom .
intervigwing or testing. Later he wa$ tested with- the following résults:
moderately retarded,.hearing, ‘spaech, and cc;é‘rdi_nation problems . and a. _ -
‘ . reading problenm. #- .. g F T “Eaw T
Ee#% el S was told that the $chool enrolldl.only sty ith,aptitude in the *
© - area, but $ found .studg'r_at»sﬂ_ 1'_nvhe'r.--Q{aSse$'f¥h ‘ _'d npg_"-;s,pga‘ﬁ Eng]is___hz
d. S was givem a short test on. the basis of whic ;4 sehool said she,could

o " do the work.. She spent{—ni.ne mn'llihsv_in'c"lasseé,;\g,ggi_qh-_ were too 'difficult

C: |
N “for _her.
b 4
)

4

et -

(1

% . . Ve : . L l;;‘;\ "- . . -4 B
Classes were be]owg,'s-._-l_ieye%;.:_:_There was oﬁm‘@’{ counseling availabde.

e ) e e
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‘9. Nine complaints concerned lack of adequate housipg fac1ht1es Examp]es
. are: ,

,a. Housing was filthy, and S couldn't move wi thout being dismissed from
schogd .

* b. S was accf¥ted by two men in the schgoi-ciperated dormi tory.

. C. Housing was poor: , thievery, dope raids by police, and minimal recrea- -
tional facilities. Also plumbing did not work properly, and the- smoke R
res1du&*s>from a fire in the building had not been cleaned up. -

d. S was prom1sed'housmg which was not prov1ded

e. The housing arrangement was supposed to be four to an apartment,, _
* there were in’ fact six in. each. .

<

10. E1ght comp]amts concerned untrue’ ér m1s]ead1ng advert1s1ng Examp]es are

a. S saw ads %r a data processing course be‘fng offered by: ihe;schoo] but o .éﬂ
when she went to enrpll, she was .told: that- thrcoursewas not available bz

. and that she should enrollxin programmmg 1nstead L =L
» “« b. The school prov1ded m1sleadﬁ|g pmmot1ona] ma’ ma] regardmg the type .
oo - of position for which training qualified a graduate, the availability

of job-interviews at the schoo]. and the ava11ab‘1ht_y of airline jobs
to graduates. .

c. S¢hool 11teratﬂre said S wouldgave extensive experience in a truck\
%mulator» He received 1ess thQg one minute®™¥n thé* simulator.

d. The' sales pamphlet prom1sed 3 educational advisors, 11 faculty, and
*many pdrt-time instructors. There was in fact on]y one 1nstructor

for the entire class of 62. , « )

. . e The school pamphlet said that thé-#cheol was accredited, that teachers
w o< - - were well qualifigd, and that the svl hag spectal ‘training labs with .
. . ‘ c]o*sed circuit TV and other equipmen None" of this was true. ~ i ,
11. . Seven complaints: conc’erned lack of adequate recordkeep1 ng pract1ces '
- Examp]esware

: .a. S recelved a'bil for a loan ‘t at the school said. had %een cance]]ed
@ . The school couldn't find S a job so -they refunded his $50 fée ‘thas
day and told him the Toan and admission papers were cancelled;.
- later received & letter from. the school stating that he had bee A
.y T ~ ing school and was f1nanc1aﬂy nesponsible. - S e

%w— b. S coﬁnp]etgd his course but d1'dn t receive h1s d1ploma A er‘ some .
e cerrespondence, theyosen&hm a diploma in' Genera)] Accounti ng,: “but did - -

not want to issue a CPA #ploma because they had lost his recor s

¢. The school mwf’?en]y enrolled a. pract1c1ng attorne_y in a carse ' ) .
_ o designed for undergryduatg " ' ' ‘
e T d S mailedga réinstatement form in. with-a home study lesson, se@kmg to ..
),..._./ be officially nginstated in the course. He received grades on’ tbe <

- lesson bu‘f«-no acknowledgenent of recelpt of#he form% . AR
r!;ted them' %

P oo ,w'e. S's course was+ teyminaf $ed. b_y the schoo] .and when ke cp e
they couldn t fm h1s records or answer his: quest1ons T -
o DY R 93 ,
o S SRS S S
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12.  Seven complaints concerned instability of instructional staff. Examples

@re: o
a. S received excellent grades in math but was unable to continue in
this area "untl a new teacher was hired." MNone was.

~ . b. The school indicated that it had a comptete -electronics’ course with

oo , ““‘the.necessary instructors. S*found that there were several changesy,:.-
: | in -instru€tors while he w4s enrollad. : ,
~ “€.*$ spent several months in her course without a teacher. 3
“d S's class.had six different instructoﬂl in one year, each wi%ﬁ a 4
 different method of teaching. i
e. The teacher was absent one to two days a week fgr the first seven '34
week;ﬁof the class. * _‘r'/ -
p “ Ay 4 ]

» _ g . : i . - F R
¢ 8. Six coﬂﬁﬁa1nts concerned misrepresentation with regard.to accreditation. -
Examples are: . . . by

. d S
a. The technical school managed to secure Guaranteed Student Loans for :
some of its studentg by processing them through an accredited local -
“business schoo]. The technical school itse]f was- never accredited.

_b. Both the school catalog and the sa]es'representative~said the school
s wgs accredited,*but neither explained the type of accreditation or
that the school credits would not be accgpted at other schoo%s:

c. Credit§ from the school were not transferrabTe even though the sales iﬁ
representative said they were. S : 3

d. The school representative said the school had -full accrbﬁitation as
T - a Florida high séhool. S found out‘}hat Fhis was not fru%i.

1 ) . . : . . .'.!
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o _ APPENDIX B o ATt e e T '

t sl -fCATEGOR~IES' AND EXAMPLES OF POTENTIALLY ABUSIVE

2
A

Sy

J INSTITUTIONAL POLICIES AND.PRACTICES

A. Refund Policies and Practices : : o -

1.” Institution does not have a written refundwpoficy for fees or charges
collected or obligated in advance of enroliment or plass attendance.

. 2. Written refund.policy is not pubkicly disseminated to students and _
pre pegtive students. J - : -

"' " 3. Writt&n refund policy does not tell students how to obtain fefunds. e
M - 4 . . . ‘ -~ - | |
: 4. Written refund policy does not provide for at least partial return of b
2 ~student fees or charges based’ on the amount of instructign the student . oo
has ad the opportunity to receive. S - .

- 5. Written-refund policy does not specify the maximum t#he allowed between- oS
- --the receipt of a valid refund tSquest and the issuance of a refund. R

8% Advertising Practices

N VInstitdtion uses:
) (qﬂfﬂuvertisemenég“in "help wanted" section of newspapers, pseudo "Talent"
. " contests; ¢y o

" §b) testimonials or endorsements by actors who did not dttend the -
‘ institution; or . . . . *

(c) limited time 'discounts,” to attract enrolTees. ’ _
2. Advertising of the institutéom.guarantees or implies that cémpletion of
an education or training prodgan ’
. @ -sﬁ‘“ . R %

am will lead to emMmggent. . - S

P
&

~%

3. Institution's advertising ‘i : .
< ¥ : ’ : Q

- (a) has special tiet or conngctions with employers which it does not in .
* ' fa(:t” haVe ; - e . s ":‘gqg' . . -

e .

.

LI e

. (b) offers fulﬂ bnﬁpa?tﬁal’%thbli?éhﬁps-wheﬁ in fact it offers only lToat

# or deferred tuition;
‘ . \

. .. - . :
(c) has recognized experts-on its teaching faculty who in fact have no -

. teaching responsibilitied; or . : A C el ..

. . . - ]
. : . < L e T B -
(d) offers a ?superior"‘educatiqnal“program'wheg-in fact 'there is no X
- 7 comparative evidence to support .the assertjean. L

] . ) ©a . :‘5‘ e ‘-“v'v ” ﬁ . ﬁ - b
g . i : , ) 9,." A o . N
o 'y . A€ J L S ] .
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. S S - Con . v - K
ﬁdm1ss1on Practices : S R U S,
1 . . '. . . . v .,

R Inst1tut1qn emp]oys adm1ss1ons representatwes whose compensat1omor "‘_'.~' . ‘,
salary is dependent whoHy or in part on d1rect commissions based on- C

number of students enroHed e _ ,-_; R
Inst1tut1on does not have a wr1tt‘en"pohcy govern1ng recru1t1ng and/or S
adm1ss10n pract1ces : _ . _ o .. s T et
.. : . IR LT L., j'.j_"".!, .t )
3. Hr1tten recrb1t'ing/-adm1ss1ons pohcy does not conta1n . .i‘.""i “ "
.(a) any prohibitions against upethical pract1ces such- as ‘the- "ba1t and e
switch" or the "negatwe seW'; SO . N
G = . @ . BT
.(b) ‘a requ1rement that all prospeétwe students talk to & representatwe S 4
of:7ghe mstltut‘on at the schoo] prior to enolling; or . - PR R
. Sy
- (c). a »mquarement tpa‘f “all enroHees sign an agreement %ﬁb‘es RS |
s complete costs, payment requirements, and educat'ronaT 'séey¥ces to be PR
““providgd by the 1nst1tut1on ‘ s g ¥ el
. .4. Ipstitution does not prov1de remed1a1 1nstructioq;,y1n basic skﬂ]sqfor T
» students who are adrmtted w1thout meetlng stated admissions, requmeme[uts ki f °,"‘3'4
o N B TR
SN I Insg'uctwnal ‘Staff Evaluation Po]1c1es SR o ,\i L
1. Teaching competence is not 1ndluded As one criterion in forma] salary : ‘”
and/or tenure and/or rank rev1q: pohc1es , ,V;‘g?"-: SO
| 2T
2. Evaluations of teachlg competence do not include regu]ar ano Nous T L
ratings by students. . , . &L .o o AR
) 2 K i R L
E. D.lsclosure in Nr1tten Documents I T ."-"“ '"”
] 9 ’ . ¥ ' : .".«' .-'... R
1. "Failure to-disclose any of the fo]‘loypng in a general catalog, buHetIn, o i
- - or other basic 1nf¢rmat1on document: . . . , .
_ . -(a) name and. address af. schoo] \ | o ‘.' IS
G - - * C et
' ff'ji‘.-‘?_.t,v (b) date of pub11cat1on of the document S ' S
N . " (c) schooT caqendar-mcgudmg beginning and end1ng dates of clasfes and Lt
d “ prograMs, hohdays, and ather dates of 1mportance ' : e
(d) a statement of 1nst1tut1oga1 phﬂosophy _;_ i . . — P _\ a "-T ‘féf"
(e) a brief descr1pti~on wf the schoo] 3 phys1ca1 fa!111t1‘es , RS TRES ]
- @ R n " v
' (f_u) an accurate list of all courses actuaHy offered. 3 S ’ BEN
| a . o LT
Pn (g) an 1nd1cat1on)of when spec1f1c requ1red courses %ﬂ] nj_t_»be off.eredt REE S S
- . b ca e -,'-'..’_j L
(h) educat1ona1 content of each'course N e, ." . _};.. RS ".’..l:.'_
S - . ' T R A Y
o) humbergof hours of . 1nstr€c't1on mc,eam course and length of. t1me 1n~ VO g‘
. hours, weeks ‘or months:. nOrmaH_y"ehuwed for. its comp]etion AR R A S

BN ST Lo L Ty
‘\'... f: ‘e _.4,',0 , .y «

.

- Y . . L
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;‘i . . : . i N
i . ] \ ) - .
(j) an accurate ]isting of facu]ty who current]y‘teach . “

T (k) anindication of the d1st1nct1on between adJunct or part t1me faculty
o and full-time faculty. . .

(1) policies and procedures regarding acceptab111ty of cred1ts from
other-institutions. .

" (m) general acceptability by other institutions of cred1ts earned at ,
this institution. : o

€

(n) requirements for graduation.
(o) statement of certificates, diplomas, or degrees:awardedruben'greduation~ .
(p) statement of all charges for which_ a student may be held responsible. |
(q) financial aid‘programs aetuaily available to students.

(r) limitations on e]igibility for financial aid programs .

(s) grading system.

(t) policies.relating to: - ‘- o

(1) tardiness

- (2) absences

(3) make-up work

(4) student conduct

(5) termination

(6) re-entry after termination

(u) student fee increases in excess of $25 that are planned within the
next year. . _

(v) for student loan applicants:

(1) the effective annual loan interest rate h
’ (2) loan repayment obligations
23; loan repayment procedures =
4) time allowed for repayment .
(5) deferment or cancellation provisions, 1f any
(6) collection procedures which might be applied in the event of
failure to repay

2. In the event any of the following services or facilities are provided,
failure to disclose the1r actual availability and extent:

(a) Job p]acement assistance or service

(b’ counseling, including for employment, academ1c, and/or personal
problems.

(c) dining facilities.
(d) housing facilities."

* (e) student parking facilities. -

B-3




3.
- -leads to the award.of degrees (or which results in credits which are

J

Student - Orientation Procedures

.‘ ]-'

2.

N A
| ' ~ o

In .the._event. the 1nst1tut1on offers an . educatlona] program which’-

transferable toward the award of .degrees), failure to provide accurate
descriptions of _ . £ :

(a). recogn1t1on by a state agency as’ meeting estab]1shed educat1ona]
: standards for grant1ng degrees. if there 1s such an agency; °

(b) the scope and sequence- of requ1red courses or subJect areas in- Lo

RS each degree program; and .

) A
(c) policies .and procedures which students mus t fo]]ow to ‘transfer g
credits w1th1n the institution and/or to other institutions.

\ \
The institution does not conduct a formal or1entat1on program for new]y

enro]]ed students.

Fa1lure to include in this or1entat1on the following:

(a) oral presentations or wr1tten documents prepared by students who have -

been previously enro]led at the institution. s }

- (b) instructions ‘on how and where to voice student complaints and

'grievances

(c) information on how and where to apply for student financial aid.

Job P]acement Services and Fo]]ow -Through *

1.

2.

3.

4.

In the event the institution c]a1ms to have a job placement service,
this service does not include the following apsects:

’

u.(a) hot1f1cat1on of fee charged, if this is the case.

(b) formal training in job-seeking and job-holding skills.

(c) contacting prospective employers to develop potential jobs.
(d) making job interview appointments for individual studénts, including
those seeking part-time employment and recent graduates ) |

In the event the 1nst1tut1on-cIa1ms to-have a job placement serv1ce, the X a,
service- is confined only to such services as distributing "Help wanted" .
ads from newspapers or referral to a commercial p]acement serv1ce

- The institution does not regularly co]]ect follow-up ‘data on the employment .

~ success of- former students who did not graduate, recent graduates, and/or

longer term graduates

Institution does not annually calculate .the rates of student attrition
from each identifiable program or curriculum area and does not attempt
to determine the reasons for this attrition.

.5)8. : | ‘. o | |
B-4 )
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® 1. The institution does not maintain the following items in its individual

. : I
| student records: - . ” . S

‘ (a) total fees péid by the student.
" . (b) courses taken and completed. ° o » . SERRER

(E) academicbéredits, grades earned.

(d) financial aid amounts, including loans, if any, actually received
by student and-date of his/her receipt. :
2. Institution does not have a written policy and actual procedures.for
maintaining individual student access to-records for a period of at least
-two years following his/her departure from the institution, regardless of
the operating status of the institution. . :

I. Turnover of Instructionsl, Staff = -

1. Instructional staff are repeat

edly replaced, in the same sections/courses,
after instruction has begun. B :

.

2. Instructional staff are replaced in two.-or more sections/courses after
instruction has begun. . :

J. Representation of Chartered, fpproved, or Accredited Status
. <

1. The institution fails to disclose to students and. prospective stadents
the fact(s) of limitation(s) or sanction(s) for noncompliance with

¢  designated standards imposed by local, state, or federal government
L agencies, if any exist. >

+ 2. The public representations of the institution fail to distinguish
*  between (e.g., list separately, with appropriate explanations) insti-
“tutional accreditation, specialized or professional program-accreditation,
P state VA-approving agency course approval, and state chartering and
licensing, if any are present.- | -

K. Financial Stability

1. If the institution is not .publicly-supported, it does not have the’

; © following: . a.
: ' : N
‘ ‘(a) an endowment or retained earnings fudd to pay current operating
° expenses if they are not covered by student tuition receipts.

3

(b). a reserve of:funds sufficient to pay out tuition refunds aé.studenfs
make legitimate requests for them. -

2. The institution's financial records and reports are not annually subyjected

' ~Fg\g certified audit. . s

. S99 . oo
T . B-5 '




L. "Instru'cti"onal"i’rogra}hETrTbEa‘paii'dhai“”P’ko‘féséibhal "Pf‘epiaFS'ti‘o'n reds
D ‘1. The 1nst1tut1on does not maintain curr1cu1um adv1sory commi ttees thch
: include ‘representatives of potential emp1oyers in each occupa ional/ .
profess1onal area for which instruction is. offered.

2. The 1nst1tut1on does nqt prOV1de‘the following, when- they are equ1red
- 'for employment of graduates in’ an occupat1ona1/profess1onal area:

- (a) specialized/professional program accred1tatJon.

v « (b) training in the use of basic tools and ‘equipment.

“

(c) internships and/or supervised praetice on the job.
- .{d) internships and/or superv1sed pract1ce in s1mulated job s1t at1ons.

(e) instruction on top1cs necessary for state or professional, ce,t1f14x
cation of graduates. ,

i

. \_ : . N .
3. The institution does not require a biannual review: of the releva ce !
~ and timelines of occupational/professional curr1cu1a T
M.. Instruct1ona1 Equ1pmeﬂt and Fac1l1t1es in Occupatlonal/Profess1ona1 Preparat1on
Areas . , o .
. . « ; ~
& !
- . 1. The 1nstf\ut1on does not maintain advisory committes on instructional -
: equ1pment and facilities which”inglude representat1ves of potential o
employers in ‘each occumat1ona1/profess1onal area for which 1nstruct1on -

: is offered . ,
“p P ' /\___f

2. The institution does not annually budget and expend funds for replac1ng
~~ worn or outdated instructional equipment in each occupat1ona1/profess1onal
. area for wh1ch 1nstruct1on is offered. -




APPENDIX C L

SUMMARY OF INSTITUTIONAL PARTICIPATION IN INSTRUMENT FIELD TEST

3

45 Institutions in Primary Sdmple

- :‘v R : . . ?ﬁ . _
Missogli: . :

Kansas City
. University of Missouri at Kansas City
Kansas City General Hosp1ta1 and

Medical Center School of Anesthesia
for Nurses

Research lMedical Center
School of Radiologic Techno]ogy

) Menorah”Med1ca1 Center 'School of

~ Radiojogic Technology
East High School’

’
kS

Celifornie:T

Los . An§e1es
Pepperdine Un1vers1ty

Californija ‘osmta] Schoo] of
X-Ray Technology

Cladic Sem1nary

" LA-Orange Counties B1: d Center of
the American National\Red Cross -
School of Blood Bank Techno]ogy‘

Martin Luther King, Jr., General
Hospital $chool of Rad1o]og1c
Techno]ogy

. Kaiser-Permanente School of
Anesthesia for Nurses -

'Ch11dren s Hospital School of
‘Medical Technology

Fnan,o Bryan s Model/Actors School
; Bryman School » .
* Sawyer College of Business
Trippon Fashion Center School of

Fashionv‘Design o 101

St. LouTs

St. Louis University
St. Louis College of Pharmacy

M1ssour1 Baptist Hospital School of
Medical Tethno]ogy

St. Mary' s Health Center School of
Practical Nursing

Homer G. Phillips Hospital ‘School of
Radiologic Technology

‘Ranken Technical Institute

Elaine Steven Beauty College
St. Louis School of Aeronautics
Hickey/ School

‘Career Beauty School, Inc.

~ San Francisco

Coro;Foundation

John Adams Community College ..
Center

) Hous e of Charm

“Cocktail Waitresses
| ) .
f

Joag Celle's  Charmers School for

i



Minnesata:
' Minneapolis ‘ ' T : St Paul i . ' o
== ——North-Central Bible College “L“'“‘————“Tﬁnﬂjsqua‘CbTTégé‘S 1ﬁﬂfr“_"*”f“_fh““*j‘“"

Mt. Sinai Hospital School of ,Minnesota Metropolitan State University

. Radiologic Technology ' St. Paul - Ramsey Hospital and Medical
Hennepin County Medical Center Center School of Hursing Anesthes1o]ogy
-School of ”ed]ch Technology ) St. John's Hospital School of X- Ray

- ‘Golden Valley LutHeran College Technology -

R Lo -

. Un1vers1ty of Minnesota- School of -
Radiologic 1echnologv

Northwest Techn1ca1 Inst1tute i - ‘
M1nneapo]1s quft1ng School . 4
Brown Institute ) ' ” : _
Minneapolis §Eﬂoo] of Anesthes1a ‘ o . .
Minneapolis /Beauty College ' _ ‘ ' \\///
Annie Laurie's Beauty School : T N
45 Institutions in Backup Sample

‘Missouri: . .
Kansas City o . st. .Louis
Kansas City Art Institute =" Maryville College
‘Calvary Bible College - ) . Barnes Hospital School of

Anesthesia for Nurses,

Deaconess Hospital School of Rad1o]og1c
Techno]oqy

\ St. Louis County Hospital

Penn Valley Cdmmunity College

Baptist Memorial Hosp1ta] -School of
Medical Technology

Farrell Academy-Barber. Sty]1ng and

Hair Design ¢ St. John's -Mercy Medical Center
Kansas City School of Natcpmaking ¢ Bailey Techrhical School
Standard Technical Institute - The Sawyer Schools, Inc.

. . - : nyan Institate




California: : L J * g
Los" Angeles_ . .;;-m»“M:—_—~San~Frahc§sco-’“w~’i . -
West Coast University . UC Medical Center -
University of Judaism o Pacific Heﬁghts Community College

Occidental Schools
" Los Angeles South West College
wayne.Real Estate Schobl
~American Broadcasting‘School,
/ Financial Schoo]s of America
Marinello School of Beauty
Pacific Institute of Commercial Art
"H&R B]dck Co. -

YMinnesota: R o

"Minneagolie
Augsburg College

N Abbott-Northwestern Hosprta] School”

of Nurs1ng R

‘Abbott- Northwestern Hoso1ta1 School
of X-Ray Technology

St. Mary's Hospital School of
Anesthesia P

Metro Medical Center Sch f
Rad1o]og1c Technology

Fairview Hosp1ta1 Schoo] of X-Ray -
Technoloqy

Glamour Centra] Beauty Acadégﬁ
Maxim's Bequty College P
Minneepo]is.Bus?ness'Co11ege

. Trowbridge Beauty College

4

' Lht'];,.

- -Charles I.

Children's”Hospital,
Office

Presbyterlan Hospital - of Pac1f1c
. Medical -Center -

St. Mary's Hosp1ta1 School of

T/d1cal Education-.

- Medical Technology

i

v d

) ¥ S
bos

St. Pau]

St. Paul-Ramsey Hosp1ta1 & Medical
Center School of Nurs1ng .

Miller Hqsp1ta1 School of
X-Ray Technology

M1dway Hospital School of Rad1o]091c.
Techno]ogy .

School of Associated Arts

" Instrument F]ight Training, Inc.

Y
“ ~N
,ﬁ . .
’
Y-
103
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Primary Sample Schoo]s Which Were Declared Ine]uub]e

_to Participate and Reasons Wh

X ~ )
Schools , Reasons .
. - *
Cladic Seminary ' No telephone listing

2804 Whittier Blvd. _
Los Ange]es,’CA 90023

Ch1]dren S Hqspita] School of Post baccalaureate programs on]y
Medical Technology . . )
4640 Sunset Bilvd. . , , Coee e
Los’ Angeles,,CA 90054 : o, - -
K}

Trippon Fashion Center School No telephone listing . .

*+ of Fashion Design ® ] ‘o ,
7422 Sunset Blvd. : : e
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Mt. Sinai Hospital School of  School closed

Radiologic Technology : ER
737 E. 22nd Street © ' =
M1nneapo]1s, MN 55404 o '

St. John's Hosp1ta1 Schoo] School closed - ‘ ]

of X-Ray Technology : . . ' S .

403 Maria Avenue : ' . RS _ - . £
_St. Paul, MN 55106 , y |-

)
Annie Laurie's Beauty School No telephone listing
y 902 W. Broadway " e R . o -
Minneapolis, MN 55411 1 ' ' : 7 -
P B \
East ‘High Sghool , No postsecondary programs, a]] adu]t programs are S
1924 Van Brunt Blvd. secondary level L .

Kansas City, MO )
)-y o

104
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. ) ’ B{1mary Sample Schoo]s wh1ch Refused to Part1c1pate Pr1or

s Lo

o to Schedu]1ng an Interv1ew and Reasons why - :
Schools , e o Reasons -
LA-Orange Counties Blood ‘Center of i ’ Dec11ned to part1c1pate because no fees
: the American National Red Cross-- . charged did not see app11cab111tyof study
« School of Blood Bank Techno]ogy ", “ Eleanor Go]dste1n
1130 S. Vermont Ave. ) : .
.-Los<Ange]es CA 90006 S L B
”Sawyer Co]]ege of Bus1ness N Dec11ned to participate because ‘of partici-
‘541 S. Spring . Cos ¥ pation in five studies in past six months
» Los Angeles, CA: 90014 o - and lack of time--Robert Dick

~ St. Paul-Ramsey ‘Hospital & Medical” Dec11ned because d1rector’but of town for,
Center School of Nurs1ng Anes- ', " full month including our interview date,

tkesiology Lo . and no knowledgeab]e sybstitute--Will
- 640 Jackson St. .. - - wheeler
° ° St. Paul, MN- 55101 .
Missouri Baptist Hospital School - Refused due to newness on the JOb and lack
of Medical Technology ‘ : of time--Judy Palermo o
3015_N. Ballds Rd. 4 . .
St. Louis, MO 63131 [\tef
_ \ ) | B
Etaine Steven Beauty Co]]ege _ "Refused to: participat®, no reason--Jean .
9953 Lewis & Clark . _ Lake" . .
‘St. Louis, MO 63136 ' - ' . o .t .
> - ‘
Joan Celle's Charmers School for , Refused after initially agreeing due_to
Cocktail Waitresses. . ) going out of ‘town and lack of time-- . )
645 Montgomery St. - Jogn Celle . .= . - T
San Francisco, CA ~ 94111 ) 5\\7 Cox . S . Y
St. Louis College of Pharmacy . Refused due to being "sick.of forms"--just
Euclid Ave. & Parkview Place . completed two accreditation visits, and

.'not sure of %tegality of releasing names
according to, MO state law--Byron A. Barnes_
c o ra

Refused, not interested at this t1me--Mrs

St. Louis, MO 63110

A

. St. Mary's Health Center Schogl-- _
" of Practical Nursing y Fendler

- 6420 Clayton Rd. _ ‘ < N L
St. Louis, MO 63117 . SR \g;f“ L
Kansas City GeheraluHospitafdand R¥fused; no reason g1ven--Dr N1na Beatty

Medical Center School of T

Anesthesia for Nurses o . ‘ : - .
24th and Cherry Streets : . : ]

‘Kansas City, MO 6410§' = . o ' . L
Hickey School : . Refused because- just assumed pres1dency; school |,
6710 Clayton Rd. el - in state of flux‘in policies,, fe jnput’ ;
St. Louis, MO 63117 to data would be unfair and unhe --John

' ' Gosu]e “

~ r

Lo . 5
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oL . .Backup Sample_Schop]s>Which WergrDec]argd:Inequib1e

- to Participate and Reasons Why .

Schools R - : .' Réasons’
Occidénta] Schools =~ | “ 'No telephone listing -
840 Seward Street b A ’ o
Hollywood, - CA 90038
Children's Hospital, Medical o Post-doctorate programs only
. Education Office . . - ) .
3700 California St.- < - -+ e ,
San Franeisco, CA 94119 . ER \
St. Mary's Hospital School of Medical School closed

Techno]oggr - . . .

_ 2200 Hayes St. . -

San Francisco, CA 94117 L R .
Charles I. Miller Hosp%ta] ~ School ciosed ' . '

School of X-Rdy Technology _ - _ .-
125 W. College Avenle - <o T -
St. Paul, MN. 55102 ' . - '

r . \\;\ \\




L4 -
woo St .

N v . s .
. - . .o ~

- ) -7 : ¥ /. ° / . | IR -
\ ' . Eh‘g,!]e Schoo]s wh1ch Refused to Part1c1pate After Scheduhng R

] “an Interv1ew and Reasons Why
Schopls ’ » Réasons , e
‘ b .. *‘- 4 .y )
. Pagific Institute of Commerc1a] Art No time -- Isabella Armijo . . -
127.Silver Lake Blvd. o S . _ . f
Los Angeles, CA 90026 ' ' T
(Backup) , V\' ¥ s —
Penn Valley Commun1ty Co’Hege A - Pres1dent ‘was be1ng rep]aced admipistration i
3201 Southwest Trafficway in a state-of flux -- Dr. }Thomas Law-
Kansas City, MO 64]1] - ' ‘ — ;
Baeku oo : s ’ T ' .o _ '
| ( p) o , . < |
Baptist Memor1a7 Hospital Schoo} 01;, Too busy -- Dr. Ost
Medical Technology . . - \ L R
6@01 Rockhill Road . . : ’ : - _ o S
Kansas City; MO 64131 YN . o
(Backup) <. ' C e L T o
The Bryan Institute . BT Ak chain school, part1c1pat1on not approved L
5841 Chippewa Avenue U by corporate headquarters -- Harr_y D1ekerson
St.. Loyis, MO 63109 * LT e _ _ _
(Backup) . . |
£ ¢
. . . ]
\ ) :
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. INSTITUTLONS PARTICIPATING IN INSTRUMENT FIELD TEST

q

' APPEuotx'd -

"~ AND NAMES OF - CONTACT PERSONS

-

School Type!

tScﬁoo]vName & Address

N of Students .

Founded in

#Accrediting.

T ——

O0ns

01472

02334°

04344 .

032711 .

03127

N e

]For an explanation of schoo] tyi

& hwol ID
[Kc\

1 157°Maiden Lane

N A

Johii Adams Community College

Center
1860 Hayes St.
San-Francisco, CA- 94}17

--Mr. Maxwell GiT]ette, Director
‘) 9
House of Charm

rancisco, CA 95108

a

Nerice Moore, Director

’

Sén.

-~Mrs.

’Pép erd1ne~yn1vers1ty .
1]21 West 79th ‘St. T )
Los- Angeles, CA 90044

--Mr. Rabert Fraley, Dean of
Admissions

. -'O

Concordia College St Paul
275 N. Syndicate St.
St. Paul, MN 55104

--Dr. Luther Mue]]er, Acting
President

]

2

Abbott-Northwestern Hospital
School of X-Ray- Technology_
810 E. 27th St.

Minneapolis, MN 55407 *

--Mr. Walter Rasula’, Director
[ . o

N :
University of :Minnesota, School-
‘of Radiologic Technology
412 Union Stréet SE -
. Minneapolis, MN 55455

LY

-=-Mrs.
of Radigtogic Tech. Progrgm

number. ‘ i -

© - D-1-

pat Skundberg, Diréétog/‘ .

N ]’2-98 e .,

649

272 -

.25

1108

E ,‘ a

pe C codes see Append1x I. coding for bytes 1 5 of

_~i855*-'

11942

1937

1893

- 1965

-~ 9g5]

ciation of
Schools' and
-_Co]]egesf_
B

,é’

Ve -

- A}
none

Nestern Asso-
~Jciation of -
1Schools and

3

1Colleges L
B PR
S ot

R ',A'. .
North Central
Association- of

Golleges and .
Secondary:

- |Schodls

America

Assoc1at1on of -
Colteges . and
Secondaﬁy
‘ISchools;® and
AMA ‘

td

L 4

'Néstern Asso-

, ‘ : A ‘
Noﬁth C LR

b4

.
LI

ﬂOIﬂﬁ'REVL&W o
Cbmmlﬁtee“for C
Cﬁ]]ege
of Radﬁo pgy of
JAma



03z2n

!
oizn¢

02211

o

‘Minneapolis, MN

* o
Brown Institute
3123 E. ‘Lake St.
Minneapolis, MN 55406

. »
--Mr. Richard Brown, President

-T;owbnidge Beauty College

17 Upper Midway Bldg.
55405

--Mr. Don-Trowbridge, President

Hennepin County Medical Center
- School of Medical Technology
7th & Park, S. '
Minneapolis, MN 55415

| --Ms. Mary Ann Smalley, Director

Fairview Hospital School of

X-Ray Technology .
2312 S. 6th St.

’Minneapolis, MN 55404 '

--Mr. Lugther Linn, Director

Minneapolis School of Anesthesia,

916 E. 15th St.
Minneapolis, MN 55404

--Ms. Sandra Kilde, Director

(8

Kaiser-Permanente School of
Anesthesia for Nurses

4867 Sunset Blvd.

Los Ange‘lgs, CA 90027

--Ms. Joyce Kelly, Director

California Hospital

School of X-Ray Technology
1414 S. Hope St.
Los Angeles, CA 90015

--Mr. Bi1l Listek, Chief of .

Radjology

-

- W

D-2
109

748

19

1946 - -

1950

1928

1972

1940

: L ] .
Mational Associa-
tion of Trade and
Tgchnical Sghool;

’

Cosmetodogy
Actrediting
Commission

National -
Accrediting °

‘Agency for

Clinical Lab
Science

L

Joint Review
Committee for

American College
of Radiology of

American
Association of.
Nurse Anesthe-
tists

1 . .
Amer,icam
Association of
Nurse Anesthe-
tists

Joint Review
Committee for
American College
of Radiology of
AMA



oA1N"’

N5219_

06343

Ne214

. fomer G. Phillips igspital School
of Radiologic TecMjoloay
2601 H. Whittier
St. Louis, MO 63113

--Dr. Beauvoir Edmond, Director,
Dest. of Radiology

Research Medical Center
Sg;g:;/zg Radiologic- Technology
2 casY lMeyer Boulevard
KansayCity, M0 64132

--M4r. LeRoy'Reimer, Instructor-
-Director .

Maryville College F
13550 Conway Road
St. Louis, MO 63141

--Dr. Jdmes Stam, Vice-President
and Academic Dean’

L

Ranken Technical Institute
4431 Finney Ave.
St. Louis, MO 63113

--Mr. ¥im Young, Assistant
Director

St. Louis University
221 N. Grand Blvd.
St. Louis, M0 63103

--Dr. Gerald Baltz, Assistant to
the President

R¥g@ologic Technology
4949 Rockhill Road
Kansas City, MO 64110

Mengh Medical Center School of

--Mrs. Mary Kay Boswell, Student -
. Coordinator

228

)

339

1,393

D

-3

110

n.

1948

1934

1872

71818

1§47

Council on
Medical
Education
of AMA

Joint Commi ttee
of American
College of
Radiology, AMA

North Central

Association !

Hational Associai“

tion of Trade and
Technical, Schools

North Central
Association

Council on

Medicalefducdtion .

of AMA.

-
"



E )
" 02111 Martin Luther King, Jr., General 7 1948 Western
: Hospita] School of Radiologic o KcCompton Association
Techn P Community [ of Schools =
12021 H1lm1ngt0n Ave. . College) and Colleges |,
Los ﬁggeles, CA “90059 . o .
—-Mpt Vincent Fenty, Director - e | %3; :
7 | A
03413 - “%aneapol1s Qrafting School "’ 162 1961 National Associa-
: 3407 Chicago Ave. o, . tion of Trade and
Minneapolis, MN 55407 > « Technical Schools
[ __Mr. Robert X. Cadserly, .
President ¢ "
. ‘ .-
03412 Minneapolis Beauty College . 67 ‘ 1938 Cosmetology
. 5011 Ewing Ave., S. Accrediting
N Minneapolis, MN 55410 Commission |
/ --Mr. Jay §kn5£ﬁ;. Director
06212 Barnes Hospital School of 82 1932 American Asso-
Anesthesia for Nurses - ciation of
Barnes lospital Plaza Nurse
St.. Louis, MO 63110, hd Anesthetists
<<Miss Helen Ogle, Director
. L _
- 05145 Universityfof Pissouri at Kansas . 2,098 1929 North Central
City \3 (University] Association
5100 Rockhill Road of Kansas
. Kansas City, M0 64110 City)
--Dr. Gary widmar, Dean of ”
Students
06412 Career Beauty School, Inc. 50 1960 Cosmetology
3546 S. Grand ¥ . Accrediting
St. Louis, MO 63118 Commission
--Mr. Frederick Ford, President
: '
" 03343 North Central Bible College %246 1930 Accrediting
910 Elliot Avenue (v Assoéiation
Minneapolis, MN 55404 of Bible
‘ ‘ Colleges
--Dr. Don Argue, Dean of the '
College
111 i |
D-4 \



-
3

S
034[2

04144

02413 *

- Northwest Technical Institute]

. --Dy. James Deegan, Director,

»

7600 Highway 7
Minneapolis, MN 55426

--Mr. Norris Nelson, President

Minnesota Mefropo]itan State
University

121 Metro Square, 7th & Robert

St. Pau]i‘MN‘ 55101

'
?

Research and Development

Golden Valley Lutheran Coliege]
6125 Olson Highway
Minneapolis, MN 55422

--Mr. Bernt C. Opsal, President
A

Coro Foundation!
149 Ninth St.

San grancisco, CA 94103

-- chard M. Buttrick,
Executive Birector, Northern
California Center

.
Kansas City School of Watchmaking!
4528 Main »”
Kansas City, M0 64111

--Dr. Warner Johnson, Vice-Pres.
of Parent, Corporation
Gem City College-
Quincy, IL 62301

Marine]]o'School of Beauty]

716 S. Broadway
Los Angeles, CA 90014

--Mr. Meyer Luskin, President of
Parent Corporation
Scope Industries - .
4250 Wilshire Blvd
Los Angeles, CA

bid not participate in ESQ

field test.

57

650

314

35

- 150

1957

“National Assq;

ciatjon of
Trade and Tech-
nical Schools

Nofth-Central
Association

none

none

Céametology
Accrediting
Commission

»




02411

02414

06424

02414

1

Fran 0'Bryan's Model/Actors SQdol{ :
600 S. San Vicente Blvd. '
Los Angeles, CA 90048

--Mrs, Fran 0'Bryan, President

Bryman School! .
1017 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90017

--Mr. Dick Miller, Corporate
Director of Accreditations
and Approvals o ’

' Bryman Schools, Inc. -

12340 Santa Monica Blvd..
Los Angeles, CA 90017 -

St. Louis School of Aeronautics]

Box 924 s
Bridgeton, MO™63044

-- Mr. Dave Langley,' Co-Owner

Bailey Technical School!
3750 Lindell Blvd.
St. Louis, M0 63108

--Mr. Dick Freund, Corporate 4.
Director of Placement and
Accreditation

ITT Educational Services
. 5610 Crawfordsville Road
Indianapolis, Ind. 46224

H & R Block Co.!
5508 Sepulveda -
Culver City, CA 90230

--Mr. William T. Ross, Corporate
Vice President of Admin-
istrative Operations

H & R Block, Inc.
4410 Main Street
Kansas City, MO 64111

1074 not participate in ESQ
field test.

-

D-6

-113

293

798

1467

(Mark Aero
. School)

none

% .
National Associa-
tion of Trade af
Technical Schoo

Federal Aviation
Administratjon:

-

&

National Associa-~
tion of Trade and
Technical Schools

;;MA,

€l
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"* APPENDIY E
. ~ INSTITUTION CONTACT LETTER

AML RICAN INST iTU:llS I UR RESEARCH .
IN THE BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES . \ B
P.O. Box 1113, 1791 Arasteadino Rd..Palo Alto, Ca.94302 @\115/493 350

28 April 1976

- Chief Executive Officer ™ ° . o S |
Forty-five Field Test\Institutions : .
' Missouri, Minnesota, Caltfornid. s

Dear Colleague:

The American Institutes for Research (AIR) ,is currently conducting a project
for the U.S. Office of Ediication (USOE) which we feel is potentially of great
_ value and significance to all types of poitsecondary schools. We are requesting
your help with-this effort. -~ | : : : '
! Pressure .for the'deve]opmént of mechanisms to protect consumers of postsecondary
© education has been incredsing fromall directions, as you are no doubt aware.
\\j> Consumer protection has been at least a partial iqpetus behind such things as:
the recent Congressional hearings and proposed:legfs}ation on protecting students
from school abuses; the current Federal Trade Commission proposal- to tighten \
requlation of proprietary (profit-seeking) schools; stricter regulations for '
eligibility of institutions for Guaranteed Student Loan Program funds; the,Veter.ns
Administration’s new requirements for disclosure df_occupational course placement
rates; and numerous,state and federal conferences on the issue. f egcgtionmal .
consumer protection in’ higher education. It is clear that gover tal impact
upon school practices is going to grow more and more direct--unles®voluntary
efforts at identifying and reducing abusive practices begin. to provide more
satisfactory results. ‘ -

3
LY

- ., © ¥4 .
- Basically, the AIR project staff is attempting to identify what types of infor-

- mation are most usefwl in protecting the consumer from the occasional abusive
practice of "a postsecondary school, and how such information can be provided by
postsecondary schools with the least inconvenience or obtrusjveness. If students’
can better exercise informgd consumer choice, we hopé the free market mechanism
rather than. increased governmental control can force an_end to abusive practice.

We, wou]d'ijke to ask your cooperation 1n'two_g§ys: ’ : 3

1)-1 would appreciate it tf you couldfarrange to send me a cQ f your
© 'host recent catalog or bulletin, along with any other documents which
. are available.to the general public related to your school's: refund
policies and practices, adverg*practices (including sample copy),
L ]

~ - initial student admisSion pra aculty/staff evaiuation policies,

" public disclosure policies, studént jentation practices (for new
students), job placement services, poligies for maintenance of student
records, licensed/approved/aceredited status ;' instructional program/ .
currigulum evaluation pplicies, instructional dacilities evaluation
policies, and practices' for follow-up of graduates and/or students who _

s terminate their enroliment before graduation. /i

0\ %ll.I

o SR e S R




page two t o <
I would then like to set up an sppointment, lasting perh:§% two hours,
with you and/or other appropriate members of your staff. The purpose
of this meeting would be to supplement the understanding of your school's
student consumer protection pa%‘and practices whichwe gained from
our review of the documents you e supplied. Our contract with USOE
-authorizes us to pay a $50 honorarium as partial rejmbursement for the

time provided by you and your staff in this yegard.

. 2) I would Tike to secure your permission to administer a questionnaire
by mail to all of your currently enrd1led first year.students. This
questionnaire is designed to sample student awareness of the consumer
protection policies of their school; I have attached a copy for. your
perusal. To administer this questionnaire, we will need a listing of
the names and home addresses of .this group. Our contracf with USOE
also allows us to reimburse all costs associated with the. construction’
of this 1ist. Special care will be taken to ‘insure the andnymity of

student responses. * SN , -

of the stbdentjquéstionnaire r!gults for your school and for all other
scheols participating in tHis study would be made available to you; .we hope that'
these might provide valuable to you in your 'school's)se -assesgpent efforts. .
These_summaries and any other reports emanating from this study will contain only
regated data so that neither you nor.your school will be identified. We are
nvinced these data will prove valuable to us in our efforts to protect both
dénts and postsecondary schools, as well as society, from the effects of
practices which abuse the educational consumer. ; . ¢

If you hava any questions, please phone me at (415) 493-3550 or the USOE Project
Officer, Dnv William Green, at (202) 245-7884. A member of my $taff will be
- calling you.in. about two weeks to follow up on this request. By this time, I
hope we wil) have had a chance to review your school's catalog ‘and other public
information documents. < - S, .
‘ -

Sincerely yours, Y .

St o~
Steven M. Jung, Ph. . g ‘ .

Senior Research Scientist - ) ‘
' -

Enclosure: Enrolled Student Questionnaire ; - 4

[ 4 .p
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APPENDIX F | <

* -

STUDENT Q?NTACT LETTERS

/ [

& i : .' ‘ . ‘
| - / | . . . ° -
Initial Letter: - ‘.' ’
) | , .
Dear Student: L - : sv e

The Amer1can Inst1tutes for Research (a non-profit re Narch organ1zat1on)

. is conducting a study, " funded by tt ted States Offfice of Education,

students. One .

to suggestimprovements in protection o postsecon
possible }mprovement method we have idegified j
students whogfte? en rol in institutio
in- federa] gove w»é
or 1 )/l

e e cover of thé. enc]osed‘ quest1onna1re has bek

2y ‘g» ‘T‘?i‘)u in this survey. As part of its partic¢ipatio

£ ’-*-«%v to request your help. Please complkte this
ques] q”ﬂl bre and return it to National Computer Systems, MirWneapolis,
Minn‘*ang‘1n the postage paid return envelope, even if you'are no longer
a student at the named school. It will take ohly about 10 minutes of,
your % me to complete; I hope the benefits of your responses to future
stu will make this very well worth your effort ' i
A]théugh it is described on the cover of the quest1onna1re, I want to
" point out again that your responses will be kept completely confidéntial.
Nevert:e]ess should yoo'feel re]uctant to answer any item, Just om1t
that item .

the’

I s1ncere1y apprec1ate your ass1stance in this study.

Cord1a11y,

/
Vbus h/l m{.
Steven M. Jung .
Project Dgrector

Enclosures: Enrol¥d Student Quest1onna1re
. Postage Paid Return Envelope

"
s . - - - el - ——— e




.. . ‘ . )
;/ ) /~. ; . \ ,
" Second Letter to Initial Non-Respondents :

.

-

Dear Student: , I
o ‘Lt :
Two. weeks ago, I maijgd you a questionnaire.which is part of a. ™
United States Office of Edacatdofi study to suggest improvements
-, in the protection of postsefondary students. 470 date,.we have
T “not received the completed questionnaire from you. We need your
participation even if you are no longer a student at the institution

...z Named on the tover of tpe questionnaire..

\
- - -~ L4
" " If you have already completed .and returned the first questionnaire
O I sent, please disregard this letter. If you, have not. yet completed
- it, perhaps because it was misplaced, I am enclosing a second copy.
‘. Please -complete it and return it to National Computer Systems in
‘ MinneapoMs, Minnesota, in the postage paid return.envelope; it

will only take about'10 minutes.

I éincere]y apBreC{éte;Qqu?}assistance in this sfudy."~ ’ (

“ﬁﬁﬂbrdially. U

§ .__:E:tji:lIA/\. ‘44[ “w A
. Steven M. Jung )
- . Project Director '

Enclosures: Enrolled Student'Questionnaire
S Postage Paid Return Envelope
e T '




APPENDIX. G L e
'INSTITUTIONAL REPORT FORM INTERVIEW GUIDE AND
SUMMARY OF EDITED FIELD TEST RESPONSES

3

R 1 "

OECubat30561 Training Inétitutibns: N=25 ) .

Degree Granting Inst1tut1ons N = 37‘ " N

ANl Institutibns: N = 7. - I N

Igem codes used ‘n summary of ‘field test resu]ts S .
0 "No"{esponse marked .
1

8

.
"

"Yes' response marked .-

\»

w
o

1tem omitted or marked as not app11cab1e

item 1ntent1ona]1y sk1pped accord1ng to branch1ng 1nstruct1ona

o,
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Occupationa] Degree Al
. Training 1 Grantingh Institutions
- Institutions - Institutions e
) ! ! SRS T
0168 0189 01880189 ol‘slr 0189
BW)_’- VR 0. . 0 Lan ..
C 2. . 80w, B2, 6.
PRI BN 3B B8R
3. W 9] BB N6 B
B E 93 KB RS U
’ ]
! !
H : ) e
i‘ '
B uun .') PN Y/ I B Y I
. ) » )
' " - - i
L RURNE' 2 RS SN R B 3 IV
B9 W¥H . .. 0. . 5AW . wHY
CIRI0 K. R m L 3a . 86
6910 . A% . 1N ., 6%, 700, WM

RS

k) 0
B0
B0 0
V0D
B0

/If you flled in "' o all the options above; §kip the follMuj three.
{tens cnd’c)o on to nge 4, Mvertising Practices. , .

+

X

 Refund RoTicies and Practices

Resident turtiun (e g in state or regionL

Non-restdent tuition (e, g.. out of-stcte tuition)

Room and board charges or q@osits.

Koplication or registration fees fn excess of $80,

Othor vequired student fees in excess of $50,

Q",

{

"‘ 1. Does this fostitution require students to pay or otherwise obligate to
pay any of the following fees or charges in advance of enrollnent g

chiss attendance? Fill in one oval for each ogtion
o Ys .

’

Y .

2. Does this institution have a written refund policy regarding Al those J
fees for which *yes® was checked in 1te|u 1 Fiﬂ in one oval,

b Yes
k0

i}

i

1 you Filled in "n0" to ften 2 above, (rpmfonmngmrtm g

on to page 4, Advertising Practices

Y

o)

3 Hou 1s the written refund policy made anilable t9 stuﬂents? Fﬂl n
one ova] for each option

No Yes

20 0

It is rade a0 )ble for public inspection e

institution.

+ It 15 printed {n the school's general catalog or butletin.
It 15 distributed to a1 enrolled students.

It 15 distributed to &} prosp'ecti'tudents. ;

120



Occupati‘onal. © Degree Al oL " : ‘

Training pranting Institutions- . v : L.
‘ [nstitutions Institutions ‘ , . Advertising Practices )
‘ SO TR X } Ny | ‘
0189 0189 018991893 01890189 1 Doesthis ins}itution use the following advertising techniques i
' X ‘ ’ .+ sttracting applicants for adnission? Fill in gne oval for egeh option,
' o : : o Yes
. ! . v’ A ‘ AH .
S T |\ RS VAN (| RPN R ) RO 1 | Cassified ads in the "Help Hanted” section of the new,
) £ ) - paper, not for enployed positions et the instigution, byy
‘ . Lo T : o - o obtain “leads on potential students.
. JA | IR | I RPN SO | T I Ji Cb 0 Cometitions or contests designed only to stimglate 9"Fol4ents
L SO SRR | AU AP |/ SR SR SRR 0 0 Testinontals or endorsenents by persons who dig Mot, in
. ‘ B NY ' | fact,,attend this institution. '
A %% 4. 1. S NP 2 T S 0 0 Offers of Vinited tine "iscounts” on tuition gharges, '
S ' ' " room and board charges, etc,
LRV ., _ ‘
".. | P N ) . ’
o ' N , L : ‘2 Does thls 1nst1tut "tjmake the following stafenents maﬁ/ fits
‘ . . . L adverhsmg’ Fvgl fi-one oval for each option,
‘ | ' ' . o Yes ?g‘ B X
‘\' ! ‘. i ) . . ‘ '
% .10, . e 0,0, ., e D ( letmg the education or traimng offered at this
.o R o . institution Quarantees emplogment,
' w50, MR ‘ DN6 L 86, 0 (0 Completing the education or training offered a¢ this
o ‘ S X S ins*vuywn is hlgl; 10 lead to ciplopiint,
N | RN AR |/ U T EURR A N ! 00 There afe ties OF. comections between this {ngtitution
» ' . o ., and specific empToyers which will result: mSpecwl
- ; " exploygent considerations for qraduates, when.in fact
" = o oy there re o such’ ties,
5.0 . e, | 0L o 0 '0  Scholarships or other forns of no-costfmanciaI
' - \ : © dssfstance are avaiTable, When in fact they haye Mot
, ‘e o ; warded dumpg the past year,
Y SRS NS AR | N VRS | RN »0' 00 e “eflucational progran is superior to the educat1ona1
: . | " prdgrem offered &t competing institutions,
%Y 0 1., %8 ¥ 1 973 : ¥ ogmzed exuerts or other types of well-knon Persons

| fa nthe teaching faculty"ﬁzen in fact they nave o'
| 'Mac ing responsibihtws %v ¥ :

[ ¢ »
sibfe admmi strative officer'yf ﬁ}; institution revies

py, before it 1 released’ i 4 one oval for ¢dch DPt\on

L}
S : .
. L] \
| . | ,
.

- »
L | R R C TN VN 1 AR /N | R (| I ,
[T L2 SO O [/ R I+ SRR N O
¢ : ' :




Gecupations] Degree A
Training Granting , - Institutions , .
Institutions Institutions \
N, \ 3 N X5
0189 0189 01890189 018901388

‘ o
;NN 20 TR | N0 IR /2 RO "B NURAE I RO
]
’ \\-/’
28 BRI B 3N L8R
R IR I T 1
IENCET P I P Y I L5 .
[}

312 . . 5088 . . S 7 .. aH .. B .. 45 .
TR R R L 640 BN
2112 BUE . 615 . 0BR LR . AR .,
17, MBW 615 .N80 . REN. NRE
BT L IR R Y Y A L kR
" " ‘f .
Q

] ~N

Madssion Practices

1. Does this institution emloy adassibns representatives whose cospen-
sation or salary fs based wholly or n part on comdssions? Fi1l fn ;
one onal, ‘
o e

In 0 0
If you filled in "Ho" to item 1 above, skip ftem 2 ard g0 on to mn

2. How are these comssions calculated? FiT in one oval for each option,
b s '

() 0 The ar¢ based on the nuebir of students enrolled,
B 0 0 Theyare bised on the rumber of stulents enrolled who
o actually attend classes.
B/) 0 Tyare bsed on the maber of stodents enolled b
graduate.

% Does,this institution have & writted policy o qoverns recruiting
< ndfor adeissfons practices? Fill in pne oval.
" M :

EI

!

o

If you fiT1ed in *mo" to ftem 3 above, skip ftem 4 00 g0 on to ften §.

I, Does this fnstitution's ritten pecruiting andjor adefssions policy
specify the following nm Fill in one oval for uch option,
b Y -
A code of etMal llic\ prohibits amin recmitim/ |

6 0
3 ldllsslons practices,
G0 0 Areguiresot thit pspective stoents talk o astatf

menber, at the institutian, prior to enrollim,

“The comletion of 2 $1oped enrolTaent agreement which <=
describes costs, payment requiresents, ind edvation] ﬁ
services to be provided by the Institution, .

T .

6, Does this {nstitution ave & polcy of requurly aduitting stodents’

vho do not meet stated acwissions rcquirumts? Fill in one mal,
fo Yes rTMs institution has no stated adalssions muimmts

) 00 ¥ ,

Wy 116 0 "0 o i sated adissons rtrmnts” o ftms | 94
sbove, skip the following ftem and go on to page 7, Instructiond] Staff, ¥

#

LER el



Occupational . Degree M

Training Granting Institutions
Institutions Institutions |

/ P B N '

.

0189 01859 0189 0169 018901839,

LIPS 1
g vy

$219 .16 876 145 BB 16U 190665 .

P28 8% 25 ene . sdm . une . Bel 0 Cursesors

2409 . 81&76\.75.' B8 InA . 5065 .
. \ ‘

oo !

6. For students who do nat seet stated aduissiom requirements, but are
adaitted ynder 2 special adaissions policy, are the following courses
provided? Fill in one oval for each option.

Fo Yes |

e ) Courses or sections offering renedial instruction in
A basic English. ' :

igns offering renedial instfuctioh in
basic mathepdtics,

) 0 Spe
, ins

acadenic tutoring programs offering remedial
tion related to students' needs,

o 1%

AR



o v
f,:

" Oecupation]

A

e
T 77 Training Granting Institutions
o Istiution Institutions \
j i P ! A
o 1890189 01890189 01890147
Y 7
o
J, :
S B2 QR . SN2 W
o N
!’ ‘ )
! ,
L _
SRV NI'T W T R T
ﬂwni 244 4 s7..n§<.1uei.un3.
A VR LIRS A | R IR
ni?i‘_%an. N1, we. 831, 983,
ﬁ?ss B4 84 @B, D91 B,
B BT A NT TR IS N I S B AT
C S ¢ 1 ‘
‘D
|
¥
\ .
S L9 L 8%% ., 174, 8N, 6B, 86,
;
t e
\ ! ‘
IT6 L RBH L 255 TRe . SRD L URY
3705 RBKQ . V65, BME ., 4B, NBH
SEUPRET IR TR T U T

127 oo wmms 165,

B0 4

§1020 2 WSS

Instructiona] Staff

1. Is teaching conpetence (no matter how it is evaluated) included as one

‘ criterion in the formal salary and/or tenure amd/or rank review policies
of this institution? . Fill {n one owal, .

This fnstitution has no forma). salary/tenure/rank review

No Yes 1

w0 . oohcnes.ﬁ.

2 Is teoching cometence evaluated by the fol Wwing Qups at this
institution? Fill iooneovai for each.optnon. v
ot A

i, [ Dﬂ By adsinistrative staff. ‘ i

B0 0 Byother faculty of theysane departaent or program, - ‘J

R0 0. Bystuets, 1' 3

QQ’U - by grtates. f

280 [) * By self-ratings.

Other. please describe on the last page of the questionnair

If, you filied in o' to “By students" in ften 2 above, skip the following two

itus and go on o page 8, Disclosure in Mritten Dociments.

#
3 Are student evaluations of teaching faculty mebers conducted on a

reqular basis (e.9., yearly, at the end of each. course)? Fi 4 one oval
No “Yes '

w0 0- - . ,
If you filled in o' toituJobove. skip the foliouing ften and g0 on
to page 8, Disciosur‘g {n Written Documents. , : g N
l. Does the student evaiuotion systen include the fol Yowing provisions? .
FIT) fn gne oval for each option B |
b Tes ‘
60 0« donymous student responding.
b) 0 Objective Student responding (for example on machine i
v scored answer sheets). lzq
o 0 Evoiuntions of all full-ine fuculty mebers. :
" [ W AP N
aq 0 Evoiuntions oprart e faculty sesbers,
. ’u
ot
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eupation] Deq/\ mo - ' E L

Training Grlﬂgsl! Institutions . DiscYosure in Nritten Docunents P
Institutions Institutfons™ L | o Coat
L N b ",N “§ 1. Does this dnstitutioh disclose the folloving information in is general
01890189 01890189 01890189 . catalog, bulletin, or basic‘pisbli'c informstion docuaent o a combination
. ' ~+of these? FI1T fn gne opion.for each owl. :
, v o L '
181 AR -4 e . 1 1 3% .3 10 0 0 Rame and addess of school,
1690 - - 800 - - 53 9. B .. Bl 88D u 0 Date of pblication of the document,

WO . SEH ..o 1 w8 W2 .1 BH.3 k0 0 School calendar including beginning and ending datf.s of
_ \ * classes and prograws, holidays, and other dates of

importance, .
A statesent of institutional philosophy and progras objectim.

L9 w9 uw .. 00 ‘
916 « - B . - N ST R .8 9T L1 AB L3 26 0 0 Abrief description of the school's physical facilitles,
52 W@ .- VM1 BB LB 6. 16N 3 g 0 0 hauateTistof all curses actully offerd
WA RS-0 910887 25 0@ .2 g 0 Mindication of when specific courses will pat be offered, :
817 . - 2 .. 100 .1 88 .8 927 .1 %% .3 . g0 0  Edocationa) content of each course,
S0 - 08 - 291K TH.TWBLI L0 0 ‘~Wofhoursofmstructionﬂreachcoursundlenm
0 , _ L of tine in hours, weeks or months' nomally required for its
! ' B o - cospletion,
69 - 54' A I R % T | }é L 110 0 hn accurate Yisting of faculty who currently tuch,

2. .6@8. .24 15..80.. 8 766 6 0 0 . Aoindication of the distinction between adjun:torpart-'
¥ * ! tine faculty and full-tine faculty,

W7 4s%m % 39 25 75 R Y 110 0 ' Polcies and procedures regarding acceptabihty of credits

: . -+ from other {nstitutions.
85 270 -8.66..5085.. #0.260,°5 nl 0 Genera) acceptability by other institutions ofcrcdits
| g , ' earned at this fnstitution, .
28 8w M 0L 2B 5% o b Reelreents for gudation. /o
G-t e BB 0 0 Statment of cortifictes, diphous, o dgres aried
| . . ey Ce ‘ m Mjm . .
G911 e e e e AR YT NI g Statqentofanchargesfurwhimstudentnybeheld
. responsible, .

:2 lg | :842 li 312 | zslgg‘? ;f iz ]3 :: :? ‘ § 0 0 Financiz) aid prograns actually aailable to studentsy
:‘ w . z;:z X ]2 L * : e ! 0 Lisitations on ligbility for fracial atd progs. |
- R R . L u 0 Grading systen.




Oecupationa]

Degree M
Training Granting Institutions
Institutions Institutfons :
L R T T S g
0189-0189 01890189 01890183
M. T8 4 47,1 8%8.8 150.240% .3
M1 B8 29 0B L8 9K 2 um s
B 2260 .8 381808 08,308,
BYG . 1 RB 4 38 ®EL L NH L 2N . 5
SLURLEETIE T S B A T I T T
MI. 188 .4 48..360.., 25,154 .3
W2 ML 2L N0 WD 6. Bl
. i .
o e
! "ﬁ%""” N ‘ |
SO e s, s em
T8, mBR. 101 EBE. N, N6
RS . RBB. 29T UKL MG, TRE -
AN, s . 213 BB . 6813 1503
SO U 1Tk 8RB . 60k 8
TR0 . BRO . EE., BOWTNNL L ¥R .
131 T ia.SIHZ.Q 25.3 51488
C LB 16 L5 B LR 16N 3188
yue i T b B I B 2 Y AR I R R TRE N

w0

" 0 []}

W q '
W []
Ir | ﬂ
y 0

Palicies reiating to: , J
Tardiness
Absences

. Make-up work .

Sttt

Terminati -

Re-tatry after termination

2 Do the ositution dslus fomtion abo te followtg colions |
or services 1n {ts geheral catalog, bulletin, or basic peblic fnformation .

document?

b Yes

ul0 0

[ — ]

o0

[ — ]
[— B -~ B — N — Y — ]

/

B

—

L]
(AN

0 Hsig L,

Fil fn one oval for each optioa,

cooditions or services mentioned do not exist at this
institution. | ‘

Any standard 1iwitations on esployment opportunities after
tninir? (e.9., medical or health requiresents, Heensing,
lppr;ut ceship, age, experience, further training by aplo

- efe), ) D

0 Lack of spchlioedor professiom] curse accreditation ot
TS fnstitution 1f such 15 required for employment n any
ocuimtion or profession for which this Institution offers
training, ‘

Aecurate descriptions of the anatlability and extant of

the following student services:
0 Job placesent 3
0 MS!“M " ‘ "

{ Diningdacﬂities
D Py fclitid -
-~ Kecurate descriptions bf the folloving fnstitutional conditions
O procedures regarding the avard of degrees: |
" Recoguition by a state agency s meeting established
0 - educatioma] standards for granting degrees, 132
0 Scope and sequence of required courses 1n each dagree ,_
progras, 0
Policies and procedures regarding transfer batwesn .
0 ' departoents and/or colleges within the instTEution,
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Occupational Negree |
Training Granting Institutions
< Institutions Institutions
o S T N FE
0189 0189 089 0189 QY8 01489
e o nA .43 lﬁn AR R

A2 SRy

S O3 WY W W

T RIPEPEN 1 AN 11 I
. r
T2 BB E 1101 . 88 8. 305 2 g4
2142 4B 8 LY. @B, 21812 504
DU 8% B 1I01 L 888, 352 L4
YW 3 sk 1. URe . 3163 saa
ST I BRI 651 0R 8. 16153 B
" L
533 AR V0. 88 8. 61305 3 1634
veu g ousse 14, wHe . w3 a0

3. Arei mcreases in any studentf s i excessnf §25 currently planned v

within the next year? Fill in one oval. . :
’ 1

bo Yes : - -

a § [] , P

lfyou fmed in no tn1tem3above skip iten & and go ontonens

4 Are the plamned fee {ncreases disclosed in urmng to all students and

prospectwe enrolfees to whon they might apply7 Fill in one oval ﬂff
o Yes v - ;J"':'
) | ’ . ‘ ,\.:'. :
5. Does this 1nstitutwn have 2 student loan program (or prograns), mcluding
National Direct Student Loans, federa!ly or state-insured loans, bank luns. s
or loans directly fron the institution (including deferred fyition pament "E
plans)? FiTl in one ovl.
oY T o
N c

I you filled in "no” to item 5 above, skip the fnnoving item and go ontopage'
10 Student Orientation,

§ Do 211 applicants for student Joans Jexéluding short-term or energency
Toans) receive printed docunents which disclose the follondng? Fill in

one oval for each option, . ~ '
b Yes | §
w0 0 'ﬂneeffectlve aua] Ton terest rate,
A 0 Loan repayment obligations. - ’3
ke 0 The process for repayment of the Toan,
60 0 ThelengthOf tine required for repayment,  *
6 ) 0. The procedure for renegotiatingthmpaymt sthedu!e e
for the Toan, n
800 0 . Procedures for deferraent or cancellation of porions
of the Toan, if necessary.
g0 0 Procedures for Toan collection which will be used in the

~ event of failure to repay

R
)
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| l Wiy, Insmzl?gns Institutions Student Orieatation
B N i N ! mes this institution conductaprogram of onentatnon for neuly |

- enrolled students? Fil dn ane oval,
No Yes

. ;",
! _1/1}\/_0189018901390139';
.,l

p .
Y I N N L T N

Ifyou fnlled in "io" to iten 1 above, skip the following iten and Qo
| ‘.,‘:to page 12, Job Placement Serwces and Fnllbw Through.

2 Dees: this studert onentation include the fnllnning7 FA11 in ore oval

.- ' iy for each option, Ry ; . o ‘3 7
Re e A o
T 6854 g, am '728 2, 1976 5 ‘{., a0 _ ‘ln n'rnentatnon newsletter or student handbook. ‘
S 43‘2 15 gd 39 LB 20 132 z 5 35, 5 2b 0 0 Oral presentations OF written documents prepared by L
- ’ N, ) ‘ students who have been enrolled for one year or wore,
gl g 3%, 8B, 8y 2, 22'73 5~.' g 0 [] ~ Tnstructions on how and where to voice gonplannts and
R . rieancs,
2 715‘2 8'4 N I [T R A 5 3 A . Information on how to apply-for student, financial-ajd,
‘¢ o . *
. m" v; | | » «
) ! | 0 X
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. Tnining Granting [nstitutions Job Placement Services and Fol low- Through

Instigutions [nstitutions

N | “I‘.\ \ ! 1. Does this institution sute‘thatﬂoffers job placement services or
¢189 0189 01890189 016901389 other assistance to'students in finding jobs? FiN 0 one owal.

b Ys '
B, . ue .. 2|0..|f783.. 1522"“60". Ja_.o 0 . _
1 you filed in "no* to ftem 1 above, skip iten 2 and go on to f'lei 3,
2. Does the placement m&tme offered by this institution include the
folloring aspects? Fit) in one ol for each option
A . LRy |

R 8 e, T32L 8B, WM, NNR, ~ul A fee for Uie sorvice, _
TN ume ., 182 BBU L TN, wEE, g 0 0 Forml tratning n Job-seeking and Job-holding skills,
QNI R, 192, BB L 3NN, BMB . N Contacting prospective employers, |
2. B W22 BN M, 5B, oy 00 Making Job fnterview appointuents for fndividual students.
LIS " S O O B A I TR ui ( lh:eml wa:cmnlg]'ph;mnt service which charges

o . \ ' , 8 fee. P
LN ., 5 ,‘3', T 1B, Mu ., wem, N0 Collation and distribution of *help Vanted® ads frema

‘ nevspaper,

SR, 0@, .. 0. BT, SN MER. 4 0 0 lssigtance in finding part-tioe jobs,
SRR LN UNPEY T} S A IR A B S 1 0 Other, please describe in the space provided at the end

25

2 N S 7 R T | B EURR 7 2 B

B, ., e .8, 8/ ne. .

Bs1, nud, 931, .\n58., .,
-

i *

nS, L 00.. 271,308

W3, 1M .12 26.400%.,

3

of the form,

). Does this nstitution regularly collect data on m“(ﬂ‘qﬁmnt Success

(howerer defined) of the following persons? Fill Inue 0w for each

" optien,
o Yo

‘l
Wl nds. kg 00
LR S R N I
TITLBETL kg oo

3
4. Does this nstitution regularly collect data on the nusbers

This fnstitution currently Ms a0 students or graduates
of this type.

et st did ot gradaty,
Recent graduates (within one year of graduation),
Recent graduates (vithin five yours of gradiation),

ind charac.

- terdstics of studemts who drop out of the school? Fi1l in one ova) for

exch option,
o Ty
@0 0

\

60

an.ien .8

dy.7594 .19

For a1 students enrolled in occupational or professions)
preparation prograss or majors, '

For a1l enrolled students regurdless of proghie or mjor.

¥

it
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ket Degree n ¥

Training Granting Institutions v Recordkeeping Practices

Institutions Institutions |
' N ! N ! N § 1o Are fndividual stodent records mafntained which contain the folloving
) 0189 0189 21890189 01890189 ftems? FiIl in gne ol for exch option,

Mo Yes , . »
I T S AU R 5833 10 0 0 Total foes paid by the student.
‘ B N, L, . B 0 0 Courses. taken and copleted by the studet,
“ 9 2%% .8 0.2 .m0 4m . oo lntent'?ships or other forms of supervised professiond]
practice,

12 BN AN R T T Aeadeic credits, grades, eamdby the student,

9,4 %8 06 10, go .8 0. 5. w0 0 Financtal atd munts.including loans, if any, receivod
' by the student.

SRR I R T A IR T 'R T S | S| Other, please describe in the spack provided at the end
‘ , of the forn. .
2. Does this fnstitution have a written policy for maintaining individeal
student access to records for a perfod of at least two years fn the

% event of & schiol closure or thmge of contral? Fill o one o,

b Yes

Y Y R T T T . R
()]
(.
-l
N

t L]




Qecupation!  Degree M . . .
& T:gininq Granting Institutions stability of Insuctiona] Staff .
v Institutions ‘ Institutions : | ‘

1, During the previous caleqdar year, in how many courses (1.e., sections)
9.0 840" - 0% offered by your institution was the instructor replaced after,instruction
1ol MR 1'7:5 ’ had begun? FI1T in the number, Treat sections from 2 mti-section
Y onits & Lonits - s )
) : ‘;W , 5 onits » Course as separate courses. fnter none a5 lero
' (‘ | ‘ lo sections
s . *” m‘ 2 This represented what percentage of the’o_tﬂ number of courses (i.e,,
"ot ’ T %-0% 2.505  Sectlons) offered during this calendar year? Fill fn theper?entage
el ' led Ped 2onits Enter none as zero.
2+ 50's 112 1-1 ' ’
2 omits 1-% 1. 12 .
1« % ) percentage ¥

N SR R - 'iﬁ? [ In any courses {i.e., section offered during th '
11890089 0188 0189 01 hy grpg 3 Inanpommes {fie, section) offered dring th previus-calear

yedr, was the instructor replaced twice or pore often after instruction

i§ ] | had begun? Fi11 in pne oval., .
¢ , No Yes
24.'.196..4111.".929..351.1'953.3 k) | '

EL-D

| | 14
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Occupational Degree
Training Granting

Institutions Institutions «

\ ! A !

M
Institutions

0189 0189

01890189 01890183

BLw. L m,
N TR O |
:JRR I IS | R

Lo, % L,
L

K AP |||

.00, .,

£/ (|

Representation of Chartered, Approved, or Accredited Status

1, I your nstitution currently on suspension, probation, or some other
form of 1Mitation or sanction for noncompliance with desiqnated
standards, by any of the following government agencies? Fill in one

oval for exch option. \
L : .
o) 0 Alocal goverment agency (e.g., Consumer Protection

Mency, District Attorney, etc. ).

0 0 Astate goverment agency (e.g., State Chartering or
o Licensing Agency, Attorney Genera), etc.).
Te ) 0 Afederad governent agency (e.9., Federal Trade

Comeission, Office of Guaranteed Student Loans /DHEN, ete.).

If you fi)led in "no" to all of the above options, skip ftem 2 and go on to
fien 3, '

2. Are the facts of the above Tinitation(s) or simction(s) publicly

- disclosed to enrolled students a\nd prospective studeats? FiTl fn one ow)

for each option,
N Yes
ui | In printed form to a1} envolledsstudents,

0 0 In printed form to al) prospective students.

3, Do the public representations of this fnstitution clearly distinguish

betwten e.g., Mst s;parlmy) institutiona] accreditation, spectalized
or professional progran accreditation, state VA-approving agency
course approval, and state licensing and chartering? Fi1) ‘1n one oval,
o e

W 0
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M

L] '25 .

Degree

Granting [nstitutions

Institutions

. \
01890189 01890189 0189 0138
0. 93.,. 85, 296‘.{7. B,
o, 210, ., e, . Slan,
RN 56,1 0%, Y1

S, 1S, Be., ., 288

A4, , 93 .. 185, . LB,
AR L UL IRRS T DTS BT
MOdaesies 6231 0088 g4, 21119 8
I 9, 5. . B

00,

Hnancial Stgbility

o
. 'i;

1 Are the sential financial records and reports of this institution subjected

‘to the follouing dudits or inspections? Fill in one ovalfor eath option,
hoYg b

lo 00 Aoual uncertified audit by an accounting firm, -1

i

B0 0 towa certified auit by an accounting fimm.
de 00 nspection by & state requlatory or autiting ageny.

b 0 Inspection by a federa) regulatory or auditing agency.

2 s this’a publiﬂy supwrted institution? * Fin) in one oval,
Ko Yes '

a)

1f you filled in "yes* to dten 2 above, skip the following four fters and go

o to page 17, Instructional Prograss,

3, Does this nstitution have an endowment or retained etrnings fund to pay
operating expenses not covered by student tuition receipts? Hll in one oval,
Mo Yes °

200

4 Do the ﬁnanckl reportmg practices of this 1 nstf tution report uncarned
tuitign & ls!ets? Fi11 in one oval
No! 4 '
O “ o

5, Is this 1nst1tutiun turrently enéaged'in bankniptcy proceedings or
fs there any senous poss ibility that lt might enter into bankruptey
proceedings during the next 12 months? Fi11 one, oval.

b Yo

“ 00

1 you fibled fn *ne® o ften” S above, skip the folloving iten and g0 on o

page 17, Instructional Programs,

6, Does this institution publicly disclose information about bankruptey

proceedings that are wderway”or plamed? Fill ip one ova) for each 0ptiun _
K Yes

Ba-0 0 Toal emolled students.

B0 0 Toall prospective enrollees.

1
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becupation] Degse ) \ Instructional Programs | o Co e
Tnintng . Granting Instltutions T S SAREERR U
Institutions Institutions ' : ‘ T ‘ ‘. -
oo " E ! 1. Does this institution mintain advis ' comuttee(s) oncurriwluu can-
01850189 0189 0189 0149 01383 tent? Filiinmbovalioreachv AN b e ot *
o v . N m" M i
B 18084 28,2 ma,1 1n. 3 .80 () For"sone of thesccipationd fVocational trainipg progm

' o areaﬁffere tthis fnstituton,

. ‘ . ' .'
W0, V5640 .04 46,2 B LN BH, IHY L8P For al ke miai/vocatiunal trai'm rogrll res

ofier'n s*institution R

) ' '

- Iy iilied in"na" Mtﬁ options to iteml-aioie. skip ften 2'and go on
to ite 3, Y& v

[T )
2 Do these cw’t/nittee(s) include representatives of potenti?] employersi
Fill in one oval for each option,
: . M e o .
29I B R4 2622 NN ABBFINAN G g 0 0 _For som of the occupatiomi/vocational training pmgrm
\ S * areas offered at, this institution, ¢

VOB 144094 5322 25171 613153 16354 8 zb [] 0 For al] occupational/vocational training progran areas
‘ | offered at this nstiggtion,  °

3 a‘ii of the occupatioml training prograns in this fnstitution possess

. ‘.‘ ' Y 7
‘o ! ‘2’ geciaiized[grofessionai accreditation, 1f tis fs a requirement for the

uiployment of grlduates in those aceupations? Fill in one oval

Ho Yes Specia]ized/proiessional accreditation is mot muired

UL RMS 552 uen w6 a0 0 m,ﬁ";m:s‘:r%:g‘""“"“ for whch this tnst-

» ' ' v l : Y
Do all of the occupational training prograns in this 1nstiiution provide

\' ?. " icienb grgini_rg on the use of basic tools and equipnent, 1f this isa ‘

Wirenent Yorsthe esploent of graduates in thoe occupations? Fil n
one oval,

. ol , o Yes {-Tni;ning gn the |]:se of b:si;n tools andiequigmentiis not -
T e e B ired for enployment Tn 3ny occupation for which this ~
SRR R AL A N Ry g W0 00 Fnsﬁ_tu jon perouiidg'sntmnii'dl W s
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{ Trg\ Qnﬂ Degree ‘ Al
;rst,tu‘ Granting.  Insitutions
t Ingtitutions '
Ng b U P A ! 5 Do all of the occupatwnal trarmgg prograns in-this fnstitution provrje‘ ‘

: )

,U/\U_u, 0138 30189 01890188 + for internships and/or supervised practice.on the job if this fsa

' requiresent for the employnent of graduates in those occupations7 rm in
one oval. -

T , : No TYes lnternships andor supervised practice on the job are not
114 CB 4 682 NBY B3 Igpg % 00 required for enploynent in any-occupation for which: this

institution provides training.

o =B Do.al) of the occupationa) training prograns in this institution provide . .
' ‘for internships andfor supervised practice in simlated job sitvations, if
. this {5 a requirenent for the enployment of graduates in those occupations?

Fill inone oval. .

0 M Yes nternshaps and/or supervrsed practice in simlated job

N
118 Va4 L6802 0B 1013 situations . are not required for enplayment in any occu-
f AR 00 0 pation for which thTs'ldnstrtutwn provides, traﬁ%ng

! ¢
b Bl *
'I

o L Do all of the o.cg;ggatidnat training prograns in this nstitution provide’
o , " for instruction on topics necessary for state or professional certifics-
o ; » N tion in this state, if ‘such certification is a'requtrement for the employ-
. _ nent of graduates in those occupations? Fi11 in one oval,

"o fes ~State or professional certification in this s@ate ismt

N N NI X , required for enployment in any occupation for which this
v ' mo.anl L ane ) nstitution provides trarmng

q

° o o B, Does this fnstitution require reviews of the relevance and tineliness of
| | its occupational/vocational training arricsla once every tn yers or
y .l x L - oore frequently? Fillingne oval.
B , : o b Yes
B g U9 2B gy Ly ey kg

) o 150




Occupatiim!
Training
lnstitut'ions

, 4
Degree Mmoo
Granting Institutions - {Instructional Equipment and Facilities
Institutions :
A ! A f

1189 0189 0189 0189 0189 0189 1 Does this fnstitution mintain advisory comittees on instructional

B s 4,4

Y NN

29131 835 4

Ny B A

equipeent and facilities? Fi11 fn one wwal,
, bo Yo
Y1, 058,10 61, Ine.8 L |

Af you filled in "m0 to iten 1 above, skip item 2 and go on to iten 3,

4

N 2. Do these advisory comittaes include representatives of potenth!
eployers? Fill in one ol for each option.
N\ ) . ot : ,
V612 BB AUBINBOE  w ) R sone of the accupational/vocational training
‘program areas offered at this institution,

14128850 5163 ung s D0 0 . Forall occupation)/vocationsl training program aress _

offered at this institution.

- 3, Does this ﬁstitution annud]ly budget and expend sufficient funds for

replacing born or outdatednstructiem equipnent?® Fill in one s,
TS
a0

4

1}
WL 8 33,3 8, 8

tional equipaent sufficient o meet. projected progran needs? Fill fn

ol .

b Ve o 5
M2 By s 3K, 8 40 0 K S

A *t% ,‘
- 3 ¥ ‘ = ‘{ﬁ;..»u EC ™S y
* i
' ‘ . ‘ ; ‘* . ‘

N '

)

A, Tots,ths nstitation ammualy bodget and expend funds for new frstrce
one
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APPENDIX H

ENROLLED STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE AND SUMMARY OF EDITED AND
SAMPILE-WEIGHTED FIELD.TEST RESPONSES

~ Occupational Training Institutionss N = 18°

Occupational Training Students: c = 1813 %i

R )
* L

Degree Granting Institutions: N = 8

De_qre% Granting Students: N = 556]

A1l Institutions: N = 26 - 8 |
* A1l Students: N = 7375

“¢:~ . Item response codes used in summary of field test results:

0
1

response was not marked

response was marked

N . 8 = item intentionally skipped ac‘ing to branching instructions

item omitted

O
[]]




fccupational Degree
v Training Granting | All
Institutions Insti tutions Institutions
! 1 ' H
Yes No Omitted Yes -Nq\Omitted Yes Mo Omitted
R 60 5
B B {
3 2 l
Merae  Average herage
1.98 88 8.64
1.06 - 0.1 0.81
y | 3 g
PT_FT Omitted PT _FT Onitted  PT FT Omitted
g 8 8
T ® 52 9
® 52 L] ik
. 1 K
R AR -7 (Omitted R WR ? Omittqd R NR 7 Omitted
9 - i _ 40
“ . e,
B, 4 b
5 §l 45
\ K
i T !
H_F Dnitted M F Onitted M F Onitted
5 s 9
151 6 19 | 49
2 ] 2

STIOEN] INFCRMATION
1. Are you still enrolléd in the istitution named on the cover? Fill in one.

.'0 Yeg , , .
.'0 NO : . »

How many total months have you attended this particular institution as

~>

either & part-time or 3 full-time student? _ months

3. How nany $thols have you attended after leaving high schadl, other than
this one?  schools ‘

4. What fs your current enrollment stétis? Fill in one 1f you are still enrolled,
i+ 0 Partetine student, '
i 0 Rul-tie student,

5. A"r?.'you classified as a resident or a non-resident étudent'_ for tuition

purposes? Fill in one if you are still enrolled,
0 Resident.
s Mon-resident

g 0 1don't know, "

6., What is your sex? , _ '
i () Male . 155
6b () Female
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e, ' 5
REFUND POLICIES AND PRACTICES '

N . L
[ L

', !

1. Did your sehl | vequire you to pay, or sign 2 legal qgreenent to pay, -
‘any of. the following fees or charges before you-started classes? Fill

in all thatapply.

#

o 0 Tuitlon '

Ib 0 Roon and board! charges.
je () Application or regisiration fees that exceeded 550

o140 None of the above to my keowledge.
le '0 1 don't know if any fees were required in advance.

If you filled in "Tyition," "Room and board charges,” or “Aoolication
or registration fee§ that exceaded $50." go on to the following items.
Otherwise, skip to page 3 Recrultmg and Admissions Practices.

2. 0id your Schoc! infom you aboutNits policies for refunding fees and
charges to students if they withdraw from the schoo] before they comp] ete
an enrolnent period? Fill in one only.

a ) Ves:

E 3

0 Moo , ' '
e () Tdon't know.

If you filled in "fes," go on to the fol\pwing items. Othemise skip
to page 3, Recruiting Admsswns Pract1cep,

0

}300

b {

% ()
i

3 0

&eur school's refund policies descnbe the following 1tems"

in all that apply.

The fees and charges which are refundable and those wﬁh are not.,
The conditions which students must meet to get refunds.

The length of time it takes to get a refund after fomal application.
None of the above to my kaowledge. ‘

[ don't know what items the refund policy describes.

4. Do your school's refuhd policies descnbe the time it takes to get a
refund after a student formally applies for one? Fill in one only.

da ) "10 days or less.

4b0

& 0
4d0

4e0
i {

_26 days - one month,

P
11-15 days. | ”.'
625 days.

More than o}Ie month.
| don't know.
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Octupational Degree- |

Trzining Granting e ' e
Iﬂstiwtmns " Institutions Institutions ‘ RECRUITING AN AmISSwNS PRACTICES

’ % | ¥ \ % ‘ . 4’ ‘ : ‘ % r
01 8§ 9 01 8 ¢ 01 8 ¢ 1. Did your schoo) inforn you about any of Ehe follomng recruiting and
e : adnissions policies? Fﬂl in all that apply.

B0, 4 /U, 3 OHN 3 la () A code of ethical recrumng practices observed by the school.
6.9 , 4 - 63 .3 663N ,. 3 1b () A requirement that students interested in attending the school talk
' ' . to a school representative on campusbefore they enroll.

A T le ) A requirenent that students who decide to attend the school sign an

enrolInent agreement descnbmg cost!, tuition or fee paynent reqmre- :
ments, and educational services to be provided, . ¢

' 43 3' L4 0 R T 07T 3 \1d0 A requirenent that students who are enrolled byarecru1t1ng agent

: ' ' . while they are off campus getachance to reaffim their decision
(or change their rmndssJ within a certain time.
4 . ¢ M5 .3 oMo, 3 le () None of the above to my knowledge.,
\ . ' i
T . - 2. Does your school provide the following for beginning Students? Fill in
A \ “ : all that apply.
: L I T BE R P | ) An opportumtytptakeaplacemnt test to determine the level of
course work that is appropriate for each student,
R .4 HBs 1 gs, 2 % () A course in basic English gramar and conposition for students who
are not adequately prepared in this area.
0.8 . ¢« 54 , 1 &0, 2 2 () Acourse in basic mathematics for students who are not adequately
1 , | prepared in this ares. ¢
A L4 W .1 g8 .2 2d ) An opportunity to take advanced courses for students who show that
- ' they are prepared for then, N L
nne o, 98,1 N, 2 2e () None of the above to my knowledge.
8610 54 BN, 1 B0, 2 3f () 1don't know what options are available for begimning students.
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\ 7 |
(ccupational -Degree-
Training Granting A ’
Institutions Institutions ~ Institutions . INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF
V- 5y § | oo .
01 89 0189 01879 1. Have you ever filled out written eva‘lluationfvﬁ;on your instructors?.
. /' " Fill in a11 that apply, ,
R .2 B ‘. 1 ® , la ﬂ’ Yes, the evaluations were conducted by school staff,
% 4 .2 W% .1 MW .V .« b VYes, the evaluations were conducted by students or student organizations.
Bet L2 1B, 1 AL e ) fo .
90 7 2 % 3 .1 %4, 4 ( Idon't know.

F you filled in, either “Yes" answer, go on to the foTlowing itens.
Otherwise, skip %0 page 5, Disclosure in Written Documents.

2. Are such evaluation forms usually filled out on a reqular basis (for example,
every semester, at the end of every course, etc.)? Fill'in all that apply.

MUy BERIT BB 2 () Yes, the school conducts evaluations regularly. ;

:Fn 82 .*72 3o a1 SR T ) Yes, students or student organizations conduct evaluations reqularly.
oIy o nnwr, S0 2 . '
23R 3 M T 8 AR W)t kow.

Doy . 3. Do students get to see the results of their evaluations of the facylty?
‘ , ! FIIT in all that apply. ors o te faculty’

- | \
Bl 6322 fa () Yes, they are nade available by the school. K

5 10°% 2 B Yes, they are nade available by students or student organizations.
BN k() | | | k
0% 2 K0 lantho < - ~

244 W78
17004 B138
TBBOY N NR
NS4 MR8

-
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Occupational Degree-

Training -~ Granting A o :
Institutions  Institutions Institutions ‘. DISCLOSURE IN WRITTEN DOCUMENTS
3 g 1 ' . | ,
0109 01 89 0 1-8 9 1 Which option best deséribes how your schaol gives out s’ general catalog
‘ \ ' or bulletin (or other booklet that serves as a catalog)? Fill in one only
% 70 12‘8&: . 15 8 '. la {)} Anyone who is interested receives a free Copy on request.

] 2

1 81,2 1o () Anyone who 15 interested receives a copy for $2 or less, .
S I N le () Anyone who is interested receives a copy for an amount eiceeding §2.

] 2

o/ 14 () Enrolled students receive a free copy, but other perdons 1nterested in
‘ ‘having a copy are charged a snall anount,

6§ 1 .4 % 1 .1 % 1., 2 . T Copies are neither given out nor'sald, butIarg anare ofacentra]
| : place on campus where I can 90 to read one,,
% 4 . 4 91, ] w1 .2 i 0 W

. | : ' _ . hool does not ubhshacata]og or general n \_fonnatwn bulletin, - 4
A U A L 7 0. IdWhe policy for giving out catalogs. .
K * ' ‘ * . .
' 2. Have you applied for and taken out a loan at your school? Fill in one only.

9.5 B .1 % .2 ul
ne .5 2.1 B85, 506

R e e R SR
X T If you filled in “Yes," qo on to the follomng item, 0thennse, skip to
: ™ page b, Student Dnentatwn S |
; !

3. Khen you applied for 2 loan did your school give you a pamphlet (or other
' papers) which told you about the following? Fill mall that apply n

2 88 5 ° '5 273 ‘l 419 76 2 - 0 Yo/ur obl igations about repaying the Toan.
J6% 5 8N 16T 2 3 (0 How you go about repaying the Toan. .
L% 5 -8 .2 3 0.' How much interest you will be paying on the Toan each year,  * _
N 8 ) l 8 (). Howmucp time you will have to pay off the Toan.~ ‘ g
N 2 S How you go about getting nare tine to pay off the loan if you need it. | ,
6 38 5 ! 3 0 How you go-about deferring or canceling parts of the loan, 1fsuch action ¥
- ) L ~applies to you.
STH S B 2B 0 2% 2 B0 heeofteawe oo boodede, - J%
USSR I N B R I AR 3 () Idontknowuhetherluas told about these thlngs
62 R




- Keuption! tgree- ‘ = |
Training .~ Granting S ) | ' AT
Institutioss - Institutions  * Ingtitutions ' STUOENT CRIENTATION °.
. ' '
FO B * Vo | . ‘
01 0189 0189 1. Did your school give you an orfentation to the school when you first enrolled?
L‘L FINN in one only¢ ¢

5 .. an .1 an . la ) Yes,
S0 .2 w6 .10 na . Ibom.‘l
WS o w5 1w s o e Tt know

]

lf:Lpu fi1led 1n *Yes," go on to the following items. Otunyse, skip to
pge 7, Instrictiona] Equiment and Faci)ities,

, 2. 01d th orfentation nclude the fallowing? Fl1 fn all that aply.
"B A neu & () Awritten orientationguide or student handbook.
3

W62 81 ABT () Reading statements by, or 1stening toy:students who had been enrol led

BN ’ ) ‘ for one year or nore, - "-;.'.'4
yueg: wwnadl a7 2 () How to go about fﬂingacmplaint;&'a-gr"ievqnce. |
BB L ABA T ANy 2 () Inforsation on student financlal ald: thit fs available,
5142 “3?9,‘ Far oo 26 () None of the above to my knowledge.

W 262 nsatr o s A Idoq'tknowwhatwas. included in the orientatitiil.

Bl

R

T ‘ '
VER ‘ ' I you fi%ed tn "4 written orientation quide or Student handbook," go on
r S % the following iten. Otherwise, skip to page. 7, Instructional Equipnent
‘' ) and Fact11ties. . oy ‘
3. D14 the written orfentation quide or stuint handbook contain the fol lowing?
© HI inall that apply. ‘
"3 N2 NN 138 1.7 . 3a () School policies or requlations abaut ¢lass attendance.
063 2 B& 1 w2 350 School policies or practices about transfer of credit to or from
‘ other postsecondary institutions,
BB e BN N8N S () Grading systen and mininum grades required to earn course credits. )
% 963 2 30NN n Ry 34 () Requirements for transfer to other programs within the school.,
ohma wsw o nwy o e ) R for gassion :
Wo2e 2 @ 18 1 6 1y 2 3 [ None of the above to ny knowledge. f
TRR TR Vst oa oz % ()L don't know what is fn the guide. |

B 52




Occupational Degree-
Training Granting All
[nstitutions Institutions Institutions
$ 4 ]
+0 189 0189 0189
f - '
80 .2 %W . 8w,
B12e2 N .1 wU .
.257 2 W6 .1 ke,
% 3 /S T " I
]
gn .2 ws 1 9§ .
21 .2 81 .1 8w !
R 6 2 un . %wn ]
F93 5 S T ]
®
-
80 16 LR O R S 3
RN .0 ne ) 31\67 )
% 6 4 % 10 . 0 9 .2
Iy 6 19 75 | S 2
W2 4 240810 1937062
15 180 4 0 205 21,2}62

’

INSTRUCTIONAL EQUIPNENT AND FACILITIES

4
»

.. In the courses you are taking, or have completed, at_this school, do

you feel that overcrowding has prevented ou from adequate use off

- equipnent/facilities or necessary contact with fnstructors? Fill in

la

b

14

da
&b

se

one only.
0 Yes, in many courses.
0 Yes, ina few courses.

0 .

0 Idon't know,

. ‘ , |
In the courses you are taking, or have completed, at this school, do

you fepl you have been requdred to use worn'or qutdated equipment/facilities?
Fi11 in one wnly. ot

0 VYes, inmany courses. o /
0 VYes, ina few courses.

]

9 . ‘ »

0 I.don't know.

Are you taking, or have you completed. any new courses at this school
(fn other wards, courses being offefad by the school for the first tine)?

b Js Fill"in one only.
0 &ho,
0 I don't know. )

“ . 1fyou filled in "Yes," go on to the follawing item, Otherwise, skip

to page 8, Job Placement Services and Foljow-Through,

In the courses offered for the first time which you héve taken (or are
now taking) at this school, do you feel your school bought enough of
the right kind of instructional equipment? Fil1 in one only.

fa () Ves.
B0 . :
461{ I don't know. |

/

167



. Occupational Degree- , ' ' y o
 Training Granting AN ' { W ‘
Institutwns Institutions Institutions .JOBPI.AC ENT SERVICET‘NU FL HTHRQUGFA
u% (' { ' % i . )._‘ l ) "
0189 +0 189 01893 Does your school $dy n iny of 16 advertfsi orcatalog ;
. -— ~ it offers hEIPtOItS students in gettmg p’ ced opauob’ |
only, | \ R ,
. ‘ ) T .' ﬁ. N \ u\‘." ‘. "'. .
B oI W ) P la () Yes, forafee R SR P A N1 DRI
y ] * ) {-#:’ﬂ-w et
I - N - b ) W, it 0 additional co&t to stients/ " 5T A
[ . ! . ‘
67 30 SN T SO PR I fe 0 Ko.? R
a0 om0 ng .| ) 1 don't kow SR
If you filled in either "Yes“ anger, go on to the foUow;ng 1tem
\ o Othermse, skip to page 9, Advertising: Pracnces
| - 5, o L
2. Who is eligible for the school' splacement assistance’ Fﬂl’m all that
pply. . .. | \
BWH I BN 2 nnu fa ) Coreently enrolled part-tine students, g
W% 1 nsa 2 muw g 0 Curretly evolled ull-ine styens, .
SRR I T B R I A I I T 2e () Former students who dig not graduate, ’ {
- D%y 0B Bww g d () Recent graduates (within some stated tine linit).
o / 219% 3 ¥BN L nuu fe ) My graduates.,
§ 0% 3 8 .07 w o u g 2 () Mo belp is offered to anyone.
1% 2 s 1401 514 7 ty () None of the above to my knowledge.
B9S2 w0 at TR 0 (ot koo who is eligible,

169




!
Occupational Degree- y
Training Granting AN
Institutions ~ Institutions Institutions
y 'y s
N
01 89 01 8¢ .01 8§39
8 8. 4 % 4.2 95,2
I B A N

L B A
wo Y g0 0 %2
N .4 08 % uE . 2
914‘.'5 92,1 %3 .2

z N 351.~s '72 2 .01 88 .2

b . | .

O BN .5 ®WE .1 w72
% . .5 B 4.1 %3 .
Wz .5 % 3.0 95\3 2

P TR T T T I RS R Y B g’
Ka . 83]@.],.8117.2

170

’
.

1. Do you have knowledge of your schoo) using any of the following

AOVERTISING PRACTICES

advertising techniques? Fill in all that apply

la () Mvertising in the "Help anted" section of the nespapers, ot

b

e (-

1

Ieg

2b'0
2 0

for job openings at ‘the school, but to get “leads" on people interested
in the school's field of instruction. '

Setting up and publictzing so- -called contests for the most "outstanding"
potential students, such as “Talent" searches,

Statenents by people endorsing the school who did not, in fact, attend

the school.

Offers of "discounts” (for a Timited time only) on tuition charges,
roon and board charges, etc.

]

None of the above to my knowledge.

you,are quaranteed 2 job.

I you conplete the education or tiatning offered at your !chuu.,

¥ou probably will get a job.

This school has special connections w1th business industry, or
governnent employers, and you will receive' special consideration if,

aftér you:graduate, you apply to them for 2 job.

Your school offers scholarships to students which in fact are not
‘awarded

Your school's teaching faculty has wel1-known expertsson it when, 1n
" fact, these individuals teach no classes.

A

None of. the above to my knowledge. .
I don't know about ny school's advertising.

Y

A

of the fol lwing claing’ been

¢

)

»

2. In'the advertising which your school has distributed to the pub! and Which »
you have either read or heard, have any
fncluded? Fill in all that apply

% 0 I, you complete the education or training.offered it your school.,

171
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+« Qccupational Degree- (
~ Training Granting All | o
. lnsﬁt,itutions - Institutions Institutions STABILITY OF INSTRUCTIONAL: STAFF - -
[ 4 Ny ' y ) Vv ' b
01 89 0 1 89 0 1,8 8 V. Inhownanycourses you have taken at this school was an ingtryctor
' replaced (for the rest of the course) after instruction had b‘n?
. . . Fi11 n only the oval next to the right number. Conde
A2 M 1 ww L1 () oo,
812 . 2 w1 g1 1 () Onecourse Yo
%6 .2 %3 .t % 4 1 I Teocourses.
% 2 .2 ¥ . .1 ®B1 . 1d () Three courses.
B .0 % 1% N e Four courses.
' . .2 9. .1 9 ! If-() Five courses.
, 97'1.: AR I I E I3 0 Sixor more courses.
$F w21 T2 (0 1 don't know.
I Inmtéurses you taok during the previous twelve months at this school
S was. thel instrucgor replaced tuice or nore often after instruction had
bequn?" Fill in one only. > .
' 1 '
4.3 K302 B3 a ) Yes. LI
e .3 58 .2 §% .20 »( Y 4
T M6 .3 %2 .2 % 3.7 x{ Idntkow |
: . \
o ' '
13
*
’ | ' :
¢ "
(
\
|




Qccupationa] Degree-
Training Granting All
Institutions Institutions Institutions
! { y
0189 0189 01§39
“ \
| ¢
/A A A ) A
4 .02 RN . NE L)
%5 .2 00 .0 ek,
\
Py % 2,9
A T A
A T A
1,92 1Q96.l:11971
SR AR A TR N A A
PR N A I
.N ‘
S I R S S < B R
640 . 5 3760.4‘.4]55'4
0% .5 63,3 .4 8R4
L% 5 -3@925 2 .95
P o% 5 3 4% 5 2.9
174. % 5 2 1% 5 2195
B E 2 1R 5 219 s
P.%'s 3 .95 2 .85
52 1R 5 2195,

‘zaOYes ‘ “ | o

S0 0 1 don't know,

y [
t‘tmus

1. Is your school currently under suspension, probation, or some other fom .+ ‘
of penalty by a local, state, or federal school regulatory agency (for \
example, the District Attorney, State Bureau of School ﬁpprotﬂs Federal '

. Trade Comission, etc.)? Fill in oe only

REPRESENTATION OF CHARTERED, APPROVED, OR ACCREDITE

‘

c

¢

b0 $ o

le () 1don't know. “

If you answered "Yes," go'on to the following. iten, Othemse, skip to

item 3 below. '

* 2. How did you Tearn about the above sanction(s)’ Fill nall that appy.

% 0 Awritten statenent given out to 211 persons applying for adnnssmn

% () Awritten statement given out to all, enrolled students,

2 ) Read about it in 2 school Me¥spaper or sqne other schoot -wide pubhcatton
a () Froma source outside the school

% ) None of the above.

3. Is your school currently under suspenslon, probmon. or some other form

of sanction by a state, federal, Or private school. actfedltatwn agency?
F11 in one only, | .

B () Yes, ‘ _—

b0 N e ‘

3e () 1 don't know,
If jou answered "Yes," go on to the foltomng iten. Otherwise, Sktp to

. Page’1e, COnsumer Satisfaction, . ‘

4. How'did you learn abou@the above sanction(s)? Fill in all that apply

d 0 A written statement given out to all persons applytng for admission. 175

b () Awitten statenent given out to all enrol]ed students.: C

do () Read about it in a school newspaper or, some other school-wide publication,

| 4d () Fron a source outside the school.

4o () None of the above,
4f (0 1 don't know,



. .. ,c.ym:&},‘;
Occopational - Degree- _ .

Training ~ Granting | Al o ‘ .
Istitutions* . Institutions  nstitations Lo CONSINER SATISRACTION

, 01 89 0.1 8 9 ® 5 9 1 Wetis your}&verall satisfaction with the quality of the education you
aré receiving at this school? Fill in one only,

BN .2 'R L1 R .1 () gy Satisfied ,
. &
3% .2 BN .1 B B Mederately satisfied.
g% . 2 @ .1 0.1 - I Rtilly st __
B2 .2 97 108 .1 1) Ntsatisfied " o L §
i B B e d'tha K | o
. ‘ . , '+ 2, What s ydur overal] rating of this.school's effectiveness inprotecting
‘ , = your rights as a consuner of education? Fill in one only., L
nu .S boNA .2 () Highlyeffective.
B33 .85 S T I T % () Moderately effective. | : v
M-8 @9 .1 B2 e () Parthally éffective. ~ :
| B ?_“" M7 .1 ® 9 .2 () Nt effective.
;R s 0y 892 e Dl ol
| ) ' s ) : ':"
@ \./ o ' v
o ‘ ) Pl&_se rate your oun knowledge of vour consumer Mohts as ¢ student at”
L .
o ' this school, Fill in one only. !
B8 B0 .1 .3 o] an not avare of any rights | have, ’
na .8 1y .1 5 .3 W Lmsligtly awre of ny rights. .
N .8 BA LT B B .3 e () 1 ammoderately aware of ny ¥ights. '
gu .8 a1 Ba-. 3 (1wl aware of my rights,
. v
' * ‘ | : ' ) )
) . \ ‘i
'
',I 3
N ’ , $
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— ) APPENDIX 17 . S |
\/ IRF CODING, EDITING AND NEIGHTING SPECIFICATIONS .
: . -
] ; : .
Field ength| Raw Line/Bywes [Merged Bytes L. Coding and Ed"u;iag . }'/
. E L - . a
School 1D M1 1/1-11 1-11 bytes 1-2 state city code (gepgraphical byte 5 school size RN .
b o region) ’ 1 = enrolled first year s@ad’ents S,
) 4 01 = Sam Francisco - < b eél
v : * 92-= Los Angeles 2 = enrolled first year stud ey
v f] 93 = MinneapofNs 26-100
.- N . . . .08 = 5t. Paul 3= 1led first yéar students &
’ : H @5 = Kansas City B1-250 . . =, T
%6 = St. Loui's 4 = enrolled first year students R
. Y 251-1000 ° -+«
. byte I ownership status - 5 = enrolled first year students
) 1== public = > 1000 ¥

byte 6-10. sitquennal n ¢ code

{ Q0001 -nnnnn) unique’

private, non- proflz non-
sreligious affjliated
private, non-profjt, reli~ g .
us® affrliated - byte i1 data source cod? 3
ﬁ:’"@!"y . 1 - gdata obtained rom public
v documents only:
data obtained from documints
plus personal interview

C g

i ! ) - 4

byte 4 school type -3 ) 2 =

1 = ogcupational/voca ‘tional”

‘ ’ ograms onty . 3 = data validity checked by . '
. 2 g‘vear degree-granting uiﬁ second interviewer - [
. § Some” ocqupational/vocation- e * 4 £
S : - . al programs * ¥ .
i . . . . - " %= 2 year degree-granting with -
» _— KO f no pccupational/vocational . 0
. ! g programs
g - = 4 = 4 year degfe-granting (may, : - i '
. ) ' . - or may not ‘include occupa- [
K * . a twnal/vocauonal programs) eighting - ltem ns.“
. Togic 1 - Refund Policies and Procedures lyes = '1', no = '0', no response = g Note: no, and '8'" cted’
. g - . e nonresponse) are in n and weight
Items 1a-fe| 5 1/12-16 12-16 \ -if nome are marked, code '9° to all Ta-Te nof weighted -« |
. . 2a-4f and go to topice . - N .
-if all la-le are N0, code ‘8'to all - %
2a-4f and go to topic 2’ ' o
‘1-if all la-le are MO “8r. rgsponse.. ' AT N
code '9' to ald 2a-4f andgo to o
. tapic 2 v = )
[tem 2a A YA N 17 n& raspopse, cdo’e i‘,’w all Ja-_af- 2a . NO =2 plus A for each ?ES ocluon,‘7
and go to. m‘."? 2 ’ above two g: la le. YES = 0, ’i
. ' ) :; thmgoge 8' to ell Ja Af‘:ndqo N0 YES B, “
Items 3a-3df 4 . 1/18-21 18-21 -code 45 marked e aaéx) 2 0 ‘0/8c{7) @%0.0.0
[teds 4a-4f] 6 1722-27 22-27 -code as marked B 3b42) 2.0 0'46(8) 0°0" 0
. Tt ' AN 3c(3) v @ %2('9). 0 1.0
L ’ 3d(4) -0° 0O f(IO) 1 0. 70 3"
« . " sa(sy 2 0 ’8, ’ . .
- . . ap{6) 41 = 0.0 D :
. = . . ) W “;: - .
Topic 2 - Advertising Practices . es = '1°, np = 'J', no respopse = '9' YES NU . @5 -+ YES HO B
h 3109 - - 4 | 4 :op : N . “-"8:&- ’-{q"‘ -
dtems la-1af 4 1728-31 28-31 Jrcode as mirred § la(1) a2 9" 0 o(6) & 00 ,
ltems 2s-2f] 6 | 1/%- 32-37 -, -code 45 marked “ » vz} 1,0 o2(7)®) 0.0 -
v Items 32-3b| 2 . 1/38- 34-39 | -mn nen-response allowed unless both . 1ic(3) ¥ O D 26}8)« 1 “0 0 e
. are non-response, else code ‘a single 1d(4) 2 0 0 2(9) 1 00
.- : A non-response as W0('0') . 2a(5) 2 0 02f(10) 1} 00
N . oo . P T 3nd 3b treated as one item
# - oo o N0 3 YES,YES.:= 0 W
: . S R o2 bves o = tl_O,‘lES <0 »
_ Topic 3 - Admissions Policies yes = '1', no = '3', no respgnse =.'9’ [
 —— r, : - . YES NO. 8 : -
[tem la 1 1/40 -if no response,’ code '9°' to all 2a-2¢; )e(l) 1 0 0 R
9o td la J2a(2) 3.0 0
. : ’ -1f NO, code '8’ to.2a-2c: ge to 3a 26{3) 2 0 0 . =
ltems 2a-2c| 3 1741-43 4Y-43 -code as marked e . 2c(4) 0 0 Q B
Ttem 3o 1 L1748 44 -if no response, tcode ‘97 to 4a-4c,. 3a(%) 0 3 0 w» A . s
# * | 90 to 5a B ] : 4a(6) 0 1-0 . /
i B L. -1f NO, code '8’ to 4a-3¢; do to Sa 4(7).0%.1 0 , .
Items da-4cf 3 ~ 1745-47 45-47 -code as marked 4c(8)- 0 ‘I 0
[tem 5a 1 \ag LU] -if “no stated admissigms policy,” 5a fot weighted
: » code '8'°to 6a-6¢c and® go to topic-4 6 o 1 0 -
. . : . ~1f no response, tode '3' to ba-6c, 6bMIY 2 1 0, LR . ',r
-1 ' -} go to topic 4 . . . 6:( 20 1 0 e
. . -if NO, code’ '8' to 6a-6c and qou te §
topic, 4 R [ ,
ltems Ga-6c| 3 °|. 1/49-51 - l49-5 -code as macked, . _— L 2 \
' r‘ ‘ ' 3' h : b o »
. R s
i / 2 -
1. 3 .
: ' 178 , : , -
Tt .
\)‘ . # . ' 4 . ' I-] .- = I 1\
- . [— - : ‘ N - B H M .
EMC ’ ) : .‘.). - - -~ ‘\‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. By : ) - y‘
- 2 A # ’
S o AL . .
ot
7 —
i fkld Name Merged Bytes' Coding and fditing Weighting - Ites nses
% . RO Y5 8o . WO Yes §
To| gﬁl I3 Instru yes = '1', no = '0', no response = '9°' 1a(1) . 3 0- 0
X . 2a,2b,2d,2e -"tredt as one item
Item 1a ; 52 -if “no formal review,” code '8' to la -"less than 3 NO's = O, three NO's
Items 2a-2f 53-58 ° -if 2¢c is no response, code ‘9’ to 3a-4d,] = 1, four NO's = 2
go. to topic 5 . f2(8) 2- 0 0
-code 2f as '9' (omit from weights) - 2f(7) omit from weighting
. -if 2c is NO, code '8' to k-d&.go to 32(8) 3 o 0 4c H; 1 0 0°
. PO ic § . 4a(9) 1 0 04d(12) 1 a .0
Item 3 ! 59*‘ M code '9' to 4a-4d, go J46(10) 1 0 0
. J to topic ‘
o “-if NO, code 'B' to 8a-4d, go to topic 5 ‘. ’
Items 4a-4df 4 60-63 -code as marked -
+ ’ hd : NO YES 8 ’
Toaic 5 - Written A = '0', no response = '9' la-ly .5 0 0
2a-2b{1-2) 1 0. 0 h
Items la-ly{ 25 (. 64-88 -code as’ marked 2¢-2j(3-10) .5 0 0
Items 2a-23] 10 1/89-98 80-98p -code 'do not @xfst’ as ‘8’ in 2a-2j 3a(11) not weighted -
Itear 3a 1 1799 99 |-if no response, code '9' to 4a and go 8a(12) 2 0 0 )
' to 5a S5a(13) . not weighted
4 s |-1f NO, code '8' to 8a and go to 5a 6a-6g(14-20) 1 0 O
z Item 4a 1 17100 100 “|-code as marked .
p -, . ltem Sa ! 1, 101 -if no response, cbde '9' to alt 6a-69. : -
L go. to topic 6-
. . l-if NO, code ‘'8' to 63-69. go to topic 6
Items 6a-6q] 7 1/102-108 102-108 -code as mark ed
o HO YES 8
Topic 6“- Student Orfentaticn yes = '1', no = '0°, no response = ‘9’ 1a(1) 3 0 0 .
--- -2 : .|2a-2d(2-5) 1 0 0
Item la | ] [} aloL] 109 -if no response, code '9' to 2u2d o
. C to topic 7
-|-if NO, code '8° to Za 2d, qwto topic 7 .
ftems 2a-2¢] 4 1/110-113 IG‘;HB -code as marked )
& Filler 5 17/113-119 | does not leave blank o P 20 Y
. exist * * b .
Record 10 |1 17120 does not code as ‘1’ B '
exist . \
School 1D n . 2/1-11 does not code as in record '1' above
exist F
- . ‘.yj
Togic 7 - Job Placement yes = '1', no = '0', no response = '9* N0 YES 8 NO JYES B -
; - 1a(1) nqt ueighted 2e{6) 0 1 ©
Item la 1 2/12 14 T-if NO, code '8' to 2a-2h, go to lJa 2a(2) 8 O.Zf{ o0 1 0
-if no response, code '9' to 2a-2h, 2b(3) V. 0 028 1 0 O @‘
go'to Ja 2¢(8) - 1= 0 0 Zn(9) not wetgifted -
Items 2a-2h] 8 2/13-20 115-122 -code as marked; code 2h as '9' 2d(5) 1 0 0 3a(0) 1 o0, D
Ttems Ja-3c|3 2/21-23 123-125 -if 'no students's code '8’ .
Items da-4b)2 2/24-25 126-127 -code as marked 3(11) 2. 0 0
] - ‘, 3c(12) v o0
’ - . ! 4a and 4b treated as one item
NO.NO = 2; YES.NO = 13 YES,YES = 0
. - NO,YES = O ¥
i& .
Topic 8 - Recordkeeping Practices yes = *'1', no = ‘0’, no response’ = '9' N0 YES - 8% NO %S, é
", ta{l) 1. 0 0 le J :
Items la-1 €] 6 2/26-3) 128-133 -code as marked; code 1f as '9’ b(2) ¥ 0 0 1f(6} not weiqnted
Item 2a ) 2/32 o4 - 134 -code as marked . 1c(3)"1 0" 0 2a(7) 3 0O
. b ‘ A _ 1d{4) 1 . ¥ 0 L ,‘
Togic 9 - Stability of Instructional Staff yes = 'l' no = '0', no response = ‘O .
Itew 1a ‘ 1 2/33-35 135-137 -code in actua! numbgr, 000 -4 ¢ 989 la - not weighted
; -code '999' if no res&onse 2a - 01 =0 2-5% =2
%. Item, 2a 3 2/36-38 ) 138-140 -code actual. percentage 000 * P *.100 122 =1 2 51 =3
) - -code,'999" if no response 3a ANO =0 VYESw2 8=0
» Itemla 1 2/39 141 -code as marked » o \
/ . ‘o . K b, . b :
Topig 10 ¢ Representation dfg Status- - yes = '1'. nd = '8, no "QSDO"SE : '9' “." ‘ .
- e y , L NO¥ES 8 . \ -
Items la-k |3 2/40-42 142-144 -1f response to.all tavlc, code '9' la(1) O 1 0 )
N ., ’ , tolfl§-2b, go to s b(2) o 1 9 )
-if "NO to'all M- lc. code '8' to 2a- 1c(3) 0 1 0 e
. R 2b, go to 3a 2a(4 2 0 0 -
‘ -if any YES, qo to,2a - . 2b(5 1 0 0
- ’ - . |-else code '9:- '5& 2b and go to Ja 3a(6) “ 0 0
’ Items 2a-2bJ2 2/4%-44 145-146 -code as nurked , .
[tems 3a t 2/45 147 -code as marked .
. : N ] lt - .
i, > . . ) -
I,VV ;' + . . 1 7 5 i _‘, :3;
+ ] AL |- * . *
'l ) i
) - - 1-2 4 Y . c
. . , . ¥ ,
\)‘ . ]
FRIC ' - : :



Field Length e Merged Bytes
Topic 11 - Financi iligy ey
opic [1 - Financi# <. ili !.q
Items la-1d{ 4 |. 2/46-49 148-151
Item 2a 1 ‘ E/;g, 152
ttem 34 * § 1 | st Lo 53
_ Item 4q 1 'z ] isa
“ltem Sa 1 achsa. 155 4
ltems 6a-6b] 2 |+ 2/54-55 156-157
Loy
Jonic 12 - Instructional Program et
ftems la-1bf 27 |, 2/56-57 158-159
3 s,
P 1 "iJ
R S
° L3 |
4 iy -
& .
tems 2a-2bf 27 2/58-59 1'0-161
Item 32 | B 2/60 162
. ltemga - {0 2761 1 163
Item* Sa . 1 2/62 164
Item 6a| 1 2/63 165
Item 7a - 2/64 ~166
ltema -] 1 ] z/e5 167
ToEic E_- Instructional Facilities -
item Ta 1Y 266 5
items 2a-2b] 2 /67-68 169-170
- Item 3a } /69~ 171
ftem 4a - Tk 2/70 172
. a. B -
State Rating 9 g C2/T-78 C 17%-180
“fields, ‘€ach F2.0 (PIC'99')
- No, of Students 3  2/79-82 181-184
oF PIC '9995" {]- )
B - 9 -
Accreditation ¢ 1 2/83 185
b L 4
& * Age of School 1 2/A4 136
* piiger 3% 2/85-119 | does not
) ‘ exist
Record 1D .1 27120 does not
. exist
\ *
<
A 3
#
. *
- g L3
4
I <
' RN
. >
P *

ERIC - *

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Coding and Editing Weighting - Item Responses /
yes = '1', no = '0', no respons€ = 'gy treat 1a & lb as one item, !c & 1d as Vi
one item: NO,NO = 2; YES,NO = 1;
-code as marked YES,YES = 0; NO,YES = O
-if YES, code ‘8’ to 3a-6b, 90 10 topic N0  YES B8 -
12° 2a(l) not weignted
-code as marked 3a{2) 2 0 0. .
-code as marked qa(3) Qma 2 O N
-if no response, code '9' to 62-6b, g5 |5a(4) o™ 3 .0
to topic 12 6a(5) 2 0 .0 % R
-if NO, code '8' to 6a-6b, go o topic 1Z6b(6) 2 O 0 iy
ode as marked i
yes = '1*, no = '0', no response = t9* . Jtreat la & 1b as one item: NO,NO = 3;
not required = '8' , YES,NO = ]; YES,YES = 0; NO,YES = 0 ]
-if no response to both, code ‘9’ to treat 2a,8-2b as one item: NO,NO = 2; &
2a-2b, go to Ja YES,NO = 1; YES,YES = O; NO,YES = 0
-if NO to both, code '8' to 2¢-2b, g9 to NO YES 8
3a 3a(1) 2 0 0
-if NO and no response, code '9' to 2a- [sa(2) 2 0 0 .
2b,. go to 3a 5";"3) 2 0 0 g N
-code as marked 6a(d) 2 0 g i
-code as marked 4| 7a(5) 2 0 0
-code as marked gas) 2 0 0
-code as marked . P
-code as marked LS e
-code as marked ) ’
-code as marked -2 o
yes = *1', no = ‘0", no response * ‘g . *
-~ U o ves ol
-if no response, code '9' to 2a-2b, f1a(1) 2 0 o
go to 3a treat 2a & 2b @ one item: NO,NO = 2;
-1f N0, code 'B' to 32n, go to Ja - YES,NO = 1; YES,YES = 0;*NO.YES « 0
-code as marked ) 3a(2) 2 0 0 o -
-code as marked 4a(3) 2 0 0 )
.
‘—code' as marked ) ) "
-field planned but never ysed ‘
-nunber of Ist year students:0'2 n
= 999 5. L
-unknown, code 9999 =
.0 - not accredited; 1 = accredited;
9 = unknown v
0- =1 year; 2 years; 4 = 11-25
years; 9 = unkn 1 = 1 year-Zyears; )
3 =5-10 years; 5 = > 25 years . ., g
- leay@#Bignk ' .
. v «
o ; .
-code as '2° L
ey
. -
v 'R
L . . Y
L
., ® g
- -
. - h
- . : 4
. * R
" 13 . - ﬁ
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, APPENDIX J .
-
ESQ -CODING, EDITING AMD WEIGHTING SPECIFICATIONS
. ;
'3 ’ .
Field tame | tength [ Bytese 1 N Coding g Heighting ..
] . . - Tr o
“ Note: For all item responses: marked = 1; unmarked ‘
- = 0; ’
’®  Student Information —t .
Schoo! Data 7 1-7 -code as bla ) -
School ID 2 8-9 -sequential &ric code geared to IRF assignments - - ) .
Student #0 . 5 10-14 [ -sequential Bric cod®within schools * .
”E;ﬂ;dtn L1 15 -yes = 1, nu = 0, no response = 0; if NO or no response) ’ ‘\
2 . code ‘9* to A4 3AS R ’ i y .
L <
:?;e[::ed 2 16-17 -code actual number 0 < n < 98; no respon.se =99, % 1 .v"'! ) N ) ’ )
- 3)?542;'0255 2 18-19 | -code actual nunber‘: n £98; no rewo_r'\se_'_-_.t 99 » ‘ ) i - . '
3)status 1 20 -parttime = 1; fylitime = 2; no response = 9 :j *
5)Res ident 1 21 -resident Q%onresidenf ‘0; doesn't know = 8; . S - i
no respont . A | PR '
i 6)5ex 1 179 -male = 1; female = 2; no response = 9; more than one ) “
- ’ response = 9° R i
: . }NOTE;' For all item responses; ‘9’
o’ ‘ not Included in n; unmarked (0') -
. . and 8" are included in n ufm <
¥ ) " P :
lopic | - Refund Policies and Procedures i : p
\tems la-le 5 22-26 | +if a1l unmarked® code '9' to 14 go' to ;opté 2 | -
-if any a-1c are mrke‘pode ‘0’ and e. Q £q
23 .
-else, code ‘8"™to 2a-4 ob,to topic Lo
[tems 2a-2¢ k) 27-29 -if all are unmarked or,m A b F4
'9' to 2a-4f and go to top :
-if only 22 is marked, code ’ .
-else, code '8' to 3a-4f and
Items Ja-3le 5 30-34 -if all are unmarked, cole kQ /
-if any of 3a-3c aFe narke - '
L ] to 4a
Items 14-4f 35-40 -1f none are marked. co
-if_,any one*
-if more thin
da-af
. - ) L
roglc 2 - Recruiting ang Aamims e
Items la-Te 5 | araas -
ltems 2a-2f 6- §46-51
° lopic 3 - Instructional Staff
Fems 1ec1d 4] 5255
" Items 2a-2d ‘) 56-59 -4f none are marked‘@de '."_ N 1
- i e ~if any YES'fjre markeg o
It a- 3d 4 60-63 # ne a;; marked, cod
. \ ked
- ny gore mar s

ERI
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Items la-1g .| ss-70
e b B non
ftems Ta-3n a 74-81
= ) 1“*1
. )

-

*pic 4 - Written Oisclosure

(?) -

-if none are marked or more t.nan
' to la-lg’

9
-if} are marked or'fmre trun
19 2a-3n and go 'to topic 5%-

f - SH
‘fei ted '.'_ “
O?weigh#a. .\

4 @wrﬂ )

«if YES {is marked, go to lJa e K s
¢else. code '8' to 3a-3n and go 8k ic S -
f none age marked,ggode. '9'& 32,30
Nt any 3a-3f are ried, Code '0' to X ;
[y T
. “ -
/:-Y-l ‘
[ s“d
* Ly
il 4
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T Field Name I Leném [estes | . Coding .4 g Q@ ‘ <« .
'l' B hERFS ,_.E - S
A Topic 5.~ Swdent 0r1enmt1on S . g . 4 @f
_ - 1tems lq,-!c 3 82-84 -if none or more than one are mrk Sﬁe ‘9’ to ‘ la(l){ 0
T o ta-39, go to:tepig’6 - . & . & 1b(2) - 3 e
| P o ) -if YES is marked, go to 2a W ’ . \ 1c(3) - not -\
: g . > |-el¥l, code '8 to 2a-3g and_go ‘to topicp6 : ) weighted
ltems. 2a-2f .6 85-90  |-if none are.marked, code '9’ fo Z- 39490 fo' topic 6 - 2a(4) - 0 o -
[ - O ]-if-amy of 2a-2d are mrked;,code 0 Jto Ze-2f b(5 0
SR L Ie3f-2a s m{kcd. go to 3a - & J 2c(s 0 t meighted
v fleise,. code '8' to 3a-3g and !to wp1c 6 2d(7 4 R
21T e 3a-3g 7 - . §~iE novie are.marked, code to 3a-39 2e(8)
S o drlE a0y Yode marked, cng 'o' o 33 - 2f(9) Mot :
, il . 'v.,p . o s
£ v Topic 6 - Equipnent aad F h ',, P . . I 2 . ) e o
_ - ltems 1a-1d 8 L 982201 f-1f nohe or- Wu&,wmkea code *9* t¥1a-18| 1a(1) - 2 .. FA(8) - not Heiggred - ¢
e Items 2a-2d- 4> L102-105 ]-1¢ none or one are'marked, code '9' to 2a-2d | 1b(2 3a(9) - not weighted
. Items 3a-3d 3. 706-108 }-if none o an -one are;warked, code '9' to 3a-4cd 1c(3 "3b(10)- not weighted -
g : : 90 to tophe 774 Co- 14(4) - not Jc(H)- not weighted :
. Sfif YEST s mark xo 4 . »  weighted 4a$ -
! -elge, code ‘8" Yo a-4c an 4o topic 7 ) Zassg -2 13)- 1 :
Items da-dc 3. 3 109-11)- |-if none or more than vne are marked, code '9' to 4a-4c’] 2b(6) - 1 4c(14)-- not veighted o
% B R ' 2c(7) -0
Topic 7 - Job Placement Service 7 .
p t Service 4 : .- .
Items la-1d ‘4 112-115 [-1f none or more than one are marked. code W' to la-2hj la(1) - ? 2c(7) -0
. go to topic 8 B 2; 0 2d(8) - 0 N
-if YES is marked, go to 2a 1¢(3) - 0 2e(9) -0
-else, code '8’ 2a-2h and go_to topic 8 T 1d(4) - not 2€(10)- 2¢ % -
[tems 2a-2h 8 -4 116-123 f-if none are . code '9' to 2a-2h weighted 2g9(11)- 1 A
‘ . . ]-if any 2a-2f are marked, code '0* to 2g-2h \ 2a(5) - 0 Zh(IZ)- not’lnelghted
_ x . 2b(6) - 0 , .
4 . L
Topic 8 - Evertising Practices - o ¥ . : "
Items la-le 5 124-128 [aif none’m marked, code *9' to la-le 1a(1) - 2 2a(f) -3 ’
-1f any 8f la-1d are marked, code '0' to le 1b(2) -~ 2 2b ; -2
. ltems 2a-2g B 7 129-135 }-if none are marked, code g to all 2a-29 1¢(3) - 2. . 2c(8) -~ 2 .
: -{if any of 2a-2e are marked, code '0' to 2f-2g- wm -1 24(9) - 1 »
le(5) - 0 2¢(10)- 1 ’ .
» 2F(11)- 0 -
»* % " 29(12)- not ne1ghted L
: . . .
Topic 9 - Staff Stability . o e -
> Itesg la-lh 8 136-183 [-1f"hone or more than one are ma ke’mode '9* to la-Wifl1a(1) - 0 llg§7§¢"4’.,-,_“_':;"7 E ?
e {tems 2a-2c i 3 '_I’-HG ~if none or mgre than one are marked, code '9% tg 2a-2c }:ﬁi(— ; ;D‘\ gr;gotwﬂghtg%
D\ : ‘ T - lafe) - 3 2b¥10;- 0 ]
°. le(5) -3 2c(11)- not weighte
L » . . .,’ P - 1(6) - 4 R -
DR . ' - - .
. Top1?lO'- Status Representation » - " , 2 "J,"
# Items la-lc 3 147-149' -if nope o F more than one are ﬁarked {o la-Zf. la(1) < nof ’f 3a(10)- not we'lghted;, "
. . go to 34 - . ¥ . weighted 3b(11)- not weighted™
) -if YES marked, go to 2a gl Y ‘P1b(2) - not 3c(12)- not ve1ghted
. 2 -else, code '8' to 2a-2f and go to 3a "3' weighted 4a{13)~ 0
Items 2a-2f 6 150~155 |-if none are marked, code '9' to 2a-2f - & ' 'g‘e o !c(3) < not 4b(14)- 0 .
~-if any of 2a-2d are marked, code '0' to 2e-2f P v 'weighted 4¢ 15)- 1.
Items 3a-3c 3 156-158 J-1f none are marked, code '9#0 all 3a-4f, go to ", 2a(4) - 0 4d(16)"3 '~ A
. . “ topic 11" b s - . 4e(17)- not weighted
-if YES marked, go to dagh 2¢ 6; - 3L af 16)- not we19hted
-else, code '8' to 4a-4f and go to topice 1& p)
Items 4a-4f 6 159-164 J-i -are marked, cole '9' to 4a-4f } ; - nu 19hted .
\ "~ |-if any of 4a-4d are marked, code '0° to de-4f eionted”. L 8 .
¥ / ' % Atheto P L) %,‘
. pic. 1} item responses are
. Topic 1 - Consumer Sﬁsfactg . + |weighted, t".lifferently those of . -
. - - ' g H )
Itemsgla-le 5 | J65-16%:[-if none or more than ong are marked, code '9' to la-lg'| Other topigs. Three separate 2
ltoms 24-2¢ 5 - ﬁdm-m -if none or more than o are marked, code '9' to 2a-2e | Scores are deveioped as follows: % g
Items 3a-3d § 175-178 -1(,*’0'«.- or more than one are marked, code ‘9’ to 3a-3d{ If la = ] then Score 1 =B, .
¥ LA, : ' - If 1b = 1 then Score 1 = 1. -
o E . » 9 if Ic = 1 then Scgre 1 = 2,
A 4 . . If 1d = T then Score 1 = 3.
o T ) - 1f le.lthenScozl-B. * &k
e & E1se-Score 1 = 9, .
) R - =3 g
. If 2a = 1 then Score 2 = 0 mh-IthenScoreJ-.'i. -
! PR If 2 = 1 then Score 2 » 1. If 3 = | then Score 3 = 2. [
. If 2c = ) then Score 2 =25 1f 3 # 1 then Scals <
i .« ® Jf 2d = 1 then Score 2 = 3. 1f.3d.2 1 then Score 3 = 0. * 4
. . 3 " If 2e = 14then Score 2 = @, f.m,scqre 3 '9 :
.- : Els_g Score 2 = 9. » : € ,
L - : o $..
. ' PR % -»-j;,,;., . . . . B "A'W‘
l : A g-2 4 . _
’ -
Q , - , < .
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© I GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN Reﬂom ‘v
‘ — ~ e
‘AIES Accreditation“and Institutional l']igibih't_y Staff (now DEAE) . .
' -AIR - Amer1can Institutes fog Research v ‘ ‘
' BEOG - - Bas1c Educatmna] Opportunity Grant - b, T -
CWS - Coliege Work Study oo N P
~~Department of Health, Educatwn and Welfare : '
E - Division of Eligibility and Agency Evaluation. (formerl*?\I'ES) N
ECS - Education Comisswn of the States .
- ESQ ’ _Enrolled Student Quest1onna1g PR :
. ¥ FICE -mFede al Interagendy Committee ok Education - . -
" FTC' * - Federal Trade @mission ag - S s : - %
$SL 4 - Guaranteed Student Loan R o o
. HEGIS - H1gher Education Genera] Information Surv : i |
® , ICAS - Information Coﬂectwn Ana]ys1s a‘ld Sharmg System e _ '
“ IRF - Institutional Report Form . - ~ o4 R R
~ NACEPD - Natiional Advisory.Council on Education. Professwns Deve]opment
v “NCES- - National r*for Educational. Stat1st1cs T . :
.NCS - Matwnal Computer Systems ey e At
NOSL. - Nat1‘ona1_aefense Student Loan | o
OCA - Office of Consumer Af¥airs, DHEW
OMB + - Office of Hanagement and Budget
SP;?S; - Statistical Package for the Sogial Sc1eg:es
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Introduction

v

Th1s form is des1gned to serve as the basis for on-site assessments of

the corsumer prote_ﬁtmn policies- and practlkes of postsecondary. educational ..

1nst1tut1ons It is meant to be used by officials of government regulatory ‘

agencies or @y members of non-governmental accreditation teams in conjunction .

with their inspection visits to"instjﬁgu_tions which areg1g1ble for or are v :

applying for eligibility for federal student assistan:: rograms. The uses” ‘°~°ﬁ b ,;

of the items in this form and their scqring and. ana]ys1s procedures are de- ‘
b ~ scribed im Separate users gmdes, these gu1des should be studied in detaﬂ

‘ before attempt1ng any 1nst1tut1d‘ha1 assessments. T .

> . . R - v .
s

Sém of the items m%tms form may be completed on the bas1s of an 1nter-
: v1ew mth officials of an‘lnst1tut1on to be assessed -.Other, items require,
that you acquire and read the 1nstxtutton s. ca,talog, certa1n written, polic " o
statements* (if they are- .‘aa }ab}gjf: andi' repnesentaﬁ:fve advert1s1ng copy (i ?
avaﬂab]e)' Depend1ng on ‘thé s1ze of the ingtitutio Fand its® comp]ex1ty, >
completmg the form /vH take from under 30 ’nutes to-uovep 5twg hours ' c

o,

"E' One pmfpose of the ’form is "tojstimulate an<institution's own efforts to ‘
. proté&:t the &mer ;1ghts i1t§students and prospecth students. No=1n- |
' st1tut1on is. perfect in this regard. Therefore, you are urged to share all
. aquestwns with officials of the 1nst1tut1on be1ng assessed this sharmg ca,n

< .
E’v‘“ .

he]p them to bring about any needed improvemenr.s voluntarﬂy ‘ B . . -"
Ry I Each top1c in the form s 1ntroduced by 0br1ef rationale exp]gmmg ‘the
' e nature T the potent1a1 abdse. it is des1gned to(d%tect Hh’ere theré may be '1- R
questions about . the meamng--‘ ,;-a‘n item,, 1nte:]eier notes arehn‘sehted -Mos t '
item response oRg ions mclui':e ‘a provrsion for cases where the item® 'ls not ap-
' phcab]e to the 1ns,t1tut - be'mg assessed as a generh ru]ﬁ if "not app]f‘ . e
'.cable response opt;ons ‘re not\prov1ded, and the 1tem does . not app]y, ledve " :
the item b]ank However, omiSs&bns shoqu be ?md;ﬂ wh)nev&r -possible.

e
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"\-—— r B
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’ " Refund Policies and Practices

. n

}?atwnale for thiswtopic: One of the most common sources of student complaints’ .
& about postsevondary edu‘twnal experiences is zns;‘l,tutwnal fatlure to refund

tuition and fee payments. Instjtutions are clearly justified in reéquiring . : Ty

advgnee tuition and ,(:ge payments and retaining a portion of these payments to S .

eover processing costa in the event a student withdraws for reasonable cause.
However, it 18 generally agreed Mnsmfmtwm should have a wmtten

.refund polwy statzng clearly when and unfler what conditions refunds szZ be
granted and should make timely refunds (without inordinate delay) to students. ’ _
, who abide by stated insf tutional policy. There i5. leé;\gemralragrgmeﬁg :_' S
g but strong support for "pro rata" refund polwzes, in z;hzc‘fl §1;udents pécewe a
refind equal in proportzon to the perce@e pf prepgzd znsbyuetwn they dzd
g: not.receive, minus a faw amount to reimbiirse znstztutwnat process'ing bosts.
, * P —
1. Does th1s ﬁnshtutmn require students to pay or othermse obligate to
pay any of the following fees or charges ~advance of*enrolMment or

class attendance?‘ Fill in oné oval for each option.

. No Ye” ‘ - ; 4 ®

Resident tuition or tuition genemlly apmhcable to all students

v oA

la () 0
‘.ib- 0: 0 Non-res1dent tuition or tu1t1on paﬂ..mly by.certain groups of

) v - students , . - iy
e 0 ‘0 Room and board charge; or deposits. ' . s
.1dv () 0 Applfcation or registration s in excess of $50.

_Ie ‘0. 0 Other- requn'ed student fees 1n excess, of $50 (exclxdfng books).,'_-‘_

£ ;-'-f' : \\. . te '

mIf you f1'lled m "no" to all the opt1ons above, sk'lp the fo]]owmg three ' SR
'(tems and ga on to page 4, Advert1s1ng Poﬁmq; and Pract1ces. T ke T
‘) s,, - ' ‘ * ) : . !
3 Does . th1s mst1tu~t1on have a vih‘t't@ refund policy : r{egard'lng all those io: -
AR .4"‘, a
fees fo1’r' wh1ch "yes" was checked in:item 1? Fill in one oval. . - :
| v /c{’ .
o o ves . o N s
2a 0 . : ‘ , - e ~ ot ) : . +Q‘\.
] ¢ o .

If you filled in "no™ téﬁtem 2 above, €ip the fol ow1ng&wo 1temsd .
to page 4. Advert'lsmg PoHc‘Iea.and ﬂractmeﬁi *

EMC o MG S d




N

3. How is the written refund policy made avaﬂab]e to students" Ffi] in
one oval( for each option. ' _ — —

No “Yes - . :
0 It is ma de avaﬂab]e for pubhc 1nspect1on at the 1nst1tut1on.
0 1t 1s pr1nted in. ‘the school! s,,general cata]og or buHet1n

0 It s d:fs{mbuted to.all &nrolled Students.
. 0.

It is d1str1buted to all prospectwe s.tudents ) %\ :
4, Does this. sdinstitution’'s written refund po]fcy specify the following items?
. Fill in one ova] f0r each opt1on aft' r.’admg the po114‘statem€nt;$§ .
No *?es . "‘ o G 5 .
4’0 0 Those fees -and charges wh1ch are nj‘ r undﬂ‘b]e
. 4b 0 0 - ATl conditions which students must megt to obtain r funds
s '4c 0 -0 How to proper]y app]y for a refund. .
4d " () 0’ A refund formula by which students pay, in effect, on]y for
- ., the instructio® they have actuaH_y had the opportumty to
recei vg A 47
2e 0 .0 Any non-refundabie apphcatmn _processing faée or other types
. of non-refundable student fees exceeding $50.
s 4f 0 0 A limitation on- the time allowed between receipt of a v hd
' T refund request and the issuance of" a refund.
Ratﬁ:o.ndle for itan 4; These -are aspects of a refund policy which are deszr- |
able j‘or all mstztud:w wﬁwh collect fees in advgnce. Students neeti to ™
. khow#ohen they qualify for a refund and how they must apply for zt Alsg,
8tudents shou'Ld be able to assume ‘thgt institutions will. .process’ vahd refunds
‘J‘requests within a reasonable pemod twle Large non—;'gfundable appiwatwn
or processmg fees should be avoz,d and s ld never be applted 52 thout ampZe
ddvance notice to enrollecs’ and tudents ' ratad’ tuzﬁon ref und policies |
# - are requzred for veterans red TURRG bertef‘bts from. the Veterarteﬂdmmwt:mtwn
St ang. -are igllped on propmetargé scho@lh some states to curbm use of

' gell" techrnques by sales re@resgntatives.

’y
{
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X,

.?atzonale f‘or this topte: -~More” and m)re schools dre usim aaver’tzszng as &°
techmque to inerease er&Zments Abusive adveptising occurs When f‘alse, _
msleadzng, or unsubstantiated claims are ‘made, whether or.not the abuse i5.
‘intentional. All znstztutzans which use. the publzc medza in a#temptmg to

_ attract s%udents should be aware that certain specific practzces (which Cll"e
" "_—m faet zZZegaZ in a number of states) inmvolvesa pote’ntzal for’lbuse If .

| the institutily  ichooses to use them anywcty regulatory bodies and conszpﬁe
should be mad awqre of‘ the fact. Eurthe the Chzef Executive Of‘f‘zcer Of
an znstztutwn slfouZd be responszble for the advertzszng practices of that .
: mstztutzon If advertzszng 18 released without the director's r'emew eﬁ?ec' o
- <ally by personnel who stand to gain from increased enrollment, there is a |
hz*r probabz,y that misleading advertising will resuit '

- | ‘ s (‘l .'

4

T

_%‘1;- Does this 1nst1tut1on use the fo]]ow1 g advertising techmques in attract- *
e ~*ng apphcants for admission? Fill- in\one oval for each option, after
- ﬁ readmg a representatwe sample of th 1nst1tut1on 3 advérusmg. if pos~
" sible.%.. . T S
w_.\!«’,_ .. L. E”“' . L@ ‘
'No‘ Yes R ¢ .
- 1a ) 0 - C]ass1ﬁed ads m the “He]p Wanted" s§tt1on of the newspapers g T
oo , *  not, for employed positions at the institution,, but to obtain S
’ ' ) Teads" on -potentia¥ students. ‘ : \ .o ’
4
~. 1 { 0 Compet1 tions or contests in which virtually, everyOne "wins,"
L designed on]y to stunulfat?e enrollments. o .
. . 1e 0 0  Testimonials or endocsemgﬁz’s -by persons who id nOt, _M fact,
: ) attend this igsti tuf‘lbn§ . 5
1d () 0 - Dffers of limited time d_jscounts" on tu1t1on charges, room B
. ind board charges, etc. v . . Q. .
N : . vl T ‘ : N .
. - & . - i ve ‘ . o o
% ~ 2. Does th1s 1nst1tut1on ma,ke tbe fq,”]nmng s;tatemeﬁtsi inzany of its adver- . |
B tlsmg? F1Tl in one oval for each option, after reading a representatﬂ/e N
' ' §amp1e of the. institution's advertising, #®possible. : R
v, .
No Yes: Th#'s institution does no advertising of any type (1nc1ud1n9 -*, ‘ ‘
oL i‘professmna] Jjournal or fe]ephone directory notices). \ - .
K 'gc; 0 Ju"o 0 Completmg the education or training. gffered at. this in- :
E ‘ ) ‘ st1tut1on guarahtees emp'ltyment ,.,.- ™ ’ 4
. # _4 [ ; Ly
¢ & . ~ .
4 R ‘ 190 . @-k‘ s,
W " ~ o,
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< TNo Yes L. This ‘institution does no advert1s1ng of any type (1nc'lud1ng ’ ‘
: . profess1ona1 journal or telephone d1reotory not1ces), v

&b 0‘ . 0 . Comp]etmg the education or tnaining offered at this. 1n- .
. ¢ 70+ 'stitution is likely to lead to emp]oyment. w1thout pre-= - -
_Senting accurate supferting data. .. : -

2 % 0 . 0 There are ties or connect1ons between this 1nst1tut10n oot
-4 'and 'specific emplogers which will result in special ems-. -

“ ployment considerations for graduates when in fact there e

¥~ areno such ties. o -

ad (0 0 0 Scho]arsmps or. oﬁ@er forms of no-cost f1hanc1a1 ass1stance¢ '
’ o . : are avaﬂabTe,,when in fact they have not. beq awardecf U
S . dur1ng the past yeara S P

T-he edpcatmna] program is super1or.to the educat'wna] prg,.., _;;.«‘
g_ram bffered at: compet1m institutions. 2 . :

: __?0 e 0°"""Recogntzed experts or other - “types of well- K ‘“&r?ons are.
e on the teaching fdculty, when in fact they have mo teachup
e * responsjbilities. 3 e =' |

e ‘% SO

adl.‘lmstratwe level for examp]e, d1str1ct or: corporate off1ce) review na‘w ‘\
advertising copy before it is reyeased? Fﬂ] 1n one oval for each oprtwn 3 ~5
- BRI 1l KIN
No Yes —This institution doe‘é no advert1s1ng of “any type (i ncludmg .

' profeSS1 °"¥ Journal or telephone d1rectory notﬁ-ce

. RN S a‘ﬁ" LR R
sa Q 0. 0 Sope or mest of it. ‘ e T
% 0 0 .0 ANlofit. . . . S R 5
. . L ) L- _)- . ¢

>
¢ T o
- © PR
. - - b
il :
0 AR '
* i ¢ . .
’ » q N . ‘
> ) ' ] V # RA.
-«
a
. ° i‘
> : ’
v ) \ )
. ‘ ; . &
b ' L . ) N .
. . 5;7‘.3‘ R ) -
. M ! .
L4 - ~
M g
'
» . » - e ~ L4
. g 191°. o = .
: e . %Q\
) -, A, -
g . ooed N T
-~ . . M-6 - ». . ]
\ . e .t
* ‘ - - - -




/ - ] : s

e e ey

Rattionale for tﬁis topic: There is a fine line between tnnovatzve, actzve

admissions practzces and abusive admissions practices. The latter are one

) of the most frequently cited topics of student camplatnts, yet active recruzt-'
“ment is becoming more and more essential fbr znstttuttonal survtval in this

time of declining emrollments. . The present tOptc area attempts to anuzre

about teci.zrnques which have a high potential for causzng abuse, as sj‘zfdged.by

1.

2b

2e

.7(a
if

4.

da

common sense, recent Ziterature, and documented student eompZaints.

\

Does th1s institut ion employ admissions representat1ves whose ‘compensation
i
or salary is based wholly or in ﬁart on commissions? Fill in one oval.

No ,Yes b . ¢ //ffy
et 0 0 . A

' i - Y i .
How are these commissions calculated? Fill in one oval fe;/;ﬁ?ﬁ optiofi.

No Yes _ .
0 0 They are based on the number of students enrof Ad. ' »
0 O

They are based on the number of students enn@i¥led who actually
attend classes. ' ‘ ‘ .

0 0 They are based on the number of students . eprolled who graduate.

, . N
~ Does this institution have a written policy which 48verns recruiting and/or
admissions practices? Fill in one oval. f ‘

No Yes ) J/

0 0 o i

'you filled in "no" to item 3 above, skip item 4; nd go on to item 5.
. /

¥

ePo

Does this institution's written recruiting and/or admissions policy. épécify
the fo]low1ng items? Fill in one oval for each option, after réading the
po]ii¥ statement, 7

No Yes . N
0 0 A code of ethics wh1ch p ohibits certain recruiting/admissions
) practices. . ,
M-7
N\ . ‘ .oa
1192 ; ra
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“No 'Yes??'":""--. < ; ] X
b 0 0 . A requ1rement that prospect1ve students talk to a stbff member,
Y L - at the institution, prior to enroll1ng

gc (. 0 - The comp]et1on of a s1gned enroliment agreement wh1ch descr1bes
i _ costs, .payment requirements, and educatioral services to be
prov1ded by the institution. :
. s

5. Does th1s institution have a policy- of regu?ar]y admitting students who
do nat meet Stated adm1ss1ons requ1rements7 Fild in one oval.

i No Yes ' | Th1s 1pst1tutJon has no stated admissions_requirements.'

o w g T

If you fille 1n "no! or "no stated admissions requ1rements" to item 5 above,
skip the. fol ow1ng jtem and go on to page8 fistruct1ona1 Staff Evaluation !

\

Pract]ces

6. For students who do not\mee stated admissions'requirements, but are ad-
mitted under a spec1a1 adm1ss1ons po]1cy, are the following courses pro-
vided? Filt¥ in one oval f&? each option. i

~~—

No .y v
6a 0 40 " Courses or sect1ons offer1ng remedial 1nstruct1on in basic
. English. :
6b 0 -0 . Courses or sections offer1ng remed1a1 instruction 1n bagic
mathematics. . S
6c 0 -0 - Special academic tutor:ng programs offering remed1a1 indtrue-
v © tion related to students' needs. * .

, .
Ratiomale for items § and 6: If an institution has an essentially‘ "open"
admissions policy, then it should also have remedial services tF assist- stu-
dents who may be underqualified. Failure to do so may be taking unfair advan-
tage of undérqualzfied students in the pretense of "giving them an opportunzty."

{ ‘ o '1.9:3.‘ . : ¢

M-8
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In‘;u'llCthnal Staff EV’aluation Practlces S

*

Rationale for this topiec: Unqualified and urmotivated staff'provoke many
student complaznts, but the determination Qf staff quaszicatzons and motz—
vation, like :?? determination of quality bf educational program, 18 prob-

 lematic and bejond the scope of this form. -However, there avpear to:he certain .
y steps whzch can’ be taken to evaluate and improve znstructtonal staff. All

Tnstitutions should carry-out such steps‘as a matter of znstztutzonal pochy
. S .

e formal salary and/ér tenure and/or rank. reV1ew policies

>

criterion in

~of this institution? Fill in one oval.
No Yes 4 his 1nstitu{jqn has no formal salary/tenure/rank review

licies. " L

i

K4
P4

la 0 0~

*
L]

2. Is teach1ng competence systemat1ca1]y evaluated by the fo]]ow1ng groups
at this 1nst1tut1on7 Fill in one oval for each opt1on

‘No Yes ° \ L . ) N /
2a () 0 By administrative staff. .
% 0 0 - By other faculty of the same department or program.
2c () 0 By students. ' | ”
2d () 0 By graduates. ' :
2* 0 © (Q By self-ratings. ]
2f 0 Other, please describe on the last page of the questionnaire.

If you filled in "no" to "by students" in item 2 above, skip the fd]]dwing
two items and go on to page 10, Disclosure in Written Documents. ‘

3. Are student evaluations of teaching faculty members conducted on a regu-
lar basis (for example, yearly, at the end-oﬁ&eéch course, etc.)? Fil

in one oval. S
3
No Yes
3a () 0 ‘ _
. If you filled in "no" to item .3 above, skipsthe following +tem and go on to
page 10, Disclosure in Written’Documents. . K
, M-9 ‘ “ o 5
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4 "Does the ‘system of evaluation .of 1nstrucfbrs by stuaents 1ncTude the e

fo]low1ng prov1s1ons7 F111 in one oval for each opt1on

NO// Yes .- '\ '.j . ‘ " - B . , . . -7 . -
da. 0 Anonymous student responding. - S )
a0 0 " Objective student respond1ng (for examp]e, ‘on mach1ne
s o . scored answer sheets) '
g¢c 0 . 0. - Eva]uatlons of all full-time faculty members
| , ',Ttere are no part-time faculty members. o
dd (- é{- Evaluatiors of all part-time faculty members (for exqpple. _
: adJunct faculty members). g L ,
-~ T .
., ]

14
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Disclosure in Written Documents - * .

RatwnaZe f‘or thzs topzc Lack of adequate dzchosur'e by an institution can
be: zntentzonal or unintentional. If it is zntent'z,onaZ and students are misTed

tant decistons

_as a result, the result is consumer fraud Much more cammon are sPtuations
in which lack of, adequate dzchosure zs umntentzonal and students make impor-

ed on faulty or no znformatwn Student anger when the true

<
facts become known is no less Justzfzed under these cwcwnstances than under

czrcumstances of {ntentional. fraud ALl institutions- should, as a routzne

'pochy, discldse gertat

'zmportant facts, both to prospective en.roZZees and

Z-ready enrolled students. Ner shouZd students have to exert unreasonable

effort to seek out these factss. they shouZd be written cZearZy, in common

/

“Eng lish, and Jharded, f‘ree, to aZZ )

L

Intewzewer note: The ztems beZow 'do not ask whether pcmtwular condi tions

.or .services e.mst at the znstztutwn, but, whether their existence or non-exis-

tence is adequateZy dzsclosed ;n -pubch documents.

1a
1B

le

. 1d

Ze

1f

Ig

1h

&

-

Does this 1nst1tuﬂ1on d1sclose 1nfonnat1on on the fo]]ow1ng topics in its
general catalog, bu]]et1n or bas1c pub]1c 1nformat1on document or a com-
bination of these? Fill in pne oval fpr each opt10n after read1ng the,
appropmat? documents. . ! ’ '

’ N
. No Yesv/ : N AR ey
0 ) Name.and address’ of schgol. .
0 0 Date of publication of/the document.
0 0 School ca]endar‘ihcluaing heginning and ending dates of classes-
: ‘ and programs, holidays, and other dates of importance.
0. 0 A statement of inst tutional phi]osophy and program obJect1ves
‘0O - 0 A brief descr1pt1o of the school's physical facilities.
0-. 0 An accurate 1ist pf_ all courses actually offered, or all sub-
o Ject areas actua}ly taught if seEErate courses do not exist.
0 0 An ind1cat1on off when specific reduired courses will’ not be
offered (if therd are no’Tequ1red"course& fill in "yes").
0 O -Educat1ona1 coptent of each course, or of the program 1f sepa-
’ rale courses not ex1st.
W
. \P“
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No

_Ji Y s W

,

1g
1k

11

Im

In

Ilo

Ip

1q

Ir

1s

1t

Iu
Iv
1w

Ix

1y

2a.

2a

o O o com o o

o o

.
<

. O o o o O o o o

OO OO OO

v

Yes '

-

OO OO OoO o

A

_Number of hours of instruction in each- céﬁ?se or - -in-the broF—‘””'

gram if separate courses do not exist, and length of time in

“hours, weeks, §r months normally required”for its completion.

An accurate 1isting of faculty who’ currently teach.
An indication of\the distinction between adjunct or part-time

- faculty and full-time faculty (1f this distinction does not

exist at this institution,-fill in "yes"). .

 Policies and procedures regarding ‘acceptability or non- accepta-

b111ty of credits from other institutions.

Genera] acceptab111ty or non-acceptability by other 1nst1tu-
tions of credits*earned at th1s institution.

Requirements for graduation.
Sfatement of certificates or diplomas awarded upon graduation.

Notice of all charges for which a student may be held respon-

sible (if no charges exist at this institution, fill in "yes"):

Financial aid programs actually available to students, or in-
structions on how to obtain such information. °

. . Y
Limitations on eligibility for firnancial aid programs, or in-
struttions on how to obtain such informagfonl ’

Grading system. . .
Policies relating to: o ’ -
Tardiness p
" Absences
Make-up work
Student conduct
~Termination A
Re- entry after term1nat1on

”

If there are any standard Timitations on post-tréining emp]oyméht oppor-
tunities for students at this institution (for examplé, medical or health
requ1rements, profess1ona] licensing reqYirements, apprent1cesh1ps. age,,
exper1ence, further tra1n1ng by employer, etc.), are these limitations
disclosed in the basic public information document(s) Fil 1?,ggg oval.

"No

0

Yes

0

—There are no standard limitations on post-training émploy-

. i’nent opportunities for students’ atf this institution.

o, -




»~

. 2b. If this 1nst1tut1on 1acksbspec1a11zed or proﬁess10na] course accred1ta- e

r

- . .

t1on ‘which- is- requ1red for post training-employment of ‘students, is this
lack disclosed in the pub11c 1n'ormat1on document(s) ~"Fi11-in-one -oval.

%" _ 10 The 1ack of spec1a11zed accred1tatfon is not d1sclosed
0 The ]ack ,of spec1a11zed accreditation is d1sc10sed

0 " Specialized or profess1ona4 course accreditation is not re-
quired for post- tra1n1ng employment in any of the courses of

Study offered at this institution, or all courses requiring
spec1a11zed accred1tat1on are so accred1ted

2c- "Does th1s 1nst1tut1on prov1de accurate descr1pt1ons of the ava11ab111ty

29.. and extent of the fOIIOW1ng student services in its basic pub11c infor- ’

mat1on document(s)? Fill in one oval for each opt1on ¢ ' 8

NG Yes \ENO service of this- type ex1sts at %h1s institution.

2 () 0 0 Job p]acement : . ‘-

2d ) 0 0- Student counseling s )

2 0. 0 0 D1n1ng faéilities (for example, a student cafeter1a Do
. ' ° not count vending machines.) L

of 0 0 0 Housing facilities )

2g 0 0 0 Park1ng facilities ,//

Note Items 2h, 21,, and 27, deal'mg wzth degréé-grantzng practzces, are
omitted from thzs form ‘ :

3. Are 1ncreases in any student fees in excess of $25 currently planned to

occur w1th1n the next year? . F11] in one ova]
- ;?f
No Yes . ®
3a : . .o ) L L e
O:_O . . .
If you filled in "no" to item'3‘above, skip item 4 and go on to item 5.

4§ Are the planned fee increases disclosed in wri t1ng to all students and

prospect1ve enro]]ees to whom they might apply? Fi1l in one oval.
No Yes . . ‘ . v
da: () _ O .o ‘ o . y
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»_"5,_ Does this institution make student loans, . either .directly- from‘the insti-~f S

- tution-or as alender for one ‘of the federal” or state student loan pro- .

grams’ Fill +dn one oval.

i
o e a
0 0 .
If you filled in "no" to 1tem,5 above skip the follow1ng item and go on to :
- page 14, Student 0r1entat1on Pract1ces ’ .

.. VI-
sa

'
‘.

6. Do all app]icanfs for student Joans (excluding short-term or- emergency -
loans) receive printed documents from the institution which disclose the
following, before any repayment ob11gat?on beg1ns’ F11l 1n one oval for

each option. .
Yes o ' o ‘, . - _ S
6a () 0  The effective annual 1oan interest rate.’ o
66 0 . 0 - Loan repayment obiigations. N
660 0 The process for repaymént of the loan. ' v 3
6d Q- 0 ~ The Tength of time allowed for-repayment. ’
ée () 0 The procedure for renegotiating the repayment schedule for
. the loan or deferred fees. | _ .
6&f 0 0 Procedures for deferment or cance]lat1on of port1ons of the
t /45/ loan or‘deferred fees, 1f necessary.
.69 0 Progedures for Toan or deferred fee collection wh1ch will be
‘ used in the eventyof failure to repay- ) ¥
‘ < ¢
Y
- 4 . —
4 .
M /
a , [ N
. Q
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Student Orientation Practices .

Wi e e e e e Do e L R T S

Ratiomale fbr this t/opic' area: Institutions Ahave' a responsibilit‘;:/ to engage-
in certain affzrmatzve student orzentatzgn practzces to insure that newly
] eurolled studénts are avare of etr. rtghts and responszbzlztzes The orien-
tat'z,on should espec'z,aZZy znclude presem&at'z,ons by students who have been en-
- roZZed prev'z,ously, 8o that they, can share their experzences and acquired -
knowledge of' the. pract!ces and polzczes of' the institution.

. . . - ~
. ]

-+ 5 .
' Al f . J s ]

P

Q 1. Does’ th1s 1nst1tut1on conduct a,program of orientation for incoming stu-

, dents7 Fin 1n one oval. - . o : ~
sNo ~ -Yes R \’ ’ e

:Za_ 0 0
If you f111ed in "no" to.item 1 abbve, skip the fql]ownng item and_go on to
page 15, Job P]acement Serv1ces and Follow- -Up of Graduates x_\_,ff' ’

> ) f

2. Does th1s student or1entat1on include the folPow1ng? F111 in one oval.

..~ for each option. T =
- o o . Y
T No Yes L - .
' "0 An or1entat1on newsletter or student handbook. ’V
£ -Oral presentat1ons or wri te;zdocuments prepared by students
. who have  attended the institution recently.

0
0
2 () 0 gﬁstruct1ons on how. and where to voice comp1a1nts and gr1ev-’
nces .
0

: . O Instruct1ons on hoy to obta1n 1nformat15n on ava11ab1e student
' - f1nanc1a1 ‘aid.
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Job Placement Sérvices and Follow-Up of Graduates. .

o

Rationale for this topiec ar Two_ related topic(’d.reas'a.re actually covered

here. If inspitytione do not Xlaim to offer placement assistance, it is of
course not mandatory that £hey Xo so. ‘If placement assistance 1:_8 offered,
it should consist of ertain essential servic‘es lest it be o\zothing more ~than'

a shoddy sales gimmick. Regardless of. whet}zer or not pZacement assistance

o .

18 offered, follow-through (or folldw-up of qraduates and alumni) zs essential

as a method for evaluating the reZezJancg and effectweness of an institution’s
educational programs. SaanZzng and new student f‘oZZow‘p techmqmes make Such
foZZow-through a possibility for all znstttuttons
1. -Does this institution state that it offers jpb»placement services or other
Placement assistance to students in finding. jobs? Fill in one oval.

No' Yes ,- - o B . \
laﬂ 0 o ST ] ~_ '
If you filled in "no" to 1tem 1 above, sk1p 1tem 2 aéé\go on to item 3. ’ .
#?r Does the\b%acement ass1stance offered by th1s‘unst1tut1on 1nc1ude the fol-
' lowing ‘aspects? F111 in pne oval. for each option. » 'fﬁ

14

A fee for the assistance.
Formal training in job- seek1ng and job- hold1ng sk1lls
Seeking°out and/or contacting prospective emp]oyers.
Mak1n§'50b 1nterv1ew appo1ntments for ]nd1v1dua1 students
. Referral to a commercial p]acement service which charges a fee.

Collation and distribution of "Help Wanted" .ads from new5papers
‘as the only placement ass1stance offered . .

2 "> Assistance in finding part-time jobs. : .
-\%;: > id ! r.

- 2h 255[;0*’f ggc;r, please descr1be 1n “the Space prov1ded at the(end of the
S ] -y " ’ -
. » g } »
<. ) - : ,’ 501 - “ . .
. L M-16 . ' .
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Rationale for item 2:° Genuzne pZacement assistance -op servzee .performs at ’

_— — - -

“least “the minimal: fhnctzons of'Job development (contactzng prospectzve em- ““'“ji” -
:pZoyers regardzng posszble openings), training in job seeking and mazntenance .
slf1,4ls, and scheduling interviews for students, for both part-time and full-
‘time' jobs. Any pZacement asszstance or service which does’ not perforin thesé®

functions is zn dang{& of being a charade, and calling it "placement" issa

3

p&tentzal abuse y : /

3. Does this insti tut1on systemat1ca]1_y co]lect data on the emp]oyment suc-
cess (however defined) of persons in its occupat1ona] or profess1ona]
preparatwn programs? Fin 1n one oval for each opt1on

“A

_ 'ﬂ_ No Yes ,' Th1s 1nst1tut1on current]y has no occupa‘twna] or profes-
- B s1ona1 preparation students or graduates
3a 0 - 0 . ( Former students who did not graduate. i
. 3bl 0 0' (>- "Recent graduates (within one ﬂyear of graduation).- .
. e '0 0 0.0 Recent gradua-tes' (within five yeﬂars of graduation)'. s .

v . - . -ty
o
K

‘ Ratzonale‘fbr ztem & With the- efjiczency of‘modern samplzng and fb?low-upv’ ,
- technzques, even lack of a large et is no excuse for ngt trying to coZZect
some data,on the ultimate desired: tcome of occupational or professzopal prep-

d;atzon programs--emploament success.

. o . -
. o . .

4. .Does this institution systematically collect data on the numb 5 and char-
acter1st1cs of students who drop out \pf the school at the t1me ‘they 1eave

’ 7or soon thereafter? Fill in one oval’ for each option. - * :
No Yes ‘ ’ ‘f " ‘v S ' )
a0 0 Forvaldystudents enrolled in occupat1ona] or- profes’s1ona] prep-
. T arati programs or maJors \ « ;
@/ 0 0 For aH enrolled students regard]ess of program or maJor
< & " e
] - '
. »>
~ N 1S
202 . ° .3
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Regordkeeping Practices . .,

N . . . , . .

Rationale for this topic Institutions whwh do no;“adequately maznta.tn stu-. _

dent records-in a central location make it e:ctremely dszwult for current .

arid former students to access them when there is d need to do so. Moreéver,

zf an znstztutwn should cease operatwns, lack of a. record mazntenance polwy ot

can cause gr'eat ineonvenience and even abuse of current and former students, o ‘

who are unable to secure necessqry proof of thew past education. C « o
N :

1. Are 1ndW1dua1 student records mainta1ned wh1ch conta1n the fo]]owmg

items?” Fﬂ] 1n one oval for each opt1on L X ' . :
No Yes llo fees are charged by th1s 1nst'1tut1on _ oA
" Ia .0 0 Total fees pa1d by the student : o : _*‘,f", oox
1p 0 " ~Courses taken and completed or su%é‘_ct"’matter cove"red b_y ,' >
< C - the student. - <A
NO internships or supervised practice are offered by th1s {
; gmshtutmn o , ]
Ie () 0 Internships or other forms of supervised. profess1ona Lo ,”"
® practice. o
d 0 'O- : Academic cred1ts, grades, or indicators of sat1sFactory . 4
’ progress.earned by.théxstudent. hd K ‘ .
‘;No financial aid is” offered, by this 1nst1tut1on d1rect1y A
le () 0 R 0 Financial aid amounts, including loans rece1ved by the ,' *."*‘fﬁ'-
' ' , . Student directly from the 1nst1tut1on, if any. L R
1f 0 . Other, p]ease describe in’ the space prov1 ded at the end s,f SO
of the form. . .- - SRS
¥ pE g4
. . . 8 ) . 'i)fl " . - j ;"’:
2. Does this 1'nst1'tut1'on have & written policy F“ ma1nta1n1ng, or arrangmg “
for maintenancé of, individual student access ‘to records for a per1od of. ;,".g}
—.‘: et -’.~.,"f
at least two years in. the event of a school c]osure gr change of control? "J l‘.{‘?_xa
Fi11 in one oval/ | ‘ _ Cre | ?v 53 ST
. : ‘ A o .
“ - No' Yes L ' SR '3 -
@ pt0o 7 | RPN
- ' > - : W 1 . 2 33
N o . '-,' ,."
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“ Maintaining Stability of Instructional Staff
;. . :' . ) ‘.; . [} )
s t MRS
N R .
.. Hationale ®or this topic: One of the most disfx-bing educational experiences
° 7 10 the turnover of instructional staff duing oursé. Each turrover causes
"!éxtréme disruption a loss of eesentzai contzquzty Furthermore, excessiye -
stafj'znstabzlzty zs Q probable zndzcator qf dekper troubles in an institution.

- - ‘ ‘ e

ek LN - (l}n . \

‘1. During the previous calendar yedr4 how many. times was there unscheduled.
permanent change of instructor after instruction had begun (for reasons
other than i]lness or ‘death of original m*actor)" 'FHl in the number;

~if none, jenter as zero. =+ * ’
) "?"_Ja ,Number of times: V. ',." ' - ’ :
hd . . /.. . .‘ ¢ . R ) ’ ’ R
2. This represented what percentage of the total number=of in‘struc teach-
ing during that ca]endar year?e Fill in the percentage. if none. enter #s
rzero.

-

2a Percentage:
v

3. During the previous calendar year, did any unscheduled, Permanent. change
" of instructor occur in the same course or subject-area twice or ‘mote often
after instruction had begtn" Fill in one oval.

No Yes

sla 0 0. | . | ‘,

o . 204
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Representation of Current Approved or Accredited Status

ﬂ
b

Rationale’for ‘this topic: &dents 8hould be accumte!y informed abOut the
actual “status of an institution or its progmms ‘with negard to state or vet-
erans approval, private accredztatwn,’and any pending legal actions. It is
the respongibility of the institution to provide and not represgmt this
\ information.. Misrepresentation is a subtle abuse which mmstudents to
. believe an institution has been evaluated and approved when in fact it has -

-~

not been. . _ . .

1. - IS this Anstjtution cur_renﬂy on suspension, probation, or some Other

form of limitation or sancti%n for noncompliance with designatéd standards,
by any of the fonowing government agencies? H‘H in one ova] for each

option.
No Yes .
la () 0 A*ocal government agency (for example, Consumer Protection
.Agency, District Attorney, etcﬁ)
b 0 4 A state government agency (for example, State App\"ovi ng or
1 Licensing Agency, Attorney General, etc.). .
v le 020 A federal government agency (for example, Federal Trade Com-

mission, Office of Guaranteed St%Ient Loans/DHEN, etc.).

If you fiJ1ed #h"no" ¢t aH of the above options, skip item 2 and go on to
item 3.

2 Are the facts of the above limitation(s) or sanction(s) pubde disclosed
to enrolled students and prospective students? Fi1l in one oval for each
option. : T

N Yes
2a () 0 In printed form to all enrolled students.’
2 0 0 \In printed form to all prospective students.
»

205
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3a.

~ .

Do the public representations of thjs institution clearly indicate (and

distinguish between, where app]icab]e)hinstitﬂtionalﬁaccreditation, spec% .

ialized or professional program accreditation, state VA-approving agency
course approval, and state licensing angd, approval? Fill in one oxg] after
reading t’& public information documerits of the institution if possible.

2;' fgf 5——f-Not Applicable.

1\
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Financial Stability

-

Rationale for this topic: As mamy regulatory-bodies have discovered too late,
itei8 very difficult to either measure or guard against finanoial ingtability
in a povstsecondary znstztutzon However, certain practices are more szely
than others to insure that znstttutwns do not close down, leaving students
with no recourse. Regulatory bodies should know about these practices in -
institutions for which they are responsible; consumers should also be aware

. of these practices. ’ *
L . . s o
1. Are the central financial records and reports of tl;'is institution requ-
- la subjected. to the following audits or inspections? Fill 'ln one oval -
~ ‘for eawj option. :
- v -
No Yes .
’ Za ) 0 Uncertified audit by an accounting firm. -
1 0 Certified awdit by .an accounting firm. . .
le () 0 Inspection by a state regulatory or auditing agency.
0 0 Inspection by a federal regulatory or auditing agency.

1d
s 2. Is this't;licly supported ‘institution(that is, over 50% public fund-
1ng)? Fi11 in one oval. :

i

No " Yes ° .
2a 0
If you filled in "yes" to item 2 above, skip the followdng four fitems and go
on to page 23, Occupational Instruction Programs.
: <D
3. Does this institution have a retained earnings fund, an endowment, or
other reserve of funds or source of income to pay operating expenses not
covered by current student tuition receipts? Fill in one oval.

/" No ~ Yes _ >
“3a () 0

-

[ (
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. s .
1% )
Ny . 'v."

i : : ' - ,
! - . .

/
“ Do the financial reporting practices of this institution report uncollected
tuition as assets, without indicating an offsettmg liability? Fill in

//’ _ one oval after lookmg at a curr‘ent f1nanc1a1 statement, if poss1b1e ¢
No Yes 4 . o
@ 0 0 o

5. Is this institution curreFtly engaged in bankruptcy proceedings, or is
there any serious poss1b111ty that it might enter into bankruptcy proceed-
1ngs during the next 12 months? Fill in one oval.

. . Yo o
. No VYes B /‘ .. ;;%}
- : h RN
. =0 0 -

!

If you fﬂ]ed in "no" to item 5 above, sk1p the fo]lowmg item and go on td

..* . page 23, Occupational Instructwn Programs..
“ . '6.'~ Does this 1nst1ta‘1on pubhcl_y d1sclose 1nfonnat1on about bankruptcy pro-
. ceedings that are underway or planned? Fill in one oval for each opt1or‘1' N
"No VYes - ) ‘; 4

éa 0 This information is disclosed to all enrolled students.
6b () 0 This information is disclosed to all prospective enrollees.

A
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6ccupational Instruction Programs
L 3 /
. v \
Rationale for ‘this topic:™' Me i8 no intent in thzs section to gather i t-
cators of the "qualzty" of an wétztutwn 8 instructional program. This is
@ complzcated task bettér handled by the accredztatwn or approval pz’oaess
" The intent of thw section is to gather descr&ptwe indicators of institu-
tional practicea which qre viewed as essential for the maintenance and unpz-ove-
. ment of qualzty In the occupatwnal/vocatzqnal program area, students (and .
‘ ‘employers)/generally expect training to result in: certain-very specific skill
oqu the znstttutzon does not take deftmte steps to see ‘thlat these
outcomes ' are achzeved in.ids graduates, it ig in danger of maZprdctzce We

‘have no deﬁmztz.ve catalog of . 3uch ‘steps (if we did, we would s),zart a sehool);.

-

1§

we have mcluded practwes pbout which theve is general agreernent . -

: N

1. Does this 1ns.titution maint)ain and utﬂize advi;ory corunfttee(s) on cur-

riculum content? .Fill in one oval’ for each option
N——

-

.= . » .

No - Ye§ . ‘ ) ‘ : . y R

la () 0 For some of the occupationa]/professiona] preparation gr gram
areas offered at this institution.

00 For all occupationa]/professiona] preparation prograére”

- of fered at. this institution. . Py
If you filled in* "no" for botbfoptwns to 1tem1 above, skt,p item 2 and go on
t L -
o }tem 3. A~ .

ol

RationaZe fot-‘ item.1: Instztutwns lacking such advqurg bodies tend to in-
sulate themselves and thew eurricula -from current practwes and technology
in busznese, -mdustry, and goverrment, ®nd in so doing they Jeopardzze the ,
chances of their students for placement in, .yobB~ appropriate to the type of

training which they have completed o " . o
2. Do these comnittee(s) inclyde’ repres ives of potentia] emp]oyers?
| ~Fﬂ], in one ova] for each option. - &ﬁ . )
No Yes - . ' *“ = ®

2a '\0 (Q -Fors of the opcupationa]/profgssionaﬂ preparation program
areas. offered.at this institution. :

2 0 0 For all occupationa]/professwna] preparation prograni areas
\ offered at this institution.

. - . M-28 .
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3. DoFall of the occupa1fonal/professiona] preparation progﬂgms i%&:his inétitution

possess §pgciélized[;rofessiona1 accreditation, if this is a requirement
for the employment of] graduates in those occupations or professions?
Fill in/ggg oval. ’

No Yes Specialfized/professional qcéreditation is not required

sa '0\ for any] position in any occupation or profe€sion for

- which this institutjon provides preﬁhration.

.

f N b . - .
4. Do-all of the occupafiional/professional preparation programs in ‘this in-

stitution provide su ficient training im the use of basic tools and equip-
ment, if this'is a rdquirement for the entloyment of graduates in those
; occupations or profe§sions? Fill in one Bval. :

one ( .
. 0 {;jes I—-Traigi g'in the use of 9asit.too1s énd equipment “is not
ia 0 requirgd for any position in any ocqupation or-professiQQ
‘ A=) fok which tfiis institutigh provides preparation. .
. : .- t AN < -
5. Do all of the occupa'iong]/paofessional preparation programs in this’ in-
‘internships and/or supervis;H“practice_on the job,:

X stitution provide fo

tions or préfessions? Fill in one oval. ‘ - .

No- Yes ;:I——lnte;nships and/or supervised practice on the job are not
sa 0 0 0 required for any position in any occupation or, profession
. for which this institution provides preparation. '

. e . - . - . ) ’. ) » <17
6. Do all of the occupationaﬂ/ﬁrofessioha] preparation programs in* this in-
- . . - ) p
stitution provide fer internships and/or supervised practice:in simulated
job situations, if this is a requirement for the employment of graduates

in those occupations or professioms? Fill in one oval.

No Yes Internships and/or supervispd practice in imulatedr job

i;-.situations are not required for any positin in any occupa-
ba 0 0 tion or profession for which this institution provides
’ p aration. ‘ .

219
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7.
|-

’a

8.

Do all of the occupationa]/profess1ona1 preparation programs in this in- .
_stitution provide for instructioh on topics necessany for state or profEs-

‘. sienal certification inf this state, if such cert1f1cat1on Jds ahrequ1rement

for the emp]oyment of gfaduates in those occupat1ons

?r profesl1ons?\ Fill

in one oval. S C-
No JYes State or professional cert1f1cation in.this state is not
0 0 required for ‘any position in any occupation or profession

Does this 1nst1tut1on gequ1re rev1ews of

all of: 1ts occupationa
years or more Frequent]_y7

No
0
+
..
N | o
) )
\

Fi1l in one oval,
' n _1u;m,qw
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Occupationgl Instruction  Equipment and Facilitics

7 : : ' -

. . A ) . -
Kationale. for this topic area: Some sch®ols impose outdated or tmproperly

functloning equipment on ‘thet, étuderzts This affects how adequately -gradu- .

grwr:.  S@me schools start mew programs byt fazZ to purchase the cvnourzt and

ates e preparegd for- employment once they complete their mstructwnal pro-

type of equipment rzeeded to run the program. Both types of practice are

‘abuitfve. ! _ . ’ .
1. Does this 1nst1tut1on ut111ze advisory comm1ttees on 1nstruct1ona1 equ1p- , g
ment and facilities? Fill 1ﬂ .one oval. - - .
.. . .l o ’sl . [y ) b '"
. No Yes : ‘J PR : ' . L
1a 0 0 . e )
If you filled in."no" to item 1 above, skip item-2 and go on‘to item 3. T
N - o R .
A\ ! [ . - {
2. Do these advisory committees include representatives of potential employers?®
Fill in one ov#1 for each option. )
. No . YE§ R ' -' ~ i ) '
L2a ( ,;30 For some of the occup 1onaJ/profess1ona1 preparat1on program areas
™~ s offered-at this institution. . .
2b () For a]] Occupational/orofessional preparation program areas offered
— at this 1nst1tut1on o i
3. Doe% this.institution annually expend sufficient funds .for replacing worn 4
orroutdated instructional equipment (including lab and other non-classroom ’
equipment)? “Fill in one oval. 3 ) . . |
- No  ¥Yes. ) - z
: 3a 0 ‘ 0 "\_ . . )
“ , : - L
4. Does this institution annually expend funds for new'instructional equip-
ment (including lab and other non-classroom equipment) sufficient to meet
. ’ , . . 4
projected program needs? Fill in one oval. . - —
No VYes '
ga ( 0
‘, . 212 _
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Additional Comments ° <
. i » ] ’ .
- Please write additional comments in the space below. If you are commenting
on specific items, be sure to include the sectien and ite number. ')
N o
. - \ ]
! Section ahd :V/\ | ' i
i Item Number ! ‘gqmgnt L E
' : ' ’ : ’
' " 4 , LN
: I N
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* . . APPENDIX N - .

" MODIFICATIONS TO OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING -

INSTITUTIONAL REPORT FORM FOR POSTSECONDARY . .
DEGREE GRANTING INSTITUTIONS/PROGRAMS |

The following items are -added to the section on Disclosure in Hritten
Documents, on page 12. . : v L

Does this institution provide accurate descriptions of the)followjng
institutional conditions or procedures regarding.the\pward of -degrees?

No étape-agency exists for this pufbose. j:’i .
0 0 0 Recognition by s@ate*agendy'as meeting established educational
. standasds for; granting degrees. : R .

£

| - n o ,
00 Scope and seduence of required courses or subject areas in
' each degree program. » : el
There ﬁs no transfer between dep_af'tments and/or colleges.
0 0 Q Policies and procedures regarding transfer between departments

and/or colleges within the institution.

.. The sections on Occupational Instruction Programs and Occupational

Instruction Equipment and Facilities (pages 23-26) are removed if
the institution has no occupational/professional preparation proqgrams.



