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Thank you for this opportunity to submit testimony to the New York State Senate
Committee on Higher Education concerning oversight of for-profit colleges.

Each year, thousands of New York students attend for-profit colleges. Unfortunately,
many for-profit colleges lure student with false promises of economic success and leave students
with few job prospects and insurmountable debt. In the past several years, our office’s
investigations of for-profit colleges have revealed widespread abuses by for-profit schools.
Despite the proliferation of such abuses, and of poor student outcomes in the for-profit sector,
the current federal administration has substantially weakened federal oversight of for-profit
colleges and dismantled many protections for for-profit college students. In the absence of
adequate federal oversight of for-profit colleges, state-level action is critically needed to protect
New York students and to safeguard New York taxpayers’ investment in higher education.

A. State-level oversight over for-profit colleges is critically needed.

Our office’s investigations of for-profit colleges have revealed widespread abuses in the
sector, including deceptive claims about graduates’ employment and salary outcomes;
misrepresentations of graduates’ eligibility for professional licensure; misrepresentations about
students’ ability to transfer credits; and placement of students in loans that the schools knew their
graduates would not be able to pay back. Our office’s investigations have led to multiple
settlements with for-profit college operators and millions of dollars in restitution and debt relief
to New York students.’

While our office’s enforcement actions ended abuses at a number of schools,
enforcement actions alone cannot rectify the proliferation of low-quality, high-cost programs that
leave students with enormous debt and bleak job prospects. To combat such poor outcomes, for-
profit schools must be held to minimal accountability standards. The Obama Administration’s
Department of Education created such standards in the form of the Gainful Employment Rule,

1 Our investigations have led to settlements with Career Education Corporation ($9.25 in restitution for students);
EDMC ($2.3 million in restitution for students); DeVry University ($2.25 in restitution for students); a company that
provided student loans to Corinthian Colleges, Inc. students ($2.4 million in restitution for students); and Flatiron
Computer Coding School ($375,000 in restitution for students).
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which linked for-profit college’s eligibility for federal funding to measures of graduates’ ability
to repay their loans. Programs that failed to meet the benchmarks over several years would lose
access to federal Title IV funds. This protected both students and taxpayers by ensuring that
federal aid was not spent to fund programs that fail to prepare students for employment. The
Gainful Employment Rule also required schools to disclose key information about student
outcomes such as graduation rate, student debt, and student earnings, to prospective
students. Unfortunately. after the change in administration, the U.S. Department of Education
delayed the implementation of the Gainful Employment Rule and then announced a plan to
rescind the Rule.2

In addition to scrapping the federal accountability standards and disclosure requirements
of the Gainful Employment Rule, the Department of Education gutted a number of other federal
protections for students. For example, the Department delayed the implementation of a rule that
protected victims of for-profit school abuses, the Borrower Defense Rule. The Borrower
Defense Rule established a process for students to apply for a discharge of their federal loans
when their schools commit misconduct. The Rule also prohibited schools from forcing students
to waive their right to bring court challenges against schools that defraud them. Our office,
along with 18 other state attorneys general, brought a successful legal action to challenge the
Department’s delay of the Borrower Defense Rule. In September 2018, the federal court hearing
the states’ lawsuit ruled that the Department’s delay was unlawful.3 As a result, the Borrower
Defense Rule is now in effect. However, the Department has started the process of replacing the
rule with a much weaker rule.

The Department of Education has also launched an effort to further weaken federal
oversight of for-profit colleges by weakening accreditation standards and by easing restrictions
on schools’ ability to outsource entire programs to non-regulated third-party entities. This will
open the door to more abuses by unscrupulous for-profit schools. In the wake of these extensive
rollbacks of federal regulation of for-profit colleges, stale-level action is critically needed to
protect students in New York.

B. State-level accountability standards would provide a meaningful check on for-
profit schools.

In light of the absence of adequate federal oversight of for-profit schools, state-level
action is needed to protect students in New York. In particular, state-level accountability
standards for for-profit colleges are needed to fill the void in federal accountability standards.
Such standards would provide a meaningful check on for-profit schools by weeding out
programs that fail to deliver value to students.

One approach to state-level accountability’ standards would be to link such standards to
eligibility for state financial aid. The accountability standards could include benchmarks for loan
default rates, graduation rates, job placement rates, and/or graduate debt-to-income

2 Our office has joined other slates in a lawsuit challenging the Department’s delay of the Rule. That lawsuit is still
pending.

Baner v. De Vos, 325 F. Supp. 3d 74 (D.D.C. 201 8).
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ratios. Programs that fail to meet the benchmarks over a period of several years would risk
losing eligibility for state financial aid funds.

Other states have successfully enacted for-profit accountability standards linked to
eligibility for state financial aid. For example, in 2012, California enacted state laws that barred
schools with extremely low graduation rates or high loan default rates from receiving state aid.4
This approach makes sense in New York, as well. New York provides more state funds to for-
profit schools than any other state --$72 million in 2015 alone.5 Linking state funding to
accountability standards would help to protect both New York students and taxpayers from
investing in low-quality programs.

However, not all for-profit colleges participate in state financial aid programs, and even
those that do participate rely on state financial aid for only a part of their funding. Loss of state
financial aid funding may not serve as a strong enough deterrent to ensure that for-profit schools
do not offer high-cost, low-quality programs in New York. Lawmakers should consider linking
accountability standards to schools’ continued eligibility to enroll new students in failing
programs. For example, legislation could establish minimum graduation rates, job placement
rates, loan default rates, and/or loan repayment rate standards and provide that programs that fail
to meet these benchmarks over an extended period of time must cease enrolling new students.
This would go a long ways towards protecting students and taxpayers from wasting funds on
valueless programs.

In addition to accountability standards, state lawmakers could consider imposing state-
level consumer disclosure requirements on for-profit schools. Disclosures could potentially help
prospective students compare programs and perhaps help some students avoid choosing low-
quality programs. However, disclosures, by themselves, are insufficient to address the serious
problems in the for-profit sector. Deciphering disclosures can be difficult for students, and many
do not read all disclosures. Accordingly, increasing disclosure requirements would have a
limited impact and would not adequately address the serious and widespread problems in the for-
profit sector.

As detailed above, the New York Attorney General’s Office has extensive experience
investigating and bringing enforcement actions against predatory for-profit colleges. We have
also participated in multiple lawsuits challenging the federal government’s efforts to dismantle
regulations protecting for-profit college students and have participated in the process of
developing federal rules related to for-profit colleges. These varied experiences have provided
our office with considerable expertise and unique insight into the need for strong state regulation
of for-profit colleges.

See Sitb-par for-profit colleges soak us all, Tom Hilliard and Matt A.V. Chabai, Albany Times Union, April 25,
2018.

It!
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The New York Attorney General’s Office strongly supports state-level legislative efforts

to impose accountability standards on for-profit schools in New York. In the wake of the federal

government’s rollback of regulations governing for-profit colleges, state-level accountability

requirements for for-profit schools are urgently needed. Such requirements would offer crucial

protections to the low-income communities, veterans, first-generation college students, and

communities of color targeted by for-profit colleges.
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TESTIMONY PROVIDED BY THE ASSOCIATION OF PROPRIETARY COLLEGES (APC)

Senator Stavisky, Senator LaValle, and members of the Legislature — thank you for giving the
Association of Proprietary Colleges (APC) the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding
the oversight of for-profit institutions in order to explore ways to better inform students, parents,
and consumers about for-profit education. My name is Donna Stelling-Gurnett. lam the President
of the Association of Proprietary Colleges (APC). You will hear directly from three of our member
institutions: Monroe College, LIM College, and Bryant & Stratton College, who will provide more
specific information on their institutions and some of the challenges they confront on a daily basis.
In addition, in Exhibit M, we have included the additional data you requested from APC member
colleges.

Before I begin, I wish to thank the Senate for its leadership in rejecting the Governor’s “For-Profit
College Accountability Act.” As you know, the Act would have eliminated the entire sector of
for-profit education in New York State. The issues raised in the Governor’s proposal are complex
and are inextricably intertwined with student debt controlled by the federal government. We look
forward to engaging in deeper discussions about higher education and, specifically, on issues
related to oversight, accountability, student loan debt, student defaults, and ensuring New York
remains a leader in higher education.

Today’s hearing is focused on the oversight of for-profit institutions and examining ways that
students, parents, and consumers can gather better information to make informed decisions.
APC believes New York is a model for the rest of the country. Many of the abuses in for-profit
education that garner national headlines have been avoided in New York because, unlike other
states, New York treats for-profit colleges as true colleges, rather than something less than, and
applies to for-profit colleges the same standards that are applied to all other public and non-profit
colleges. This regulatory structure ensures quality educational programs for students, no matter
where they attend, and provides institutions of all shapes and sizes a framework in which they can
develop curricula and programs that meet the needs of both students and local industry. In addition
to addressing the regulatory structure, my testimony will address:

• Claims made by critics that proprietary colleges are unregulated
• Misinformation about the outcomes and quality of education provided by proprietary

colleges
• Whether additional oversight or regulations are needed

APC was founded in 1978 and today represents 12 degree-granting proprietary colleges on
23 campuses across New York. APC member colleges are family-owned institutions that have
been educating students in our State for decades. The families that own these institutions are
deeply-rooted in their communities and are committed to educational excellence, access, and
affordability — moreover, they have a long history of producing strong outcomes for students of
diverse backgrounds, especially for students who graduate from our urban K-12 school districts.
For more information on APC, its member colleges, and how we serve our students well, please
see ExhthitA.
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New York’s proprietary sector is much smaller today than it was ten years ago. Today, there are
25 degree-granting proprietary institutions in the State and, while APC represents only 12 of those
institutions, APC member colleges educate over 75% of the students enrolled in a proprietary
college. New York has never had a robust proprietary sector akin to those that exploded in other
states and, over the last few years, many proprietary colleges have closed,’ especially the large,
national chains such as ITT Technical Institute (which operated campuses in Buffalo, Syracuse
and Albany), Corinthian Colleges (which owned the Everest Institute), and the Art Institutes
(which operated in New York City). What remains are the longstanding privately-held, primarily
family-owned institutions that continue to provide quality education that meet or exceed federal
or State standards. APC member colleges look forward to continuing to exist for decades to come
and continuing to meet local employer needs while responding to the individual needs of their
students.

I. Concerns Raised by Critics and Flaws in Recent Proposals

Many critics of proprietary colleges would have you believe that our institutions lack sufficient
oversight, with some going so far as to claim that proprietary colleges as a whole are inferior,
predatory institutions driven by selfish interests, rather than the best interests of their students.

These critics refuse to acknowledge our institutions’ longstanding demonstrated outcomes and the
critical role for-profit colleges play in New York. Additionally, these critics have spent many years
at the national level trying to influence the U.S. Department of Education’s regulation of proprietary

education without luck and are now apparently taking their attack to statehouses across the country.
Since January, at least eight states have introduced legislation aimed at crippling the for-profit sector.2
We do not believe this flurry of legislation to be a coincidence, but rather a coordinated strategy
pushed by those who have been unsuccessful at the federal level.

So what exactly are our critics saying? Many of the concerns raised relate to student debt, student
outcomes, and oversight of proprietary colleges. They assert that for-profit colleges are only
interested in making profit and are not committed to their students, and question whether these
institutions are serving their students well by analyzing the amount of funding spent on instruction,
the amount of money students borrow to attend, and how much students earn after they graduate. On
their face, our critics appear to have valid concerns about the students — but the underlying truth is
that our critics simply have a philosophical belief that “for-profit is bad” and, therefore, for-profit
institutions do not have a place in higher education. If they were really concerned about students or
the national student debt crisis, they would be advocating for increased oversight of all colleges and
universities — not just one sector.

Rather than engage in thoughtful conversation with a goal of seeking solutions, our critics instead
propose legislation that has unintended consequences, does not protect students, and does nothing to
ensure high quality programs or institutions. The Governor’s budget proposal that the Legislature

‘Briarcliffe College (2018), Art Institute of New York City (2017), New York Career Institute (2017), Globe
Institute of Technology (2016), irr Tech (2016), and Utica School of Commerce (2016).
2 Over twenty bills that would impose strict measures on for-profit institutions have been introduced in four months
in the statehouses of California, Oregon, Washington, Maine, New York, New Jersey, Maryland, and Virginia.
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rejected this year is a great example. The proposal did not measure accountability, but rather relied
on illogical and flawed metrics that would have eliminated an entire sector of higher education in
New York, and would have had devastating impacts on over 26,000 students, 6,000 employees, and
the workforce pipelines and backbones of countless communities and economies across the State.

The Flaws in Governor Cuomo’s Proposal and Similar Proposals Lauded by Our Critics

The similarities between the proposal put forth by Governor Cuomo in his Executive budget and
the policies supported by our critics cannot be ignored, both in terms of the biased rhetoric against
proprietary institutions and the nature of the metrics proposed and the flaws of those metrics.3
Governor Cuomo and the critics observe that student debt levels in the United States are at a critical
point, and point to the rollback of Obama-era regulations by the Trump Administration and
ongoing negotiated rulemakings at the federal level as a “gap created by the absence of federal
regulations” necessitating, for the first time, the imposition of regulations focused on only the
proprietary sector.4 As we will discuss in more detail, New York has never created regulations for
just one sector of higher education — rather, New York has always created regulations that treat all
four sectors of higher education the same. Further, New York has never proposed regulations that
would close an entire sector of higher education based on metrics that do not directly relate to
program outcomes, nor has it proposed regulations without the support of the New York State
Education Department and the New York State Board of Regents, which oversee these colleges.

As an initial matter, there is no absence in federal regulations relevant to student lending or the
oversight of for-profit colleges. Existing rules related to student lending have remained in place,
and issues related to student loan servicers have been addressed at both the federal and State level.
Many critics claim that the Obama Administration’s Gainful Employment (“GE”) rules have been
weakened by the current presidential administration. The irony of this claim is that all of GE
disclosures remain in place and continue to provide students and families with plentiful
information about college and their programs. The only GE requirement not being enforced is the
debt-to-earnings metric, because information regarding student earnings remains unavailable from
the Social Security Administration and, therefore, the metric cannot be calculated as prescribed.
This issue has nothing to do with the institutions regulated or the current administration, but rather
results from a design flaw in the original regulation. Further information on Gainful Employment
disclosures is provided in section III and in Exhibit K.

We believe the real reason our critics are making false and inflammatory statements is that they
believe all public monies should support public institutions, even if these institutions do not have
good outcomes or high quality programs. There is no question that low-income and minority
students enroll at proprietary colleges at higher rates than some other sectors. The question that
should be asked is: Why? What do proprietary colleges provide to low-income students and
minority students that public or other private institutions do not? Enrollment cannot be attributed
solely to advertising or marketing, as our critics would have the general public believe. Another

Compare Yan Cao, Governor Cuomo Demands Quality from For-Profit Colleges — Or Else, THE CENTURY
FOUNDATION, Jan. 17, 2019,
c]se and For-Profit College Accountability Act, S. 1506, 203’” LEGISLATURE OF NEW YORK STATE, Part E (2019).

See Cao, supra note 2.
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critical component of any analysis on this issue is the comparison of the outcomes of for-profit
colleges to other colleges with similar student populations or similar geographic locations. These
comparisons are important to truly understanding the outcomes of for-profit colleges because
many of the students who enroll are from the local community, have graduated from local high
schools, and hail from urban areas that have higher rates of poverty than neighboring communities.
These factors are especially important to analyzing educational outcomes in New York, because
the quality of education provided is so highly regulated by the State Education Department and
standards for quality apply to all colleges and universities.

Our critics also claim for-profit colleges charge inflated tuition rates which are set solely based
upon the ability of sharehoLders to reap profit from public funding sources, including grants,
scholarships, and loans. In New York, this could not be further from the truth. APC member
colleges are committed to keeping college affordable. While the revenue at our colleges is derived
predominantly from tuition and fees, this revenue supports academic programs, faculty, student
support services, and institutional aid, as well as the property taxes and payroll taxes for-profit
colleges pay to the federal, State and local governments. A closer examination of tuition and fees
demonstrates that while tuition costs are higher at proprietary institutions than those at a public
institution, public institutions are able to cover a large portion of expenses with taxpayer subsidies.
As many representatives of our public colleges and universities have attested during State budget
hearings, if public colleges and universities had to manage costs without any taxpayer subsidy,
their tuition and fees would increase significantly.

Now that some of our critics’ claims are front and center, I wish to take a few minutes to provide
additional information about the Governor’s flawed and illogical budget proposal that was
supported by our critics and components of which are included in legislation introduced in other
states across the county.

The “80/20 Rule”

The most detrimental of the proposals is referred to as the “80/20 Rule,” which would have
required proprietary institutions to demonstrate that no more than 80% of tuition revenue is derived
from public sources, including need-based student financial aid programs such as New York
State’s Tuition Awards Program (TAP)! federal Pell Grants, and student loans backed by the
federal government. This proposal is a significant departure from the existing federal “90/10
Rule,” which not only has a public revenue cap of 90% (rather than 80%), but also limits the
restricted funding sources to only Title IV funds (Pell Grants and federally-backed loans), rather
than “any and all” taxpayer sources,

The Governor’s budget proposal, for the first time ever, attempted to restrict student choice and
opportunity by limiting the amount of tuition revenue a college can receive from public sources.
On its face, it may seem prudent to require for-profit institutions to derive as much revenue as
possible from non-public sources; however, the reality is that the 80/20 Rule is an undeniably
regressive policy that would have disproportionate negative impacts on low-income students,
students of color, and first-generation college students — in other words, the student populations
who are more reliant on need-based programs and loans to finance their educations.
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Make no mistake: APC supports accountability for public funds. However, the 80/20 Rule entirely
misses the mark because — unlike public and non-profit institutions, where tuition revenue accounts
for just 20% and 30% of total revenue, respectively — proprietary institutions receive no direct
State or federal appropriations or aid and, therefore, tuition revenue inherently accounts for over
90% of total revenue. Accordingly, the 80/20 Rule is effectively a punishment imposed on
institutions whose financial statements simply reflect the demographic of students served.

During the budget process, critics as well as the Governor’s office suggested that for-profit
colleges could change their business model to meet the metric. They suggested for-profit colleges
could get businesses to pay for the tuition or could increase the number of students who can pay
cash for their education. The reality is this is not a viable solution to the problem, nor does it help
students or prevent abuse. Rather this type of solution would result in APC member colleges
having to move away from their longstanding missions and stop educating low income or minority
students in order to meet a metric that has no direct correlation with program quality or student
success after graduation.

The “50% Rule”

The second pillar of the Governor’s proposal — which I’ll refer to as the “50% Rule” — is likewise
detrimental, but more so due to its sheer illogicality from the perspective of financial accounting
standards and the day-to-day operations of a typical college or university. The 50% Rule would
require degree-granting proprietary institutions to spend at least 50% of all expenditures on student
“instruction”, with instruction defined solely as the salary and benefits of faculty members.

As a general practice, no prudent chief financial officer of a college or university would allow 50%
of an institution’s expenditures to be allocated solely towards faculty salary and benefits. Indeed,
the exceptions to this practice are so few and far between that, according to data published by the
U.S. Department of Education, only 5 of the 255 institutions in New York State would meet this
metric.6 For the other 250 institutions across New York State, instructional salaries constitute an
average of total expenses as follows:

• Non-profit institutions: 16.5% (with most spending 21%)
• Public institutions (SUNY and CUNY): 19.0%
• Degree-granting proprietary institutions: 18.3%
• APC member institutions: 31.0% of total expenses

As you can see, most colleges and universities across New York State — regardless of whether
public, non-profit, or proprietary — allocate approximately the same amount of expenses towards
faculty compensation (16—21% sector wide), exposing the proposed 50% Rule’s requirement as
nothing more than a targeted ploy to falsely paint proprietary institutions as underinvesting in

The Condition ofEducation (2016), U.S. DEPARTMENTOF EDUCATION, https:/’nccs.ed.uov/ubs20 16/2016 144.pdf.
6 The following non-profit institutions — all of which notably have specialized missions — are the only institutions of
higher education in New York State at which average expenses on instructional salaries constitute 50% or greater of
total expenses: Yeshiva Karlin Stolin (62.2%), Yeshiva Derech Chaim (58.0%), Finger Lakes Health College of
Nursing (65.1%), Belanger School ofNursing (53.8%), St. Joseph’s College ofNursing at St. Joseph’s Hospital
Health Center (52.0%). See Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). U.S. DEPARThIENTOF

EDUCATION, htips:/:nces.ed.uoviipeds/.
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students’ educations. In addition, we have concerns with measuring an institution’s investment in
education solely by faculty compensation. Not only does faculty compensation vary widely due
to several factors7... but is a professor’s take-home salary really the best measure of all that goes
into providing a quality college education?

Our critics advocate that academic supports help low income and minority students, but then refuse
to acknowledge or account for these costs in their analysis to determine whether for-profit colleges
are providing a quality education.8 They claim reliance on the amount of expenditures tied to
instruction is a better indicator because instruction does not incorporate other costs, such as
advertising and marketing. If the real issue relates to advertising and marketing, then the critics
should clearly state as much, rather than trying to tie educational quality to a metric that does not
fully account for students who need additional academic supports or assistance to succeed.

Additionally, it should be noted that all institutions — public, non-profit, and proprietary — are
required to report data to the U.S. Department of Education on an annual basis, which becomes
publicly available, that demonstrates the expenditures made by a college during the previous
academic year. Every college and university has a level of discretion in how certain expenses are
allocated across cost centers: If our critics wants to raise this as an issue, it should be recognized
that the financial data of all institutions across all sectors carry this asterisk, not just proprietary
institutions. Second, our critics’ attempts to paint proprietary colleges as the biggest spenders on
marketing and recruiting are false: TCF, for instance, fails to acknowledge that its own cited
source actually states that:9

• Advertising purchases by 4-year non-profit institutions comprise 63% of all advertising
by all sectors; and

• From 2013—16, ad spending by...
o Non-profit institutions increased by 40%
o 4-year public institutions increased by 43%
o 2-year public institutions increased by 48%
o For-profit institutions decreased by I .1%.

These misleading characterizations do not end there. Critics have advocated for their own
formulas to determine whether an institution is providing students with a quality education and
whether the investment made by the student to attend an institution is actually worth it. Additional
information on the formulas and a deeper analysis is provided in Exhibit D.

APC commends the Governor for his work to improve higher education in New York, but his
proposal was fatally flawed in that the metrics simply did not make sense and would have had a

Such as the size of an institution, the subject areas in which a faculty member has expertise or holds credentials,
other duties of faculty members such as research obligations or leadership roles, and the cost of living in the
community in which an institution is based, among others.

Stephanie Hall, How Much Education Are Students Gettingfor Their Tuition Dollar?, TUE CENTURY

FOUNDATION, Feb. 28, 2019, https] tcEoru’conteni. rcportmuch—education—si ijdetits—ueiti nu—tuition—dol ar!.
Bob Brock, College Advertising at All-Time High, EDUCATIONAL MARKETING GROUP, Oct. 5, 2017,

https:’!emuoiiline.com!20t 7!lO’coIleie-advei1isina-at-alI-tirne-hhihL See also Rob Zinkan, Are We Asking Higher
EdAdvertising to Do Too Much?, INsIDE HIGHER ED, Aug. 17, 2017, https:iwww.insidehiuhercd.com/hIni!s!caII
iction in ii kcun itid communic itions hlbhu cduc 1110111 uc IsktnL hl2hcr ed id cflIsing, stating that public
and private non-profit institutions “accounted for all of the 2013—16 growth in ad spend.” (emphasis added)
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regressive impact on low-income students and students of color. Even if it were possible to
improve the soundness of his proposal, New York simply cannot solve a nationwide generational
financial crisis on its own. National student loan debt totals over $1.5 trillion and affects over
44 million Americans’0 — problems of this scale and severity cannot be solved by New York State
alone, or even in tandem with likeminded states, because $1.4 trillion of that student loan debt
is held and administered by the federal government.’’ This is an issue that needs the
attention of the U.S. Congress, not the State Legislature. Because of this, APC and our member
colleges have advocated for changes to federal student financial aid programs (commonly referred
to as “Title IV” programs) that would help alleviate student debt, increases to federal oversight to
protect students from fraud and abuse, and regulations applicable to all colleges and universities
that would require meeting specific student outcomes in order to be eligible to participate in federal
or state Loan, grant, and scholarship programs.

While reeling in the federal student loan program is outside the ability of New York State,
what the State Legislature has done — and can continue to do — to help keep student loan debt low
is ensure the Tuition Assistance Program (TAP) and other State-administered grant and
scholarship programs continue to be funded at current levels or higher, because every dollar the
State gives to students in need-based aid is a dollar they no longer need to borrow.

H. Current Landscape of Educational Oversight

While today’s hearing is the result of the Governor’s budget proposal and claims made by our critics,
we welcome the opportunity to discuss the oversight of the sector as well as the outcomes of our
member colleges. Any conversation about oversight must start with the current regulatory structure
in New York.

The New York State Board of Regents, led by Chancellor Betty Rosa, is responsible for overseeing
all educational activities within the State. The Regents preside over The University of the State of
New York (USNY).’2 which is comprised of all institutions of higher education in New York State
and is “the most complete, interconnected system of educational services in the United States.”3
The Regents also preside over the New York State Education Department, led by Commissioner
MaryEllen Elia, and all of its programs and activities, and the Commissioner of Education reports
to the Board of Regents. The Board of Regents is empowered to promulgate its own regulations,
and the Board has final approval of any regulations promulgated by the State Education
Department. Unlike other states, New York subjects all degree-granting institutions (i.e., colleges
and universities, proprietary and otherwise) to the same rigorous permissions and approvals —

including those for permission to operate, authority to grant degrees, and approval of each and
every academic program proposed to be offered — all overseen by the New York State Education

‘° Zack Friedman, Student Loan Debt Statistics in 2018; A 51.5 Trillion Crisis, FORBEs, June 13, 2018,
https://www.forbes.com/sites/zackfriedman/20 18/06/1 3/student-Ioan-debt-slalistics-20 I 8/#3th3636473 10.

Federal Student Aid Portfolio Sumrnaiy 2018, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION OFFICE OF FEDERAL STUDENT

AID, httl,s:’/sludclltaid.edJ2ov/sa/abouldala—center/stIIderll!portIi 110.
2 Not to be confused with the State University of New York (SLJNY).
‘ About the University of the State ofNew York (USNYl, NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT,

http :/‘\w\ . nvsed.ov/abmit’about—usnv.

8



Department.

Put simply, there are no colleges in New York State that are underregulated or less regulated,
because all colleges in New York are part of the University of the State of New York (USNY),
all colleges fall under the purview of the Board of Regents and the Commissioner of Education,
and all colleges are regulated under the same numerous regulations and rules of both the Regents
and the Commissioner: Indeed, elite institutions and humble community colleges alike must meet
the same academic quality standards, and the same applies regardless of whether an institution is
publicly- or privately-owned or organized as a non-profit or for-profit entity. New York State is
unique in that it treats all sectors of higher education equally — this policy has long been a bedrock
ofNew York’s approach to ensuring students have access to quality educations regardless of where
in New York State they live, the financial means available to them, and the type of educational
experience they seek.

Among these numerous regulations and rules with which all institutions must comply are the
stringent programmatic approval requirements set forth in 8 NYCRR § 52.1 et seq. (more
commonly referred to simply as “Part 52”)) In addition, all colleges and universities in the State,
proprietary and otherwise, who elect to participate in federal Title IV student financial aid
programs must be accredited by at least one nationally recognized accrediting agency approved by
the U.S. Department of Education — thereby subjecting themselves to additional regulation and
oversight both by approved non-governmental entities and by federal regulators.

Critics of proprietary colleges argue that institutions that operate on a for-profit basis are
businesses motivated by profit, rather than legitimate educational institutions. Not only is this
assertion insulting to the dedicated educators, administrators, and staff at these institutions, it
denigrates the oversight authority of the Regents and the Commissioner. Whether an institution
operates as a for-profit or non-profit entity is a sheer matter of treatment under tax laws — it is
entirely irrelevant to the quality of education provided. Most importantly, under New York State’s
education laws, our institutions are recognized and regulated as colleges with a long history of
contributions to both the field of education and the communities they serve and as an essential
component of the State’s vast array of over 250 institutions of higher education.

As colleges, the New York State Education Department’s Office of College and University
Evaluation (“OCUE”). Office of Professions (“Professions”), and Office of Higher Education
(“ORE”) all have oversight of proprietary degree-granting institutions. Accordingly, our colleges
must abide by all the same requirements related to granting degrees and ensuring quality of
academic programs offered to students as those that must be met by some of the State’s most
selective and prestigious institutions. Similarly, academic programs leading to licensure in certain
occupations — such as teaching, nursing, dental assisting, and massage therapy — are required to
meet Statewide licensure qualifying requirements to ensure students who graduate from those
programs will be eligible for a license after graduation. In addition, online academic programs are
subject to a higher level of scrutiny and any institution providing online programs is required to
receive approval from the State Education Department pursuant to the State Authorization
Reciprocity Agreement (SARA) to offer the program to students residing both in and outside New
York State.

‘ See Exhibit B: Criteria for Mandatory Program Authorization (“Pad 52 Rules”).
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One of the most important roles of the Board of Regents is its review and approval of all academic
programs offered by degree-granting institutions of higher education. This process, more
commonly referred to as “program registration,” is the State Education Department’s “chief means
to ensure that colleges, universities, and professional schools maintain quality standards.”5
Whenever a degree-granting institution wishes to offer a new academic program to its students, it
first must seek approval from the Board of Regents prior to enrolling any students. The program
approval process entails fully vetting a program to ensure sufficient financial resources are
available to support the proposed curriculum, faculty have the appropriate qualification and
credentials to teach the academic subjects covered, the curriculum and syllabi are suitably rigorous,
there is demand for the program, and that the institution is consistently providing a quality
education that produces satisfactory results prior to a program being approved. In addition to its
role in program registration. the Board of Regents has been recognized by the U.S. Department of
Education as an institutional accrediting agency for degree-granting institutions of higher
education,’6 and while the Regents’ role as an accreditor is much smaller than its role in program
registration, the federal government’s recognition of the Regents as an accrediting agency means
that the Regents have been “determined to be reliable authorities as to the quality of education or
training provided by the institutions of higher education.”’7 Therefore, the Regents’ Part 52
program registration standards — which are mandatory and applicable to all degree-granting
institutions in the State — should likewise be understood to provide a reliable, rigorous method of
ensuring education quality.

The vast majority of New York State’s degree-granting institutions of higher education are
accredited by an accrediting agency other than the Board of Regents,18 such as the Middle States
Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE) or specialty acereditors focused on accrediting
colleges offering certain types of programs, such as nursing. Accreditation inherently subjects
colleges to additional scrutiny, requirements, and standards to meet on top of the State Education
Department’s requirements. Most APC member colleges are not only institutionally accredited by
MSCHE but also hold additional programmatic accreditations regulating their individual
programs. All of these accreditations require ongoing reporting and disclosure requirements, site
visits, self-studies, and time and investment from faculty and staff. Institutions are required to
notify and seek approval from their accreditors if programs change or if certain substantial events
occur at their institution, such as moving to a new location, establishment of a branch campus, and
change of ownership.

In addition, as with all institutions eligible to participate in federal and State student loan, grant,
and scholarship programs, APC member institutions are subject to oversight by the U.S.
Department of Education (USDOE) and the New York State Higher Education Service

‘ Program Registration Guidance, NEW YORK STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT OFFICE OF COLLEGE AND
UNIVERSITY EVALUATION, hltp:/Jwww.flvsed.tzo\coIIege_LIflhiersiIv.eviltIatiohlJntroductiOn.

6 The New York State Board of Regents is the only government entity recognized by the U.S. Department of
Education as an institutional accrediting agency. See Institutional Aecrediting Agencies, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF

EDUCATION, https:/- wvw2.ed.tov’adniins/fnaid’accred.accrediLation p[z6.html.
‘ See Database of Accredited Programs and Institutions, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
I1ltps//\v\iPcdnov/adIfliflsilinaidJaecred/accrcdjlation fl24.I1ITUI
IS MSCHE accredits over 200 of the 255 colleges and universities in New York State, including each and every
SUNY and CUNY college and university. Id.
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Corporation (HESC). This means all programs must be approved and in good standing in order
for students to utilize their student aid at APC member institutions, and, like all colleges and
universities in New York, results in additional scrutiny that includes financial and programmatic
audits at both the State and federal levels. Both USDOE and HESC have the ability to terminate
an institution’s eligibility to participate in these critical programs if it fails to maintain compliance
with federal and State requirements.

In short, strong oversight of degree-granting proprietary colleges already exists in New York
State. APC member institutions are not only held to the same accountability measures and
reporting requirements to which all other New York State institutions are held — including SUNY,
CUNY, community colleges, and small and large non-profit colleges and universities alike — but
are further subject to the stringent accountability metrics and reporting requirements outlined by
federal regulators and accrediting bodies such as the Middle States Commission on Higher
Education (MSCHE). the Acerediting Commission on Career Schools and Colleges (ACCSC). and
other aecrediting bodies as appropriate for the programs offered.’9 Being held to the standards
required by New York State. federal regulators, and our accrediting bodies ensures students
attending our colleges are receiving a high quality, meaningful education and advances
transparency of data on measures such as cost of attendance, graduation rates, and student loan
default rates. New York State has a longstanding history of treating equally its four sectors of
higher education (SUNY, CLINY, independent non-profit, and proprietary), and the State’s
commitment to parity among all institutions has created a robust higher education system
prioritizing quality of education and access for all New Yorkers.

Ill. Senate Consideration of Additional Oversight

In addition to reviewing the current state of oversight of for-profit education, the Senate Committee
on Higher Education has convened this hearing to discuss ways to better inform students, parents,
and consumers about for-profit education and whether additional oversight of the sector can provide
better outcomes for students. APC member institutions support fair regulations that are evenly
applied to all colleges and universities across all sectors and help ensure student success and academic
rigor. Additional oversight of one sector alone falls short of New York States longstanding and well-
founded policy of treating all sectors and institutions equally — to do otherwise is a failure to protect
all students attending institutions of all kinds and a failure to ensure education quality across the State.

We believe transparency is important. All colleges and universities in New York State, including
proprietary ones, are required to disclose a plethora of information to current and prospective students
and their families, and to report detailed information to oversight entities, in readily accessible and
publicly available sources, as follows:

‘ See Exhibit A: History and Background of APC Member Institutions.
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Publicly available information and disclosures made directly to students

College Scorecard2°

College Scorecard is a publicly accessible website launched by the U.S. Department of Education
under the Obama Administration. College Scorecard is geared towards students and their families
and is intended to provide students with a snapshot of an institution’s cost and value. Each degree-
granting institution has its own Scorecard, which includes five key pieces of data about the institution:
cost, graduation rate, student loan default rate, average amount borrowed, and employment rate.
For an example ofhow College Scorecard appears to a student, please see Erhibit G.

• College Navigatoi’

College Navigator is a publicly accessible website operated by the U.S. Department of Education’s
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). the primary federal entity for collecting and
analyzing data related to education in the U.S. Data pertaining to postsecondary institutions is
collected and published through NCES’s Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
for use by students and their families, as well as by institutions, policy analysts, government
bodies, educators, professional associations, private businesses, members of the media, and others.
WEDS compiles data from over 7,500 institutions each year, and annual reporting is mandatory
for any institution participating in federal Title IV student financial aid programs. IPEDS
publishes data pertaining to eight main areas: institutional characteristics, institutional prices,
admissions, enrollment, student financial aid, degrees and certificates conferred, student
persistence and success, and institutional resources, including academic libraries, human
resources, and fiscal resources. For an example f how College Navigator appears to a student,
please see Erhibit H.

• College Affordability and Transparency Center (CATC)22

CATC is a publicly accessible “one stop shop” website operated by the U.S. Department of
Education’s Office of Postsecondary Education. CATC is geared towards students and families and
is intended to serve as a central starting point for individuals seeking information about how much it
costs to attend college. The website provides additional access points to the College Scorecard and
College Navigator, as well as access to colleges’ individual net price calculators, and information
regarding which institutions have the highest and lowest net prices, which institutions’ tuitions are
increasing at the highest rates, which proprietary institutions violate the federal 90/10 Rule, and
information about state spending and aid for students and institutions.

20 See Exhibit G. See also College Scorecard, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, blips: ‘coIleescoItcard.cd.2ov’.
Data that would be published on College Scorecard for each of the APC member colleges can be reviewed in
Exhibit L.
“See Exhibit H. See also College Navigator, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
hi Ips::/ nces.cd. eov’col ICLICn Lv iintior’.
22 See Exhibit I. See also College Affordability and Transparency Center (CATC), U.S. Department of Education,
https: /1coil euccosi ed. izov.
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• New York State’s standardized financial aid award letter23

As a condition of participating in federal Title IV student financial aid programs, institutions are
required by the U.S. Department of Education to provide prospective students certain information in
their financial aid award letters about the cost of attending college and their options for financing their
education. In 2015, the New York State Legislature acted to expand on those federal requirements
by amending New York’s finance laws to require institutions to provide students with additional
information, including cost of attendance for the current academic year as well as for each year of
attendance necessary to earn a degree at the institution, and information regarding additional loan
options available to a student from New York State or from the institution?4 The law is implemented
by requiring institutions to utilize a uniform template letter to express the mandated information to
students, which was jointly developed and overseen the State’s Department of Financial Services and
the Higher Education Services Corporation (HESC). For an example ofhow the FinancialAidAward
Letter appears to a student, please see Exhibit F.

• New York State Education Department’s “Part 53 Rules”25

New York State Education Department regulations require all colleges and universities to disclose
certain information to prospective students, including the cost of attendance, detailed information
about numerous federal. State, and local grants, scholarships. and loans that may be available to them,
and details regarding each academic program offered. For afull list of information required to be
disclosed to students pursuant to the Part 53 Rides, please see Exhibit I

Reports to oversight entities

In addition to disclosing information directly to students and to government entities for publication,
all New York State degree-granting colleges are required to report the following information to
federal, State, and accrediting oversight entities on an annual basis:

• Federal Title IV audits

Within l0 days of the end of each fiscal year, a college is required to submit its audited financial
statement to the U.S. Department of Education. The audited statement is used by the Department to
calculate the college’s “composite score.” If the composite score is 1.5 or above, no further action is
required. If the score is below 1.5, the college may be required to post a letter of credit payable to the
U.S. Secretary of Education and/or the college may be placed on heightened cash monitoring. In
addition, within the same period, all colleges are required to submit a financial aid compliance audit.
The compliance audit is used to determine whether or not the Title IV programs are being
administered according to federal regulations. In the event negative findings are made during an audit,

23 See Exhibit F. See also New York State Banking Law § 9-w and New York Financial Aid Award information
Sheet Template, NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCIAL SERVICES,
hnps://w\w.dknv.izov/docqconsumer/shoppin sheeUshoppiniz sheet dctinili.pdi. which is required by New York
State Banking Law § 9-w to be provided to prospective students when responding to applications for admission.
24 L.2015, ch.56, Part F, § I.
25 8 NYCRR 53.3.
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the college will be required to implement a corrective action plan. If the findings are recurring, the
college may be required to post a letter of credit payable to the Secretary and/or be placed on
heightened cash management.

• New York State Education Department institutional auditing requirements26

Within 120 days of the end of the fiscal year, a college is required to submit its annual audit to the
New York State Education Department’s Office of College and University Evaluation, which has a
team of financial experts examine each audit to determine whether or not the institution continues to
be viable. If the institution is judged to be at risk, the Department may require that the college enter
into a teach-out agreement.

• State Comptroller Tuition Assistance Program (TAP) audits

Similarly, colleges that participate in New York State’s Tuition Assistance Program (TAP) are
audited periodically by the Office of the State Comptroller. These audits generally require the auditors
to be on-site at the college for a period of months. If problems are found, the college will be required
to refund TAP funding with interest and audit findings are published on the Comptroller’s website.

• Accrediting agency reporting requirements27

The Middle States Commission of Higher Education (MSCHE) requires its accredited institutions to
submit audited financial statements on an annual basis. MSCHE then constructs an institutional score
ratio which reflects the results of the audited financial statement as well as information regarding
enrollment, retention, and graduation, ensuring that that unhealthy trends in enrollment and financial
performance are noted, analyzed, and addressed by corrective action as appropriate, even in the
interim periods between on-site campus accreditation visits.

In addition to the disclosures and reports already described, proprietary institutions are required to
make further disclosures to students, as follows:

• Gainful Employment28

Federal regulations require proprietary institutions to disclose additional information to both
prospective and currently enrolled students regarding each academic program offered using a uniform
template prescribed by the U.S. Department of Education. The information disclosed to students
includes the program’s classification and credential level, the primary occupations for which the
program prepares students, costs of completing the program within given durations, the level of loan
debt incurred by other students in an academic program, and other information.

26 See New York State Higher Education Data Systems (HEDS) Instruction Manual 2018-19, NEw YORK STATE
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, Sept. 21, 2018,

Manitals%2fland%2flProccdures/201 8—I 9h2OIIEDSManuaI’n2O2—
I 9 19 18 .pdl,atl2.

27 See Exhibit E.
28 See 34 CFR § 668.41.
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While we feel that current disclosure requirements already provide students with a significant amount
of important information relevant to selecting an institution, and wonder whether more disclosures
will help or only confuse students, APC member institutions would happily support additional
oversight or disclosure measures that are applicable to all sectors of higher education in New
York aimed at resolving an identifiable problem.

For a full array of information required to be disclosed and reported pursuant to these laws and
regulations, please see Exhibits E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, and M.

IV. In Conclusion

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today and for your continued support of APC
member institutions.

New’ York can continue to have strong oversight and regulations for all institutions of higher
education. These regulations can be enforced, and steps can be taken to prevent students from
being harmed. Strong oversight of degree-granting proprietary’ colleges already exists and
maintaining the State’s current structure and policy of treating all colleges and universities the
same has successfully prevented many of the abuses that have occurred nationally.

Last, when considering any new regulation or requirement for disclosure, we hope you will clearly
articulate the problem and how the considered regulation or disclosure will solve the problem or
benefit students. APC member colleges support regulations, but we believe the current structure
in New York is a good one that should be replicated in other states. Additional regulations or
oversight are not always necessary, and APC is willing and able to assist the Legislature in
determining whether additional steps can be taken in New York State to help students, improve
transparency, and lower student debt.

We have consistently worked hard and will continue to do so at the federal and State level to ensure
students are protected, college remains affordable, and that rules and regulations benefit students
or improve education quality. If we can serve as a resource to you in any way, please feel free to
reach out to me or any of the APC member institutions directly.
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Exhibit A:
History and Background of the APC Member Institutions



History and Background of APC Member Institutions:

The Association of Proprietary Colleges (APC) represents 12 fully accredited, degree granting colleges operating
on 23 college campuses in New York State offering associate, bachelor’s, master’s and doctoral level programs.
Our colleges are located across the state from Buffalo to Long Island, Jamestown to Rochester, Syracuse, Albany
and the NYC metropolitan area.

Institution Founded Governance Accreditation Location

Berkeley
1931

The Luing Family • Middle States Commission on Manhattan,
College (second generation) Higher Education Brooklyn

Albany,Bryant & Bryant and Stratton
. • Middle States Commission on Syracuse,Stratton Families1854 . Higher Education Rochester,College (fifth generation)

Buffalo
College of The Sutkowski Family • Middle States Commission on1915 . . . White PlainsWestchester (second generation) Higher Education

Elmira
Business - . .

• Accrediting Bureau of Health

Institute 18)8 The Phillips Family Education Schools Vestal

Five Towns The Cohen Family • Middle States Commission on1972 . . . Dix HillsCollege (second generation) Higher Education
Island

Drafting and The Di Liberto Family .. 1957 . • Accrediting Commission of CareerTechnical (second generation) Amityville
Institute Schools and Colleges

Jamestown
Business 1886 The Conklin Family • Middle States Commission on Jamestown
College Higher Education

LIM College 1939 The Marcuse Family • Middle States Commission on Manhattan(third generation) Higher Education
• Middle States Commission on

Monroe The Jerome Family Higher Education1933 . . . . . . BronxCollege (third generation) • Accreditation Commission for
Education_in_Nursing

• Middle States Commission on
The Callahan Family Higher EducationPlaza College 1916 . . . Queens
(fourth generation) • American Dental Association

Commission_on_Dental Accreditation
• Accrediting Commission of Career

Swedish Quad Partners Schools and Colleges
. 1916 . . . . ManhattanInstitute (since 2008) • Accreditation Commission for

Education_in_Nursing
• Middle States Commission on

School of The Rhodes Family Higher Education
. 1947 . ManhattanVisual Arts (second generation) • National Association of Schools of

Ad_and_Design

APC member colleges are New York focused, educating local students for lifelong careers that are in demand in
New York. Ninety percent of students attending APC member colleges are from New York and more than 90
percent of those students stay in New York after graduation to live and work. Our colleges educate over 26,000
students and employ more than 6,000 people making them strong economic drivers in their local communities.
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Consider the additional points of pride for these twelve institutions:

Berkeley College

A leader in providing career-focused education since 1931, Berkeley College is institutionally accredited by the
Middle States Commission on Higher Education and offers baccalaureate and associate degree programs,
certificate programs, and non-degree professional courses at campuses in New’ York and New Jersey, as well as
through Berkeley College Students can choose from more than 20 fields of study, including programs
in accounting, financial services, international business, legal studies, and other fields that prepare students for
success in the professional world. For six consecutive years. U.S. NEWS & WORLD REPORT has recognized
Berkeley College as one of the Best Colleges for Online Bachelor’s Degrees. In addition, a recent study by the
Equality of Opportunity Project spearheaded by Harvard economist Raj Chetty concluded that Berkeley College
is among the top colleges in the United States for overall student income mobility, ranking 9th out of 158 colleges
in New York State for likelihood that a student’s income will rise by two or more income quintiles after attending)

Berkeley College has a longstanding commitment to the welfare and success of students who are active duty
service members and veterans, as well as their families. Berkeley College supports the Post-9/l I G.l. Bill and is
a participating institution in the federal Yellow Ribbon program, under which institutions of higher education
voluntarily contribute additional funds towards covering the cost of student veterans’ educations. Berkeley
College also has partnered with the U.S. Department of Defense for all Military Tuition Assistance (MTA)
programs and operates Veterans Resource Centers at six campuses and online, which aim to help student veterans
acclimate to college life, connect with other student veterans, access specialized tutoring services, and achieve
success in their academic and career pursuits. Berkeley College adheres to the terms of President Obama’s
Executive Order 13607, establishing principles of excellence for colleges serving service members and veterans,
and supports the “8 Keys to Success” developed by the U.S. Department of Education and Department of Veterans
Affairs to assist institutions in transitioning veterans and service members into classroom settings and ensure they
receive the best possible educational experience.

Bryant & Stratton College

Founded in 1854 in Buffalo, New York, Bryant & Stratton College has built its reputation and success on a
commitment to excellence and high standards of higher education. Bryant & Stratton College has been regionally
accredited by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education (3624 Market Street, Philadelphia, PA 19i04,
(267) 284-5000) since 2002. Bryant & Stratton College has eighteen campus locations in Buffalo, Rochester,
Syracuse and Albany, New York; Cleveland, Ohio; Richmond and Hampton Roads, Virginia; Milwaukee,
Wisconsin; an extension center in Malta, New York; as well as an Online Education division and Continuing
Education departments. The typical Bryant & Stratton College student is an African American (41%) or Caucasian
(41%) woman (8 1%) who is in her twenties (47%) or early thirties (15%) and who is a non-traditional (86%)
student pursuing her associate’s degree (72%) in either medical assisting, medical reimbursement and coding,
business, general management, medical administrative assisting or nursing (outside New York State). Over 70%
of students attending Bryant & Stratton College have previously attempted higher education elsewhere.

For over 165 years, Bryant & Stratton College has offered students access to career-relevant education and
training leading to bachelo?s degrees, associate degrees, diplomas and professional certificates in the fields of
nursing, allied health, occupational therapy assistant, physical therapist assistant, business, criminal justice,
design, financial services, hospitality, human resources, paralegal studies and information technology. The

See Economic Diversity and Student Outcomes at Berkeley College. TRE NEW YORK TIMEs, Jan. 18, 2017,
...I. Di .ws cP rn. Ic.r4c..w s?Jcct.: ° oh i’. .berke!c —en CL?C:fl3..
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College educates approximately 10,000 students with approximately 2,500 building-based students in the State
of New York. Bryant & Stratton College is proud of the graduating 3,000 students annually, including 1,000
graduates in New York State. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, seven of the top ten fastest-
growing occupations require an associate’s degree or less, including rewarding careers such as a medical assistant,
physical therapy assistant, occupational therapy assistant, medical reimbursement and coding assistant, business
manager, accountant, paralegal, information technologist, and electrician. There are over 57 public and private
colleges and universities in Upstate New York, all focused on professions requiring baccalaureate-level degrees
or advanced credentials. While students in these communities, including Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, and
Albany, have ample choices for academic programs that will prepare them to become teachers, pharmacists,
lawyers, engineers, physical therapists, and doctors, there is very little choice for students who wish to enter
critical occupations requiring an associate’s degree or less other than the community college or Bryant & Stratton
College.

The College of Westchester

The College of Westchester (CW) has been educating students in the tristate area for over 100 years. Located in
White Plains, CW is an associate and bachelor degree-granting, private college offering programs in business
marketing and management, accounting, medical assisting, medical office and coding, digital marketing and
information technology. Certificate programs are offered for adult students who may want to brush up on skills
or advance their knowledge in a short amount of time. Flexibility is key at CW — coursework is offered during
the day, online, as well as evenings and some classes are even offered on Saturdays.

Our small class sizes mean high-touch. hands-on and experiential learning by dedicated instructors with
advanced degrees. CW staff believe student services are of paramount importance for the CW student
experience. CW offers a community of academic advisors, success coaches, tutors, career counselors and the
concierge desk in the student services center; these services are available to students across all areas of the
college including those participating in online instruction. All CW curriculum is designed specifically to
prepare students to meet the needs of regional employers. At CXV, Department Chairpersons work with the CXV
Advisory Council comprised of local business, technology, allied health, and education professionals who
provide meaningful input that shapes CW’s career-focused programs of study. Affordability is at the forefront
of CW’s concern for students as well, which includes a wide variety of assistance programs to take advantage of
including government grants, loans, CW Scholarships and grants, to name a few. We pride ourselves on our
powerful and affordable private education. One hundred percent of freshmen receive some form of financial
assistance.

Elmira Business Institute

EBI Career College offers personalized career education and experience leading to high demand professions so
graduates are prepared for their career, life pursuits, and an ever-changing global economy. Founded in 1858 as
Elmira Business and Shorthand College. EBI Career College is dedicated to helping people and the community.
This trade school was a leader in postsecondary education and has now evolved into EBI Career College,
investing in a new building, equipped with the latest facilities and lab equipment to supplement to classroom
learning. At EBI we are dedicated to the community and believe everyone benefits immensely when qualified
professionals are available to organizations in the community, to contribute and become industry and
community leaders.

Five Towns College

Inspired by the love of music and business acumen of the founders, Stanley Cohen and Lorraine Kleinman
Cohen, Five Towns College was truly created by the driving passion of music educators and its legacy lives on.
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Founded in 1972, Five Towns College is a private, coeducational, non-sectarian institution of higher education
accredited by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, approved and recognized by the New York
State Education Department and authorized to confer bachelor, master and doctoral degrees. The New York
area college offers an energizing experience that embraces creativity and passion for the arts and music.

Five Towns College is a creative learning community that develops in students the knowledge, skills, and
competencies necessary to pursue careers in the performing arts, media and communications, business and
industry, and the teaching professions. Through programs that combine general education and content specialty
areas, the undergraduate and graduate curricula integrate rigorous academic inquiry, industry standard
technologies and facilities, experiential learning, and respect for diversity and ethical values. In so doing, the
College helps each student to expand their unique talents to the fullest, while also preparing graduates to
contribute to the advancement of society.

Island Drafting and Technical Institute

Island Drafting and Technical Institute (IDTI) was founded in 1957, and is staffed by faculty members who have
had professional and practical experience in the engineering, architectural, CADD (Computer Aided
Drafting/Design) and computer and electronics fields. The Institute is accredited by the Accrediting Commission
of Career Schools and Colleges, and is authorized to confer two-year associate degrees by the New York State
Board of Regents.

The Institute’s aim is to graduate students who are well trained and technically qualified so that they may enter
their chosen field or continue their education at the baccalaureate or higher level. Island Drafting and Technical
Institute has over 50 years of leadership and experience in preparing Long Islanders for careers. By staying abreast
of the latest developments in the industry, the Institute continues to provide the personal attention students need
to succeed.

IDTI began life as the brainchild of Joseph P. Di Liberto. a senior design engineer at Republic
Aviation in Farmingdale. Working at Republic by day and teaching by night, he started the school, then known
as Aircraft Trade School, with just eight students. “Mr. D,” as he was known, handled the admissions,
administration, and teaching all himself, with help from his wife, Gloria.

After several years, Di Liberto moved the school from its original home in Amityville, N.Y., to the location it has
called home ever since — 128 Broadway in the Village of Amityville. In June 1959, the school incorporated and
its name was changed to Island Drafting School. In March 1973, the name of the school was changed to its current
form — Island Drafting and Technical Institute.

In February 1997, the school was authorized by the New York State Board of Regents to confer the Associate in
Occupational Studies degree. Under this authorization, the Institute is approved to offer degree programs in
computer aided drafting and design/mechanical and computer aided drafting and design/ architectural. In
December 1997, the Institute was approved to offer degree programs in electronic and computer service
technology.

Jamestown Business College

Jamestown Business College (JBC) has been providing our workforce community with qualified graduates since
1886. The original charter called for the “establishment of a school designed to qualify young men and women
for office requirements at low cost to those whose inclinations and ambitions lead them to business pursuits.”
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The college’s mission remains fundamentally the same today. JBC offers both Associate and Bachelor degrees
in Business and is accredited by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education. The college achieves its
mission by its commitment to access, affordability, and investment in student professional development. JBC has
a proud history of being student centered and outcome driven and is committed to providing students with a
quality education and professional training to be successful in the business environment. JBC invests in student
success and spends less than 3 percent of its operating budget on direct advertising.

Jamestown Business College recognizes that for many people there are many socio-economic and cultural
challenges that make attending college nearly impossible. The college provides these students with the College
Access Award and Bilingual Advancement Award programs that cover both tuition and fees. To further assist
these students, the college provides them with textbooks. For students who did not start strong in high school,
but improved over time JBC also provides opportunity. These students are recommended by their high school
counselor for the college’s Academic Progress Award, which covers a student’s tuition.

The college strives to position graduates for future success by eliminating or limiting their need for student loans.
The college is proud that for Academic Year 2017-2018, only 4 percent of first-time, full-time students took out
student loans and for the fall of 2018, that percentage dropped to only 2 percent. Overall, only 10.4 percent of
the current student body need to take out student loans to attend JBC. With our strong graduation rate and our
professional development program, with “soft skills” training since 2002, students enter their careers with great
opportunity.

ElM College

LIM College was founded in 1939 as the Laboratory Institute of Merchandising by Maxwell F. Marcuse, a retail
executive and active proponent of higher education in NYC, who had the vision of establishing a program to train
women for careers in retail management with a practical hands-on curriculum. In 2019, the College is proud to
be celebrating its 80th anniversary of serving students and helping young women launch careers in some of the
world’s most exciting industries. The College has come a long way since its establishment, but remains true to
its founding ideals: Since 2002, LIM College has been Led by President Elizabeth S. Marcuse, the third-generation
member of the College’s founding family. Today, LIM College’s academic programs are focused on the global
business of fashion and its many related industries, and students can earn master’s, bachelor’s, and associate
degrees in a variety of fashion- and business-focused areas. In 1977, LIM College became the first proprietary
college to receive regional accreditation from the Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE).

Located in the heart of New York City — the nation’s fashion and business capital — LIM College provides
students with innumerable opportunities for firsthand experience and professional development. The College is
widely recognized as a pioneer in experiential education known for fostering a unique connection between real-
world experience and academic study in business principles. The College has exceptionally strong ties to the
fashion industry and works closely with our Fashion Industry Advisory Board members to continually fine tune
and adapt our academic programs to meet the needs of employers and to deliver sought-after talent — making LIM
College a strong economic driver and workforce pipeline for one of New York’s most important industries. LIM
College educates approximately 1,800 students annually and has over 10,000 alumni, most of whom work and
live in New York, with many exceling in careers at top companies in their industries. LIM College’s unique
educational focus and required internship experiences built into the curricula results in high demand for its
graduates: Over 90% of graduating students are employed in the fashion industry or related industries within six
to nine months of completing their program of study.

For the 14th consecutive year. THE PRINCETON REvIEw has honored LIM College among those institutions that
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are “Best in the Northeast”2 and, in 2017, THE BUSINESS OF FASHION’S Global Fashion School Rankings placed
LIM College as one of the Top 10 institutions in the world for graduate business education in fashion.3 In 2015,
the Brookings Institution recognized LIM College amongst the Top 10% of four-year “value-added” colleges
nationally.3

Monroe College

Founded in 1933, Monroe College is a recognized leader in urban and international education. Among Monroe
College’s core values is a commitment to students and their accomplishments, which is exemplified by the
College’s initiatives to increase colLege access, affordabiLity, and compLetion outcomes, especialLy among first-
generation students. Monroe College educates close to 8,000 students each year, offering certificate, associate,
bachelor’s, and master’s degree programs. The College’s innovative Presidential Partnership Program enables
1,000 students from the Bronx, New Rochelle, Yonkers and surrounding communities — including 80 students
without lawful immigration status — to attend Monroe College and receive their degree at no cost. This program
has resulted in approximately 90% of participating students attending Monroe College with zero student loan
debt. The few participating students who do incur student debt have done so for housing costs or other non-
academic costs. The first cohort of scholarship students completed their program with a 75% completion rate.
Monroe College’s student outcomes are a particular point of pride for the institution: A student attending Monroe
is 10 times more likely to graduate on-time than a student attending a local community college,5 and the College’s
official three-year cohort default rate is 3.9%, which is among the lowest in New York State.6 Monroe College
credits its excellent student outcomes to its investment in student instruction, academic supports, and student
services. In fact, the College spends less than 3% of its operating budget on marketing and advertising, dedicating
the vast majority of its resources to academics and student support programs and services.

Plaza College

Plaza College has made a profound impact in the educational landscape of the Borough of Queens and its
surrounding communities. Founded in 1916 by two New York City teachers, the institution has transformed in
size, scope, and breadth to become a comprehensive college offering educational opportunities to a diverse
population. Through four generations of family leadership, Plaza College has expanded its academic offerings,
improved its outcomes, and enlarged its educational mission — all while remaining true to its founders’ shared
vision of providing a caring yet vibrant learning environment that challenges and maximizes each student’s
potential in order to realize their hopes and dreams for a better life through educational advancement. Plaza
College prides itself on its career-focused approach to education featuring academic programs designed to meet
the needs of students entering the workforce and employers seeking qualified professionals. Rooted in a tradition
of excellence, Plaza College educates its students to compete and succeed in professional areas including allied
health, business administration, dental hygiene, court reporting, and paralegal studies.

1 LIM College, THE PRINCETON REvIEw,htt .: 1.\J1f .c!rPc.LcLc1U imc ‘llgcJ!121.7
Global Fashion School Rankings 2017: Graduate. Business. BUSINESS OF FASHION,

111112%: \ \\.huinc,sGlII%l1Jt’I1.eoni clucation r;inkinis 20 I hL,siTics.
Jonathan Rothwell, Using Earnings Data to Rank Colleges: .1 l’alue-AddedApproach Updated with College Scorecard Data. ThE

BR0OKINGS INSTITuTION, Oct. 29, 2015, hirts: \‘ n .I,mcl.m%.cd,I rcsca[ch usi mi—earn i,ui,—d;tta—lt,—rank—colIeees—a—vaIue—added—

.:iih:

$ Data published by the New York State Education Department reflects that the on-time graduation rate for students in associate
degree programs at Bronx Community College is 2.8%, compared to 50.1% at Monroe College. See Graduation Rates, NEW YORK
STATE EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, Monroe College’s on-time graduation rate for
students in bachelor’s degree programs is an even more impressive 64.8%. See id
6 The national average three-year cohort default rate is 10.5%. Official Cohort Default Ratesfor Schools, U.S. EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT, Oct. 17, 2018, hltus: s\\2.ed.Eovoiliccs OSI U’ deiaiiltinanauenieni cdr.hIml. The New York State average three—
year cohort default rate is 8.5%. Fl 2015 Official Cohort Default Rates by State/Territon’, U.S. EDUCATION DEPARTMENT, Aug. 18,
201 S, lit P sa[.gp,\ :sk1jwc A NMa’ an ejneT

6



The School of Visual Arts

The School of Visual Arts (SVA) was founded in 1947 as the Cartoonist and Illustrators School (C&l). Originally
a single purpose trade school with 35 students and 3 faculty members, in 1956, the School’s name was changed
from C&l to SVA and the curriculum was diversified: Fields of study in advertising, design, film, fine arts, and
photography were added and, by I 965, SVA had established full four-year certificate programs in design and fine
arts. In 1972, SVA was granted authorization by the New York State Board of Regents to confer the Bachelor of
Fine Arts (B.F.A.) degree on graduates of approved programs, becoming the first proprietary college to be
authorized to confer degrees at the baccalaureate level in New York State. In 1983, SVA was authorized by the
Regents to confer the Master of Fine Arts (M.F.A.) degree upon graduates of approved graduate-level programs.

SVA has been accredited by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education since 1978 and by the National
Association of Colleges of Art and Design since 1980. Today, the School of Visual Arts offers II undergraduate
programs and 22 graduate programs, with its enrollment increasing from an inaugural class of 35 students to a
student body of 4,390 students and its facult growing from just 3 to over 1,092 respected artists, scholars, and
professionals. SVA students come from across the nation and around the globe, representing 46 states, 2 territories
and 53 foreign countries.

The Swedish Institute

The Swedish Institute was founded in 1916 as the Swedish Institute of Physiotherapy and has the distinct honor
of being the oldest continuously-operating massage therapy institution in the country. The Institute’s founder,
Theodore Melander, had a vision of massage therapy as one aspect of a holistic approach to wellness and, with
that in mind, he developed a unique curriculum incorporating medical gymnastics, dietetics, exercise techniques,
and physiotherapy. Graduates of the Institute’s early academic program received a diploma in physiotherapy and
practiced in hospitals. clinics, and private practice as physiotherapists.

In 1954, the Institute focused the curriculum exclusively on massage therapy, which was increasingly becoming
a recognized profession. At that time, the professional title “massage therapist” was unheard of; graduates were
known as masseuses and masseurs, and were required by the City of New York seek licensure to practice. As
time passed, massage therapy became a recognized profession, and licensure and curricular requirements were
incorporated into the oversight of the New York State Education Department. In 1998, the Institute was granted
authorization to issue the Associate in Occupational Studies (A.O.S.) degree to graduates of its massage therapy
program and, in 2008, expanded its degree program offerings to include nursing, surgical technologist, and other
allied health programs. In 2003. the Swedish Institute received approval from the New York State Board of
Regents to award the Bachelor of Professional Studies (B.P.S.) and Master of Science (M.S.) degrees. Since
2008, the Swedish Institute has worked to expand research opportunities for faculty and students, establishing
new affiliations with Montefiore Hospital and collaborating on clinical studies regarding acupuncture and pain
management with Albert Einstein College of Medicine and Beth Israel Medical Center.7

See M. Diane McKee et al., The ADDOPTSIudy (Acupuncture to Decrease DLcparities in Pain Treatment.): Feasibility of Offering
Acupuncture in the Community Health Center Setting, JOURNAL OF ALTERNATIVE AND COMPLEMENTARY MEDICINE, Sept.2012,
!.!r..;:Iy .tIL P WilL .IgU.L E1[.4 97
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APC member colleges
conferred 7,670 certificate,
associate, bachelor, master and
doctorate degrees in 2017.

APC college graduates
enter the workforce with Loan
debt that is 28% Lower than the
state-wide average.

3,209
Associates’s

Degrees

3l

Bachelor’s
Degrees

1*
Source: IPEDS, U.S. Department of
Education, 2016-2017 Academic Year

Did YoU Know? Each yea APC member colleges provide credits to
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College Affordability
Maintaining affordability is a priority. In the 2017-18
academic year, average tuition at APC member colleges
increased less than 2% and member coLleges provided
students more than $95 million in institutional aid.

$95 million
:, institutional aid

On-Time Associate Degree Graduation Rates in New York

Proprietary

26.8%

Average for APC member college graduates:
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Exhibit C:
Federal Data Regarding Average Institutional

Expenditures on Instruction
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Further Analysis of Our Critics’ Proposed Formulas

As discussed within Section II of the attached testimony, our critics are perhaps motivated by good
intentions, but the policy proposals they suggest are misguided and often contain significant
methodological flaws. One such example is a formula that has been advocated by The Century
Foundation (TCF) and supported by others that would examine instructional expenditures
compared to tuition revenue. A deeper analysis of this formula and its flaws is provided below:

TCF proposes as its ideal formula for calculating an institution’s educational “bang” for a student’s
“buck” the following, deeming it an institution’s “Instructional Spending Ratio”:

Instructional expenditures + Tuit ion revenue

A major problem with this ratio, as we have raised with the Governor’s advisors and TCF alike, is
that it inherently skews in favor of large institutions and institutions that have diversified revenue
streams other than tuition — such as public and non-profit institutions that receive direct
appropriations from the State and federal government, operate sophisticated fundraising
campaigns and maintain significant endowments, take in revenue from the operation of large
athletic stadiums subsidized by tax dollars, license their logo and other owned works for
reproduction, and so forth. Smaller colleges with more focused missions or more limited activities
inherently operate differently — and this formula punishes those institutions for offering a different
college experience. As noted in our discussion of the 80/20 Rule, tuition revenue at public and
non-profit colleges accounts for just 20% and 30% of total revenue, respectively, whereas
proprietary institutions receive no direct State or federal appropriations or aid and, therefore,
tuition revenue inherently accounts for over 90% of total revenue.1 This underlying fact inherently
skews the formula in such a way that a reasonable person could be led to believe that a more
tuition-reliant institution spending an average amount of funding on instruction
(i.e., between 16— 21% of total expenses) is spending very little on instruction, when in reality,
the denominator is simply much larger. To illustrate:

Public Non-Profit For-Profit

Total revenue $100,000 $100,000 $100,000

Revenue derived from tuition $20,000 $30,000 $90,000

Total expenses $88,000 $88,000 $88,000

Expenses on instruction $16,000 $16,000 $16,000

TCF’s “Instructional Spending Ratio” $16,000 + 520,000 $16,000 ÷ 530,000 $16,000 ÷ 590,000
Instructional expenditures

+ 80% 53% 17%
Tuition revenue

Therefore, even though you are comparing three institutions with identical amounts of revenue
and expenditures and identical investments in instruction, one institution gets a flunking grade due
to having a different operating model and funding sources. A metric that compares an institution’s
investment in educational activities to its Qj expenditures would be far more meaningful: Not
only would it allow you to track an institution’s spending priorities overtime, but it would provide
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a more accurate apples-to-apples comparison resulting in a baseline score that would make obvious
any outliers underinvesting in educational activities:

Public Non-Profit For-Profit

Total revenue $100,000 $100,000 $100,000

Revenue derived from tuition $20,000 $30,000 $90,000

Total expenses $88,000 S88,000 $88,000

Expenses on instruction $16,000 SI6.000 $16,000

APC’s “Instructional Spending Ratio” $16,000 + $88,000 $16,000 ÷ $88,000 $16,000 + $88,000
Instructional expenditures ÷

0 0/

Total expenditures
IS / 18 / 18

TCF’s proposed metric is biased, and their policy experts know so. APC and its member colleges
have directly engaged with TCF. its leadership, and its researchers on the faults of its proposed
metrics and we have clearly heard and read each other’s testimonies at numerous hearings before
lawmakers over the last several years — yet they continue to push out reports, submit comments,
and circulate advocacy materials containing bogus metrics, half-truths, and outright fabrications,

We assume TCF’s zeal, and that of our other critics, originates from a place of passion —

we ask that our critics recognize that APC member colleges are passionate about students, too,
and we hope all of our critics will discuss their concerns with us directly instead of publicly
denigrating our institutions’ reputations and undermining the credentials of the very students for
which our critics purport to advocate.
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Preamble______________________
Statement Regarding the Purpose of
and Commitment to Accreditation

by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education

An institution of higher education is a community dedicated to students, to the pursuit and
dissemination of knowledge, to the study and clarification of values, and to the advancement of the
society it serves. The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE), through
accreditation, mandates that its member institutions meet rigorous and comprehensive standards,
which are addressed in the context of the mission of each institution and within the culture of ethical
practices and institutional integrity expected of accredited institutions. In meeting the quality
standards of MSCHE accreditation, institutions earn accredited status, and this permits them to state
with confidence: “Our students are well-served; society is well-serve&’
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Introduction

Middle States accreditation is an expression of
confidence in an institutions mission and goals,
its performance, and its resources. An
institution is accredited when the educational
community has verified that its goals are
achieved through self-regulation and peer
review. The extent to which each educational
institution accepts and fulfills the
responsibilities inherent in the process of
accreditation is a measure of its commitment to
striving for and achieving excellence in its
endeavors.

The Middle States Commission on Higher
Education Accreditation Standards and
Requirements of Affiliation are comprised of
the enclosed seven standards and 15

requirements which serve as an ongoing guide
for those institutions considering application
for membership, those accepted as candidate
institutions, and those accredited institutions
engaged in self-review and peer evaluation.
Accredited institutions are expected to
demonstrate compliance with these standards
and requirements, to conduct their activities in
a manner consistent with the standards and
requirements, and to engage in ongoing
processes of self-review and improvement.

Four principles guided the development of
these standards: first, the mission-centric
standards acknowledge the diversity of
institutions; second, the focus of the standards
is on the student learning experience; third, the
standards emphasize institutional assessment
and assessment of student learning; fourth, the
standards support innovation as an essential
part of continuous institutional improvement.

These standards affirm that the individual
mission and goals of each institution remain the
context within which these accreditation
standards are applied. They emphasize
functions rather than specific structures,
recognizing that there are many different
models for educational and operational
excellence.

Each standard is expressed in one or two
sentences and is then foUowed by criteria. The
criteria specill’ characteristics or qualities that
encompass the standard. Institutions and
evaluators will use these criteria together with
the standards, within the context of institutional
mission, to demonstrate or determine
compliance. Institutions and evaluators should
not use the criteria as a checklist.
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Requirements of Affiliation

To be eligible for, to achieve, and to maintain
Middie States Commission on Higher
Education accreditation, an institution must
demonstrate that it fully meets the following
Requirements of Affiliation. Compliance is
expected to be continuous and will be validated
periodically, typically at the time of institutional
self-study and during any other evaluation of
the institution’s compliance. Once eligibility is
established, an institution then must
demonstrate on an ongoing basis that it meets
the Standards for Accreditation.

1. The institution is authorized or licensed
to operate as a postsecondary educational
institution and to award postsecondary
degrees; it provides written
documentation demonstrating both.
Authorization or licensure is from an
appropriate governmental organization or
agency within the Middle States region
(Delaware, the District of Columbia,
Maryland, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, and the U.S.
Virgin Islands), as well as by other
agencies as required by each of the
jurisdictions, regions, or countries in
which the institution operates.

Institutions that offer only postsecondary
certificates, diplomas, or licenses are not
eligible for accreditation by the Middle
States Commission on Higher Education.

2. The institution is operational, with
students actively enrolled in its degree
programs.

3. For institutions pursuing Candidacy or
Initial Accreditation, the institution will
graduate at least one class before the
evaluation team visit for initial
accreditation takes place, unless the
institution can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Commission that the
lack of graduates does not compromise its
ability to demonstrate that students have
achieved appropriate learning outcomes.

4. The institution’s representatives
communicate with the Commission in
English, both orally and in writing.

5. The institution complies with all
applicable government (usually Federal
and state) laws and regulations.

6. The institution complies with applicable
Commission, interregional, and inter-
institutional policies. These policies can
be viewed on the Commission website,
www.msche.org.

7. The institution has a mission statement
and related goals, approved by its
governing board, that defines its purposes
within the context of higher education.

2



Requirements of Affiliation

8. The institution systematically evaluates its
educational and other programs and
makes public how well and in what ways
it is accomplishing its purposes.

9. The institution’s student learning
programs and opportunities are
characterized by rigor, coherence, and
appropriate assessment of student
achievement throughout the educational
offerings, regardless of certificate or
degree level or delivery and instructional
modalityc

10. Institutional planning integrates goals for
academic and institutional effectiveness
and improvement, student achievement
of educational goals, student learning,
and the results of academic and
institutional assessments.

11. The institution has documented financial
resources, funding base, and plans for
financial development, including those
from any related entities (including
without limitation systems, religious
sponsorship, and corporate ownership)
adequate to support its educational
purposes and programs and to ensure
financial stability. The institution
demonstrates a record of responsible
fiscal management, has a prepared budget
for the current year, and undergoes an
external financial audit on an annual
basis.

12. The institution fully discloses its legally
constituted governance structure(s)
including any related entities (including
without limitation systems, religious
sponsorship, and corporate ownership).
The institution’s governing body is
responsible for the quality and integrity

of the institution and for ensuring that
the institution’s mission is being
accomplished.

13. A majority of the institution’s governing
body’s members have no employment,
family, ownership, or other personal
financial interest in the institution. The
governing body adheres to a conflict of
interest policy that assures that those
interests are disclosed and that they do
not interfere with the impartiality of
governing body members or outweigh the
greater duty to secure and ensure the
academic and fiscal integrity of the
institution. The institution’s
district/system or other chief executive
officer shall not serve as the chair of the
governing body.

14. The institution and its governing
body/bodies make freely available to the
Commission accurate, fair, and complete
information on all aspects of the
institution and its operations. The
governing body/bodies ensure that the
institution describes itself in comparable
and consistent terms to all of its
accrediting and regulatory agencies,
communicates any changes in accredited
status, and agrees to disclose information
(including levels of governing body
compensation, if any) required by the
Commission to carry out its accrediting
responsibilities.

15. The institution has a core of faculty (full
time or part-time) and/or other
appropriate professionals with sufficient
responsibility to the institution to assure
the continuity and coherence of the
institution’s educational programs.

3



Standard I
Mission and Goals

The institution’s mission defines its purpose within the context of higher education, the students
it serves, and what it intends to accomplish. The institution’s stated goals are clearly linked to its
mission and specify how the institution fulfills its mission.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

1. clearly defined mission and goals that:
a. are developed through appropriate

collaborative participation by all who
facilitate or are otherwise responsible for
institutional development and
improvement;

b. address external as well as internal
contexts and constituencies;

c. are approved and supported by the
governing body;

d. guide faculty, administration, staff, and
governing structures in making
decisions related to planning, resource
allocation, program and curricular
development, and the definition of
institutional and educational outcomes;

e. include support of scholarly inquiry and
creative activity; at levels and of the type
appropriate to the institution;

f. are publicized and widely known by the
institution’s internal stakeholders;

g. are periodically evaluated;

2. institutional goals that are realistic,
appropriate to higher education, and
consistent with mission;

3. goals that focus on student learning and
related outcomes and on institutional
improvement; are supported by
administrative, educational, and student
support programs and services; and are
consistent with institutional mission; and

4. periodic assessment of mission and goals
to ensure they are relevant and achievable.

4



Standard II
Ethics and Integrity

Ethics and integrity are central, indispensable, and defining hallmarks of effective higher
education institutions. In all activities, whether internal or external, an institution must be
faithful to its mission, honor its contracts and commitments, adhere to its policies, and represent
itself truthfully.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

1. a commitment to academic freedom,
intellectual freedom, freedom of
expression, and respect for intellectual
property rights;

2. a climate that fosters respect among
students, faculty, staff, and administration
from a range of diverse backgrounds,
ideas, and perspectives;

3. a grievance policy that is documented and
disseminated to address complaints or
grievances raised by students, faculty, or
staff. The institution’s policies and
procedures are fair and impartial, and
assure that grievances are addressed
promptly, appropriately, and equitably;

4. the avoidance of conflict of interest or the
appearance of such conflict in all activities
and among all constituents;

5. fair and impartial practices in the hiring,
evaluation, promotion, discipline, and
separation of employees;

6. honesty and truthfulness in public
relations announcements, advertisements,
recruiting and admissions materials and
practices, as well as in internal
communications;

7. as appropriate to its mission, services or
programs in place:
a. to promote affordability and

accessibility;
b. to enable students to understand

funding sources and options, value
received for cost, and methods to make
informed decisions about incurring
debt;

8. compliance with all applicable federal,
state, and Commission reporting policies,
regulations, and requirements to include
reporting regarding:
a. the full disclosure of information on

institution-wide assessments,
graduation, retention, certification and
licensure or licensing board pass rates;

b. the institution’s compliance with the
Commissions Requirements of
Affiliation;

5



Standard II

c. substantive changes affecting
institutional mission, goals, programs,
operations, sites, and other material
issues which must be disclosed in a
timely and accurate fashion;

d. the institution’s compliance with the
Commission’s policies; and

9. periodic assessment of ethics and integrity
as evidenced in institutional policies,
processes, practices, and the manner in
which these are implemented.

6



Standard III
Design and Delivery of the

Student Learning Experience

An institution provides students with learning experiences that are characterized by rigor and
coherence at all program, certificate, and degree levels, regardless of instructional modality. All
learning experiences, regardless of modality, program pace/schedule, level, and setting are
consistent with higher education expectations.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

1. certificate, undergraduate, graduate,
and/or professional programs leading to a
degree or other recognized higher
education credential, of a length
appropriate to the objectives of the degree
or other credential, designed to foster a
coherent student learning experience and
to promote synthesis of learning;

2. student learning experiences that are
designed, delivered, and assessed by
faculty (frill-time or part-time) and/or
other appropriate professionals who are:
a. rigorous and effective in teaching,

assessment of student learning, scholarly
inquiry, and service, as appropriate to
the institution’s mission, goals, and
policies;

b. qualified for the positions they hold and
the work they do;

c. sufficient in number;
d. provided with and utilize sufficient

opportunities, resources, and support
for professional growth and innovation;

e. reviewed regularly and equitably based
on written, disseminated, clear, and fair
criteria, expectations, policies, and
procedures;

3. academic programs of study that are
clearly and accurately described in official
publications of the institution in a way that
students are able to understand and follow
degree and program requirements and
expected time to completion;

4. sufficient learning opportunities and
resources to support both the institution’s
programs of study and students’ academic
progress;

5. at institutions that offer undergraduate
education, a general education program,
free standing or integrated into academic
disciplines, that:
a. offers a sufficient scope to draw students

into new areas of intellectual experience,
expanding their cultural and global
awareness and cultural sensitivity and
preparing them to make well-reasoned
judgments outside as well as within their
academic field;

7



Standard III

b. offers a curriculum designed so that
students acquire and demonstrate
essential skills including at least oral and
written communication, scientific and
quantitative reasoning, critical analysis
and reasoning, technological
competency, and information literacy.
Consistent with mission, the general
education program also includes the
study of values, ethics, and diverse
perspectives; and

c. in non-US institutions that do not
include general education, provides
evidence that students can demonstrate
general education skills;

6. in institutions that offer graduate and
professional education, opportunities for
the development of research, scholarship,
and independent thinking, provided by
faculty and/or other professionals with
credentials appropriate to graduate-level
curricula;

7. adequate and appropriate institutional
review and approval on any student
learning opportunities designed, delivered,
or assessed by third-party providers; and

8. periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
programs providing student learning
opportunities.

8



Standard IV
Support of the Student Experience

Across all educational experiences, settings, levels, and instructional modalities, the institution
recruits and admits students whose interests, abilities, experiences, and goals are congruent with
its mission and educational offerings. The institution commits to student retention, persistence,
completion, and success through a coherent and effective support system sustained by qualified
professionals, which enhances the quality of the learning environment, contributes to the
educational experience, and fosters student success.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

1. clearly stated, ethical policies and
processes to admit, retain, and facilitate the
success of students whose interests,
abilities, experiences, and goals provide a
reasonable expectation for success and are
compatible with institutional mission,
including:
a. accurate and comprehensive

information regarding expenses,
financial aid, scholarships, grants, loans,
repayment, and refunds;

b. a process by which students who are not
adequately prepared for study at the
level for which they have been admitted
are identified, placed, and supported in
attaining appropriate educational goals;

c. orientation, advisement, and counseling
programs to enhance retention and
guide students throughout their
educational experience;

d. processes designed to enhance the
successful achievement of students’
educational goals including certificate
and degree completion, transfer to other
institutions, and post-completion
placement;

2. policies and procedures regarding
evaluation and acceptance of transfer
credits, and credits awarded through
experiential learning, prior non-academic
learning, competency-based assessment,
and other alternative learning approaches;

3. policies and procedures for the safe and
secure maintenance and appropriate
release of student information and records;

4. if offered, athletic, student life, and other
extracurricular activities that are regulated
by the same academic, fiscal, and
administrative principles and procedures
that govern all other programs;

5. if applicable, adequate and appropriate
institutional review and approval of
student support services designed,
delivered, or assessed by third-party
providers; and

6. periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
programs supporting the student
experience.
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Standard V
Educational Effectiveness Assessment

Assessment of student learning and achievement demonstrates that the institution’s students
have accomplished educational goals consistent with their program of study, degree level, the
institution’s mission, and appropriate expectations for institutions of higher education.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

1. clearly stated educational goals at the
institution and degree/program levels,
which are interrelated with one another,
with relevant educational experiences, and
with the institution’s mission;

2. organized and systematic assessments,
conducted by faculty and/or appropriate
professionals, evaluating the extent of
student achievement of institutional and
degree/program goals. Institutions should:
a. define meaningful curricular goals with

defensible standards for evaluating
whether students are achieving those
goals;

b. articulate how they prepare students in a
manner consistent with their mission
for successful careers, meaningful lives,
and, where appropriate, further
education. They should collect and
provide data on the extent to which they
are meeting these goals;

c. support and sustain assessment of
student achievement and communicate
the results of this assessment to
stakeholders;

3. consideration and use of assessment results
for the improvement of educational
effectiveness. Consistent with the
institution’s mission, such uses include
some combination of the following:
a. assisting students in improving their

learning;
b. improving pedagogy and curriculum;
c. reviewing and revising academic

programs and support services;
d. planning, conducting, and supporting a

range of professional development
activities;

e. planning and budgeting for the
provision of academic programs and
services;

f. informing appropriate constituents

about the institution and its programs;

g. improving key indicators of student
success, such as retention, graduation,
transfer, and placement rates;

h. implementing other processes and
procedures designed to improve

educational programs and services;

4. if applicable, adequate and appropriate

institutional review and approval of

assessment services designed, delivered, or

assessed by third-party providers; and

10



Standard V

5. periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
assessment processes utilized by the
institution for the improvement of
educational effectiveness.
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Standard VI
Planning, Resources, and

Institutional Improvement

The institution’s planning processes, resources, and structures are aligned with each other and are
sufficient to fulfill its mission and goals, to continuously assess and improve its programs and
services, and to respond effectively to opportunities and challenges.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

1. institutional objectives, both institution-
wide and for individual units, that are
clearly stated, assessed appropriately,
linked to mission and goal achievement,
reflect conclusions drawn from assessment
results, and are used for planning and
resource allocation;

2. clearly documented and communicated
planning and improvement processes that
provide for constituent participation, and
incorporate the use of assessment results;

3. a financial planning and budgeting process
that is aligned with the institution’s
mission and goals, evidence-based, and
clearly linked to the institution’s and units’
strategic plans/objectives;

4. fiscal and human resources as well as the
physical and technical infrastructure
adequate to support its operations
wherever and however programs are
delivered;

5. well-defined decision-making processes
and clear assignment of responsibility and
accountability;

6. comprehensive planning for facilities,
infrastructure, and technology that
includes consideration of sustainability
and deferred maintenance and is linked to
the institution’s strategic and financial
planning processes;

7. an annual independent audit confirming
financial viability with evidence of follow-
up on any concerns cited in the audit’s
accompanying management letter;

8. strategies to measure and assess the
adequacy and efficient utilization of
institutional resources required to support
the institution’s mission and goals; and

9. periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
planning, resource allocation, institutional
renewal processes, and availability of
resources.
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Standard VII
Governance, Leadership,

and Administration

The institution is governed and administered in a manner that allows it to realize its stated
mission and goals in a way that effectively benefits the institution, its students, and the other
constituencies it serves. Even when supported by or affiliated with governmental, corporate,
reLigious, educational system, or other unaccredited organizations, the institution has education
as its primary purpose, and it operates as an academic institution with appropriate autonomy.

Criteria

An accredited institution possesses and
demonstrates the following attributes or
activities:

I. a clearly articulated and transparent
governance structure that outlines roles,
responsibilities, and accountability for
decision making by each constituency,
including governing body administration,
faculty, staff and students;

2. a legally constituted governing body that:
a. serves the public interest, ensures that

the institution clearly states and fulfills
its mission and goals, has fiduciary
responsibility for the institution, and is
ultimately accountable for the academic
quality, planning, and fiscal well-being
of the institution;

b. has sufficient independence and
expertise to ensure the integrity of the
institution. Members must have primary
responsibility to the accredited
institution and not allow political,
financial, or other influences to interfere
with their governing responsibilities;

c. ensures that neither the governing body
nor its individual members interferes in
the day-to-day operations of the
institution;

d. oversees at the policy level the quality of
teaching and learning, the approval of
degree programs and the awarding of
degrees, the establishment of personnel
policies and procedures, the approval of
policies and by-laws, and the assurance
of strong fiscal management;

e. plays a basic policy-making role in
financial affairs to ensure integrity and
strong financial management. This may
include a timely review of audited
financial statements and/or other
documents related to the fiscal viability
of the institution;

f. appoints and regularly evaluates the
performance of the Chief Executive
Officer;

g. is informed in all its operations by
principles of good practice in board
governance;

h. establishes and complies with a written
conflict of interest policy designed to
ensure the impartiality of the governing
body by addressing matters such as
payment for services, contractual
relationships, employment, and family,
financial or other interests that could
pose or be perceived as conflicts of
interest;
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Standard VII

i. supports the Chief Executive Officer in
maintaining the autonomy of the
institution;

3. a Chief Executive Officer who:
a. is appointed by, evaluated by, and

reports to the governing body and shall
not chair the governing body;

b. has appropriate credentials and
professional experience consistent with
the mission of the organization;

c. has the authority and autonomy
required to fulfill the responsibilities of
the position, including developing and
implementing institutional plans,
staffing the organization, identifying and
allocating resources, and directing the
institution toward attaining the goals
and objectives set forth in its mission;

d. has the assistance of qualified
administrators, sufficient in number, to
enable the Chief Executive Officer to
discharge his/her duties effectively; and
is responsible for establishing
procedures for assessing the
organization’s efficiency and
effectiveness;

4. an administration possessing or
demonstrating:
a. an organizational structure that is

clearly documented and that clearly
defines reporting relationships;

b. an appropriate size and with relevant
experience to assist the Chief Executive
Officer in fulfilling his/her roles and
responsibilities;

c. members with credentials and
professional experience consistent with
the mission of the organization and
their functional roles;

d. skills, time, assistance, technology, and
information systems expertise required
to perform their duties;

e. regular engagement with faculty and
students in advancing the institution’s
goals and objectives;

f. systematic procedures for evaluating
administrative units and for using
assessment data to enhance operations;
and

5. periodic assessment of the effectiveness of
governance, leadership, and
administration.
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1. Purpose
The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE or the Commission) seeks to
ensure that institutions are reevaluated and monitored on a regular and consistent basis. The
purpose of this policy is to establish the timeline and components of the Commission’s
accreditation review cycle. Additional information about reviews, reports, and visits can be
found in Accreditation Activities Guidelines.

II. Statement of Policy
In accordance with federal regulation 34 CER §602.19, the Commission shall implement a cycle
for accreditation review that reevaluates and monitors institutions to ensure compliance with
standards for accreditation, requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal
compliance requirements. The Commission shall assign institutions to an accreditation review
cycle which dictates the timeline and a regular and consistent schedule of review. While the
Commission has established a continuous accreditation review cycle, the Commission reserves the
right to conduct monitoring activities at any time.

A. Accreditation Review Activities
The Commission’s eight_year* cycle includes a Self-Study Evaluation and On-Site Evaluation
visit, and a Mid-Point Peer Review (MPPR). The Commission will require an accredited
institution to undergo a comprehensive Self-Study Evaluation and On-Site Evaluation Visit at
least every eight years. The Commission will conduct the MPPR in the fourth year following the
self-study evaluation and on-site evaluation visit. Institutions that are newly accredited must
complete a second Self-Study Evaluation and On-Site Evaluation Visit four years after the date
that accreditation was granted.

B. Monitoring Activities
The Commission will monitor member institutions to ensure continued institutional compliance
with standards for accreditation, requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal
compliance requirements. Monitoring activities include the Annual Institutional Update (AIU),
follow-up reports and visits, and out of cycle monitoring. The Commission will require member
institutions to submit and verify data and upload required documents on an annual basis through the
Alt.). The Commission may require institutions to submit further evidence through
Recommendations Responses in conjunction with the MU. The Commission may require
institutions to submit follow-up reports or host follow-up visits as directed in the Commission’s
accreditation action. The Commission may require out of cycle monitoring at any time if it has
concerns about the institution’s ongoing compliance with the Commission’s standards for
accreditation, requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal compliance
requirements.

* The full implementation of the eight-year cycle begins with accredited institutions who will have self-study in 2020-202!.
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C. Changes in Accreditation Review Cycle
The accreditation review cycle is continuous and the institution’s assigned cycle cannot be
altered except under extraordinary circumstances. Only the Commission may alter the
accreditation review cycle as may be necessary based on circumstances.

HI. Procedures
The Commission staff will develop procedures as are necessary to ensure the consistent
implementation of policies. See Accreditation Review Cycle and Monitoring Procedures.

Number:
Version: 2018-09-01 Technical Amendment
Effective Date September .2018
Previously Issued: N/A
Approved June 3,2017 (Membership)
Revisions. May 24, 2014 (technical amcndment);June 3,2017(substantive revision); September 1,2018 (technical amendment)
Related Documents: Accreditation Activities Guidelines; Accreditation Review Cycle and Monitoring Procedures:
Federal Regulations §602.18(c) Ensuring consistency in decision-making; §602.19 Monitoringand reevaluation; §602.22 Substantive change
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Contents
I. Purpose

II. Self-Study Evaluation and On-Site Evaluation Visit
Ill. Mid-Point Peer Review (MPPR)
IV. Monitoring Activities
V. Changes to the Accreditation Review Cycle

VI. Definitions

I. Purpose
The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE or the Commission) seeks to
ensure that institutions are reevaluated and monitored on a regular and consistent basis. The
purpose of these procedures is to implement the Commission’s Accreditation Review Cycle and
Monitoring Policy and describe the procedures for each component of the accreditation review
cycle and monitoring activities. Additional information about reviews, reports, and visits can be
found in Accreditation Activities Guidelines.

II. Self-Study Evaluation and On-Site Evaluation Visit
A. Institutions will conduct a Self-Study Evaluation in accordance with the assigned

accreditation review cycle. Self-study will require that the institution engage in an in-
depth, comprehensive, and reflective assessment process to identify institutional priorities
as well as opportunities for improvement and innovation. Through this process, the
institution must provide evidence and document compliance with the Commission’s
standards for accreditation, requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and
federal compliance requirements.

B. The institution will participate in the Self-Study Institute, which is training on the self-
study evaluation process and how to write an effective Self-Study Design. Self-Study
Chairpersons of the Steering Committee will attend the Commission’s Self-Study Institute
approximately two years prior to the On-Site Evaluation Visit.

C. The institution will craft and submit a Self-Study Design which serves as a guide for the
self-study process and enables the Steering Committee and Working Groups to
conceptualize and organize relevant tasks. The Self-Study Design communicates
important information to three audiences: the campus, the Commission staff liaison, and
the Team Chair. See the Self-Study Design Template.

D. The Commission staff liaison must accept the Self-Study Design before an institution
may proceed with self-study. The institution will engage in self-study in accordance with
the timeline established in the Self-Study Design.

E. The institution will host a Self-Study Preparation Visit from the Commission staff liaison
approximately two years in advance of the self-study. The purpose of the visit is to
discuss the Self-Study Design, answer questions about Commission policies and
procedures, and meet with institutional constituencies.
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F. The Commission staff will assign a team of peer evaluators in accordance with Peer
Evaluators Pa 11ev and Peer Evaluators Procedures.

G. The institution will host a Chair’s Preliminary Visit from the Team Chair. The purpose of
the visit is to ensure that the institution is ready to host the on-site evaluation visit and to
determine if the Self Study Report is adequate to support the work of the team.

I. The Team Chair will conduct the visit to the institution’s main campus
approximately four-to-six months prior to the On-Site Evaluation Visit.

2. The Team Chair will schedule this visit with the institution’s President, make
travel arrangements, and handle all logistics with the institution.

H. The institution will write a Self-Study Report and compile Evidence which documents
the institution’s compliance with the Commission’s standards for accreditation,
requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal compliance requirements.

I. The institution will upload the Self-Study Report and all Evidence to the secure MSCHE
portal no later than six weeks prior to the On-Site Evaluation Visit.

J. Peer evaluators will review the Self Study Report and Evidence prior to the scheduled
On-Site Evaluation Visit.

K. Peer evaluators may request additional evidence prior to arriving on-site to clarify
information or verify compliance.

L. In accordance with federal regulation 34 CFR q602.22,’cff2) and ‘d), as part of the self-
study evaluation, peer evaluators will conduct Self-Study Site Visits to aLl geographic
locations designated as branch campuses and one-third of active additional locations if
the institution has more than three active additional locations. The purpose of these visits
is to verify information about the locations and ensure continued compliance for
additional sites.

I. These visits may be conducted by the Team Chair or a designated team member,
who will schedule the visit(s), make travel arrangements, and handle all logistics
with the institution.

2. The peer evaluator’s findings are incorporated into the Team Report.

M. The institution will host an On-Site Evaluation Visit by peer evaluators. During the visit,
peer evaluators will clarify the information provided in the Self-Study Report and verify
evidence submitted by the institution by interviewing campus constituencies (including
key administrators, governing board members. faculty, staff, and students).

N. Peer evaluators may request additional evidence while they are on-site to clarify
information or verify compliance.

0. The institution will provide additional evidence that has been requested and upload it to
the secure MSCHE portal. Institutions may only upload additional evidence for a set
period of time, which begins seven days after the original evidence was submitted up
until seven days following the On-Site Evaluation Visit.
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P. The team of peer evaluators will develop a draft Team Report that summarizes the team’s
findings.

1. The team of peer evaluators will use the Team Report Template.
2. The Team Report will provide collegial advice to the institution.
3. The Team Report will identify team recommendations.
4. The Team Report will describe whether the institution is in compliance with

standards for accreditation, requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures,
and federal compliance requirements.

5. If the team is unable to verify compliance or has confirmed non-compliance, the
team report must identify specific standards for accreditation, requirements of
affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal compliance requirements, and
must issue requirements describing actions the institution must take to
demonstrate compliance.

6. The Team Report does not include the action that the team is proposing to the
Commission.

Q. The team will meet with institutional representatives for an oral exit report. The
institution’s President (CEO) is encouraged to invite all members of the campus
community to hear the oral exit report.

I. During the oral exit report, the Team Chair conveys the team’s findings about the
institution’s compliance, noting team recommendations and requirements as well
as collegial advice.

2. The oral exit report must not differ materially from the draft Team Report and
should be equally candid, honest, clear, and forthright.

3. Under no circumstances does the Team Chair or any other team member share
with the institution the action that the team will propose for consideration by the
Committee and the Commission. The team’s findings represent only the first step
in the multi-level decision-making process.

R. The institution has the opportunity to identify factual inaccuracies in the draft Team
Report and report them to the Team Chair.

S. The Team Chair will finalize the Team Report and upload it to the secure MSCHE portal.

T. The institution has the opportunity to respond to the final Team Report in writing through
an Institutional Response.

U. The Team Chair submits a Chair’s Confidential Brief to the Commission summarizing
the Team Report and conveying the team’s proposal for action. The Chair’s Confidential
Brief is not made available to the institution.

V. The Commission, through its multi-level decision making process, will analyze all of the
accreditation materials and any other appropriate information available to it.

\V. The Commission will take an accreditation action in accordance with its Accreditation
Actions Policy and Accreditation Actions Procedures.
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HI. Mid-Point Peer Review (MPPR)
A. The Commission will conduct the Mid-Point Peer Review (MPPR) midway through the

accreditation review cycle to review five years of accumulated financial data, student
achievement data, and responses to Commission recommendations (if requested)
submitted by the institution through a series of Annual Institutional Updates (AIU).

B. The Commission staff will assign peer evaluators in accordance with the Peer Evaluators
Policy and Peer Evaluators Pro cedures.

C. Peer evaluators will analyze the data report and confirm that trends observed in the data
do not raise concerns about the institution’s financial health and student achievement. If
an institution was directed by the Commission to provide Recommendations Responses,
peer evaluators will review the submitted Recommendations Responses and determine if
the institution is responding appropriately.

D. Peer evaluators will develop a report that will indicate whether there are any concerns
resulting from the MPPR. This report is shared with the institution.

E. The institution has the opportunity to respond to the final Team Report in writing through
an Institutional Response.

F. The Commission, through its multi-level decision making process, will analyze all of the
accreditation materials and any other appropriate information available to it.

G. The Commission will take an accreditation action in accordance with its Accreditation
Actions Policy and Accreditation Actions Procedures.

IV. Monitoring Activities
The Commission will employ a number of approaches to monitor institutions throughout the
accreditation cycle.

A. Annual Institutional Update (AIU)
I. The Commission will collect and analyze key data indicators on an annual basis,

including but not limited to, enrollment data, financial information, and measures of
student achievement.

2. Institutions will submit or verify institutional data and upload required documents on
an annual basis. A designated individual from the institution will certify that the data
have been reviewed and are accurate.

3. If required in a prior Commission action, the institution will submit Recommendations
Responses in conjunction with each AIU until the next MPRR or Self-Study
Evaluation, whichever comes first. The institution will have the opportunity to provide
narrative updates but cannot upload documents as evidence until its next self-study.

B. Follow-Up Reports and Visits
I. The Commission may request written follow-up reports and follow-up visits in an

accreditation action. The accreditation action will specify the type(s) of follow-up
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reports and visits. Descriptions of reviews, reports. and visits can be found in
Accreditation Activities Guidelines.

2. The institution will submit written follow-up report(s) as directed in the accreditation
action. Guidance related to follow-up reports can be found in Follow-Up Reports
Guidelines.

3. The institution will host follow-up visits as directed in the accreditation action.
Information about hosting a visit can be found in Follow-Up Visits Procedures.

4. The Commission, through its multi-level decision making process, will analyze all of
the accreditation materials and any other appropriate information available to it.

5. The Commission will take an accreditation action in accordance with its
Accreditation Actions Policy and A ccreditat ion Actions Procedures.

C. Ont of Cycle Monitoring
I. The Commission will conduct out of cycle monitoring if it has concerns about the

institution’s ongoing compliance with the Commission’s standards for accreditation,
requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal compliance
requirements.

2. The Commission may obtain and utilize information from the institution or external
sources such as media reports. other aecreditors. other publicly available data,
complaints or third-party comments, or substantive change to identify areas of
concern.

3. The Commission will request an Out of Cycle Supplemental Information Report
(SIR). The request will describe the Commission’s concern(s) and assign a due date
for submission.

4. The institution will submit a response that addresses the Commission’s concern(s)
and explains the relationship between the concerns and any relevant standards for
accreditation, requirements of affiliation, policies and procedures, and federal
compliance requirements.

5. The Commission may conduct an on-site visit after the submission of the institution’s
response if compliance with standards for accreditation, requirements of affiliation,
policies and procedures, and federal compliance requirements requires on-site review
and verification.

6. The Commission, through its multi-level decision making process, will analyze all of
the accreditation materials and any other appropriate information available to it.

7. The Commission will take an accreditation action in accordance with its
Accreditation Actions Policy and Accreditation Actions Procedures.
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V. Changes to the Accreditation Review Cycle
A. When impacted by extraordinary circumstances, the institution may request a delay in the

due date of a required accreditation activity within the institution’s accreditation review
cycle.

B. In accordance with the Commission’s Accreditation Actions Policy and Accreditation
Actions Procedures, the Commission, or staff acting on behalf of the Commission, will
grant or reject the request for a delay, which will be noted in the institution’s
accreditation action history.

C. A delay in the due date will not alter the institution’s assigned accreditation review cycle
(assigned cohort) and the institution must continue to adhere to the established schedule.

D. The Commission may, in extraordinary circumstances, change the due date or change an
institution’s assigned accreditation review cycle based on circumstances.

VI. Definitions
A. Accreditation Materials —Reports, documents, evidence, information, correspondence,

and proposals for action relative to all phases of accreditation activities.

B. Annual Institutional Update (AIU) —A mechanism for ongoing monitoring used by the
Commission. Institutions submit and verify key data indicators and upload required
documents on an annual basis.

C. Mid-Point Peer Review (MPPR) — A review of accumulated financial data, student
achievement data, and responses to Commission recommendations (if requested)
submitted by the institutions through a series of Annual Institutional Updates (AIU).

D. Recommendations Response —Submission by the institution of responses to
Commission recommendations in conjunction with the AIV each year until the next
MPRR or Self-Study Evaluation.
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I. Purpose
This policy defines the types of institutional changes that are considered “substantive” and
therefore require approval by the Commission of the Middle States Commission on Higher
Education or the Executive Committee on its behalf (herein after the Commission), in advance of
the change’s effective date. See also Sithstantive Change Procedures and the Substantive
Change Request Forms specific to the type of change.

II. Statement of Policy
Certain types of institutional changes are defined as “substantive” by the United States
Department of Education (USDE). Substantive changes are not automatically covered by the
institution’s accredited or candidate status. Accredited and candidate institutions planning a
substantive change have the responsibility to obtain prior approval from the Commission before
the change is effective. Retroactive approval is not available. Institutions are strongly urged to
contact the designated staff liaison if there is doubt as to whether or not a proposed change falls
within the definition of “substantive”. Unless otherwise specified in a Commission action, the
earliest allowable effective date of a proposed substantive change is the date of the Commission’s
action.

Accreditation or reaffirmation of accreditation is granted to an institution as it exists at the time
of evaluation and cannot be acquired by or transferred or extended to a non-accredited institution
or organization. While the decision to modify an institution is an institutional prerogative and
responsibility, the Commission is obligated to ensure that any substantive change does not
adversely affect the capacity of the institution to continue to meet accreditation standards and
requirements of affiliation. For all types of substantive change, the member institution must
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Commission, that it meets or will continue to meet the
Standardsfor Accreditation and Requirements ofAffiliation after the substantive change occurs.
The institution assures that an affiliation with partner institutions does not adversely affect the
member institution’s capacity to continue to meet accreditation standards and requirements of
affiliation.

For institutions that participate in federal Title IV (student financial aid) programs, failure to obtain
prior approval from the Commission may result in the USDE requirement that the institution
reimburse the government for funds received related to the substantive change or the loss of Title
IV funding. Approval of a substantive change by the Commission does not guarantee Title IV
eligibility.
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A substantive change may be considered “complex” by the Commission or staff on its behalf,
depending on the nature of the change. The definition of complex substantive change is provided
in the definitions section of this policy and in Substantive Change Procedures. The staff liaison
will advise the institution about how to proceed with a complex substantive change. A complex
substantive change may necessitate consideration of academic, financial, and legal matters, and
the parties involved should anticipate that a longer approval time may be required.

All accreditation materials submitted to the Commission as part of a substantive change request
are confidential in accordance with Commission policy Communication in the Accreditation
Process.

HI. Commission Review and Action
Based on its review of a request for substantive change, the Commission may take any action in
accordance with the policyAccreditaiionActions, The Commission reserves the right to decline
to review a substantive change request submitted by any institution that is not in compliance
with the Commission’s accreditation standards and requirements of affiliation (including
institutions that are subject to warning. probation, show cause, or withdrawal of accreditation or
candidate status), or the Commission’s policies, guidelines, or procedures.

The Commission may rescind its approval of the substantive change if all required external
approvals are not received by the Commission or the change is not implemented by the member
institution within one calendar year.

New comprehensive review. In accordance with federal regulations (34 CFR §602. 22e’aff3)), the
Commission may request a new comprehensive evaluation of the institution when changes made
or proposed by an institution are or would be sufficiently extensive to warrant closer examination.
Changes such as significant change in mission, change in legal status, form of control or
ownership, student population, institutional type, or significant enrollment growth or rapid
expansion of locations may be considered by the Commission in directing the institution to
undertake an early self-study evaluation, undergo a review of its Candidate status, or otherwise
demonstrate that it is in compliance with accreditation standards and requirements of affiliation.

IV. Types of Substantive Change
In accordance with federal regulations, the Commission considers the following types of
changes to be substantive and therefore to require Commission approval before the change
is effective:

1. Mission or Objectives
Federal regulations require prior approval of any change in the established mission or
objectives of the institution (34 CFR §602.22(a)(2}(V,).

Such changes include but are not limited to any change that leads to a fundamental shift in
the nature of the institution or other event(s) deemed to be significant by the Commission,
whether or not specifically listed in this policy or in the regulations of the USDE. Editorial
changes in the language of a mission statement are not substantive and do not require
Commission approval.
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2. Legal Status, Form of Control, or Ownership
Federal regulations require prior approval of a change in the legal status of the institution, form
of control, or ownership of the institution (34 CFR §602.22 ‘aff2)ü%) and (Lr) and 31 CFR
§600.31).

The types of transactions that constitute a change of legal status, form of control or ownership of
an institution are defined in the Definitions provided below. In all such cases, all member
institutions involved in the transaction must demonstrate subsequent to the change in legal
status, form of control, or ownership, to the satisfaction of the Commission, that they meet or
will continue to meet the accreditation standards and requirements of affiliation.

If the transaction involves an institutional closure, the Commission requires a teach-out plan
and/or agreement describing how any students remaining in the program will be
accommodated. Approvals from all licensing, regulatory or other legal entities must also be
provided.

Early notification. The Commission requires an institution planning a change in legal status,
form of control, or ownership of the institution to notify the staff liaison as soon as ills aware of
the potential change (31 CFR §602.24(b)).

Site Visits. During the review process and prior to approval, Commission representatives may
conduct a site visit to one or all entities involved in the transaction.

Further, federal regulations require that the Commission undertake a site visit to the institution
after it has undergone a change in legal status, form of control, or ownership, or other change that
resulted in a change of control as soon as practicable, but no later than six months after the
change of ownership (34 CFR §602.24(b)). The Commission may conduct this site visit to one
or all entities involved in the transaction.

3. Significant Departure from Existing Educational Programs
Federal regulations require prior approval for the addition of programs that are a
significant departure from the offerings of educational programs that existed and were
previously included within the scope of the institution’s accreditation (34 CFR
§602.221’a,) (2) (hQ).

The Commission defines “significant departure” from offerings as the addition of credit-
bearing programs that are not a logical extension of programs currently offered by the
institution.

4. Alternative Delivery Method
Federal regulations require prior approval of the addition of courses or programs that are a
significant departure from the methods of delivery that existed and were previously included
within the scope of the institution’s accreditation (34 CER §602.22(a)(2)fflQ,).

The Commission requires prior approval for the first two degree or academic programs for
which 50 percent or more of the degree or academic programs will be offered through an
alternative method of delivery (distance education, correspondence education, etc.). The 50
percent standard includes only courses offered in their entirety (100 percent) via an alternative
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delivery method, not courses utilizing mixed delivery or hybrid methods.

5. Direct Assessment! Competency Based Education (CBE) Programs
Federal regulations require prior approval for the initiation or expansion of direct
assessment or competency based education programs (34 CFR §668. 10).

The Commission requires prior approval of all programs for which 100% of student
progression through a program is completed through the direct assessment of competencies
(and not through the completion of credit hours). See the Commission guidelines Degrees
and Credits for related federal regulation guidelines regarding competency-based programs.

Please note: In accordance with 34 CFR §668.10(g) Direct assessment programs, Title IV,
HEA program eligibility with respect to direct assessment programs is limited to direct
assessment programs approved by the Secretary.

6. Different Credential Level
Federal regulations require prior approval of the addition of programs of study at a degree or
credential level that is different from those that existed and were previously included within
the scope of the institution’s accreditation (31 CFR §602,22(a,)(2)(iv)). Multiple credential
levels submitted at one time may require the submission of a complex substantive change.

The Commission requires prior approval for the addition of the first two programs offered at
each degree or credential level (including certificate programs) that is different from those
that existed and were previously included within the scope of the institution’s accreditation.
The Commission uses IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System) definitions
for specific certificate, degree, or credential levels.

• After Commission approval of the first two programs, new programs at an existing
degree or credential level ordinarily do not require Commission review. However, the
addition of such programs may necessitate prior approval if these new programs are a
significant departure as defined under #3 in this policy.

• Branch campuses and additional locations operate with some independence from the
main campus. Therefore, the Commission may require additional review prior to the
addition of programs at a different degree or credential level at such locations, even if
the main campus curentlv offers the same degree or credential level.

7. Clock Hours to Credit Hours
Federal regulations require prior approval of a change from clock hours to credit hours in one or
more institutional programs (34 CFR §602.22(2)(v)).

The Commission requires prior approval for each program an institution plans to convert from
clock hour to credit hour.

8. Number of Clock or Credit Hours
Federal regulations require prior approval of a substantial increase or decrease in the number
of clock or credit hours awarded for successful completion of a program (34 CFR
602.22(2) (vi)).

The Commission requires prior approval if an institution plans a substantial increase or
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decrease in the number of credits awarded without a change in content or change in number of
courses required for completion of the program. This typically applies to a change of at least
20 percent in the number of clock or credit hours awarded or required.

9. Contractual Arrangements
Federal regulations require prior approval of contractual arrangements with an institution or
organization that is not certified to participate in the Title IV federal student financial aid
funding programs when the non-accredited entity offers more than 25 percent of the
accredited institution’s educational programs (34 CFR §602.22(a,)(2)(vU)).

The Commission requires prior approval for the initiation of contractual arrangements when
an institution enters into a contract under which 25 percent of one or more of the institution’s
educational programs leading to an academic or professional degree, certificate, or other
recognized educational credential, will be offered by a third-party provider that is not
accredited by an accreditor recognized by the USDE.

Please note: 34 CFR ç668.5 (3,) (U) (A) stipulates that Title IV federal student financial aid funding
is not available for educational programs that are provided through contractual arrangements
between an accredited institution and an ineligible entity wherein more than 50 percent of the
educational program is being provided by the ineligible entity.

10. Establishment of Additional Locations
Federal regulations require prior approval for the establishment of an additional location at
which the institution offers at least 50 percent of an educational program (34 CFR
ç6o2. 22(a) (2) (viii) (A)).

The Commission requires prior approval to establish a new additional location, including an
additional location acquired from another institution, as part of an agreement to teach-out
students from another institution. Please see the Definitions section of this policy. Some
additional locations might be subject to other substantive change policies, including contractual
arrangements, for the provision of courses or educational services at the location.

The Commission may include the additional location within the scope of accreditation only after
it determines that the institution has the fiscal and administrative capacity to operate the
additional location and continues to meet accreditation standards and requirements of affiliation
(34 CFR ç602.22(a)(2)).

The Commission requires written notification within thirty days of the open date or the
commencement of operations at the additional location. In the event that operations at the
additional location do not commence within one calendar year from the date of the Commission’s
action, approval may lapse.

The institution will be assessed annual site dues and site visit fees in accordance with the
Commission’s policy Schedule ofDues and Fees. Additional locations that are international
(outside of the United States) will be assessed additional fees.

Site Visits. As part of the approval process, the Commission is required by federal regulations to
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conduct a site visit to the first three additional locations as soon as practicable, but no later than
six months after the commencement of instruction at the additional location (34 CFR
§602.22(c) (1)). The purpose of the site visit is to verify that the additional location has the
personnel, facilities, resources, fiscal and administrative capacity described in its substantive
change request (31 CFR §6o2.22d,).

However, if the institution has been placed on warning, probation, or show cause by the
Commission or is subject to some limitation by the Commission on its accredited or candidate
status, a site visit is required (34 (‘FR §602.22(cffflffli,)). Unless waived, the Commission also
requires a site visit to the first international additional location, regardless of the number of
domestic additional locations that have been approved.

• At the time of the self-study evaluation and at other times deemed appropriate by the
Commission, the Commission may conduct site visits by visiting one third of active
additional locations if the institution operates more than three active additional
locations (34 CFR §602.22(c) (2,),). The Commission considers an additional location to
be “active” when it is operational with students enrolled.

• The Commission may, at its discretion, request additional information and/or conduct
site visits to a representative sample of additional locations at institutions’that
experience rapid rowth in the number of additional locations to ensure that they
maintain educational quality (34 CFR §602.22(c,) (3,),).

• Commission actions contingent on visits to international additional locations are
subject to travel advisories and security warnings as explained in the Commission’s
procedures International Travel by Commission Staffand Volunteers.

11. Establishment of a Branch Campus
Federal regulations require prior approval of the establishment of a branch campus (34
CFR §602.24(a)),

The Commission requires prior approval to establish a new branch campus, including a branch
campus acquired from another institution as part of an agreement to teach-out students from
another institution. Please see the Definitions section of this policy for definitions of branch
campus, teach-out plan and teach-out agreement. The substantive change request must include
a business plan for the branch campus that describes: (i) the educational program(s) to be
offered; (ii) the projected revenues and expenditures and cash flow: and (iii) the operation,
management. and physical resources at the branch campus (34 CFR §602.22(a) (If).

The Commission may include the branch campus within the scope of accreditation only after it
evaluates the business plan and takes whatever other actions it deems necessary to determine
that the branch campus has sufficient educational, financial, operational, management, and
physical resources to meet accreditation standards and requirements of affiliation (34 (‘FR
§602.22(a,) (2)).

The Commission requires written notification within thirty days of the open date or the
commencement of operations at the branch campus. In the event that operations at the branch
campus do not commence within one calendar year from the date of the action, approval may
lapse.
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Upon approval of a branch campus, the institution will be assessed annual site dues and site
visit fees in accordance with the Commission’s policy Schedule of Dues and Fees. Branch
Campuses that are international (outside of the United States) will be assessed additional fees.

Site Visits. As part of the approval process. the Commission is required by federal regulations
to conduct a site visit to each branch campus as soon as practicable, but no later than six months
after the commencement of instruction at the branch campus (34 CFR §602.24(a) (3)). The
purpose of the site visit is to verif, that the branch campus has the personnel, facilities.
resources, fiscal and administrative capacity described in its substantive change request.

• At the time of the self-study evaluation and at other times deemed appropriate by the
Commission, the Commission will conduct site reviews of each active branch campus.
The Commission considers a branch campus to be “active” when it is operational with
students enrolled.

• The Commission may, at its discretion, request additional information and/or conduct site
visits to a representative sample of branch campuses of institutions that experience rapid
growth in the number of branch campuses to ensure that they maintain educational quality.

• Commission actions contingent on visits to international branch campuses are subject to
travel advisories and security warnings as explained in the Commission’s procedures
International Travel by Commission Staff and Volunteers.

12. Site Closure, Relocation or Reclassification
The Commission requires prior approval to close, relocate, or reclassify a site (change in
category among branch campus, additional location, or other instructional sites). Approvals
from all necessary licensing, regulatory, or other legal entities must be provided. Please see
the Definitions section of this policy. A site visit is required for the relocation ofa main
campus, all branch campuses, and additional locations when the institution has fewer than
three approved additional locations.

A. Closure. The Commission requires prior approval if an institution intends to close a
main campus, branch campus, or additional location. If the site provides 100 percent of at
least one program, the institution must also provide a teach-out plan describing how any
students remaining in the program will be accommodated (34 CFR §602.24(c)Ofr’iiO).

B. Relocation. The Commission requires prior approval if an institution intends to
move an existing approved main campus, branch campus, or additional location to a new
physical location. The institution must submit a substantive change request to relocate the
site. The Commission does not require substantive change approval to correct spelling,
typographical. or other changes required by the United States Postal Service.

C. Reclassification. The Commission requires prior approval if offerings at an existing
site change enough to move the site into a new category (see definitions of branch campus,
additional location, or other instructional site). The institution must submit a substantive
change request to reclassify the site.

13. Planned Institutional Closures
Federal regulations require prior approval of plans for institutional closure (34 CER §602.24(c)).

In addition to the substantive change request, the Commission requires a teach-out plan
describing how any students remaining in the program will be accommodated. The



Policy: Substantive Change Page 8

Commission may also require one or more teach-out agreement(s). Approvals from all
licensing, regulatory or other legal entities must also be provided.

14. Experimental Sites Initiatives (ES!) as Required by the US Department of Education
USDE has invited a limited number of institutions to participate in various Experimental
Sites Initiatives (ESI) intended to encourage institutional innovation. Certain ESI programs
require MSCHE approval prior to being included within an institution’s scope of
accreditation.

The Commission requires prior approval, before implementation, of ESI programs as
required by the US Department of Education. Institutions are required to submit substantive
change requests for each ESI program that requires accreditor approval. Institutions are
reminded that participation in ESI initiatives is contingent upon acceptance of institutions
into the initiative by USDE. Institutions that are planning ESI programs that require
accreditor approval should contact the MSCHE staff liaison as soon as possible. The
Commission will work with institutions to obtain Commission review through the
substantive change process.

V. Definitions
The following definitions provide more information regarding substantive change:

A. Additional Location. An additional location is a domestic or international location,
other than a branch campus, that is geographically apart from the primary/main campus
and at which the institution offers at least 50 percent of the requirements of an
educational program. (34 CER §602.22)

B. Branch Campus. A branch campus is a domestic or international location of an
institution that is geographically apart, independent of the primary/main campus. The
branch campus is considered independent of the main campus if it is permanent in
nature; offers courses in educational programs leading to a degree, certificate, or other
recognized educational credential; has its own faculty and administrative or supervisory
organization; and has its own budgetary and hiring authority. (34 CFR §600.2)

C. Change of Ownership. A change in ownership of an institution resulting in a change in
control may include, but is not limited to, the following types of transactions (34 CFR
§600.3 1):

1) the acquisition of the institution by another entity;
2) the acquisition by the institution of another educational entity;
3) a merger with another institution;
4) a consolidation with another institution;
5) the division of one institution into two or more institutions;
6) the sale of an institution;
7) the acquisition or sale of a controlling interest in an institution

a.a controlling interest in a for-profit entity is a shareholder who holds or
controls both 25 percent or more of the outstanding shares and more
shares of voting stock than any other shareholder. If the change in
ownership is due to the retirement or death of the owner or a controlling
shareholder, and the ownership is transferred either to a family member or
to a person with ownership interest who has been involved in the
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management of the institution for at least two years preceding the transfer,
the institution should contact the staff liaison to determine whether
approval is necessary (34 CE?? §600.31);

b.for a nonprofit entity, a controlling interest is the acquisition by an entity
of the ability to control the material decisions of the governing board
through the ownership of a membership interest in the institution or
control through reserved powers of appointment of board members and/or
approval of fundamental corporate actions of the institution;

8) beginning or ending public sponsorship and control;
9) the transfer of the liabilities ofan institution to its parent corporation;
10) a transfer of substantially all the educational business ofan institution, including

a transfer through ajoint venture or other contractual arrangement;
II) a change in status as a for-profit, nonprofit or public institution (i.e. legal status

for purposes of compliance with federal regulation); or
12) any other transaction or modification of the ownership or governing body of the

institution that changes, or has the potential to change the control of the
institution or its fundamental structure or organization. Please see Definitions.

The granting ofa security interest in the assets of the educational business of an
institution does not constitute a change in control. A change of control involving two
institutions, one within the Commission’s region and another outside of the region,
requires the review and approval of the Commission.

D. Clock Hour. A clock hour is a unit of measure that represents an hour of scheduled
instruction given to students. It is also referred to as contact hour. (34 CFR §600.2)

E. Competency Based Education (CBE). A CBE program is one that organizes content
according to what a student knows and can do, often referred to as a “competency.” CBE
programs also generally have clear claims for student learning, stress what students can
do with the knowledge and skills they acquire, and have assessments that provide
measurable evidence of competency. Student progress is determined by mastery of each
competency. Because CBE focuses on whether students have mastered these
competencies. there is a focus on learning outcomes rather than time spent in a classroom.
(31 CFR §602.3)

F. Complex Substantive Change. if the proposed change is sufficiently complex that it
requires more in-depth review or requires the Commission to assign or engage a
consultant with appropriate expertise to the type of change (e.g.. accounting, legal, etc.), it
is considered a complex substantive change. The following substantive change types are
always considered complex: Changes in legal status, form of control, or ownership and
EQUIP Experimental Site Initiatives with the United States Department of Education
(USDE). However, in addition to these, any of the types of substantive change may be
considered “complex” by the Commission or staff on its behalf, depending on the nature
of the change. Examples include (but are not limited to) change in the status of multiple
locations, multipLe types of change that are submitted simultaneously, and some
institutional closures. See Substantive Change Procedures.

G. Contractual Arrangement. The initiation of a contractual or other arrangement wherein
an institution outsources some portion of one or more of its credit bearing educational
programs or educational business operations to a third-party provider or an institution that
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is not accredited by an accreditor recognized by the USDE, unless approved by the
Commission under ES!.

H. Control. Control (including the terms controlling, controlled by and under common
control with) means the possession, direct or indirect, of the power to direct or cause the
direction of the management and policies of an institution, corporation. partnership,
other entity. or individual, whether through the ownership of voting securities, by
contract, in governance documents, or otherwise (34 CFR §600.31(b)). The indirect
power to direct or cause the direction of management of an institution means the right of
another entity to appoint a majority of the governing board representatives or the
reservation by another entity of the right to decide or to approve certain fundamental
decisions of an institution.

I. Correspondence Education. Correspondence education means education provided
through one or more courses by an institution under which the institution provides
instructional materials by mail or electronic transmission, including examinations on the
materials, to students who are separated from the instructor. Interaction between the
instructor and the student is limited, not regular and substantive, and is primarily initiated
by the student. Correspondence courses are typically self-paced. Correspondence
education is not distance education. (34 CFR §602.3)

J. Credit Hour. A credit hour is a unit of measure representing the equivalent of an hour
(50 minutes) of instruction per week over the entire term. (34 (‘FR §602.3)

K. Direct Assessment A direct assessment program is an instructional program that, in lieu
of credit hours or clock hours as a measure of student learning, utilizes direct assessment
of student learning, or recognizes the direct assessment of student learning by others, and
meets the conditions of 34 CFR §668.10. See also competency-based education. (34
CFR §602.3)

L. Distance Education. Distance education means education that uses one or more of the
following technologies to deliver instruction to students who are separated from the
instructor and to support regular and substantive interaction between the students and the
instructor, either synchronously or asynchronously: (I) the internet; (ii) one-way or two-
way transmissions through open broadcast, closed circuit, cable, microwave, broadband
lines, fiber optics, satellite, or wireless communications devices; (iii) audio conferencing;
or (iv) video cassettes, DVDs, and CD-ROMs used in a course in conjunction with the
previous technologies. (34 CFR §600.3)

M. Other Instructional Site. MSCHE defines an other instructional site as any off-campus
site, other than those meeting the definition of a branch campus or an additional location,
at which the institution offers one or more courses for credit. Sites designated as an other
instructional site do not require substantive change approval. However, substantive
change approval is required to red assfy an other instructional site to or from a branch
campus or additional location.

N. Teach-Out Agreement. A teach-out agreement means a written agreement between
institutions that provides for the equitable treatment of students and a reasonable
opportunity for students to complete their program of study if an institution, or an
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institutional location that provides 1 00 percent of at least one program offered, ceases to
operate before all enrolled students have completed their program of study. (34 CFR
§602.3)

0. Teach-Out Plan. A teach-out plan is a written plan developed by the institution that
provides for the equitable treatment of students to complete their education, including any
teach-out agreements that the institution has entered into or intends to enter into with
another institution. (34 CE)? §602.3)
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I. Purpose
The Middle States Commission on Higher Education (MSCHE or the Commission) requires
approval for certain types of institutional changes defined as substantive by the United
States Department of Education (USDE) prior to their implementation. The types of
substantive change are listed and defined in the Substantive Change Policy. The purpose of
these procedures is to provide guidance to both institutions and reviewers on the procedures
and expectations for submitting and obtaining approval of a Substantive Change or Complex
Substantive Change prior to its implementation.

II. Statement
In advance of implementing any change that is deemed to be substantive, accredited
and candidate institutions must submit a specific request for substantive change to the
Commission for review and approval before the change is included within the scope of
accreditation. Other types of notii5cation (e.g., the annual Institutional Profile or Annual
Institutional Update, a letter to Commission staff, description in the self-study or follow-up
reporting) are not acceptable. If an institution is uncertain about whether a proposed change is
substantive, the institution should contact the designated staff liaison with preliminary
information on the nature and purposes of the planned change. This should be done as early in
the planning process as possible. Based on this preliminary review, the staff liaison will
advise the institution about whether or not to submit a substantive change request.

III. Submission of Substantive Change Requests
A Substantive Change Request Form is posted on the MSCHE website. It must be completed
and submitted pursuant to the directions provided in that document. For complex substantive
changes, please see the section of this document labeled Complex Substantive Change
Requests as well as the relevant forms available on the MSCHE website.

Substantive change submissions need to be thorough, analytical. and complete; they must
include appropriate documentation and supporting evidence. All supporting documentation
that accompanies a substantive change request must be specifically referenced, and the
relevance of such documentation must be made explicit.

Submissions must be made via an electronic mail attachment and sent to
suhstantivcchant!c’irmschc.onz. All submissions must be submitted by the institution’s
Accreditation Liaison Officer (ALO). To allow for review and the possibility that additional
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information may be required, institutions are advised to submit substantive change requests at
least 3 months before the proposed change is scheduled for implementation.

For most substantive change requests (with the exception of complex substantive changes; see
Section V. of this document), the following timetable applies:

Submission deadline: for anticipated Commission action by the end of:
January 1 February*
March I April
May I June
July I August
September I October
November I December*

Please note that meetings occur late in the month and action letters mm’ not he received hi’ the institution until
the following month

IV. Substantive Change Review Procedures
Once all of the required components of the substantive change request submission are
received, Commission staff will assign experienced peer evaluators with specialized
experience related to the type of substantive change and no known conflicts of interest to

• conduct the review. In the case of a complex substantive change, staff may assign consultants
with expertise such as legal or finance as required.

Staff, peer evaluators, and members of the Commission have the authority to determine
whether or not a substantive change request is complete. Staff may request additional
information from the institution before proceeding with the review process or staff may
consider the submission incomplete and it will not be processed. If requested information is
not yet available, the institution may withdraw the substantive change request and re-submit at
a later date.

Substantive change requests are first reviewed by peer evaluators who determine that the
substantive change request does not adversely affect the institution’s compliance with the
Commission’s Standards for Accreditation, Requirements of Affiliation, and policies, and does
not violate federal or state regulations.

Upon the completion of the review, the evaluator(s) will complete the Substantive Change
Reviewer s Report. In this report, peer evaluators evaluate the request and develop a proposal
for action that is subsequently considered by an appropriate committee. The committee’s
proposal for action is then reviewed by the Commission of the Middle States Commission on
Higher Education or the Executive Committee on its behalf (herein after the Commission).
Based on its review of a request for substantive change. the Commission may take any action in
accordance with the policyALcrcdiiahion ;ILI1(iflX, The Commission action will specify the
effective date of the change as well as the impact on any existing accreditation.

As stipulated in that policy, the Commission may decline to review a substantive change
request submitted by an institution that is not in compliance with the Commission’s
accreditation standards and requirements of affiliation (including institutions that are subject to
warning, probation, show cause or withdrawal of accreditation or candidacy), or the
Commission’s policies, guidelines, or procedures.

The Commission notifies the institution, the USDE. other appropriate aecrediting agencies, and
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the public of the Commission’s action in accordance with the Commission policy,
Communication in the Accreditation Process.

V. Complex Substantive Change
If the proposed change is sufficiently complex that it requires more in-depth review or requires
the Commission to assign or engage a consultant with appropriate expertise to the type of
change (e.g., accounting, legal, etc.) it is considered a complex substantive change. The
following substantive change types are always considered complex: Changes in legal status,
form of control, or ownership, and EQUIP Experimental Site Initiatives with the United States
Department of Education (USDE). However, in addition to these, any of the types of
substantive change may be considered “complex” by the Commission or staff on its behalf,
depending on the nature of the change. Examples include (but are not limited to) change in the
status of multiple locations, multiple types of change that are submitted simultaneously, and
some institutional closures.

The Commission requires an institution planning a complex substantive change to notify
the designated staff liaison as soon as it is aware of the potential change. The designated
staff liaison will confirm whether a proposed substantive change is considered “complex.” Once
it is determined that the institution’s change(s) represent a complex substantive change, the
institution must submit the Complex Substantive Change Preliminary Review Form. The
Preliminary Review Form describes the complex substantive change to the designated staff
liaison. The designated staff liaison will schedule consultation with the institution to review the
Preliminary Review Form. The staff liaison will then provide guidance to the institution about
the content and format of the Complex Substantive Change Request Form as well as a potential
timetable for submission, review, and Commission action, in accordance with the Commission’s
meeting schedule and review procedures. The Commission may modify the procedures for
submitting a complex substantive change depending on the circumstances.

As with substantive change, complex substantive change requests are reviewed by peer
evaluators with expertise in the specific type of substantive change. In addition to requesting
additional documentation, the evaluator of a complex substantive change may request a
conference call or on-site visit to the institution to interview staff and gather information. Peer
evaluators develop a proposal for action which is then reviewed by an appropriate committee.

Complex substantive change requests are reviewed by the Committee on Follow-up Activities,
which is comprised of Commissioners. The Committee reviews and considers the complex
substantive change request form, Substantive Change Reviewer’s Report, Confidential Brief,
and Institutional Response. All recommendations of the Committee on Follow-up Activities are
submitted to the Commission for consideration. Based on its review of a request for complex
substantive change, the Commission may take any action in accordance with the policy
Accreditation Actions.

Complex substantive changes may be submitted at any time. Staff will determine, based on the
circumstances and review required, the next Commission meeting at which it can reasonably be
acted upon. The Commission meets three times a year in March, June, and November.
Approval of a complex substantive change request may take up to one year.

VI. Advertising Substantive Change
lfan institution would like to advertise, market, or recruit students and/or faculty for a
substantive change that has been submitted for approval, the institution must include a written
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notification on all relevant materials that the proposed change is “pending approval by the
Middle States Commission on Higher Education.” The institution should not begin to advertise
until the substantive change request is submitted.

VII. Substantive Change Visits
In accordance with federal regulations, certain types of substantive change require a site visit as
part of the approval process. The visit must occur before the change is included within the scope
of accreditation, although the Commission may provisionally approve the change, contingent on
completion of the visit. The purpose of the site visit is to verify information submitted in the
substantive change request and to confirm that the institution has sufficient educational,
financial, operational, management and physical resources to manage the change. Student and
faculty comments may also be solicited during site visits. Please see the Commission guidelines
Substantive Change Visits.

VIII. Substantive Change Monitoring Activities
The Commission conducts monitoring activities in conjunction with its review of substantive
change requests when, in the Commission’s judgment, there are issues that may affect the
institution’s ability to implement the proposed change and continue to meet the Commission’s
Standards for Accreditation, Requirements of Affiliation. The Commission may request follow-
up reporting, visits, or request that the institution undertake an early self-study. Upon review of
these monitoring activities, the Commission may take any action provided in the policy
Accreditation Actions.

IX. Substantive Change Fees
For information about substantive change fees, including complex substantive change fees, the
institution should refer to the policy Schedule ofDues and Fees, which is posted on the MSCHE
website under “Policies.”
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Exhibit F:
New York State Student Financial Aid Award Letter

Template

Jointly prescribed by the New York State Department ofFinancial
Services and the New York State Higher Education Services Corporation



Estimated Cost of Attendance

Tuition and tees

Housing and meals

Books and supplies

Transportation

Other educational costs

Grants and scholarships to pay for college

What will you pay for college

Net Costs $ X,XXXIyr
(Cost of attendance ninus total grants and scholarships)

Options to pay net costs

Work options

I Work-Study (Federal, slate, or institutional) $ X.XXX

Total Grants and Scholarships (Glft’ Aid; no repayment needed) $ X,XXX 1 yr

Grants from your school $ x.xxx
Federal Pell Grant x.xxx
Grants from your slate X,XXX

Other scholarships you can use X,XXX

Loan options

Federal Perkins Loans $ X,XXX

Federal Direct Subsidized Loan X,XXX

Federal Direct Unsubsidized Loan X,XXX

Recommended amounts shown here.You maybe eligible for a different amount. Contact your tnancial aid office.

Costs in the 2Oxx-n year

$

$ X,XXXIyr

x.xxx
x,xxx
x,xxx
x,xxx
x,xxx

J
Repaying your loans -

To leam about loan repayment ctloiCe5

and work out your Federal Loan monthly
payment, go to httn//studentaid ed,poy/

reoav-lcan s/u ndentand!oa ns

Other options

Family Contribution S X,XXX lyr
(As calculated by the Institution using information reported on the FAFSA or to your institution.)

• Payment plan offered by the institution ‘Military and/or National Service benefits

• Parent PLUS Loan • Non-Federal private education loan

For more information and next steps

Your Collegeluniversity

Financial Aid Office

123 Main Street

Anytown, NY 12345

Telephone: (123) 456-7890

E-mail: financialaid©nyschool.edu

Customized Information



Be aware that the options to pay for your education outlined on page one, and the additional loan options above, are only for the

20XX-X.X year It is important that you complete a FAFSA each year by the requisite deadline and comply with all other require

ments of your financial aid package.

Customized Information from UUS

Additional Loan Options

In addition to the loans and other options to pay outlined on page one, you are also eligible for the following loans

for the 2OXX-XX year:

Loans from yourstate $ X,XXX

Loans from your schooiflnstitution X,XXX

I In addition to the cost of attending for the first year, the following are the estimated costs of attendance for the additional

academic years expected to attain a degree. Note that these are estimates and may be subject to change:

Estimated Total Cost of Year 2

Tuition and fees $ x.xn

Housing and meals xxxx

Books and supplies x,xxx

Transportation x,xxx

Other educational costs xxn

$ x,xxx Estimated Total Cost of Year 3 $ x, xxx
Tuition and fees S x,xn

Housing and meals x,xyx

Books and supplies x,x

Transportation x.xn

Other educational costs x.xn

Estimated Total cost of Year 4

Tuition and fees $ x,xxx

Housing and meals xxxx

Books and supplies x,xxx

Transportation x,xxx

Other educational costs xxxx

$ x,xxx



Cost of Attendance (COA): The total amount (not including grants and scholarships) that it will cost you to go to school during the 2014—15 school year.
COA includes tuition and fees; housing and meals; and allowances for books, supplies, transportation, loan fees, and dependent care, It also includes
miscellaneous and personal expenses, such as an allowance for the rental or purchase of a personal computer, costs related to a disability; and reasonable
costs for eligible study-abroad programs. For students attending less than half-time, the COA includes tuition and fees; an allowance for books, supplies, and
transportation; and dependent care expenses.

Total Grants and Scholarships: Student aid funds that do not have to be repaid. Grants are often need-based, while scholarships are usually merit-based.
Occasionally you might have to pay back part or alt of a grant if, for example, you withdraw from school before finishing a semester.

Net Costs: An estimate of the actual costs that you or your family will need to pay during the 2014—15 school year to cover education expenses at a particular
school. Net costs are determined by taking the institution’s cost of attendance and subtracting your grants and scholarships.

Work-Study: A federal student aid program that provides part-time employment while you are enrolled in school to help pay your education expenses.

Loans: Borrowed money that must be repaid with interest. Loans from the federal govemment typicafly have a lower interest rate than loans from private
lenders. Federal loans, listed from most advantageous to least advantageous, are called Federal Perldns Loans, Direct Subsidized Loans, Direct Unsubsidized
Loans, and Direct PLUS Loans. You can find more information aheut federal loans at StudentAid,gov,

Family Contribution (also referred to as Expected Family Contribution): A number used by a school to calculate hew much financial aid you are
eligible to receive, if any. It’s based on The financial infonration you provided in your Free Appicafion for Federal Student d (FAFSA). it’s not the amount of
money ya,rfamily will have to pay forcollege. nor is itthe amount of federal student aid you will receve. The family contribution is reported to you on your
Student Aid Report, also known as the SAR.

Graduation Rate: The percentage of students who grad-jate from an institution This shows students who began their studies as first-time, full-time degree-
certificate-seeking students a-id completed their degree or certificate within 150 percent of notmal time.” For example, for a four-year school, the graduation
rate would be the percentage of students who completed U-at program within six years or less.

Loan Default Rate: The percentage of student hoaowers — undergraduate and graduate — who have failed to repay their federal loans within three years of
leaving a particular school. A low loan default rate could mean mat the institution’s students are earning enough income after leaving school to successfully
repay the:r loans.

Median Borrowing: The amount in federal loans the typical undergraduate student takes out at a particular institution It also indicates the monthly payments
that an average student would pay on that amount using a 10-year repayment plan.

Customized information from UUS

Glossary
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a uflEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

College Scorecard

<SAUC TO SEARCH RESULTS

Monroe College

Bronx, NY
5,776 undergraduate students
monroecollege.edu

a nfl
2 nj,jj’

Year For- City Medium
Drafit

SHARE THIS SCHOOL

*

BaHe
Uwngtown

Oyster Bay
East Nawich

Salary After
AttendIng

U

Map tiles by Stamen Design, una
Data by OpenStreetMap under ODbL.

Brookylib
Gr,atNeck hoNeckplaza

,s,&f
Par _çiisbtç

Average
Annual Cost

0

Grad uatton
Rate
0

S11.B31 530,300

hllps:!/coliegescorecard.ed.gov/schooi/?193308-Monroe-Coliege 117
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Costs

Average
Annual Cost

0

$11,831

CALCULATE YOUR PERSONAL NET PRICE

By Family Income

Depending on the federal, state, or institutional grant aid available, students in your income bracket may pay more or

less than the overall average costs.

FAMILY INCOME AVERAGE COST

50-530,000 $10,533

530,001-548,000 $11,979

548,001475,000 $15,927

575,001-$110,000 $16,565

5110.001+ $18,796

https:Ucollegescorecard.ed.govIschoolPl933OB-Monroe-College 2/7
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Financial Aid & Debt

Students Paying
Down Their Debt

0

Get Help Paying for College
Submit a free application for Federal Student Aid. You maybe eligible to receive federal grants or loans.

START MV APPLICATION

Students Receiving Federal Loans 0

77%
At some schools where few students borrow federal loans, the typical undergraduate may leave school with SO in debt.

Typical Total Debt After Graduation 0

$21,148
For undergraduate borrowers who complete college

Typical Monthly Loan Payment 0

$225/mo

317.

https:I/collegescorecard.ed.gov/schocw?1 93308-Monroe-College 3”
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Graduation & Retention

Earnings After School

Graduation Rate
0

Students Who Return
After Their First Year

0

Salary After
Attending

0

$30,300

53%

79%

https://ccllegescorecard.edgov!sctioolfll 93308-Monroe-College 4/7
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Student Body

— 5,776
und=ate

MedIum

75%/25v
Full-time / Part-time

Socio-Economic Diversity

73O,
ofstudents

received an income-based federal Pell grant intended [or low-income students.

Race!Ethnicity 0

45% Black

37% Hispanic

___

11% Non-resident alien

3% White

2% Unknown

2% Asian

<1% American Indian/Alaska Native

<1% Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

https:I/collegescorecard.ed.gov/school/?193308-Monroe-College 5/7
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SAT/ACT Scores

Test Scores 0
students who were admitted and enrolled typically had standardized test scores in these ranges.

SAT

No Critical Reading data available.

No Math data available.

No Writing data available.

ACT

No data available.

Academic Programs

Most Popular Programs 0

1. Business, Management, Marketing, and Related Support Services (32%)

2. Health Professions and Related Programs (28%)

3. Homeland Security. Law Enforcement, Firerighting and Related Protective Services (27%)

4. computer and Information Sciences and Support Services (7%)

5. Personal and culinary Services (5%)

Available Areas of Study 0
Business, Management, Marketing, and Related Support Services

Computer and Information Sciences and Support Services

Education

Health Professions and Related Programs

Homeland Security, Law Enforcement, Firefighting and Related Protective Services

Personal and Culinary Services

Paying For College

https://colleqescomcard.ed.gov/schooll?193308-Monroe-College 617
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Monroe College

TYPES OF FINANCIAL AID

CALCULATE YOUR AID

D
D

)
( CI BILL€ BENEFITS )

Powered by CoElege Scoretard Data lvi 151

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Contact Us I Nctcet

errd IongILJde podet} by C- erecreatw, common. Attribution 3.0 Licr’o

START MY FAFSA

hllps:!Icollegescorecard.ed.govlschoolpl 93308-Monroe-Caflege 7”



Exhibit H:
College Navigator Website



College Navigator - National Center for Education Statistics Page 1 of I

T ii C I’.. I C C C National Center for
I L..O I N \. L.. .3 Education Statistics

OLLEGEN avhator

Find the right
college for you,

tar—

SuAd a list of schools usng .44’ Faeontes
for slda.by.side comparisons

Pinpoint school locations with an
,ntoMcbve PuP

a, Export search results onto a readsheet.

us Save your session including search
options and favontet

a, Add College Navigator to your bmwser
soeivti bar

C C N ‘— ES Notional Center for
L.. ..J \._. Education Statistics

Financiat Aid
Apply for Federst Student Aid on FAFSA. 2&Q

Pofitsecondary Education Outcome
Measures. CD. DOD, and VA
ED, ODD, and VA bane identified a set of
potentai education outcome measures for
Velennn era service members.

Careers
Deciding on a career? Consult the tls.gov
Occupational Outook Handbook. ‘GO

Home

About

Pub! ir U t 0 flu

Dii ta

Funding

ES Policies arid Standards

Public Access Policy

Privacy and Security
Polnc ‘Cs

NCES Statistical Standards

Peer Review Process

ED Data Inventory

Fed Stats
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Ad ci it ion a I Peso ur’ Cs

ERIC

Sitomup
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B.’twn hats of mern’.flen, wIn Ce t’ghest
ant lowesi Is,: en & tees crud net pica. ‘GO

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

Preparing for your Edurution
F,rd teats: yrsu need roth to onepare for
e&ca or beyond trigir sthtol

Eaplore the Institute of Education SclCnces

ICS IFS Cenrers

NCEE

NCEP

NCES
lope

About

p. ogran ‘S

tiara

nasa
Data la ii’. r

‘. 5
c.troi’ic,,i I

Kit.

\CSER

U.S. Dopartment of
Education
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E r N t’ E National Center for
C Education statistics LS!E..__ L2

‘iiC%LEGEN avwator
Senby ‘!a ±z Reeufla

Monroe 2 Ofleen. BOCES-Ceql3r los Worttorte Dn4opnel *e.
Racietlet New Ycrk

Monroe Collect
&c1o New Ye lsnen

Monroe Community C0ll at

Racpeoeer New Y:rk Cannon

Snswrg AN Rest!l

£ngksh I jE51 I) titlSearr.h PIup.’o Collect Nawlalor Home Cslirsy Cots I Firnoca I Asi I Careers
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I ‘_— Education Statistics

Esc!ac the rs:lurc• of EsuCa::cn Sc:erccs ItS 0e1:Cies sri Storiaros ACd:t anal Peource,

— L.cIL!

___________

PublicAczessPclscy EPIC

front? IcCEE Privaryana Scsur;s Clan-op

About NCER
Pel.aes

Organlzat000IChoTt

Publications NCES NCES Statittical Standards

Data
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E r N F” National Center for r””r”!
C Education Statistics 192.1

cELLEGENavigator

Monroe College
2501 Jerome Avenue, Bronx, New York 10468

I information: (718) 933-6700
Websilt

_____________

Type: ‘year Pnvate icr-p,of.1
Awards ofnd: One bud ie nun vt yesra cer,Acaie

Assots:e’s cegree
- pie.

B act er s degree
Mas:e?s deg’et

Canwot setting: Cay Large
Campus housing: Yea
Student population: 6,310 15514 w.rarad-Jetei VrwFMs
Stuadent4o4scuity ‘.5°: 1710

1PEDS1D: 193108
DPE ID: 00479900

GENERAL INFORMATiON

Atheissions rn.’. — ——,-‘. ‘i

ApptyOnlinne
Financial Aid ‘P’-’v:; p

14.1 PrIce Caicndator

____________________

Tuition P n icr S. oem n en and V.5ennt,v’
Dinbiity Services ‘‘

Athletic Gradusuce, RaIn

_____________

Mission Statement

5p.cisi Leaning Opportunities Carnegie Classification
Teacher ceilificahot Masters Colleges & Universities: Larger Programs
DLstance education — undergraduate programs offered
Distance education — graduate programs offered

Relig ous Affi mUon

Stu&t abroad 01 aPP ca

Weeksnddevening college Federal Aid

Student services
Eligible students may receive Psi Grania and other

Remedial services iederei aid (sq. Direct Losna).

Academicicareer counseling service Undergraduate students enrolled who an

Employment services for atudenis fonnnaty registered wtth office of disability
Placement services for compleltra services

Credit Accepted
2% or less

Dual credit
Credit for life espehe nces
Advanced placement lAP) credits

FACULTY AND GRADUATE ASSISTANTS BY PRIMARY FUNCTION. FALL 2017 FULL TIME PART TtME

Totalfscalty 210 274

Instroctional 210 274

Research and public service 0 0

Total graduate asai slants 0

lnstn4cljonal 0

Resesran . 0

TU1FION. FEES. AND ESTIMATED STUDEf€XPENSES

ESTIMATED EXPENSES FOR faa-TiME BEGINI*JG UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

Berr’ag siucents an mote will are er.terng poattsc000ary ecucas.cr. icr ON tail tim

ESTIMATED
EXPENSES FOR 2E1$2016 2053’2t17 2017.2018 2018-2519

To 2015201;

Tsitoi aid fees $14148 514 460 514 976 S15 421 30%

Books arid aupp.iea 1900 $900 $900 0-0%

LIving
anngesn.enat

On Carrps

Room end board $9400 39770 S10.t33 $10 tSO 71%

OTher $3900 53500 54.00-0 25%

Off Cenv2s

Room ecd board $2 503 $3 000 $3,100 53.220 32%

Ocher 542cC $4320 $4410 23%

Off Campus wIn
Fem:Iy

$4100 $4,200 54.300 $4,400 23%

TOTAL EXPENSES 2015.2016 2016.2017 2017.2018 201t’2t19

https://ncesed.gov/collegenavigator/?q=monroe&s=NY&id=193308 4/8/2019
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ESTIMATED •‘ CHANGE 2017
EXPENSESFOR 2015.2016 2016.2017 2017.2018 2016-2019

2Bi8TO20It-20I9

/. CHANGE 2017-
2016 70 2016-2010

On Campus $26246 529030 $30006 531276 4 2%

Ott Campus $21,746 522560 $23276 523028 26%

with $19,148 $19560 520,175 $20,728 27%

MULTIYEAR TUITION CALCULATOR Estimate the 10151 tuition and fee toots over the duration of a typical program

AVERAGE GRADUATE STUDENT TUITION AND FEES FOR 2018 2019
ACADEMIC YEAR

Tuition $15,156

Fees $1,100

ALTERNATiVE TUITION PLANS

TYPEOFPLAN OFFERED

Tuition guarantee plan

Prepaid tuition plan

Tuition payment plan X

Other alternative tuition plan

FINANCIAL AID

UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT FINANCIAL AID, 2016-2017

Full-time BeginnIng Undergraduate Students
• Beginning students are hose into an entering pottescondary education for the trst time

TYPE OP AID NUMBER RECEIVING PERCENT RECEIVING TOTAL AMOUNT OF AVERAGE AMOUNT
AID AID AID RECEIVED OF AID RECEIVED

student rinanoar
1,022 97%

Grant or acholarship
1,013 96% Sl09l3,l9l $10,773

Federal grants 002 76% 54146,110 $5,170

Pall granta 602 76% 53945,710 $4,920

Other federal grants 258 25% $200,400 $748

State/local
government grantor 704 67% 12614,370 $3714
scholarahipa

lnstrtutionelglantu or
958 91% $4,152.71 I $4,335

Student loan aid 611 58% $2,917,550 $4775

Federal student loans 611 58% $2,917,550 $4775

Other student loant 0 0% So —

— Includes studsntu receiving Federal work study eid and aid from other sources not listed above.

All Undergraduate Sludents

TYPE OF AID
NUMBER RECEIVING PERCENT RECEIVING TOTAL AMOUNT OF AVERAGE AMOUNT

AlO AID AID RECEIVED OF AID RECEIVED

Gn,N on scholarship
5,167 88% $39,058,694 $7,530

Pall grants 4,110 70% $15,134,192 $3602

Federal student loans 4001 68% $23,339,306 $5,833

— Grantor scholarship aid indudes sid received, from the federal government, state or local government, the institution, and other
sources known by the institution.

• For mom information on Student Financiat Aaeistance Programs or to apply forfinavcial aid via the web, visit Fi”le,ur Sludnirl Aid.

NET PRICE

AVERAGE NET PRICE FOR FULL-TIME BEGINNtNG STUDENTS

FuIIime beginning undergraduate student, who were awarded grant or scholanhip aid from federal, state or local
govemmenoe, or the inanleutuon.

2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2Bl7

Average net price $12,389 $12,032 $12,280

Full-lime beginning undergraduate students who were swarded Title IV aid by income.

AVERAGE NET PRICE BY 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017

$0 —$30,000 $11,112 $10,533 $10,602

https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/?q=monroe&s=NY&1d 193308 4/8/2019
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AVERAGE NET PRICE BY 2014-2615 2015-2016 2016.2017

$30001 — $40000 $12420 $11,979 St 1,834

$48001 — $75000 $15,095 $15,927 $14,954

375.001—SI 10,000 $16,373 316,565 $16,976

1110.001 and rttre $19053 518,796 118,103

Avenge net pnce it generated by aubflcling the Overage ernount of federal, state/local government, or inet’tutional grant or
scholarship eid 1mm the total cast of anendarce Total cost 01 attendance is the earn of published tuition and required fees, books
and suppipeg, end the weighte a average for room and board and other expenses

• Beginning students are those wino art entenng poatsecarrasty education for the first time

• Twa IV ad to ucadenla eodudas grant at. work Ittoy aid, and loin ad These read. Federal Per Grw. Fecaral Sucylttsrsat
E&nUon Qc.tnitj 0,-au (ESEOG), Academic Coirpettreeoiss Grant {ACG). Net.onal Science aM Matewslts Accesa to
Reta.n Tarent Grant (Nacnel SMART Grant), Teaaer Eoacalion Ms3nance for Cotee end h,grer Erucabon (TEACH) Grant
Federal V.btt-Snac-j. Feceral Pev*,aqa Loan, SLtti2ad Owed or FFEL Ste8nrd loan, ard Unrubsted Cied or FFEL Stifloro
Loan For those raw IV recTienl, net cisc. if repaflf a Dy Weconw catagry fri itides studerna wino recenve: federal ad even
if rmne of Wet ad wes pnided in ma 1mm of granta. VAal Tax IV ntaa Ofl’een trw cohort of stuent for vincI, tm thIs are
re4ed. the dernoon of net pema remans me sauna — tonal cast on attendance tn*us grant a.d

NET PRICE CALCULATOR

M msw,uton a net price oabcetr a twin curenl ado prospeavf utodent:, ftr4,es. eed other oo5nlnn to estuwata the eel pats of
streectg that msbM.cn for t parbotw aludent

Vait mix inubtutnon’s nat price calculator ‘nw, mrrnm,,r ‘1mg. xix

a
FALL 2011

TOTAL ENROLLMENT 6,310

Undergraduaue erat:rwnI 3,514

Urth-gnjn tangier-in entotryrerl l.B89

Graduate enmoment 796

UNDERGRADUATE ATTENDANCE STATUS UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT GENDER

25%

UNDERGRADUATE RACE!ETHNICIW

9 :4b%1

10%
2% 3% 0% 2%, 4

ens’ nnao een. Imel Teeny Pace Ia
Abeoun nk Heea,an ‘nfl. x0wc. eec

A.axeor s..’rtx. Sad

WCERGRADUATE STUDENT AGE UNDERGRADUATE STUDEN’T RESOEIiCE

vat

22% .1

12%
0% mv.i 1%

0
24wd 2Srro A9e thviio 03-n’ Fooeça L5*.’Ove
butoer OVU uak,’noe’n eee

Reeance daa are ttRrtao for FnO’trrne degretce w’ee.kmg undawadualee F&12016.

GRADUATE ATTENDANCE STATUS

https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/?q=monroe&s=NY&id= 193308 4/8/2019
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GRADUATE ATTENDANCE STATUS

55%

UNDERGRADUATE DISTANCE EDUCATION STATUS GRADUATE DISTANCE EDUCATION STATUS

‘9%

:1
12% 10% 1

Eritwe ero b-noise hr n .nmlbd 0.
0

E—oise any Ei.t&.4 0’
daio. tale sra .‘ .tra. 1 aa. eten rr

ec.Lor .a.S..’ — flal eoil set

A ON t S SION S

Ur.deraOuate acpt,cabon tee (2010.201 ar

UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS FALL 3017

TOTAL MALE FEMALE

Hunt., of appucant. 5046 2235 2011

Percent ad ogled 52% 55% 50%

Peoceniedrmiedwtoenred 42% 42%

AOMISSCQNS CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRED RECOMMENDED COkSIDERED BUT

S.cnns.iy a,ooI CPA X

Secondaiy aciool sn. x

Secondary school record X

Completion of college-prepatalory yogram X

Reccaronenoesons X

Fonval dtntnsnhcn of 000weterroea X

Athmsoon ted ste ISATIACT) X

TOEFL (Tat of Engish it. Foreign anuege} X

RETENTION AND CRAPVATION RATES

FIRST-TO-SECOND YEAR RETENEON RATES

Rflnson mitt rressute the per.e’tage of miEn. shudent “tic era teekmg bact.eEe’s degree, ate return It One met2mcn to
.js 0ne itsei the tocoweg laS-

RETENTION RATES FOR FIRST-TIME STUOENTS PURSUrIG BAO.IELOWS DEGREES

74%

13%

PurlOin. Padlime
students studennia

Pertenug. of Students V.lno Began TheIr StudIes In FaIl 2010 end Returned In Fell 2017

OVERALL GRADUATION RATE AND TRANSFER-CUT RATE

The overall graduation rate is elso known as the Student Right to KnoW or REDS graduation rate It Vacks the progress of students
who began their studies as Cult-tIm.. lint4i rnte degree- or cedE king students to tee if they complet, a degree or other
award such ate certificate within 150% at ronnat time for completing the program in which they tre enrolled.

Someinatdui’onseluore p0 netnngfer•out rate. which in the percentage of the full-time. hrot-time students who transferred to another
in etilution

Note that not alt ttudentu at the institutior are tracked ton these rates. Students who have already attended another pcstsecondery
inntitulion or who began the in truth en one patl-Vme basis, are not tracked for this rate. At thIs InstItution, 32 percent of enoertng
a tudente wera couneed as full-tIm., eint4ImC in 2017.

OVERALL GRADUATIQN AND TRANSFER-OUT RATES FOR STUDENTS WHO BEGAN THEtR STUDtES IN FALL loll

https://nces.edgov/collegenavigatorflq=monroe&sNY&id 193308 4/8/2019
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OVERALL GRADUATION AND TRANSFER-OUT RATES FOR STUDENTS WHO BEGAN THEIR STUDIES IN FALL 2011

53%

19%

Oeao0 giodjaikas Trmlor-ouI iota

iota

Psrtsn1g4 of hAl-Urn., Flrat-flme Student. Mio Gr.duat.d orTmn.f.rrad Out Wthln 150%oNoemaI mM” to
Completon for TheIr Program

OVERALL GRADUATiON RATE BY GENDER

50%

‘Sale

Perceneage 01 PuB-time mt-dma Students Weto Began Their Studlea in Fall 2011 and Gradualad VSthIn 150% of No.mai
Tin..” to Contp.boei (or Their Program

OVERALL GRADUATION RATE BY RACEJETHNICI1V

irI

51%
52 5

47%
40% °“

430% 1
I

Mann Man Eark e Noons VOt it flair) Nonriedeir
stiles, AIres, tuna tonally

Nurse kn.nuae

Parcentsge of Futi-tinie, FIrst-dma Student. Who Began Their Studies tn Fall 2011 and Graduated WithIn 150% of Nonnat
Time” to Completion for Their Program

BACHELORS DEGREE GRADUATION RATES

Bechelora degree graduation rates measure he percerlage of eiteñr 9 staderts storming their sludies full-lime and seeking a
sacheloro degree, Alit earn a bachelors degree vr4lhina specified eniourl of lime At eetla ln’beutton, U percent of the overall
cohoul ears pursuIng bach.lora degrees In 251t

GRADUATION RATES FOR STUDENTS PURSUING BACHELOR’S DEGREES

eagen
in Fat744.

‘

! j Began
stat

ii

Percenug. of Full-tin., FIrst-lime Studenls Wio Graduated in the Speciried Amoueie of fln.a

S DUTCOYE MEASURES

• Ahemalyse treasures of studert tutcees a,s retorted by Cegree-grirvig riniLtois to deitche ale ou:rnet of
oeg-e&cemficste-oeeL-ng jide-gradjare oludenla seNt are rot orly InlIne. ij3,knti sluerts, tot a so pan-Ira ehenang and
Ito-foal-I me (flosfo—1AI sjaenrs These meal jren area so retofled tsr sljd.r.I. racarurg Pea granln arId those so-detlo that
Co not receive Pet grants These nrasnn prosife 0e S-year awart-csrw elAn rates ty Osraro level (cert&ales. associate’s
er.d bachelor sag-ess) aher enre-ng L9 nslijbon FcrsL dents M.o ad not earn asy wlofgrsdrjMe tvird eflor f-years of er.#y.
Ike errotmerl staItsee are repone-d as e:.rer at I errolied at the nsf slot orsutte quentty flars!rred oat of tie rosnA-zn
Untise me Gasja:zr Rslet dala at repsrfl -nstljltoris taunt repol on fit r lrars’er Outs iogereas if Es itsktjtnn has a
nesiur, Toot provu to n-..brr,Iia’ trofer rosin

FULL-TIVE, FIRST-liVE DEGREEZERTIFICATE-SEEIVNG UNDERGRADUATES VMO ENTERED IN 2005-10

https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/?q=monroe&s=N Y&id 193308 4/8/2019



College Navigator - Monroe College Page 6 of 9

FULL-TIME, FIRST-TIME DEGREEICERTIFICATE.SEEKING UNDERGRADUATES WHO ENTERED IN 2000-10

Award end enrollment ‘ale:
All aladenlal
Received a ceflhlrcane: 0%
Received an Aaaoc,ale a degree:
27%
Received a Dachelora degree:
23%
Enrolled SI Same inelilalion: 1%
Enrolled at different ivelneenion:
15%
Pe Ill
Received e certificate: 0%
Received an Aeaocialen degrat
27%
Received a Bacbelo?a degree
22%
Enrolled at name innnrurioe 1%
Enrolled at different inatituijon.
15%

PART’TIME. FIRST’TIME DEGREEICERTIFICATE-SEEKING UNDERGRADUATES WHO ENTERED IN 3009-10

Award end enrollment rate
(All niudental
Received a canificaie 0%
Received en Aasociates degree:
18%
Reamed a Bact&cra degee.
‘5%
Enroled at same irmOSl.rn 3%
EirSed at d.’tenerl metl-jorn
28%
IPe
Rec;ved a certecaie 0%
Rca-wed an Aasooane’s degree.
21%
Rca sod a Oacmelo,a degree
10%
Errol Id at earns ilttlalroev 0%
Er-rd ed an d-lterenl LqeblLnmn
17%

FULL-TIME, KON-FIRST-TIME DEGREEICERTIFICATE.SEEKING UIERGRADUATE5 WIlD Efu7ERED IN 2009-70

I Award and erno krvenn rate
(Si’ ntudennaj
Recewed a ccnt’icaie. 0%
Renewed an Aneacale’n degree
20%
Received a Bachenora degree:
46%
Enrolled an aamei nntntaIion: 0%
Envolled an d-Uerent inntnu5on
14%
(Pe:l(
Rece,ved a cerfricaie: c%
Race sad an Aneocraren deg-ee
21%
Rece:ved a nadvencra degree:
43%
Enrol ad an name innnitjIun 0%
Errol ed an d-lterenli ,nNLSOR
14%

PART-TIME, NON-FIRST-TIME DEGREE1CERrtFICATE.SEEKING UNDERGRACXJATES lAND ENTERED IN 3009-lb[ Award and ewoSrnenn rete
(All seital
Recteadacanificale 0%
Race;ead an Aasoc,aiea degree:
17%
Received a Bacflelcrn dewe.
43%
Enc-ted at same nrsnnolao., 1%
Enrc ted en drVere,n eni ss3or-
17%
U’elI(
Received a canrl’cane. 0%
Received an Associate’s degiee:
16%
Received a Bachelors degree
42%
Enrolled at name institelion 0%
Enrolled en diftererl ratilutlan:
19%

PROGRAMSIMAJORS

COMPLETIONS (NUMBER OF AWARDS CONFERRED) 2n17-201a

Complaliont are the namber of awards confenad by program and award level.

YFROGRAM ASSOCIATE PACHELOR MASTER UNPFRGADUATE

Buatoeaa, Management MarketIng, and Related Support Service a

Accounting at

• Data shown em for first manors.
• (-) Program it not offered at thin award level.

denniS.. programs and award levels than am offered at a distance education program. For program category Dials, a ii shown
ia ore or more programs in the category ate offered at a distaaca education program.

https://nces.ed.gov/col )egenavigator/?q=monroe&s=NY&id= 193308 4/8/2019
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•PROGRAM ASSOCIATE

Accounting arid Related Serviced, Other -

Accounting Technotogyflechnidsn and Bookkeeping St

Business Administration and Management, General 177.

Busiress!Commerce. General

Hospitality Administration/ManagemeRt, General 48°

Category total 276d

Computer and InformatIon Sciences and Suppon ServIces

Computer and Inmonriation Sciences, General 78

Computer arid Information Syalamu Sacuniylinfomiation -

Assurance

Computer Science —

Irfornnation Tecunnology 7.

Cawory total

Education

Early Childhood Education and Teaching

Category total -

Health Protesilona and Related Fragrant

Diagnostic MeisCal 5nnognçtrjlSonoa,ner cr4
U In snu no 7 ethv Oen

Heat Seruqcae Ad.innnhioei

Licensed PraUca5vocalcnal Nurse Tranrig -

Medsl Oirce Manapeirant’AEn:re:rnhon 106°

Mtd.cavCbrcEi AasaIanI 66

Pharmacy Technucuaa’Ae ..rl

Pufl; HeaTh General

Regratarad NJrainglRe?stwed Nurse 45

Category total 247°

Hom.tand Sacudly. Law EndorceiMno, rirarighisng and Related ProtectIve

CrnanaJ Jnnlce,taw Enforcement Awmrittrat.or -

Cr.nq& Justcaohce Science 218°

Category total

Parka, Recrastion. Leisure, and rIme.. StudIes

Spoil and Fitness Adminluflton(Man.gemenr

Category total

Personal and CulInary Saregea

Sating end Pastry M1s’BakenVasny Chef

Curry klsJClrier Treni’;

Category total

Publln AdminIstration and Social Service Profession,

Human Services. Gereral

Category total

Grand total

BACHELOR MAEI.EE

21°

180d 263d

0°

iig 5°

3tt° 309°

U N 00 RA VA TE
CERTIFICATE

42

42

17

I?

IS,.

77.

¶2

256°

ServIces

244

71°

21a 2Ue 34d

32 5

32 5

24 -

5! -

82 -

52° 21°

1,017 1,011 496 43

• Data ssowis Sit for liii nrsont
• (-I Pcogrsm is not osered ellis award leveL
• •jr prcgrarrss nd award level, fl-a: are offered as a stance e&calml pngam Ft. r2fl fago 50,1,d in town

tone or mote programs in tie category am offered as a isatanta ecjcflon pmgnm

SERVICEMEMBERS AND VETERANS

Services and Programs for SaMuemembera end Veteran.
Yellow Ribbon Program (otmoally known as Post-Oft I 01 Bill, Yellow Ribbon Program)
Credit for mltitery training
Dedicated point of contact for euppsn services fur veterans military tersicemembeis, and their families
Recognized aw dent veterss organization
Menter of Servicamembere Opponsnity Colleges

TuItIon potlcl.e ep.ctfucally for Veteran. and S.Mc.mamben
Wv,,,, iflovrOeCo’lfgsi nii.

EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS, Th1&-2517

NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING BENEFITSIASSISTANCE

4/8/20 19https://nces.ed.gov/col legenavigator/?qmonroe&sNY&1d 193308
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NUMBER OF STUDENTS RECEIVING BENEFITSIASSISTANCE

4i3

232

- 0 0

.*l1S5o Pcs-3l1QlOEl OWTII .Ota*a,
— - a— - SSflWO F0Oçri5 —Pl
— - -

AVERAGE AMCWIT OF BENEFITSIASSISTANCE AWARDED THROUGH THE INSTITUTION

110012 110.730

•1
Posi-SIIIGIBS PosIWllGIES

U Bccmth -

flradufla

RETENTION RATES

RETENTION RATES FOR FIRST-TIME. DEGREEJCERTIFICATE EDUCATION BENEFIT USERS PURSUING BACHELORS
DECREES

FuII-tme sjdenla

Retention rate Is the percentage of undergraduala etijdenta who began theIr studies I nacademlc year 2013-14 .nd
returned in academIc year 2014-15

VARSITY ATHLETIC TEAMS

3010-2017 VARSITY ATHLETES

NJCAADIVISIONI MEN WOMEN

Baseball 62 —

BaskItball 9

Football 64

Soccer 60 37

SoAked 16

Track aM Fold IndOor 32 14

Track and Field Ottdo3r 27 1*

Track and Field, x-Cctmlrv 8 6

Vo3eyt.3 — 15

For Nr,er B’znfle3:n on yL-shy adiett teams please tadI Eli .t:t Honli Pale.

ACCREDITATION

INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION

ACCREDITDR STATUS EXT REViEW DATE

Acredlled snot (07/01.1010) 11/33.2023

PRoGRAMMATiC ACCREDITATION

ACCPEDITOR I PROGRAM STATUS EXT REViEW DATE

Accreditation CommissIon (or Education Ira NuwsIn;. Inc. — May 2013 Fonrerty: National League for Fojnlng Accredltrsg
Coemsission

NurbNQIAONURI Asacoale degree Acored ted since (03/37120T5) 06/33/2023

Nursing INURI - Bsccalsureele program Acorsarled sirce (03137/2Ott) 06/33/2023

Nufl/nQ(PNURI - Pracu,cal nursing Acondled since (03/31/2017) 06/3312022

Now York Stale Board of Regents. State EducatIon Depanm.ns, Office or the ProfessIons (HurtIng EducatIon)

Licensed Practical Nursing Programs Accredited since C’07/31/1000l TOO

https://nces.ed.gov/collegenavigator/?q=monroe&s=NY&id= 193308 4/8/2019
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ACCREOITORI PROGRAM STATUS NEXT REVIEW DATE

RN Associate Degree Programs Accredited since (07(01/2006) 100

RN Baccalaureate Degree Programs Accredited since (06/01/2013) 100

• (I) Estimated dale

• For more detailed information on accreditation For this instltutioninduding all actrone and ustitcatton for actions, start OPEa
Database of Accredted Postsewndery Institutions and Programs: ire ed nsv:r1rrnirrIWnrItulss.rrrrdel’ P0

CAMPUS SECURITY

2016 CRIME STA11STICS

ARRESTS - ON-CAMPUS 2014 2013 2016

Illegal waspors possession 0 0

004 law violatIons 0 0 0

Ltquor law viola lions 0 0

CRIMINAL OFFENSES - ON-CAMPUS 2014 2015 2016

MutiterlNon-negligent manstasghter 0 0 0

Nagligenl manolasghter 0 0 0

Rape 0 0

FsdtSng 0 0 0

l.’ncasl 0 0 0

Statulory rape 0 0

Robtaty 1 0

Aggravated canal 0 0 0

Stsgaty 0 0

Motor rattle neff 0 0

Nson 0 0 0

The am-a data repcrtec by the msttjtnnu have rot been tubected to ererdentventat.on by cia US Oepflrwnl at
Ednson Therefore the Deosinot cannot vtcrt- for the accaracy of the data repeled hem

a These oars co nd bade w,odenb that: (a) toot pi.ce off canpia on Prtfo property snriedatety ient to and accatte
f-sm the Cult-cat (b) took psca on a noncrpis bidding or properly owned or caitcied by a student orSIzat0n that 0
offcaLy recogrttzeo by the inss1ubor or (C) incidents at baatwcwproperly owned or consoled by an nfllubon beat Is not
oontgsons to the rsttuton. For facor mfouttascn, seensreed gs.sos

COHORT DEFAULT RATES

THREE-YEAR OFFICIAL COHORT DEFAULT RATES

FISCAL YEAR 2013 25t4 2013

Defacdtrate 29% 46% 46%

Nunter ro default 020 142 152

Nenberarepayrnert 3068 3061 3203

For farther cfonnaso, ccl defatta rres pdease vlsi tie cs-cs iso-. l Rare Horre °aoe This floors -d’g t aPE ID ci 004799

AID PROGRAMS

Federal Detect Loon (ThrsctLosn} -

Er in ggfidl a) About : Seats Pr a - CoJl.o. Naroato’ etce,e I Co woe Costs I Eonn,e 5tnst-ul A

E S N C E S National Center for
‘— Education Statistics

Evplorethc- Irnititute of EcItrat:nrn Screncer Its Pdl SICO onD Sto-Joros Aid,t.crra Pe:curccc

ES IFS Cc-ntern Put, Ic Acccas octicy EPIC

Rome NCEE Prlnncyand Sc-curtsy Sittmnp

About NCEP Otganl?atI000t Chart

PublicatIons NCE.S
NCES Statistical Standards

Data flame Poor Review Process

Funding
About ED Data Icc-fiery

-r
Program: Fed Statsp tuhllcarionu

Dita Corttact Us
Ca a it airing

School Scents U.S. Department of
Woe, Education
Kidu tsnr

N C S F P

https://nces.ed.gov/col Iegenavigator/?q=monroe&s=NY&id= 193308 4/8/2019
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nigner taucauon upponunity ACt inrormanon on toiiege LOStS rage i ci i

College Scorecards make it easier for you to
search for a college that is a good fLl for you.
You can use the College Scorecard to find

out more about a colleges aflordability and

value so you can make more informed
decisions about which college to attend.

Here you can search for and compare
colleges on all nosto of criteria including

costs, majors offered, nice of school,

campus safely, and graduation rates,

Net Price Calculator Center
Here you will find links to colleges’ net price

calculators, Net price calculatosn help you
estimate how much colleges cost after
scholarships and grants,

Cotlege Aftordabifity and
transparcncf List

Here you will rind information about
tuition and net prices at postsecondaty
institutions, The site highlights institutions
with high and tow tuition and fee, an well

as high and low net prices the price of

attendance minus grant and scholarship

aidl, It also shows institutions where
tuition and fees and net prices are
increasing at the highest rates.

Slate Spending Charts

Here you will find summary information

on changea in state appropriations for

pontsecondary education, state aid for

students, and tuition and fees,

Flsaenclcd Aid Snoppng Sfteet:
F or more information, go to: htIpj/www2.ed.gov/poIJq.JNgtu.4/guJ4fnd.ftern20 724,hfml

, t.S. r’tt:a’trrtnt ct

College Affordability and Transparency center9

College Soorecard Colfogo Navigator 9010 lnfonnaklon

Here you will find a list of for-profit

(proprietaryl postsecondary institutiont that

receive more than 90 percent of their

revenues from Title IV Federal Student Aid.

https://collegecost.ed.gov/ 4/8/20 19
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Choose Sector

4-year or above, public

4-year or above, private not-for-profit

4-year or above, private for-profit

2-year, public

2-year, private not-for-profit

2-year, private for-profit

Less-than-2-year, public

Less-than-2-year. private not-for-profit

Less-than-2-year, private for-profit

0 Choose
Report IVpe

Highest Tuition

Highest Net Prices

Lowest Tdtion

a

Select a Program

How fast are college costs going up?
Select a type of institution below to see which ones have the highest increases In tuition and fees and net prices (cost of attendance after grant and
tchoarship aid). Data are for full-time beg;nnino unoergraduaso students.

Secton 14-year orabove, public

National Average Percent Change: 5.8

“I

43

43

43

38

32

31

29 V

SOURCE US Deparninew xi Exacai,xr, National Center ten tdulrnn Sraiiunirs. Iniegralex Pxsmewnda’y Eaxcas’ss Data system wEDS) rail 70ie. inwjca,onaI Cna,ader*ii rsmperew and
Water 2016-17 Screen Finarnoai Aix component

National Average Percent Change: 5-9

I
lnstitution

CUNY Lehman College

University of North Texas at Dallas

Califomia State University-Dominguez Hills

New Jersey City University

Navajo Technical University

Palm Beach State College

Mississippi Valley State University

University of Alaska Anchorage

State 2013-14 2015-IS % Increase

NV $2327 $6159 165
-5

TX $1867 $6,912 141

CA $1,640 $3,297 101

N) $6,931 511,854 71,

NM $2,939 $4,933 68.

FL $1467 $4,134 68,

MS $7,003 511,591 66

AK $7,715 511,860

I

lieges have the highest and lowest tuition ant w much do career and
vqrams cost?

Use the options below to generate a report on the highest (top 5%) and lowest Begin typing the name of a program (for example.
(bottom 10%) academic year charges for each sector. Tuition reports include tuition “Cosmetology”) to generate a list of institutions that
and required fees. Net price is cost of attendance minus grant and scholarship aid, offer the program and the tuition and net prices
Data are reported by institutions and are for full-time beginning students, they charge for the entire program. Data are

reported by institutiont on their largest program
and are for full-time beginning undergraduate
students, Not all institutions offering these
vocational programs are included on this list. For a
full list of institutions offenng a program, go to
(o”.”:)” rl,rvgoinr and search by program/major.

Lowest Net Prices

fl

Generate Repod

I a -Institution

• Pueb’o Community College

The Universiv of Texas Po Gmnde Varey

Northern Mahanas College

Southern Universty ard A Ba M Cotege

Delaware Technical Community College’lerty

Middle Georgia State University

UrJversity of Maska Southeast

University of Louisiana a: Lafayehe

Tenas A & M Universfty’Ccomrnerce

I
State 2014-15 2016-17 % Increase

CO $3,672 $7,121 94
A

TX $5,173 $1,438 44

MP $2,820 $4,038

LA $6,534 $g.332

AK $5,501 $6,415

LA $6872 $g.450
TX $5 892 $7,750

Dt $3,530 $4,607

GA $3,007 $3,890

https://collegecosted.gov/catc/ 4/8/20 19
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The UnLversity of Texas Rio Grande Valley TX $3,006 $4432

Note Average pet pece generated by anbiracting the average amount 05 federal. ilatelboal gove,nment or Instittsnonal grant or scncldnihnp ad from teetotal coil of attendance Total cost of
attendance’s the sum or pubtelr.d tjt,on and lequ,red fees howe, ci ,n-d,otnict or ‘n-slate. where appitcable), book, and supplies, and Sr. meigened anevage for room and board and oilier expenses.

Average net lce to for tall-nm, begInning undergraduate oundents vats received grant or edrolarship aid from federal, ovate or boil government, or nn,inttltxtiss

SOURCE. US Depaimerd of Edacosen, Nat’oral Genie, tr Education Slatiotia Integrated Pcstsecondaq Educator Data Syetern{IPED0, Favni iestit,Roral Cnaraoenstta coinpoerem and

ydtflseyfig t1c

& lflSto Ood.Øtt tM2eAftcdøO
Iseig <dS ciá$ie,diaatê The C4fl SaØtnsy

— iZt -

418/2019

ii,

4

•0

PC

r4W

xl I
I

I

https://collegecost.ed.gov/catc/



Exhibit J:
Information Required to be Disclosed to

Prospective & Current Students by NYSED Regulations
(“Part 53 Rules”)
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Exhibit L:
APC Member Colleges’ Publicly Available Data

Published on College Scorecard
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Exhibit M:
Additional Publicly Available Data Pertaining to

APC Member Colleges
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Chair Stavisky and members of the committee, thank you for reaching out to The Century
Foundation (TCF) for input on for-profit postsecondary education. I am Robert Shireman,
director of higher education excellence and a senior fellow at TCF, a progressive, nonpartisan
think tank launched 100 years ago by a department store magnate, Edward Filene, who cared
passionately about fair labor standards and addressing the needs of the most disadvantaged in our
society. Fellows in our education program work on issues of school diversity, college
affordability, consumer protection, and accountability. On the issue of predatory practices in
postsecondary education, TCF has facilitated research on the data, history and design of
numerous local, state, federal and industry policies that seek to reduce the incidence of abuses.

The committee asked for recommendations for metrics that can be used to evaluate
colleges. The usefulness of a measure, and the potential for gaming or unintended consequences,
depends on who is using the metric and for what purpose. Consumers, state regulators, state
scholarship program operators, student loan providers, accrediting agencies, occupational
licensing entities, and owners and board members of colleges all differ in their interest in any
particular piece of information and their ability to interpret it without an intermediary or
adequate context. For the purposes of analyzing the usefulness of various metrics, my testimony
focuses on three purposes for metrics:

• the usefulness of the metric for regulatory agencies and researchers to monitor a college
for possible issues that may need to be addressed;

• the usefulness of a metric as information provided to consumers.
• the usefulness of a metric to trigger regulatory restrictions.

To better steer for-profit providers to bring quality and value to students and taxpayers, I
think some of the best metrics for triggering regulatory action are (I) the extent to which a
school or program is relying on third-party government loans or grants to pay tuition, (2) student
debt levels that are high given the anticipated earnings, and (3) low spending on instruction as a
proportion of tuition revenue. A fourth indicator that could be quite useful - but has not been
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developed or used, as far as I am aware - is the rate of growth of a school’s or program’s
enrollment, particularly when combined with warning flags on the first three metrics.

I would also like to point out that disclosure alone has not proven to be an effective
consumer protection measure in education, due to the complexity of the product and, as you will
hear from other witnesses, the students’ trust in the advice provided by school officials. In a
recent review of the research, seven leading economists who specialize in education found that
‘inforrnation provision alone is not enough to alter the enrollment choices of less-resourced
students.” nor is information adequate to “incentivize higher performance among institutions.’
For example. they point to research showing that the release of College Scorecard, a federal
consumer information resource, had “no impact . . . on the college applications of students in
less-affluent high schools. those with lower levels of parental education. and underserved
minority groups.”

In the sales process, which prospective students interpret as professional advising,
recruiters commonly use oral statements to undermine the effectiveness of written disclosures.
For example, the Center for Responsible Lending has documented one practice that for-profit
schools use to mask low earnings data. Recruiters were trained to downplay a required disclosure
that graduates from a particular medical assistant program earned only $1 9,497—less than the
average for a high-school degree holder. Instead, recruiters were trained to always highlight that
a much higher salary figure that came from the Bureau of Labor Statistics but was not specific to
the school’s graduates.2 A joint comment from a coalition of legal services organizations noted
that:

Even when schools have students sign or initial disclosures and waivers among the stacks
of paperwork enrolling students are required to sign, hundreds and thousands of our
clients have told us that they were made promises at enrollment that bear no similarity to
any such paperwork.3

The best legislative package the New York legislature could put forward would offer
regulatory incentives for colleges to provide a sound education that results in real world
betterment of the student. The approach would recognize that for-profit control of a college can

1 Sandra E. Black eta!., “Comment on FR Doc #2018-17531” (Economic research comment), September 12, 2018,
available at citing Hurwitz, Michael and
Jonathan Smith, “Student Responsiveness to Earnings Data in the College Scorecard,” Economic Inquhy 56, no. 2
(2018): 1220—43.
2 Robin Howarth, Whitney Barkley, Robert Lang, “Gainful Employment and Credentialism in Healthcare Support
Fields: Findings from the Gainful Employment Data, Website Disclosures, and a Focus Group of For-Profit College
Borrowers,” Center for Responsible Lending, June 2018,
htIps: /www.responsiblc’leiidi iui.oni/sites/delhulLIilcsnodesfl lesresearch—i,ublication/crl—hitterpi 11—jun20 I 8.pdf.

Comments from the Legal Aid Community to the Department of Education re: Proposed Regulations on Borrower
Defenses and Use of Forced Arbitration by Schools in the Direct Loan Program, and Proposed Amendments to
Closed School and False Certification Discharge Regulations at 41-42, Docket ID ED-20 I 8-OPE-0027, August 30,
2018, available at https:!/predmorvstuderitlendiiuz.or/wp-contcnUupIoads/20 I .‘Y0,S/Coniments—fom-tIic—Leual—Aid-
Commun bts2.u:P.wp.s2.c.d qfgug.:.R ,jif
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be positive in promoting access and quality, but that the same factors have frequently led the
schools in the wrong direction, shortchanging students and taxpayers.

Below I provide an overview and brief discussion of a number of different measures of
various types, with a summary analysis and brief discussion of their usefulness for monitoring
colleges, as information for consumers, and as a regulatory trigger.

tiseful information Useful as a regulatory
Indicator Useful to monitor? for consumers? trigger?

Tuition funds spent
- Yes Yes, probably Yeson education

Predatory colleges spend enormous amounts of money on advertising and recruiting
students, while spending little on actually teaching or support student success. Federal data are
already collected from schools that would give states the ability to use low spending on
instruction as a trigger for heightened oversight or restricted aid.4 Consumers, too, would likely
appreciate knowing how much of their tuition dollar is going to teaching.

The essential purpose of a college is to educate. If a school is not spending a good portion
of its tuition dollars on actual teacher interactions with students, then students and regulators
should examine whether the education is worth the price.

Usellil information Useful as a regulatory
Indicator Uselul to monitor’ for consumers triggti

Graduation rates Yes Yes No

Graduation rates are another example of a metric that can be useful and appropriate for
one purpose. but not for another. For consumers, it can be useful to know graduation rates over
various intervals because it provides information about what might happen to them, and provides
fodder for comparing schools and asking questions about transfers and other trajectories of
students who leave. (In some cases, students leave not because of any problem with the school or
the student, but because they got good jobs even before finishing a program).

However, using graduation rates as a hard-wired regulatory trigger creates an incentive
for schools to reduce academic rigor, in order to pass through students. At the K-I2 level, tying
consequences to graduation rates have made them “the phoniest statistic in education,” according

Stephanie Hall, “How Much Education are Students Getting for their Tuition Dollar?” The Century Foundation,
February 28, 2019. h pS:IIL ckrg..cc. cntfrcpc?ft mt -ct4cI.° Ism.:.d
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to the conservative Fordham Institute.5 Reducing rigor is easy for schools to do and nearly
impossible for regulators to detect or police. You could fill a graveyard with all of the
embarrassing policy failures caused by excessive reliance on measures like graduation rates that
can easily be gamed by schools.6

A diploma mill has a 100 percent graduation rate.

Representatives of the for-profit college sector sometimes argue that their schools are
“serving” the poor and therefore are unable to attract even a slice of their tuition revenue from
employers, scholarship programs, or others who can independently vouch for the school’s value.
The claim does not stand up to scrutiny: at nonprofit and public schools, high enrollments of
low-income students is not associated with near-total reliance on federal aid. Even at schools
with many low-income students, diverse financial support makes schools better by “sharing
oversight and benefiting from market discipline.”7

Regulatory guardrails like the 90-10 rule, which call on schools to demonstrate, through a
market indicator, that they are providing value for the money, help to protect both the students’
and taxpayers’ investment. A private company that sets its own price while totally relying on
public grant and loan funds is a recipe for disaster.

Executives at General Assembly, a highly-regarded computer coding school, say flooding
schools like theirs with government funds, without adequate safeguards, causes “an influx of bad

Brandon L. Wright, “America’s graduation rate malfeasance is a symptom of a broken system,” Fordham Institute,
February 14,2018,

I nflI( rn—I,rokcn—svstecii
6 See for example: Burt S. Bamow and Jeffrey A. Smith, “Performance Management ofU.S. Job Training Programs:
Lessons from the Job Training Partnership Act” Public Finance and Managemenl. 4(3), 2004 pp. 247-287
hi Ip:’vw—persona!.iiin ich.cdu cconiefil’apers barnow smil Ii puhl ishcdpd I

“A higher share of students receiving Pell Grants is a strong predictor of noncompliance with 90/10 only in the for-
profit sector.” Vivien Lee and Adam Looney, “Understanding the 90/10 Rule: How’ reliant are public, private and
for-profit institutions on federal aid?, Brookings Institution, January 2019,
Iutps:: W \‘\\ hiookiiuzscdu cscaich:does—thc—9(1— I 0—iulc—tin liiirlv—tart!et.proprietarv—iflstilutions—or—tInder—resotirced—
schools•
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actors” that stymies the very innovation the companies hope to promote.8 A national accreditor
of online schools, DEAC, has a 75% cap on federal aid to its schools, because being accountable
to employers who have skin in the game drives improvement of school quality and stronger
student outcomes.9 The University of Phoenix was able to grow and maintain quality in the
I 990s because of its focus on employers that supported more than 40 percent of its students,
preventing the school from promoting low-value programs at high tuition prices)0

It may be that in the past the problem for-profit schools in New York were those that
offered only certificates, so there was some logic to applying stricter rules only to those schools.
But if that was true, it is no longer the case:

• Spending on instruction as a proportion of tuition revenue is the lowest at New York’s
four-year, degree-granting for-profit schools. The median is only 32 percent compared to
38 percent at certificate-granting schools and 40 percent at two-year for-profits. (At
nonprofit schools, spending on instruction is much higher, 63 percent, and higher still at
public institutions).

• Former students of New York’s degree-granting for-profits have more difficulty repaying
student loans. Student loan repayment rates are actually higher at certificate-granting for-
profits (45 percent. compared to 39 percent at the degree-granting schools), and much
higher at nonprofits (71 percent) and publics (58 percent).

• Analyzing longer term salary outcomes, former students of New York’s degree-granting
for-profits have much lower earnings than those attending nonprofit or public institutions
($36,000, compared to $64,000 and $48,000).

Liz Simon and Tom Ogletree, “Stimulate Innovation? Yes, But Not DeVos’s Way,” Inside Higher Ed, February
20, 2019, htrps://www.insidehighered.com/digital-learningjviews/20 19/02/20/boot-camp-operators-caution-against-
easing- federal -regulation

The Distance Education Accrediting Commission standards are available at
https://www.deac.org/UploadedDocuments/20 I 8-Handboold20 I 8-Accreditation-Handbook-Pan-Two.pdf
10 John D. Murphy, Mission Forsaken: The University of Phoenix Affair TV//h [Vail Street (Proving Ground
Education, 2013), citing Apollo Group, Apollo Group Prospectus, Smith Barney Inc., Alex. Brown & Sons,
December 5, 1994, p.3.
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Nationally, most of the for-profit schools that have collapsed in disgrace in recent years were
degree-granting schools.

Useful information Useful as a regulatory
Indicator Useful to monitor? for consumers? trigger?

Rate of growth Yes No Yes

Much of the damage from predatory for-profit college scandals in recent years would
have been prevented if there had been a check on institutions, many of them online, that grew
quickly, failing to adequately advise students and failing to provide them with a quality program.
In fact, too-rapid growth is what the head of the national for-profit lobbying association says was
the cause of the horrendous abuses.’’

Restricting rapid growth, particularly if it is largely or wholly financed with loans for
government grants, could be a useful consumer protection and enforcement tool. However, its
effectiveness at the state level would be undermined by New York’s participation in an
agreement that defers to other states to oversee schools enrolling New Yorkers in online
programs. New York should seek changes to this reciprocity agreement, (known as NC-SARA)
so that it better prioritizes consumer protection, or consider establishing an alternative approach
to reciprocity.

Consumers would not likely find rate-of-growth information to be meaningful.

Useful information Usefil as a regulatory
Indicator Useful to monitor? fiw consumers? trigger?

The federal gainful employment rule uses measures of graduates’ earnings and student
loan debts to trigger schools to address shortcomings in their programs when debts are
unreasonable given the salaries that graduates are earning. These measures are directly related to
consumer interests and are externally validated, making them difficult for schools to game.

“We were a sector that grew too much, too fast,” industry lobbyist Steve Gunderson explained. “We didn’t have
the infrastructure to serve it.” Josh Mitchell, “For-Profit Colleges Look to Trump for a Pass,” Wall Street Journal,
December 2,2016, http://www.wsj.com/articlesffor-profit-colleges-Iook-to-donald-trump-for-a-pass-1480680001.
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It is useful for these data to be available in the public domain for analysis and use,
including by consumers. But as I explained in my introduction, disclosure is not enough.

Use of forced
arbitration and class

action bans

To prevent regulators from becoming aware of manipulative practices or low quality
programs, predatory colleges restrict students’ ability to raise grievances. Public and nonprofit
institutions rarely if ever find a need to restrict students’ rights in this way, because they are not
trying to take advantage of students. Regulators should be on high alert if a college is asking or
requiring students to sign pre-dispute agreements to arbitrate disputes, to not join with other
students in filing complaints, or to keep complaints confidential.

Default rates are important to track. But the three-year cohort default rate (CDR) offers
one cautionary tale of how using a measure for policy purposes can undermine the usefulness of
the measure itself, due to gaming by institutions)2

When Congress first decided to cut off federal aid to schools with high default rates it did
so because it was a strong indicator of a predatory school. Former students who were not making
enough money to repay their loans, or who felt they were poorly treated or misled, would
default, producing a high default rate associated with the school. The idea behind the default rate
cutoff was that schools at risk of hitting the maximum would have a strong incentive to make
their recruiting more honest, their pricing more fair, their offerings better targeted for good jobs,
and/or their instruction and student support more robust.

Predatory schools, however, rather than improving the education in response to a high
default rate, discovered that they could avoid the reduction in profitability that would come from
improving the education by instead manipulating the default rates more directly. By monitoring

12 This adage is frequently referred to as Goodhart’s Law: When a measure becomes a target, it ceases to be a good
measure.” Marilyn Strathem (1997). Improving ratings’: audit in the British L’niversity system.’1 European
Review, 5, pp 305-32) doi:10.1002/(SICI)1234.981X( 199707)5:33.0.CO;2-4.
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former students’ loans and filing paperwork for them, they could keep the default rate down, at
least until the point at which it was being measured.’3 The practice has become so common that
some school leaders misunderstand the purpose of the default rate cutoff itself, believing it exists
to spur them to put resources into what is euphemistically called “loan counseling.”

The three-year rate is still meaningful. In particular, a high rate at a school where a large
proportion of students borrow is a major red flag. However, a low rate is not the green flag it
used to be. A New York Times article about default rate manipulation includes the telling chart,
below, showing that defaults spike dramatically after the regulatory snapshot at the three-year
point.

Opinion 13.1%

The Student Debt
Problem Is Worse
Than We Imagined
By Ben Miller

SHARS OF COLLEGES WITH Witl,out any oveisight,
NIGH OEiAT RATES the share cf schools

wtb h.gh detach rates
SLiderts begin repaying loans After three years . noes sharply.
and the Department of the tracking /
Ecucaten begns tracking pehod ends. I /
delalt gales,

1%

Loan repayment data is external to the school and therefore subject to analysis by
regulatory authorities, to check for signs of manipulation. Indeed, schools in New York have
been caught going beyond the legal manipulation tactics. Apex Technical School, in Queens. was
caught signing borrowers names on forbearance requests that would reduce the school’s
calculated default rate (ED-OlG Case #05-020015). Technical Career Institute, which is now
closed. ‘as caught convcrtint 301 former students loans into private loans to reduce the

13 See U.S. Government Accountability Office, Federal Student Loans: Actions Needed to Improve Oversight of
Schools’ Default Rates (GAO-I 8-163), April2018.
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school’s default rate. Borrowers who didn’t pay were sent to collection agencies (ED-OlU Case
#A02 110007).

Official five-year default rate figures from the Department of Education are available for
all schools, and should be used by regulators.’4 In terms of consumer information, however,
default rates are not something that is familiar to most students and families.

In Conclusion

I commend the committee for taking the time to begin exploring possible solutions to
predatory practices that can undermine the potential for innovation and quality in for-profit
postsecondary education. As I noted at the start, there are some metrics that could be useful as
regulatory triggers. In particular. the overeliance on government aid. underspending on
education, and debts that are out of line with salaries, are all good measures that are less
vulnerable to gaming by schools than are some other measures.

Along with my colleagues at TCF. we stand ready to work with you to analyze potential
directions forward to promote excellent outcomes for New Yorkers pursuing postsecondary
training and degrees.

14 Ben Miller, “How You Can See Your College’s Long-Term Default Rate,” Center for American Progress, August
30, 2018, hItps:/www.aInericanp,oress.on/iss1Les/edIIcation_pos;secnndarvmflens2U 8’O8’3O’457296can-sec—
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Than* you for allowing Lincoln Technical Institute to provide written testimony before the Senate
Committee on Higher Education on the topic of oversight of for-profit colleges and schools in New
York. My name is Scott Shaw and I serve as the Chief Executive Officer of Lincoln Educational
Services Corporation, the parent corporation for Lincoln Technical Institute (“Lincoln Tech”) in
Whitestone (Queens), New York.

Before describing some of the history and background of our school located in Queens, I would
like to acknowledge to the Committee that certain actions by for profit schools have certainly given
the industry a black eye. Conversely, Lincoln Tech has been a school that has been accountable
to all each of its regulating agencies and its students. Further, we believe this proven record of
accountability was one of the primary reasons for being chosen by a trusted New York organization
to help fill the dearth of automotive technicians in the region. With that in mind, if the Committee
is assessing how to provide more information to prospective students, I would ask that any ffimre
legislation require greater transparency of school and program-level data. Secondly, we would
suggest this data be consistently published among all sectors of higher education and not just for
profit schools and colleges.

As you may know, Lincoln Technical Institute has been operating a campus in the state of New
York since 2006, but has been offering automotive and skilled trades training to residents of New
York for decades. Our first school which opened in Newark, New Jersey in 1946, and now in
Union, New Jersey, enrolled students from the five boroughs, and our location in Mahwah, New
Jersey, has been enrolling New York residents from Orange and Rockland counties since 1993.

Since our inception, Lincoln Tech has never wavered from its original mission to train students in
career fields with excellent employment opportunities. Today, our Queens campus offers one
singular program - Automotive Technology. This program was offered at our original Newark,
New Jersey campus in 1946 and our school continues to revise the curriculum of this program
based on information provided to us by our advisory board members who are local New York
employers.
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The success of Lincoln over the past 70 years led the Greater New York Automotive Dealers
Association (“ONYADA”) to collaborate with our school to build a state of the art complex that
houses both GNYADA and Lincoln Tech in the College Point section of Queens. The goal of this
partnership was to have Lincoln Tech fulfill a tremendous need for skilled automotive technicians
in the New York metropolitan region. To say the least, Lincoln Tech has exceeded that goal by
contributing more than 3,000 technicians to over 1,500 different employers in the past ten years.

As this Committee is embarking on a discussion of accountability of for-profit schools, I would
like to convey my concerns over the precipitous closures of colleges that seem to be occurring at
an alarming rate. The impact of those closures on students without the ability to achieve their
dream to graduate from college is unspeakable. In many cases, our schools have served as an
option to complete their credential or our campus staff directed those students to the proper
oversight agencies to obtain information concerning their next steps. With that in mind, if this
Committee addresses the topic of school closures, we certainly would like to provide some input
as our system of schools has taught out several campuses without impacting students.

We understand the genesis of this hearing came out of the Governor’s proposal in his most recent
budget that would have restricted where our school derived its revenue and required an
unachievable percentage in our school’s budget for instructor salaries that no institution of higher
education in New York, including not-for-profit and public, would have been able to meet.

As we discussed this proposal with the elected officials and businesses in our district, every one
of them expressed their concern that this was directed solely at our sector of higher education.
Even the Wall Street Journal editorial board chimed in on the Governor’s proposal with its article
that described how the proposal would ultimately hurt low-income students.

If the goal of the Governor was to develop accountability measures for our sector through
legislation, then Mr. Cuomo clearly missed the mark and followed the lead of those who want the
entire for-profit sector of schools and colleges to disappear. However, the Committee should know
that Lincoln Tech welcomes any reasonable accountability measures that all colleges and schools
in New York would need to meet.

For example, as of today, the U.S. Department of Education’s College Scorecard provides a wealth
of data on all degree-granting institutions in the United States. This includes data on graduation
rates, debt, and earnings after graduation. This same data should be offered on all institutions,
both non-degree and degree-granting for prospective students and parents to review before making
their final decision on attending a certain college.

However, Lincoln publishes a tremendous amount of information on its website that can be easily
accessed well before a prospective student steps foot on our campus. This information includes
graduation and employment rates as provided to our accrediting agency, a copy of our current
catalog, all tuition and fees, and the gainful employment statistics as required by the U.S.
Department of Education. All of this information gives a prospective student a transparent view
of Lincoln Tech by providing the most important quantitative statistics to make an educated
decision on attending our school.
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For schools whose mission is to prepare students for careers, the most important accountability
measure is its employment rate. Our campus in Queens, which is accredited by the Accrediting
Commission of Career Schools and Colleges is required to meet a 70 percent employment
benchmark. Our school made the step several years ago to re-verifS’ every placement included in
our placement percentage by using a third-party to contact every employer or student to determine
our graduate’s employment status. Only after our third-party company re-verifies the employment
status of our graduates would that placement be included into our percentage.

Most schools operating in New York have several layers of oversight by state and federal agencies,
as well as an institutional accreditor. In addition, all of the schools that are participating in the
federal student aid program have a wealth of regulations that must be followed in order to continue
their participation. For those that do not meet the standards of their accrediting agency, the U.S.
Department of Education, or the NYSED, risk losing their ability to operate and possess
accreditation, or participating in the federal student aid program.

Lastly, we know there has been a tremendous amount of discussion about the amount of student
debt upon completion of college. Lincoln understands an overwhelming amount of debt can
influence a graduate’s livelihood whether we have assisted in finding employment or not. Through
our internal scholarships, as well as the federal Pell Grant program, the median debt for those who
graduated from the Queens campus is just above Sl0,000. We also provide a great deal of financial
literacy training to students about repayment of their federal loan. This is evident in the results of
our cohort default rate which is less than all types of proprietary institutions as well as private and
public institutions offering programs less than 2 years in length.

As you embark on this hearing, our hope is that the Committee will continue a review of the entire
sector of higher education. Accountability and affordability of higher education is more than a
trending topic to anyone interested in ifirthering their studies or finding a long-term career. We
feel as though our current oversight by federal and state regulators, and our national accreditor
provide the requisite level of accountability to provide comfort to any prospective student. Further,
the data published on our website confirms that our school will always be transparent with its
outcomes.

I noted earlier that our Queens campus has assisted over 3,000 graduates find employment over
the past ten years. With over 1,500 employers hiring Lincoln Tech graduates, any legislation that
would limit our ability to help train more students in careers like automotive technology would be
harmful not only to Lincoln Tech, but also to the economy of New York.

I thank you for the ability to provide this written testimony and would be available to answer any
questions the Committee may have in the future.



Institute of
Culinary Education
EST. 1975

NEW YORK I LOS ANGELES

Hon. Toby Ann Stavisky
Committee on Higher Education
Legislative Office Building Room 913
Albany, New York 12247

April 8, 2019

Honorable Stavisky:

The Institute of Culinary Education (ICE) appreciates the opportunity to present comments regarding the
perceived need for additional regulation of the for-profit education sector. lam the Chief Operating
Officer of the school and we have been in Manhattan for 42 years.

The force behind the drive to increase regulation appears to be the proponent’s perception that the
DeVos led Department of Education has reversed the more stringent rules put in place by the Obama
Administration, specifically the provisions of the Gainful Employment Rules. While we object to many of
its provisions, ICE received passing scores under these Rules. We also believe that the same standard of
accountability should be applied to all post-secondary institutions across the board, without regard to
for-profit or not-for-profit status. Surely, all students would benefit from the information contained in
the Gainful Employment Disclosures.

It is also worth noting that many of the bad actors that triggered the Obama regulations have been
closed and that bad actors like Art Institutes/Argosy/Dream Foundation are continuing to be closed
under the current regulatory schema.

Another often-mentioned criticism of the for-profit education sector is that we “overcharge and under
deliver.” In culinary education, the largest school in the State is the Culinary Institute of America (CIA), a
non-profit located in Hyde Park with 3,131 students. According to the College Navigator, the tuition cost
for an associate’s degree would be approximately $65,440. At ICE, our tuition for the 8 month Culinary
Arts Program is $38,001. And, it is important to note that graduates of both schools compete for the
same jobs.

Outcomes are another key metric in assessing the quality of an institution; ICE’s graduation rate exceeds
that of the CIA and is far superior to local community colleges offering culinary arts programs.

225 uberty Street
3rd Floor

New York, NY 10281
T (212) 847-0700
F(212) 847-0722
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8Apr11 2019

New York Senate
Senator Toby Ann Stavisky
188 State Street Room 913, Legislative Office Building
Albany, NY 12247
Phone: (518) 455-3461
Fax: (518) 426-6857
stavisky@nysenate.gov

RE: DeVry College of New York

Dear Senator Stavisky:

As Corporate Recruiter of Daktronics, it is my responsibility to have a productive and engaged
employee base. We have nearly 3,000 employees globally, though we are based in a small town
in eastern South Dakota. My challenge remains to recruit and attract talented workers to our
roles across the country, where we may not have physical premises. It isn’t an easy prospect.
Like most businesses, some of the biggest challenges we face include hiring skilled people and
providing opportunities to help them grow in their careers. For Daktronics, DeVry University*
seeks to truly understand our training and development needs so they can offer solutions to
help us acquire and retain strong talent, plan for succession, and close the skills gap.

We understand DeVry’s reputation was put into question at a recent 2019 Higher Education
Joint Budget Hearing in Albany. As an employer who has partnered with DeVry, we would like
to share our experience.

I have been most impressed with the level of service I receive from the Employer Relations
team at DeVry. Though I am one employer out of many, my requests are professionally and
quickly responded to, and I cannot tell you how much this means to me as a chronically busy
professional! They have made it easy for me to have one point of contact, as my employment
needs can be unpredictable and span the country. I need an ad hoc approach when I have one
engineer to hire in one market, and Devry’s structure is uniquely suited to our technical
services needs.

By leveraging DeVry’s recruiting resources, such as on-campus and virtual career
fairs, webinars and exclusive recruiting events, Daktronics has hired more than 100
DeVry graduates over the years who have the skills and qualifications we require,
and, in so doing, make an impact on our business each and every day.



fl DAKTRONICS.COM

201 Daktronics Drive PD Box 5128
Brookings, South Dokola 3/006-5128

DAKTRDNICS I 800 325 8/66 605692 0200 F 603 69/ 4/00

As of today, April 8, we have 38 full-time workers on staff who have graduated with
degrees from Devry. They make up a significant portion of our Field Service Engineer
roles, many of them are regional service managers and leaders in our technical
services organization. DeVry has been absolutely critical for us in meeting this
specialized employment niche.

As you can see, we value DeVry University’s contribution to our workforce. They are helping us
at Daktronics every day. We are grateful for their educational partnership and skills gap
expertise. I will continue to look to DeVry for qualified talent and help keep our current
workforce prepared for the future.

Thank you for your continued support of DeVry University.

Respectfully,

Leah Brink
Corporate Recruiter & Student/Intern Program Manager

tel 605.692.0200 cx: 56553 mob;e 605.690 5310
website www.daktrcnics cam
.Iinkedin.comRn/Ieah.brink.59291 84

FccwUsflD fl J N
Sin New York, DeVry university operates as DeVry College of New York.
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April 5, 2019

The Honorable Toby Stavisky
Chair of the Committee on Higher Education
New York State Senate, District 16
Room 913 Legislative Office Building
Albany, NY 12247

Dear Senator Stavisky,

We appreciated the opportunity to meet with your team in Albany last month. DeVry College of
New York is a degree-granting higher education institution serving nearly 1,500 New York
students across three New York City locations and online. Founded in 1931, DeVry’s mission is
to foster student learning through high-quality, career-oriented education integrating technology,
science, business and the arts, which we pursue via practitioner-oriented undergraduate and
graduate programs. More than 7,000 DeVry University alumni currently reside in New York.

I am writing to share our insights and best practices concerning effective oversight of New York
higher education institutions. We are pleased to learn the For-Profit College Accountability Act
was removed from the 2020 budget, but we know there is still work to be done. We stand ready
to partner with your Committee to develop effective policies that will protect students, expand
access to higher education, and combat student loan debt.

DeVry has a long history of championing equitable and effective accountability for all higher
education institutions. As with any industry, some organizations in higher education operate
more ethically than others. Our expectation is that all institutions in all sectors will follow our lead
and operate with the same high level of transparency and commitment to students.

Examples of both good and bad practices are found in every sector, which regrettably has been
reinforced by recent media reports of scandals and unethical behavior throughout higher
education. Exempting institutions from regulatory scrutiny due solely to their tax status will only
harm the very students we are collectively working to empower. It would allow unsavory
practices to continue undeterred, limit student choice, and reduce access to higher education.
This strengthens our view that regulatory efforts should be focused first and foremost on
protecting all students and should apply equally to all institutions. All students, regardless of the
tax status of their institution, should benefit from robust protections that are thoughtfully crafted
with input from all stakeholders.

visit DeVry.edu
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We also believe advocating for equitable and effective public policy is simply not enough.
Instead, DeVry has taken a leadership role in fostering greater transparency and accountability
by voluntarily adopting our own accountability standards in 2016. We refer to these standards
collectively as our Student Commitments. The following is an overview of our Student
Commitments:

1. Informed Student Choice:

We provide all prospective students with a disclosure containing key information about
program performance, such as total cost, debt and default rates, as well as completion
and graduation rates.

2. Responsible Recruitment and Enrollment:

We provide individualized financial and academic advising to all prospective students,
and discus with them any questions or concerns before making any financial
commitment.

We record all admissions conversations, and have a process to evaluate a subset to
ensure compliance and clear student communication.

We publically report our use of revenues for marketing, instruction and academic
support, student services and scholarships.

3. Responsible Participation in the Federal Loan Process:

We have committed to derive no more than 85% of our revenue from federal funds,
which includes military and VA funding. This exceeds the existing “90/10” federal
requirement, which does not include military or VA funding in the federal portion.

Before implementing new academic programs, we review the planned program’s pricing
and expected career outcomes to ensure alignment with the student’s ability to repay
debt upon successful completion of the program.

4. Financial Literacy and Academic Transparency:

We provide each student with an annual Borrower Advisory Notice, which contains a
detailed outline of the student’s borrowing and repayment obligations.

We provide students with clear information and assistance throughout their educational
experience regarding their progress and financial investment towards their academic
goals.

/‘k%‘X
\\/
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We provide all students with access to Manage My Loans, a dynamic online tool that
gives students ongoing visibility into overall program progression, outstanding loan
balance (including estimated repayment obligations), financial position compared to
academic progress, and credits required to graduate.

5. Improving Student Satisfaction:

Our enrollment agreements do not require students to arbitrate disputes with us, nor do
we prohibit students from participating in or seeking class action remedies.

We maintain clear and transparent student complaint resolution policies readily available
to students via DeVry’s website and academic catalog or student handbook.

We provide students with an escalation pathway and contact information to state
oversight bodies with jurisdiction over student consumer complaints.

6. Successful Student Outcomes and Accountability:

We identify and proactively engage with students who may be at risk for program
completion. One example of our dedication to student outcomes is our partnership with
Civitas Learning to implement a tool called Inspire. The tool uses algorithms based on
student success predictors to provide faculty and Student Support Advisors with course-
level engagement information for each individual student to identify underperforming
students at risk of failing a particular course.

DeVry Student Support Advisors target proactive outreach to at-risk students at the right
time with personalized advising strategies that take into account student-specific insights
from Inspire, such as student background, course information, warning flags and
outreach history.

An independent third party reviewed and confirmed DeVry’s adherence to these commitments
to our students in 2017 and 2018, demonstrating DeVry’s commitment to student outcomes,
transparency and accountability.1

We hope other institutions will be inspired to adopt similar standards, and encourage the
Committee to consider these as a basis for formulating policies that will protect all New York
students.

1https://wwwadtalem.com/contenudam/atge/www adtalem corn/documents/newsroom/i 8.1 2.20%2OAdt
alem%2oComrnitments%2oReport,pdf Please note DeVry is included with other Adtalem schools on this
report, since it was published before our recent ownership transition. Moving forward, DeVry University
will report independently.

visit Devry.odu
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212 312 4300

We look forward to a thoughtful discussion. Should you have any questions or concerns please
do not hesitate to contact me at 212.312.4402 or at astanziani(ädevry,edu.

Sincerely,

Anthony A. Stanziani
Group President, Northeast

CC: New York Senate Committee on Higher Education

visit DeVnedu



Written Submission for Senate Higher Education Hearing
Katarina Rdultovskaia

April 10, 2019

To whom it may concern,

I appreciate the opportunity to tell my story and experience with the Art Institute, and how it

misled not only myself but countless other students into massive debt. My name is Katarina

Rdultovskaia and I currently live in Brooklyn, New York but my experience started with the Art

Institute in Fort Lauderdale, Florida. I attended the Art Institute of Fort Lauderdale from 2007

-2010 and earned a Bachelor’s degree in Illustration, and after completing their program, I

graduated with $80,000 in debt.

I decided to go to the Art Institute, because I was told that this school had the tools,

knowledgeable, experienced staff, and above all, the connections to companies in my field of

study. I believed that the Art Institute was the only school that specialized in my feud and had a

career path after graduation after being told grandiose promises of getting placed in ajob in my

field post-graduation, and that Al had a 98% placement rate for all graduates.

I had always drawn from a young age, and there was never a time you could not see me drawing

for hours on the floor. After taking an advanced placement portfolio class in high school, I got

excited about the possibilities of utilizing my drawing skills in a career. At the time of my high

school graduation, I had just been approved for a Green Card after immigrating to the US in

1999. My options were extremely limited since I did not have any status and I could not afford to

pay for a school outside of the state. As I did not know that art schools existed, I started college

at Broward Community College, where tuition for four classes was just $1,000 a year. At the

time I had no idea that student loans even existed, and I did not qualify for grants or FAFSA, so

for a while, I worked as a waitress to pay tuition fees myself. After some time, I realized I

wanted a more focused arts program, which is when I considered the Art Institute.



I had always seen advertisements for the Art Institute because there was practically nowhere you

could have looked without seeing one in Fort Lauderdale. They were plastered on buses, bus stop

benches, billboards, and even broadcasted on TV boasting about how they had top of the line

facilities, and almost astronomical graduation job placement rates of 98%. When I decided to

attend the school’s open house, I was taken around the school by a recruiter and told how Al had

a “competitive edge” over other schools because they provided students with “industry veterans”

to teach us the ins and outs of our industry, and had close ties and relationships with companies,

studios, and agencies that would guarantee we would be able to find an entry level position in

our field of $40,000 or more right out of school. They even reassured me that they helped

students find employment outside of Florida. I would later find out that nearly all that they

boasted was untrue.

When they finally broke down the cost of the school, I was extremely hesitant. $80,000 was a

huge number for me and my family, but the recruiter said they had an easy way of getting special

grants and I would qualify for loans that would easily cover the tuition. And furthermore, that

with their “fantastic” career advisors, I could easily start making payments right away as I grew

my career. They had the best marketing pitch on the planet to persuade students who wanted a

career in the arts, an industry that is heavily dependent on connections. If I knew everything I

know now, I would have never agreed to enroll and take on such monstrous debt.

After feeling like this was the only way to my future as an illustrator, I decided to enroll. To say

that I was “rushed” through the loan process would be an understatement. I was promised that

my loans would not accumulate interest while going to school, which I later learned was not true.

While going through the paperwork with my mother, the only thing that the school stressed to us

at the time was that if we defaulted on the loan, there would be consequences. They pressed us to

sign as soon as possible to be able to start on time with the quarter. As we were both immigrants

and had no experience with student loans. we thought this was a normal process. As I started my

time at Al I would constantly be called to the financial office and told that I had run out of

money on my loan and that we had to apply for a new one. I thought it was strange that I



constantly had to sign new loan paperwork, but my advisor said it was a regular occurrence and

provided little clarity as to why.

The Illustration program was a mix and match of some graphic design courses and fine arts

courses but overall was not focused on the specific skills that aligned with the illustration

industry. While in class, I could see a clear disparity in the skill of students in my program and

thought it was concerning that Al allowed students that could not grasp basic drawing principles

to enroll for an $80k degree. As for the teachers being “industry veterans,” this may have been

the case atone point in time, but many were teaching with outdated perspectives and did not

merit the cost of about S2.000-S3.000 per class.

As I was nearing the end of my degree I started getting nervous, since I had yet to be taught how

to apply for jobs in my field or how to find them. Most of the jobs in my field were

freelance-based and we did not get any guidance on how or where to start a freelance business.

In my last quarter, I had one class on how to write a generic resume and that was all. Despite,

graduating on the Dean’s list for high achievement and with Best Portfolio, upon seeking jobs, I

came to realize my portfolio and degree actually did not align with current industry standards for

Illustration. As a result, most of the leads I received from my portfolio showcase went nowhere.

My last remaining options came from my career services advisor. However, these were only

dead-end craigslist jobs, one of which was simply painting homes for $12/hr. Upon discovering

that my school really did not have any connections in Florida, I inquired about available jobs

outside of the state since I was informed before I enrolled that my school would work with

students to place them in jobs even outside of Florida. However, my advisor said that they did

not do out-of-state placement. Again I felt deceived and misled, and with no in-state job

prospects and a repayment grace period soon nearing its close, I decided to take matters into my

own hands and move to New York with just $2,000 and an upcoming loan repayment of $900 a

month (the minimum).



Between working many odd jobs and at one point 3 jobs at once just to earn $2OkIyr, I eventually

found my way to an entry level position as a visual designer, and after eight years time, worked

my way up to where I am now as a Product Designer for a software company. However, in this

time my loan has ballooned to $200,000.

While I am happy with my current position, it took moving to another state entirely on my own

with no leads or help, and working on new skill sets to be where I am now. There were many

hungry nights when I wanted to completely give up “making it”. During that time my mother had

developed several autoimmune conditions that have been disabling and I have been helping to

keep her on her feet. Although I feel like I am now in a better place than some of my Al peers, I

don’t use any of the knowledge I learned from Al and am stuck with a $200k loan that just

continues to grow and grow.

No student should ever be able to sign into this life long debt sentence on the premise of lies

from institutions who are taking advantage of loopholes and young people who are only looking

to better themselves. You see many scams on the internet, but no one could have imagined that

there was a scam that was brick and mortar pumping out false promises of great futures at an

astronomically high price tag. If I can be just one voice of many who are too scared, and

ashamed to speak out about their situations, I hope I can provide insight into thousands of similar

situations. These institutions have gone unchecked for far too long, relying on the naivety of

young people, and societal requirements of college degrees in order to be successful in America.

Thank you for your time.

Katarina Rdultovskaia


