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Appendix 6:  Responses of Companies 

Prior to the release of this report, committee staff met with representatives of each company and 
shared the documents that are referenced in this report, as well as student outcomes results and the types 
of information that would appear in the charts in the individual company profiles.  

At that time committee staff invited companies to provide an optional written response to be 
included in the report to provide additional context about the company and the documents.  Included in 
this Appendix are responses received from the following 21 companies.  

Alta Colleges, Inc.  
American Career College, Inc. 
Apollo Group, Inc. 
Bridgepoint Education, Inc. (Revised)
Capella Education Company 
Concorde Career Colleges, Inc. 
DeVry, Inc. 
ECPI Colleges, Inc. 
Education Management Corporation 
Grand Canyon Education, Inc. 
Henley Putnam University 
Herzing, Inc. 
ITT Educational Services, Inc. 
Kaplan Higher Education Corporation 
Keiser School, Inc. 
Lincoln Educational Services Corporation  
National American University Holdings, Inc. 
Rasmussen Colleges, Inc. 
Strayer Education, Inc. 
Trident University, Inc. 
Universal Technical Institute, Inc.  
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July 9, 2012 

Via Hand Delivery 

The Honorable Tom Harkin 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
SD-428 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC  20510 

Dear Chairman Harkin: 

Alta Colleges, Inc. submits this statement for inclusion in the upcoming report by your staff 
regarding for-profit colleges in the United States.  For-profit colleges, such as Alta’s Westwood 
College and Redstone College,1 provide millions of Americans with the valuable opportunity to 
further their educations and advance their careers – opportunities that would not otherwise have 
existed due to cost, convenience, location or existing personal/professional obligations.  The role 
of higher education institutions such as these cannot be understated.  They provide the skilled 
workforce and critical job growth opportunities necessary to strengthen our economy today. 

We appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement, as well as the time provided by your staff 
on June 26 to allow us to review at your office the Westwood documents you plan to cite in the 
upcoming staff report.  As we are sure you are aware, no customary interviews or briefings took 
place during this investigation to allow us to answer questions or present additional information 
and context for the documents we produced to your staff.  Nor have we had the opportunity to 
review or provide comments on the soon to be released staff report.  Notwithstanding these 
concerns, we welcome this opportunity to provide more information about Westwood to you and 
your staff. 2   Westwood has a longstanding practice of investing time and money into our 
program management ensuring we not only comply with relevant federal laws and regulations, 
but in fact exceed those requirements in many instances.  The record is clear.  Westwood began 
refining its operations well before changes in the law required it of the industry.  We did this 
because it was the right thing to do for our students.  Indeed, we would hope that this too is 
reflected in the forthcoming staff report. 

Background. The Committee requested thousands of documents from Westwood, and from 
Westwood’s voluminous response, the staff has selected approximately 35 documents for use in 
its report.  While we have no way of knowing how the report will rely on these documents, or 
excerpted words and phrases contained within them, we do know that the selected documents 
paint an incomplete and skewed picture.  Many of the documents used in the staff report as a 

��������������������������������������������������������
1 Alta, Westwood, and Redstone are referred to collectively throughout this statement as “Westwood.” 
2  Also absent from the Committee’s hearings were witnesses representative of the many satisfied 
graduates or committed employees of for-profit colleges, including Westwood.    
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basis for staff conclusions3 about Westwood are outdated (dating back to 2005), lack context and 
current information, and focus on only a narrow view of select and unrepresentative practices.  In 
fact, Westwood has significant concern that the staff has engaged in “reverse engineering” – 
creating a report that contains a negative conclusion about for-profit schools, and then selecting 
documents, words or phrases that supposedly support those conclusions.

Given its size and geographic scope, Westwood also believes that it has received 
disproportionate negative attention during the Committee’s investigation.  We recognize that this 
attention may have been primarily driven by a law firm that filed five non-meritorious lawsuits 
against Westwood from May 2009-August 2010, initiated many negative stories, and instigated 
other government inquiries against Westwood.  Staff also informed Westwood that its report 
would cite and rely upon information from an ex-Westwood employee, Joshua Pruyn, who 
provided what is now known to be demonstrably false testimony to the Committee.4  In fact, 
documents obtained by the Daily Caller demonstrate that Pruyn made material misstatements in 
his testimony – false testimony that was a cornerstone of the Majority’s August 4, 2010 hearing.5
Westwood provided your staff the documents, call logs and recordings disproving portions of 
Pruyn’s testimony, but the staff were and remain unwilling to acknowledge this fact or repudiate 
Pruyn’s false testimony. 

In addition, staff plans to include in the report charts and graphs on completion rates, which they 
developed based on their own numerical analyses of extremely complicated data.  We are very 
concerned about any conclusions based on such analyses because the use of any completion 
statistic in isolation is inherently flawed by the differences in the demographic conditions of the 
students (among other factors).  For example, the U.S. Department of Education's own study 
indicated that non-traditional students were significantly less likely to complete their education 
than traditional students.6  Nontraditional students were defined as students with multiple risk 
factors indicated below: 

� Delayed enrollment after high school graduation  
� Lacking a high school diploma  
� Enrolling on a part-time basis  
� Financially independent
� Working full-time while enrolled 
� Having children younger than age 19, and
� Being a single parent. ��������������������������������������������������������

3 Without the opportunity to read the staff report or even the portions relevant to Westwood in advance of 
its release, we can only be speculative in this regard.�
4 See Correspondence from Mark Paoletta to Chairman Harkin and Ranking Member Enzi, dated 
December 17, 2010.   
5 See http://dailycaller.com/2011/08/04/star-harkin-witness-testimony-under-fire/ (Aug. 8, 2011).   
6 See Susan Choy, U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Nontraditional 
Undergraduates, NCES 2002–012, Washington, DC: 2002.   
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The mix of traditional and non-traditional students varies widely by institution and failure to 
identify these differences eliminates any comparability of completion statistics.  Because we 
were not afforded the opportunity to review the methodology for staff’s numerical conclusions in 
the report, we cannot respond fully in advance of reviewing the report.  However, after you 
release the report, we will submit a subsequent letter to the Committee further explaining these 
important points and correcting and clarifying factual errors. 

Moreover, the staff report is incomplete and as such, inaccurate.  It fails to recognize the 
continuous and proactive improvements made by Westwood throughout its growth as an 
educational institution dedicated to compliance, including its efforts in the last two years, which 
fall outside the period of time covered by the staff’s document request.  Westwood has taken 
proactive steps to modify, improve and enhance its admissions process, student disclosures and 
financial aid process throughout the time period covered by this investigation (2005-2010) and 
continues to do so today.  In the last several years, Westwood has implemented structural 
changes, numerous policies, and significant initiatives designed to improve the quality and 
quantity of the information provided to prospective students, and to help ensure compliance with 
applicable laws, regulations, accreditation standards, and Westwood policies.  All of these 
improvements were initiated by Westwood management and have one common theme – to 
provide a quality education and help students make informed decisions about attending 
Westwood.  Westwood’s primary aim is to enroll committed and informed students for two 
critical reasons.  First, it believes strongly in the education it provides to students and the value 
of this education in today’s job market.  Second, Westwood’s success as both an educational 
institution and a business depends upon students remaining enrolled, completing their programs, 
and becoming gainfully employed. 

The staff report should be informed by a broader discussion of Westwood’s past and current 
efforts to implement compliance programs, employee training, and business practices that 
provide prospective students with complete and accurate information about Westwood.  
Westwood has gone above and beyond the requirements of federal and state law to better serve 
its students and hold itself to the highest standards.  We delineate below several of the significant 
and meaningful changes, undertaken at our own accord, that have made Westwood an even 
stronger institution today: 

Enhanced Compliance Supervision and Function.   In 2006, Westwood reorganized and 
refined its legal and compliance department to enhance further its existing programs.  The 
Westwood Law and Compliance Organization and its Chief Legal and Compliance Officer, in 
collaboration with Westwood’s central administration leaders and campus presidents, oversees 
compliance with accrediting standards and all applicable laws, regulations, and rules.  Due to its 
geographical dispersion, Westwood has significant oversight by regulatory agencies.  Westwood 
campuses are located in six states and have accountability to seven state boards (with two 
jurisdictional boards in Texas), as well as its accrediting body and the United States Department 
of Education. 

A6-4



The Honorable Tom Harkin 
July 9, 2012 
Page 4 

4

7604 Technology Way  •  Suite 400  •  Denver, CO  80237  •  Tel 303.846-1836 
bojile@westwood.edu 

The Compliance Department is responsible for completing campus compliance audits, 
overseeing the College’s third party mystery shopping program, monitoring the Westwood 
employee ethics hotline and student complaint hotline, and conducting investigations on any 
allegations of violations of the Westwood Business Code of Conduct and Ethics.  In addition, the 
Compliance Department provides regular consultation and training on ethical and compliance 
issues.  Westwood spends $85,000 per year on its system-wide compliance training programs. 

Improved Admissions Practices.  Westwood continually scrutinizes its admissions practices 
and materials to ensure that all prospective students receive clear and complete information to 
assist in their college choice.   In addition, all admissions employees receive extensive training.  
Many of the admissions materials and training documents relied upon by your staff in drafting 
their report have not been used for several years and, thus, present an outdated and inaccurate 
picture of admissions practices at Westwood today.  For example, several of the admissions 
training and compensation7 documents identified by staff are no longer in effect today and date 
back to as early as 2006.  Moreover, the staff appears in some cases to have chosen older 
admissions documents for inclusion in the report even where Westwood produced updated 
information. 

It is important to note that Westwood had under development or in place prior to 2010 many of   
the improvements now in place today, including: 

� Code of Conduct and Admissions Representative Agreement; 
� The “College U” admissions presentation; 
� Enrollment Agreement, Catalog and website;  
� Loan repayment counseling and the Financial Aid Portal; 
� Extensive training for admissions representatives; and 
� Centralized financial aid processing. 

While operating a compliant organization and seeking to enroll informed students are central to 
Westwood’s mission, institutions of higher education generally do not need to provide proof of 
such practices.  Westwood provides the detailed information below to the Committee to correct 
allegations of predatory practices generally leveled at the for-profit sector during the 
Committee’s investigation.   

Code of Conduct and Admissions Representative Agreement.  Westwood has a Code of 
Business Conduct and Ethics that is strictly enforced, and a comprehensive Admissions 
Policy and Procedures Manual that provides very detailed instruction for admissions ��������������������������������������������������������

7 The Westwood compensation and recognition policies that apparently will be referenced in the staff 
report complied with the then existing “Safe Harbor” rules promulgated by the Department of Education.  
Westwood revised its compensation plan in September 2010 to move all admissions employees to 
straight salary and eliminate incentive compensation.  This change occurred some nine months 
before the Department of Education’s promulgation of new rules eliminating the “Safe Harbors” 
and prescribing new compensation rules for admission and financial aid employees. 
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representatives.  Westwood requires all new employees to complete training on the Code 
of Business Conduct and Ethics.  As part of the hiring process, all new admissions 
representatives also receive Westwood’s Admissions Guidelines.  This seven-page 
document sets forth very specific responsibilities and ethical standards for admissions 
employees, which each admissions employee must read and sign.  Equally important, 
Westwood uses this document to manage and oversee admissions representatives and the 
admissions process to ensure full compliance and the highest standards of conduct. 

The “College U” Admissions Presentation.  For a number of years, Westwood used a 
standard PowerPoint admissions presentation to ensure that Westwood admissions 
personnel had available materials that contained accurate statements about the College 
and its personnel, training, services, and accreditation status.  Westwood regularly 
updated this presentation and provided revised versions to Westwood admissions 
representatives.

In 2009 Westwood began implementing a major overhaul to the presentation and began 
rolling out the new presentation in June 2010.  Admissions representatives who introduce 
prospective students to Westwood’s programs and services now use a revamped web-
based presentation.  This new presentation, called “College U,” cost $170,000 in external 
costs to develop.  It automatically customizes by campus and program, depending on 
student interest, and provides students with the most current information on, among other 
things, the programs available, costs of attendance, employment outcomes, and other 
factors that prospective students ultimately consider in deciding whether to enroll at 
Westwood.

All admissions employees received initial training on the new presentation in June 2010.  
Westwood employees immediately began using the new presentation.  Use of College U 
was required starting in August 2010.  At ground campuses, the admissions 
representative and prospective student view the presentation on a computer monitor.  
Prospective online students, who deal with admissions representatives by phone, must be 
at a computer monitor during the presentation so they can see the College U presentation 
via Adobe Connect.  The web-based nature of the presentation allows for centralized 
control over modifications, ensuring that prospective students get the most accurate and 
up-to-date information about Westwood.  In addition, the presentation has links to the 
Westwood website, catalog, and other disclosures that can be opened and reviewed with 
the prospective student to illustrate points during the presentation and respond to 
questions.  College U also contains an extensive Coaching Guide that assists the 
admissions representative in responding to questions and contains required language on 
key disclosures. 

Enrollment Agreement, Catalog and Website.  Westwood provides full disclosure about 
Westwood, its accreditation and programs, and the obligations of Westwood and students 
prior to enrollment.  Westwood puts clear disclosures in writing and specifically draws 
each prospective student’s attention to these important disclosures. 
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In early 2010, Westwood completely revamped the organization and presentation of the 
Enrollment Agreement executed by each prospective student.  Improvements included 
changing the font size and placing the tuition information above the signature line on a 
separate page.  Westwood designed the enhancements to the Enrollment Agreement to 
continue its efforts to present prospective students with clear, written disclosures and to 
draw each prospective student’s attention to these important points.  The disclosures 
include information on student obligations, the academic catalog, accreditation, credit 
transfer, costs and fees associated with attendance, and other pertinent topics. 

Admissions representatives also provide Performance Fact Sheets to prospective students, 
which include information on graduation and employment outcomes.  In addition, each 
prospective student receives a copy of the Westwood Catalog, which repeats and then 
amplifies the Enrollment Agreement disclosures initialed by the student.  The catalog 
also provides information on Westwood’s accreditation and regulatory bodies.  Students 
meet with financial aid officers as well to discuss the projected cost of tuition, fees, and 
books.  The student’s financial obligations are also explained in detail during the 
financial aid process.

Finally, Westwood provides a wealth of information for students, prospective students, 
and parents on its website, www.westwood.edu.  One-click from the home page, you can 
find:

� Program information; 
� Tuition by program and campus presented both on a per term and total 

program cost basis; 
� Academic Catalogs; 
� Graduate employment and starting salary information by campus;  
� All disclosures mandated by the United States Department of Education; and, 
� Frequently asked questions including information on accreditation and 

transfer of credit. 

Westwood believes that its website is best-in-class in terms of completeness and 
transparency.   Given the clarity and completeness of these disclosures, prospective 
students, current students and parents have available to them information on all relevant 
aspects of enrollment and attendance at Westwood.  

Loan Repayment and the Financial Aid Portal. In our brief review of the documents 
identified by staff for use in the report, it appears that staff will focus on the subject of 
default rates.  As with the other topics in the report, loan repayment and financial aid 
cannot be viewed in isolation.  It is important to understand the regulatory framework and 
economic conditions at the time, as well as the proactive, positive steps Westwood has 
taken and continues to take to advise students about their financial aid obligations and the 
tools available to them to manage repayment of their student loans.   
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By way of background, pursuant to the Higher Education Opportunity Act, the 
Department of Education established in April 2008 a new 3-year cohort default rate 
measure.  Previously, all cohort default rates were measured for two years.  Despite the 
additional one year of measurement, the threshold for default rate compliance rose only 5 
percent, from 25% to 30%.  The first cohort measured under the three-year rule is 
referred to as the 2009 cohort and it consists of students who entered repayment for the 
period from October 1, 2008 through September 30, 2009.  Under the three-year rule, 
their defaults were measured through September 30, 2011.  Notably, this period 
coincided with one of the worst job markets in the United States in modern history and 
that situation directly impacted students.  The rules, however, contained no allowances 
for the very real economic situation facing students in this country and held schools to 
measures that were set in a period of strong employment and economic growth.  
Accordingly, schools including Westwood recognized the critical need to actively reach 
out to students about their options to avoid default.  Westwood did so to assist its 
students, meeting a particularly acute need in challenging economic times.      

As part of its continued improvements and assistance to students, Westwood also 
launched its student financial aid portal in 2009.  Developed at a cost of more than $1 
million, Westwood provides the student financial aid portal to assist students with the 
process of applying for financial aid and to ensure that students received complete and 
accurate information on their financial aid obligations.  The portal ensures that all 
students receive consistent and compliant explanations as well as important disclosures, 
including entrance counseling. 

Extensive Training.  All Westwood admissions representatives participate in a five-day 
new hire training program.  Learning is assessed after training through a variety of 
measures including written, electronic, and response card assessments, as well as live 
proficiency and observation.  In addition, Directors of Admissions observe all admissions 
representatives on a consistent basis and monitor a variety of interactions to ensure the 
accuracy of the information presented and compliance with Westwood’s policies.  
Admissions representatives also complete a compliance review twice per year to ensure 
understanding and application of key learning in ethics, integrity, and general 
compliance.  

Centralized Financial Aid Processing.  In late 2007, Westwood established the Student 
Finance Operations Center, a centralized financial aid processing center for all 17 of its 
campuses.  By centralizing financial aid certification, disbursement and return of Title IV 
functions Westwood was able to ensure consistency in all areas of the financial aid 
process, create subject matter experts in each key process area, and improve the level of 
training and development for all people processing financial aid.  Westwood completed 
the migration of campuses to this center in December 2010 and included a start-up 
investment of $3 million.  The implementation of the center has resulted in a significant 
improvement in student customer service and compliance with the Title IV regulations, 
as reflected in the Westwood campuses annual SFA audits. 
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Additional Training and Compliance Initiatives. Westwood took immediate steps described 
below in response to the HELP Committee’s August 4, 2010 hearing as part of its extensive 
efforts to continually enhance its existing training and compliance programs.  It is important, 
however, to note initially that Westwood has significant concerns about the staff’s continued 
reliance on the erroneous and discredited Government Accountability Office (GAO) 
investigation and testimony at the August 4 hearing.  In an unprecedented action, GAO 
ultimately had to reissue its testimony to correct its numerous misstatements about for-profit 
schools, including Westwood.  As Ranking Member Enzi has described the reissued testimony – 
“[O]ver 50 changes were made to 12 pages of the original testimony.  The majority consist of 
word changes, new or revised facts, and additional information about statements made by school 
officials.  These changes appear to undermine many of the allegations made in Mr. Kutz’s 
[GAO’s] testimony, and suggest that information was either intentionally or recklessly omitted 
and/or misrepresented.”8  Inexplicably, staff continues to cite and rely on this discredited GAO 
investigation and testimony. 

Not only has this testimony been shown to contain numerous misstatements and errors, but the 
Department of Education’s Office of the Inspector General (IG) conducted a thorough 
investigation of Westwood following the GAO’s report and found no evidence of misconduct.  
The IG’s Office closed its investigation with no charges or grounds for further inquiry. 

Internal Investigation.  Within days of the August 4 hearing, the Westwood College 
Board of Trustees retained two law firms, Hogan Lovells, one of the largest and most 
respected law firms in the United States, and Steese, Evan & Frankel, a Denver-based 
law firm with a national reputation in investigations, to conduct a system-wide 
independent investigation.  This internal investigation cost Westwood $750,000.  Among 
other efforts, Westwood also implemented the training, compliance, and admissions 
policies and programs described below.

System-Wide Training.  In August and September 2010, Westwood conducted six, two-
day regional training sessions for its financial aid, admissions, and student services staff.  
Over 1,100 employees attended the training, which focused, among other things, on the 
ethical conduct Westwood expects of its employees, the new admissions presentation, 
and a reaffirmation of the roles of admissions and financial aid representatives with 
respect to admissions and financial aid questions and process.  The training created a 
strong focus on compliance in the student finance and admissions areas and set clear 
expectations of each department’s role in the student recruitment process.  The training 
costs exceeded $350,000. 

��������������������������������������������������������
8 See Correspondence from the Hon. Michael Enzi to the Hon. Gene Dodaro (Dec. 7, 2010).   
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Compliance Initiatives.  In late 2010, Westwood contracted with a third party to conduct 
periodic mystery shopping of its admissions personnel, both in person at campuses and 
over the telephone.  The annual cost of the mystery shopping program exceeds $200,000.  
Westwood uses information learned through ongoing mystery shopping to conduct 
additional training, modify the manner in which it presents information, and provide the 
basis for disciplinary actions, if necessary. 

Starting with the January 2012 term, Westwood rolled out a new compliance work plan 
for its campuses.  Under development since early 2011, the compliance work plan 
requires Campus Presidents and Academic Deans to perform certain tasks on a term by 
term basis, such as review of graduate employment files, and sign attestations that the 
outcomes are consistent with accreditation and regulatory requirements, as well as 
Westwood policies.  The Compliance Department will conduct periodic audits of these 
attestations. 

Admissions Materials and Compensation.  Westwood accelerated required 
implementation of the College U admissions presentation, mandating its use starting in 
August 2010 system-wide.  As described above, this presentation provides extensive and 
detailed information for prospective students, which provides complete transparency and 
helps students make fully informed decisions about their education.

Westwood also eliminated incentive compensation for admissions employees in 
September 2010 and moved all of those employees to straight salary.  It is important to 
note that Westwood made this change nine months before the Department of 
Education’s promulgation of new rules that eliminated the former “Safe Harbors” 
and prescribed new compensation rules for admission and financial aid employees. 

2009 Review of Westwood by the Higher Learning Commission.  Until voluntarily 
withdrawing in November 2010, Westwood held candidate status with the Higher Learning 
Commission of the North Central Commission of Colleges and Schools (“HLC”).  The report of 
the May 4-June 10, 2009 Comprehensive Evaluation Team for Initial Accreditation bears on the 
issues examined in the staff report with respect to the accuracy, openness, and completeness of 
Westwood’s admissions practices and processes. 

After an extensive review of each Westwood campus, its central administrative offices, 
thousands of documents and interviews with staff and students, the HLC accreditation team 
concluded that Westwood’s admissions practices met the HLC’s stringent accreditation 
requirements.  With respect to the issues of integrity and accuracy of information, the 
accreditation team’s report specifically noted the following evidence demonstrating that 
Westwood satisfied the HLC accreditation standards: 

� “Tuition and fees are published on the web and as a hard copy addendum to 
the catalog.”
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� “The team’s review of the institution’s advertising and marketing materials 
confirmed the accuracy and fairness in their statements and process.”  

� “These [enrollment] agreements provide great clarity to students on their 
acceptance to the college, their area of study at the time of acceptance, the 
required curriculum, their charges for the term, and estimated charges for the 
entire program.  The agreement and its use was strong evidence of Westwood 
College’s interest and ability to deal fairly and honestly with its constituents.”  

� Westwood “… fairly and accurately informs students, prospective students 
and the public with up-to-date information about admissions, credit transfer, 
costs, refunds, financial aid and accreditation status of the organization and 
programs.”   

� “Students, including those students who were interviewed on a phone 
conference, reported that they were comfortable with the ways in which 
Westwood College approached them during the admissions process and kept 
them informed of their financial responsibilities.”  

In sum, throughout its growth as a leading educational institution in this country, Westwood has 
invested many millions of dollars to improve the student’s experience, foster an environment of 
continuous improvement and ensure its compliance with applicable laws, regulations and rules.  
Unfortunately, it appears that these well-documented efforts will not be reflected in the staff 
report.  Notwithstanding staffs’ omission of these facts, it is important to consider these 
significant improvements and investments in evaluating the staff report and making informed 
and balanced conclusions about Westwood.  For more information about Westwood and its 
current policies and procedures, please visit www.westwood.edu. 

Sincerely,

William M. Ojile, Jr. 
Senior Vice President 
Chief Legal & Compliance Officer 

cc: The Honorable Michael B. Enzi, Ranking Member 
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Elizabeth Stein 
Chief Investigative Counsel 
U.S. Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions 
428 Senate Dirksen Office Building  
Washington, DC 20510  
 
June 27, 2012 
 
RE:  American Career College (ACC) Policy Response Letter – Appendix to Proposed “College Profile” Report 
 
Dear Ms. Stein, 
 
We appreciate the opportunity provided to review the data compiled by Committee staff for the proposed “College 
Profile” report resulting from American Career College’s response to Senator Harkin’s inquiry into the for-profit 
education sector.  As discussed during our meeting on June 19, 2012, this letter will serve as ACC’s response to the 
proposed “College Profile” report and will be included in the report’s Appendix as part of the public record.    
 
As we stated during the Senator’s inquiry process, American Career College fully supports accountability in all sectors of 
higher education.  We believe that students who wish to pursue post-secondary training should have access to 
information that leads to an informed decision, regardless of whether s/he chooses a traditional four-year public 
college, a private university, a community college or a career training institution.  However, we also believe that private 
colleges and universities should have the ability to protect information that it considers proprietary, confidential or 
trade secret. 
 
During ACC’s meeting with you and your staff to review the information that Senator Harkin proposes to make public, it 
became clear that information that ACC provided, which was very clearly marked and identified as confidential, non-
public information, is intended for publication.  Moreover, during the inquiry process, ACC representatives were assured 
that the confidentiality of these documents would be protected.  We consider this proposed publication to be a violation 
of ACC’s privacy.  Further, its apparent use is counter to the stated intent of this inquiry, wherein it was indicated that 
the sources of the data and information would not be identified but rather would be presented in the aggregate.   For a 
school like American Career College, which is a privately held organization, the release of private financial information is 
a major concern.  We respectfully suggest that the responsible method would be to present information about the 
sector as a whole without releasing private data of the schools that responded to the inquiry.  We urge Senator Harkin 
to honor the assurances of privacy made by his staff to ACC and we ask that the Senator not release even a redacted 
version of our private financial information as that information is confidential. 
 
Included below is a response to the proposed “College Profile” as well we additional color and updated information for 
inclusion in the report. 
 
AMERICAN CAREER COLLEGE HISTORY 
As we are sure Senator Harkin will recall from our original submissions in response to his inquiry, American Career 
College has been a privately held, one owner institution since 1978.  The College’s mission, since that time, has been to 
offer high quality, hands-on training programs to prepare members of its community for careers in the health care field.  
ACC began with one program in a tiny building in Los Angeles with fewer than 20 students, and has grown to a three 
campus system offering 10 certificate and associate degree programs in health care fields from Optical Dispensing and 
Vocational Nursing, to Respiratory Therapy and Health Information Technology.  ACC’s singular focus on student success 
has not changed in 34 years and has resulted in more than 35,000 graduates trained for a new career during that time. 
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RECOGNITION FROM THE COMMUNITY 
Along the way, ACC has received recognition from local employers for its well-prepared graduates, and special 
commendations from the Veteran’s Administration for its strong collaboration in training vocational nurses to work in 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, Greater Los Angeles Health Care System.  (That letter is attached here as Exhibit A.)   
 
Also in 2012, all three ACC campuses were ranked in the top 100 institutions for success in earned certificates for short-
term programs by Community College Week for the number of certificate program graduates ACC help its students to 
achieve in 2011.  (The chart from CCWeek is attached as Exhibit B). 
 
GENERAL EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT (GED) PREPARATION PROGRAM 
More than 10 years ago, ACC began offering a free General Education Development (GED) Preparation Program for its 
students, in an effort to assist those entering ACC without a high school diploma to earn GED while working towards 
their diploma or certificate with ACC.  Earning a GED has proven to be a great motivator for our students, many of whom 
had been unsuccessful in previous academic endeavors.  It is also a great advantage for graduates entering the job 
market.  Since its inception, ACC’s GED program has helped more than 1,000 students prepare for and pass the GED 
exam.  This year, with the federal budget cuts essentially forestalling any non-high school graduate’s opportunity for 
higher education with the removal of the ATB option from the Title IV programs, ACC has expanded its free GED 
preparation program, making it available to anyone in the local community who qualifies, rather than just those who 
have enrolled at ACC.  The College has invested substantially in this free community service program to ensure its 
success. 
 
CONSISTENT COMPLIANCE 
ACC has an extensive history of compliance with the High Education Act as enacted by Congress, and the regulations in 
support of the Act as implemented and executed by the United States Department of Education.  ACC boasts very low 
cohort default rates and a solid 90/10 ratio, as well as exceptional investments in instruction, learning equipment, 
facilities and student services, far outpacing expenditures on marketing and admissions.  
 
 In further evidence of American Career College’s commitment to student preparedness and success, with the 
Department of Education’s release of the “informational” Gainful Employment “metrics” data on June 22, 2012, all 
programs at American Career College passed. 
 
We believe ACC is an example of what education, whether for-profit or non-profit, should look like, and we continue to 
have concerns about the often one-sided portrayal of the entire for-profit education sector being presented by Senator 
Harkin.   
 

RESPONSE TO PROFILE DATA 
 
As we do not have the advantage of reviewing the “College Profile” data specific to ACC prior to publication, the 
information provided herein is responsive to what we assume will be included in the “Profile”. 
 
STUDENT OUTCOMES 
The student outcomes chart was the only document ACC was able to review that actually included the data for 
publication.  The layout of this chart is misleading.  Looking only at the “Complete” column, it would appear that a 
relatively low percentage of ACC degree students graduated, when in fact, based on the time period measured, many of 
the students enrolled would not have graduated yet, and would remain enrolled.  If the “Complete” column and the 
“Still Enrolled” are combined, it becomes clear that ACC’s students have a very high rate of success – the Associate 
Degree programs, which are all longer than one year, had a completion rate, within the year, of 26.3% but a retention 
rate of 67.2%, and the Certificate programs had a completion rate, within the year, of 69.6% and a retention rate of 
73.4%.   The retention rate in both instances is well over the national average. 
 
ACC’s completion rate for the cohort (all new students) which began classes in calendar year 2008, and graduated within 
150% of the published program length (which is the standard measure across higher education) is 71.6%.  ACC’s rate far 
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exceeds that of LA City College (which the Committee is planning to use for comparison purposes on cost) which 
reported a 15.26% completion rate for the 2008 cohort.   For ACC, “completion” is truly a measure of program 
graduation, where the “completion” rate of LA City College is actually a measure of both “transfer-ready” students and 
those who have actually graduated from a terminal diploma or degree program, ready to enter the workforce.  If you 
remove the “transfer ready” and count only those who have completed a terminal certificate or degree program, the 
completion rate would be significantly less.  (Sourced at: http://srtk.cccco.edu/741/08index.htm.)    Our focus is on 
student success, and has been for over 34 years.  ACC is proud of that outstanding record. 
 
COHORT DEFAULT RATES (CDR) 
The chart provided for review did not include ACC’s information, and the staff indicated it would be a weighted average 
of both the ACC – Los Angeles and Anaheim campuses’ OPEID and that of ACC-Ontario.  It is certainly worthwhile to 
preface further information on this topic by stating that the chart the Senator plans to present, once again, is 
misleading.  The regulation that extended ACC’s responsibility for managing student default to a third year was 
published in 2010 and will not be effective until this year (2012).   The fact that this “Profile” intends to focus on cohorts 
of students for which ACC had no information or accountability (pre-2008) is troubling, and unfairly reflects on the 
institutions which were not accountable to, or in most cases, even aware of, the rate beyond what the Department 
mandated and published.   
 
To give a clearer and fairer representation, ACC has included (as Exhibit C), for reference, CDR summary information, as 
well as separate OPEID charts (one for Los Angeles and Orange County, the other for Ontario) showing both the two-
year CDR (which has been the benchmark and basis for regulation for over 10 years, and was only recently changed to 
expand into the third year) and the three-year rates, including the draft three-year rate for 2009, which shows marked 
improvement over the data for 2008. 
 
As is reflected, ACC has consistently maintained stellar two-year default rates, and beginning with those students 
entering repayment in 2009, the first cohort for which ACC had the data and actively worked with the students through 
financial literacy programs and default avoidance counseling, the three-year rate is similarly solid. 
 
PELL GRANT 
The Pell grant growth chart that the Senator proposes for publication reflects a period of growth for ACC over the years 
2007 to 2009, which included moving its Inland Empire location in 2008 from a small campus location in Norco, with a 
total student capacity of about 600 students, to an expansive new space in Ontario.  In the 18 months following the 
move, the campus size more than doubled as the College was able to offer more programs and service additional 
students.  Additionally, during that time, the regulations governing Pell grants were changed to allow year-round 
funding, so students enrolled in programs with continuous scheduling were eligible for more Pell than had previously 
been the case.  Also, with the economy entering recession during that period, there were more potential students 
entering training, looking for new career opportunities in a period of high unemployment and questionable career 
options.   The Pell grants have since gone down with the removal of year-round Pell, and with the economic recovery, as 
is reflected in the chart that follows. 
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STAFFING LEVELS 
Since mid 2011, ACC has reorganized its staffing model to better balance between the enrollment services and support, 
and the student services and career services support.  While ACC has always invested heavily in instructional and 
instructional support staff, the new model is more heavily weighted to career and student services (at 13% of the staff) 
than to recruiting/admissions (at 10%).   (See chart below.)  This has allowed ACC to expand its career services options to 
serve as both a recruiting tool for local employers, and also to provide in-depth services to graduates, including 
conducting mock interviews, one-on-one counseling on appropriate interview attire, tone and professionalism, job 
search techniques, resume writing and updating, as well as setting interview appointments and working with employers 
to help the graduate get the job.  Additionally, the career services department hosts quarterly job fairs where local 
employers attend to provide information about their job openings and meet with students and graduates.  Attached is a 
chart to show the current breakdown of ACC employees, showing admissions/enrollment staff, student and career 
services staff, instructional staff, and all other ACC staff. 
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SPENDING AND PROFITABILITY 
As a percentage of revenue, ACC spends a relatively small amount on marketing and recruiting, only about 11%.  This is a 
testament to ACC’s success with its current students and graduates who are often the source of referrals to ACC, a rate 
which generally tops 40% of ACC’s enrollments.  ACC invests far more heavily in instructional services, instructional 
equipment and facilities and support services than it does on any other area. 
 
The percentage of profit and the profit growth from 2007 to 2009 are, again, somewhat misleading.  As a sole-
proprietorship, ACC has only one owner who is responsible for all the College’s corporate tax, which is paid from those 
profits, as well as his own personal income tax, which is a further reduction in that profit number.  As the owner of ACC 
for 34 years, the owner also carries the sole risk, and has done well in years the schools have done well, and has carried 
the burden in years of struggle.  Due to the downturn in the economy in 2009, and the marked increase in those re-
entering training programs, enrollment was up and the College did well.  This year, as the economy has recovered and 
fewer people sought out training, the profit will go down substantially.  It is also worth noting that the owner of ACC 
reinvests much of the profits he actually earns back into the College through acquisition of campus real estate, leasehold 
improvements and other projects to improve the student experience at ACC.   
 
It is also worth noting that in 2009 ACC won a settlement for theft of trade secrets and violation of fiduciary duty 
perpetrated by a former employee.  That settlement, which was an extraordinary, non-recurring event, in the amount of 
$5 million, is reflected in the 2009 financial information and accounts for almost 30% of the net income for that year.  
Those funds have been used to support ACC’s various philanthropic endeavors in the local community, including 
assisting organizations like ThinkTogether and KidWorks, which support after-school programs for young people in 
underserved communities; local health care foundations such as those through the Children’s Hospital of Orange 
County;  and the provision of dental and medical equipment to be used on a mobile dental/health care bus that visits 
homeless shelters throughout Los Angeles, Orange and San Bernardino counties. 
 
FUNDING SOURCES  
Although ACC is an approved education provider by the Veteran’s Administration, it has very few veteran students and 
thus a minimal amount of funds coming from the Department of Defense or other federal sources.  As stated earlier, 
ACC has also sought to be a partner to the local VA and we have worked hard to maintain a great relationship with that 
organization, and to provide them only highly trained individuals for employment in their facilities.  Although we do not 
know exactly what the chart proposed by the Senator will show, we believe that it will track closely with our 90/10 ratio, 
which reflects funds received from the US Department of Education federal student aid program (Title IV) and those 
funds received from other sources.  A chart reflecting our 2011 90/10 ratio, as well as the funds received from the 
Department of Defense programs, is below. 
 

 

Non Title-4 
18.44%

VA & GI Bill 
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Title-4
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Source: Community College Week Analysis of U.S. Department of Education Data

<1-YEAR CERTIFICATES:
ALL DISCIPLINES

2011 TOTAL WHITE NON-RESIDENT ALIEN UNKNOWN AFRICAN AMERICAN ASIAN AMERICAN NATIVE AMERICAN HISPANIC 2 OR MORE RACES
RANK STATE ASSOC. NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT

Two-Year Institutions
2 South Central Louisiana Technical College-Young Memorial Campus La. 3233 2152 67% 0 0% 42 1% 769 24% 69 2% 64 2% 122 4% 15 0%
3 Santa Rosa Junior College Calif. 3012 2016 67% 1 0% 206 7% 70 2% 89 3% 58 2% 494 16% 78 3%
4 City Colleges of Chicago-Harold Washington College Ill. 2953 817 28% 0 0% 186 6% 791 27% 768 26% 10 0% 380 13% 1 0%
5 Rio Salado College Ariz. 2861 1491 52% 1 0% 137 5% 261 9% 48 2% 75 3% 834 29% 14 0%
6 Gemological Institute of America Calif. 2490 1295 52% 0 0% 934 38% 49 2% 113 5% 17 1% 78 3% 4 0%
7 Ultimate Medical Academy-Tampa Fla. 2255 1065 47% 0 0% 38 2% 636 28% 39 2% 15 1% 448 20% 14 1%
8 Washtenaw Community College Mich. 2243 1604 72% 4 0% 55 2% 359 16% 70 3% 13 1% 82 4% 56 2%
9 Jefferson Community and Technical College Ky. 2241 1594 71% 6 0% 88 4% 444 20% 33 1% 16 1% 38 2% 22 1%

10 Albany Technical College Ga. 2209 647 29% 0 0% 5 0% 1509 68% 9 0% 2 0% 18 1% 19 1%
11 Harper College Ill. 2184 1450 66% 3 0% 153 7% 98 4% 186 9% 14 1% 254 12% 26 1%
12 Institute of Technology Inc Calif. 2159 939 43% 0 0% 158 7% 129 6% 72 3% 75 3% 786 36% 0 0%
13 Bluegrass Community and Technical College Ky. 2140 1830 86% 3 0% 17 1% 224 10% 15 1% 7 0% 32 1% 12 1%
14 Middle Georgia Technical College Ga. 2096 1244 59% 2 0% 21 1% 758 36% 7 0% 6 0% 43 2% 15 1%
15 Gwinnett Technical College Ga. 2049 1141 56% 1 0% 19 1% 499 24% 159 8% 11 1% 174 8% 45 2%
16 Chattahoochee Technical College Ga. 1957 1270 65% 13 1% 9 0% 477 24% 48 2% 8 0% 104 5% 28 1%
17 ICDC College Calif. 1905 139 7% 0 0% 51 3% 348 18% 44 2% 20 1% 1278 67% 25 1%
18 West Georgia Technical College Ga. 1844 1174 64% 0 0% 38 2% 579 31% 10 1% 2 0% 41 2% 0 0%
19 Central Louisiana Technical College-Alexandria Campus La. 1839 1012 55% 0 0% 72 4% 685 37% 8 0% 18 1% 34 2% 10 1%
20 Sinclair Community College Ohio 1779 1349 76% 15 1% 193 11% 165 9% 24 1% 8 0% 19 1% 6 0%
21 Crescent City Bartending School La. 1725 884 51% 0 0% 255 15% 298 17% 43 2% 0 0% 245 14% 0 0%
23 Capital Area Technical College-Baton Rouge Campus La. 1699 529 31% 0 0% 35 2% 1067 63% 34 2% 8 0% 14 1% 12 1%
25 Southwestern Illinois College Ill. 1669 1222 73% 1 0% 64 4% 276 17% 20 1% 5 0% 28 2% 53 3%
26 Green River Community College Wash. 1654 1119 68% 55 3% 94 6% 102 6% 105 6% 28 2% 93 6% 58 4%
27 Front Range Community College Colo. 1613 1176 73% 9 1% 188 12% 20 1% 40 2% 13 1% 150 9% 17 1%
28 Southern Crescent Technical College Ga. 1595 951 60% 0 0% 13 1% 561 35% 13 1% 3 0% 31 2% 23 1%
28 Manhattan Institute (The) N.Y. 1595 289 18% 36 2% 338 21% 401 25% 239 15% 0 0% 239 15% 53 3%
30 New York Medical Career Training Center N.Y. 1574 69 4% 0 0% 0 0% 456 29% 489 31% 0 0% 399 25% 161 10%
31 Savannah Technical College Ga. 1523 607 40% 3 0% 17 1% 755 50% 34 2% 6 0% 71 5% 30 2%
32 Edmonds Community College Wash. 1511 1007 67% 31 2% 92 6% 71 5% 163 11% 42 3% 60 4% 45 3%
33 Acadiana Technical College-Lafayette Campus La. 1508 748 50% 0 0% 3 0% 701 46% 23 2% 11 1% 14 1% 8 1%
34 West Kentucky Community and Technical College Ky. 1505 1339 89% 0 0% 25 2% 89 6% 14 1% 3 0% 16 1% 19 1%
37 Greenville Technical College S.C. 1475 991 67% 0 0% 57 4% 319 22% 18 1% 11 1% 71 5% 8 1%
38 Wiregrass Georgia Technical College Ga. 1384 779 56% 1 0% 28 2% 525 38% 9 1% 3 0% 36 3% 3 0%
39 Northwest Louisiana Technical College La. 1378 659 48% 0 0% 17 1% 652 47% 6 0% 32 2% 10 1% 2 0%
40 Georgia Northwestern Technical College Ga. 1360 1187 87% 0 0% 0 0% 103 8% 1 0% 5 0% 49 4% 15 1%
41 Johnson County Community College Kan. 1355 973 72% 7 1% 108 8% 97 7% 46 3% 16 1% 92 7% 16 1%
42 Butte College Calif. 1336 1079 81% 3 0% 31 2% 34 3% 27 2% 6 0% 156 12% 0 0%
43 Athens Technical College Ga. 1329 874 66% 0 0% 37 3% 295 22% 70 5% 5 0% 47 4% 1 0%
44 Bowling Green Technical College Ky. 1328 1215 91% 0 0% 23 2% 71 5% 5 0% 0 0% 11 1% 3 0%
45 Mountainland Applied Technology College Utah 1319 1085 82% 0 0% 108 8% 5 0% 9 1% 13 1% 46 3% 53 4%
46 All State Career-Baltimore Md. 1313 297 23% 0 0% 14 1% 968 74% 8 1% 1 0% 24 2% 1 0%
47 Georgia Piedmont Technical College Ga. 1311 275 21% 0 0% 12 1% 919 70% 51 4% 4 0% 42 3% 8 1%
48 Somerset Community College Ky. 1304 1263 97% 0 0% 0 0% 20 2% 3 0% 7 1% 1 0% 10 1%
49 Central Georgia Technical College Ga. 1303 563 43% 1 0% 8 1% 697 53% 10 1% 6 0% 10 1% 8 1%
50 American Career College-Los Angeles Calif. 1290 30 2% 0 0% 242 19% 192 15% 76 6% 22 2% 667 52% 61 5%
51 American Institute of Technology Ariz. 1273 702 55% 0 0% 79 6% 254 20% 18 1% 7 1% 213 17% 0 0%
52 City College of San Francisco Calif. 1252 262 21% 110 9% 78 6% 112 9% 426 34% 19 2% 226 18% 19 2%
53 Atlanta Technical College Ga. 1243 66 5% 0 0% 8 1% 1153 93% 7 1% 3 0% 6 0% 0 0%
54 Charter College-Canyon Country Calif. 1225 252 21% 87 7% 26 2% 221 18% 3 0% 63 5% 559 46% 14 1%
56 Gateway Technical College Wis. 1221 874 72% 0 0% 4 0% 126 10% 29 2% 5 0% 154 13% 29 2%
57 Maysville Community and Technical College Ky. 1208 1144 95% 0 0% 21 2% 37 3% 4 0% 1 0% 1 0% 0 0%
59 Elgin Community College Ill. 1184 770 65% 4 0% 21 2% 58 5% 66 6% 1 0% 258 22% 6 1%
60 Owensboro Community and Technical College Ky. 1165 1108 95% 0 0% 14 1% 28 2% 4 0% 5 0% 3 0% 3 0%
61 Moultrie Technical College Ga. 1159 701 60% 0 0% 4 0% 368 32% 7 1% 5 0% 68 6% 6 1%
62 Hillsborough Community College Fla. 1158 698 60% 11 1% 57 5% 154 13% 23 2% 8 1% 202 17% 5 0%
63 Elizabethtown Community and Technical College Ky. 1143 995 87% 0 0% 9 1% 84 7% 13 1% 16 1% 13 1% 13 1%
64 Lansing Community College Mich. 1137 754 66% 8 1% 151 13% 112 10% 24 2% 24 2% 45 4% 19 2%
65 Lanier Technical College Ga. 1131 919 81% 0 0% 15 1% 105 9% 31 3% 6 1% 51 5% 4 0%
67 Fox Valley Technical College Wis. 1110 989 89% 0 0% 40 4% 19 2% 25 2% 10 1% 22 2% 5 0%
68 Northshore Technical Community College La. 1109 741 67% 0 0% 9 1% 335 30% 2 0% 7 1% 11 1% 4 0%
69 Northeast Louisiana Technical College-Delta Ouachita Campus La. 1079 604 56% 0 0% 1 0% 440 41% 6 1% 11 1% 14 1% 3 0%
70 Central New Mexico Community College N.M. 1055 424 40% 19 2% 24 2% 34 3% 31 3% 72 7% 426 40% 25 2%
71 East Los Angeles College Calif. 1052 48 5% 32 3% 100 10% 30 3% 225 21% 5 0% 612 58% 0 0%
72 Waukesha County Technical College Wis. 1050 871 83% 0 0% 16 2% 41 4% 18 2% 7 1% 97 9% 0 0%
73 Hazard Community and Technical College Ky. 1047 1010 96% 0 0% 1 0% 14 1% 2 0% 1 0% 0 0% 19 2%
74 Central Piedmont Community College N.C. 1041 570 55% 40 4% 42 4% 298 29% 10 1% 0 0% 41 4% 40 4%
75 Delgado Community College La. 1026 484 47% 0 0% 121 12% 327 32% 38 4% 9 1% 47 5% 0 0%
75 South Georgia Technical College Ga. 1026 526 51% 0 0% 13 1% 477 46% 2 0% 0 0% 8 1% 0 0%
77 American Career College-Anaheim Calif. 1021 170 17% 0 0% 56 5% 45 4% 135 13% 36 4% 536 52% 43 4%
78 Ogeechee Technical College Ga. 1019 693 68% 0 0% 8 1% 272 27% 11 1% 2 0% 11 1% 22 2%
79 Northeast Wisconsin Technical College Wis. 1000 925 93% 0 0% 0 0% 8 1% 16 2% 21 2% 21 2% 9 1%
80 Houston Community College Texas 998 180 18% 217 22% 51 5% 250 25% 88 9% 6 1% 204 20% 2 0%
81 Davis Applied Technology College Utah 960 605 63% 4 0% 102 11% 49 5% 24 3% 36 4% 126 13% 14 1%
83 Pasadena City College Calif. 954 164 17% 92 10% 61 6% 21 2% 361 38% 4 0% 238 25% 13 1%
84 American Career College-Ontario Calif. 931 118 13% 0 0% 90 10% 72 8% 34 4% 9 1% 582 63% 26 3%
85 Pikes Peak Community College Colo. 927 622 67% 6 1% 88 9% 51 6% 28 3% 12 1% 99 11% 21 2%
86 Oconee Fall Line Technical College Ga. 926 407 44% 0 0% 12 1% 486 52% 5 1% 2 0% 8 1% 6 1%
87 Lincoln Land Community College Ill. 922 792 86% 1 0% 41 4% 40 4% 6 1% 4 0% 13 1% 25 3%
88 Aims Community College Colo. 918 615 67% 0 0% 67 7% 2 0% 8 1% 8 1% 218 24% 0 0%
88 Pima Medical Institute-Mesa Ariz. 918 317 35% 0 0% 232 25% 41 4% 23 3% 31 3% 256 28% 18 2%
90 Wisconsin Indianhead Technical College Wis. 912 849 93% 0 0% 9 1% 9 1% 4 0% 30 3% 6 1% 5 1%
91 Hocking College Ohio 911 797 87% 0 0% 53 6% 50 5% 8 1% 0 0% 3 0% 0 0%
92 Trident Technical College S.C. 909 472 52% 0 0% 58 6% 301 33% 21 2% 21 2% 17 2% 19 2%
93 Gateway Community and Technical College Ky. 908 820 90% 0 0% 4 0% 63 7% 7 1% 5 1% 2 0% 7 1%
94 Medtech Institute-Atlanta Ga. 907 121 13% 0 0% 43 5% 686 76% 3 0% 3 0% 30 3% 21 2%
95 Long Beach City College Calif. 899 202 22% 13 1% 42 5% 193 21% 116 13% 11 1% 314 35% 8 1%
96 College of DuPage Ill. 897 656 73% 0 0% 32 4% 45 5% 97 11% 1 0% 61 7% 5 1%
97 Sowela Technical Community College La. 894 592 66% 0 0% 0 0% 277 31% 2 0% 6 1% 15 2% 2 0%
98 L E Fletcher Technical Community College La. 882 604 68% 0 0% 4 0% 173 20% 7 1% 42 5% 50 6% 2 0%
99 Lee College Texas 875 415 47% 7 1% 7 1% 182 21% 7 1% 2 0% 253 29% 2 0%

Four-Year Institutions
1 Valencia College Fla. 3472 1441 42% 75 2% 270 8% 511 15% 163 5% 14 0% 974 28% 24 1%

22 Madison Area Technical College Wis. 1720 1338 78% 1 0% 194 11% 77 4% 44 3% 8 0% 44 3% 14 1%
24 Florida State College at Jacksonville Fla. 1698 854 50% 38 2% 190 11% 476 28% 41 2% 13 1% 83 5% 3 0%
35 Palm Beach State College Fla. 1492 741 50% 17 1% 82 5% 282 19% 43 3% 4 0% 316 21% 7 0%
36 Miami Dade College Fla. 1486 156 10% 14 1% 38 3% 423 28% 14 1% 0 0% 840 57% 1 0%
54 Seminole State College of Florida Fla. 1225 802 65% 15 1% 23 2% 175 14% 30 2% 6 0% 167 14% 7 1%
58 Daytona State College Fla. 1203 945 79% 0 0% 11 1% 106 9% 13 1% 4 0% 121 10% 3 0%
66 Olympic College Wash. 1121 831 74% 1 0% 60 5% 27 2% 67 6% 43 4% 44 4% 48 4%
81 Indian River State College Fla. 960 653 68% 6 1% 17 2% 154 16% 16 2% 8 1% 102 11% 4 0%

100 University of Pittsburgh-Pittsburgh Campus Pa. 874 683 78% 6 1% 41 5% 72 8% 54 6% 0 0% 10 1% 8 1%

CCWeek’sTOP100 ASSOCIATE DEGREE
PRODUCERS|2012
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AMERICAN CAREER COLLEGE COHORT DEFAULT RATE INFORMATION 

  
Cohort 

Year 
 2 Year Default 

Rate 
Estimated 3 year 

Rate 

ACC - LA 
and OC Draft 2010 7.1   

Official 2009 7.5 12.9 
Official 2008 7.7 22.7 
Official 2007 7.6 23.1 
Official 2006 5.6 18.3 

ACC-
ONTARIO Draft 2010 4.2   

Official 2009 1.8 5 
Official 2008 2.6 20.4 
Official 2007 3.1 20.9 
Official 2006 0 0 
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Career Center 
 
Career conversations happen all across the learner lifecycle at Capella, starting with Enrollment Services where 
they use many tools and resources we have provided to them to assist with conversations regarding career. 
Career content has been embedded into many courses across all degree programs and specializations. For 
example, there is an assignment in a counseling course for learners to do an informational interview with 
someone in the field; we provided materials and resources for the course. Academic Advisors incorporate 
career conversations in their work with learners and have been trained about all of the resources and 
materials available to learners.  They also know when to refer to a career counselor if the conversation goes 
beyond their scope of expertise.  
 
Following are some ways learners interact with the Career Center: 

Webinars (synchronous using VOIP with two Career Center staff facilitating). In 2011, we offered 94 
webinars on a variety of career topics with 1,626 attendees. 91% of participants said they were very 
satisfied/satisfied with the webinar. 
Website (Career Center on iGuide). We offer a very in-depth website available 24/7 to learners and 
alumni.  In 2011, we have 45,800 view of the homepage with a monthly average of 2,352 unique 
visitors.   
Satisfaction Survey Results: In 2011, we had the following results to our satisfaction survey (after a 
1:1 interaction with a career counselor) 

Post Interaction Experience Survey Results  
90% strongly agree/agree: satisfied with the quality of interaction with staff   

86% strongly agree/agree: satisfied with the time it took to receive service 

84% strongly agree/agree: satisfied with the quality of the resources available 
 

Career Seminars (monthly week-long career courses offered in the Capella courseroom, facilitated by 
a career counselor and/or Academic Advisor). 996 registered participants in the Career Exploration and 
Planning course in 2011; 343 in Career Management and Job Search Strategies. 
 
Job Postings to website. We posted 115 jobs to our CC website in 2011, and sent out over 16,400 
targeted emails to learners and alumni about open positions as requested by employers. 
 
LinkedIn Networking Group. We manage the Capella University Career & Networking Connection 
LinkedIn group with over 8,000 members. 
 
1:1 appointments: Learners and alumni always have the option of interacting with a career counselor.  
Most learners work with counselors via phone appointment but some choose to interact via email.  
The most common topics/services we provide: Resume Review, Degree/Specialization Selection, Job 
Search Strategies, and Career Planning. 
 

The majority of our current learners are currently working while going to school.  Their career needs are a bit 
different than the typical undergraduate learner.  Our learners are often looking to move ahead in their 
current career (from teacher to administer, from case manager to counselor, from IT associate to Manager of 
an IT department).  Other learners are in school to make a career change. For example, they may be in 
accounts payable and want to make a shift into working for a non-profit.  We help them with their strategy for 
shifting into a new profession.  
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CIP Code CIP Program Name Credential Level Debt to Earnings -- SSA 
Salary Data

110103 Information Technology. 3 $77,821
110103 Information Technology. 5 $85,566

110901

Computer Systems 
Networking and 
Telecommunications. 5 $90,159

111002

System, Networking, and 
LAN/WAN 
Management/Manager. 3 $74,454

111003

Computer and Information 
Systems Security/Information 
Assurance. 5 $96,615

111099

Computer/Information 
Technology Services 
Administration and 
Management, Other. 5 $100,767

130101 Education, General. 5 $52,676
130101 Education, General. 6 $78,150
130301 Curriculum and Instruction. 5 $54,624

130401
Educational Leadership and 
Administration, General. 5 $59,348

130401
Educational Leadership and 
Administration, General. 6 $80,418

130406
Higher Education/Higher 
Education Administration. 5 $61,555

130406
Higher Education/Higher 
Education Administration. 6 $87,533

130409
Secondary School 
Administration/Principalship. 6 $86,783

130501
Educational/Instructional 
Technology. 5 $69,707

130501
Educational/Instructional 
Technology. 6 $98,745

131201
Adult and Continuing 
Education and Teaching. 5 $62,142

131201
Adult and Continuing 
Education and Teaching. 6 $92,491

131206
Teacher Education, Multiple 
Levels. 6 $83,778

190707
Family and Community 
Services. 5 $38,032

420101 Psychology, General. 5 $45,654
420101 Psychology, General. 6 $71,660
422803 Counseling Psychology. 5 $38,363

422804
Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology. 5 $53,130

Capella Graduate Salary Information

from Department of Education's Gainful Employment Report   June 2012
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422804
Industrial and Organizational 
Psychology. 6 $66,760

422806 Educational Psychology. 5 $41,567
422806 Educational Psychology. 6 $65,545

430104
Criminal Justice/Safety 
Studies. 5 $45,601

440000 Human Services, General. 5 $40,632
440000 Human Services, General. 6 $84,917
440701 Social Work. 5 $39,420

449999

Public Administration and 
Social Service Professions, 
Other. 5 $40,057

510701
Health/Health Care 
Administration/Management. 5 $83,039

511508
Mental Health 
Counseling/Counselor. 5 $42,113

520101
Business/Commerce, 
General. 6 $97,513

520101
Business/Commerce, 
General. 5 $104,191

520201
Business Administration and 
Management, General. 3 $65,347

520201
Business Administration and 
Management, General. 5 $85,615

520201
Business Administration and 
Management, General. 6 $118,335

520206

Non-
Profit/Public/Organizational 
Management. 5 $41,199

520801 Finance, General. 5 $95,459

521001

Human Resources 
Management/Personnel 
Administration, General. 5 $58,601

521001

Human Resources 
Management/Personnel 
Administration, General. 3 $73,923

521206
Information Resources 
Management. 6 $108,399

521401
Marketing/Marketing 
Management, General. 5 $72,382

For Capella programs  with at least 30 graduates, using the higher of the mean or median 
data, as provided by the U.S. Department of Education's Gainful Employment data released 
June 2012. 
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Program: Adult Education 
Complaint Type: BBB 
Date of complaint: 10/07/07 
Date of Capella response: 10/24/07 
Date of learner rebuttal: 2/04/08 
Date of Capella response: 2/14/08 

Issue: 

Learner stated that she did not have course access to her fall 2007 dissertation course, OM9997.  
The learner had a previous balance from a prior quarter which blocked her course access. Also, 
she stated that she had received poor service from her mentor and committee members during 
previous quarters.  Learner stated that her mentor and committee would not speak with her nor 
provide feedback regarding her dissertation.   

Resolution: 

Capella made an exception and credited the learner’s previous balance of $3,529.00 and drafted 
an academic plan.  The academic plan provided learner with a way to improve their academic 
needs she had faced with the dissertation. Weekly meetings were scheduled with her mentor, 
advisor, and school of education leadership to assist the learner with successfully completing 
their degree.   

Additional Context: 

In fall 2008, it was determined that the learner was unable to make adequate academic progress 
stipulated by the school. She had sporadic responses with her mentor or advisor. Therefore, the 
school offered her the option of a Master’s degree based on the work she had already 
completed at the PhD level.  The learner elected to take that option and graduated with a 
Master’s Degree in Adult Education in spring 2009.   

All faculty, including mentors, complete faculty development courses associated with their role.  
A four-week course is required of all graduate faculty in the school who will mentor learners in 
the comprehensive and/or dissertation process.  Each school uses materials for training that 
relate specifically to the program, the materials include a dissertation manual, faculty mentoring 
guide, and rubrics for assessing the learner progress and milestone points through their 
dissertation process.   
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Program: Human Resource Management 
Complaint Type: BBB 
Date of complaint: 11/30/2007 
Date of Capella response: 12/17/2007 

Issue: 

Learner had been registered for BUS4046 in summer 2006.  The learner claimed that she was 
not aware of the registration nor did she participate in the course. 

Resolution: 

We verified that the learner did not participate in the course. Based on this information, we 
credited the tuition charge of $1,740.00 and approved a late course withdrawal replacing the F 
on her transcript with a W.   

Learner responded to the BBB on 12/18/07 stating that they were satisfied with the business 
response. 

Additional Context: 

In January 2010, Capella instituted the Course Enrollment Policy 2.02.02 section x.  Learners are 
dropped from a course for failing to satisfy the requirement for the initial course participation 
and are refunded 100 percent of the course tuition. 
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Program: Human Services General 
Complaint Type: BBB 
Date of complaint: 1/29/2007 
Date of Capella response: 2/13/2007 
 
Issue: 

Learner was registered for HS9985-C during Winter Quarter 2007 which ran from January 
through March 2007.  The learner claims she was enrolled in the course for 4 days but was only 
partially refunded after withdrawing.  She indicated the course did not require any work or 
course expectations, that it was basically a “limbo” course to take her financial aid, and she 
would like to be refunded her tuition in full. 

Resolution: 
History and Action Taken: 
The learner had registered for the Comprehensive Exam (broken down into exam I and II) the 
previous quarter, Fall Quarter 2006 which ran from October through December 2006.  Learner 
successfully completed HS9984 Comp Exam I on 10/26/2006 and moved into the Comp Exam II 
phase. 
10/26/2006 – Learner registered for HS9985 Comp Exam II 
12/8/2006 – Learner notified she did not pass the comprehensive written exam.  She did not 
meet the passing standards. Informed she had the opportunity to rewrite the answers, deadline 
by midnight at 12/22/2006.  If she did not rewrite her answers or did not meet the rewrite 
deadline, she would fail the comp exam and be disenrolled from the university. 
12/21/2006 – Learner emailed advisor were no extenuating circumstances over why she did not 
pass the exam.  Acknowledged she knew her questions were not thorough.  Understood needed 
to submit what she had by the deadline or would be disenrolled.  Advisor informed learner not 
to register for upcoming Winter 2007 Quarter.  If re-write not approved, would have to appeal 
status with the school.  If appeal denied she would not be allowed to continue and would be 
disenrolled    
12/22/2006 – Learner submitted Comp Exam re-write on deadline.  
1/10/2007 – While awaiting the results of her Comp Exam re-write, learner requested to be 
registered for the Winter Quarter 2007 (against what advisor previously recommended).  
Learner was registered for HS9985-C, continuation of the Comprehensive Exam II.   
1/12/2007 – Learner notified did not pass re-write for Comp Exam II.  Learners only have one 
opportunity to re-write the Comp Exam.  Only option is to appeal to have the decision reversed.  
Learner appealed. Note: Per tuition refund schedule, this date was the last day to withdraw 
from Winter Quarter 2007 at 100% tuition refund. 
1/18/2007 – Advisor clarified if passed comps would transition into HS9996, would not be 
charged twice for the quarter.  
01/19/2007 – Learner advised best to withdraw from HS9985-C while awaiting the outcome of 
her appeal.  This was the 12th calendar day of the course, not 4th as learner indicated in 
complaint.  Per Capella’s tuition refund schedule, learner eligible for and received 75% tuition 
refund.  Advisor informed request to credit remaining 25% tuition submitted due to the 
circumstances.   
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01/26/2007 –Informed Comps Exam appeal was denied, learner later dismissed  
01/29/2007 – Request for tuition credit still under review 
2/5/2007 – The tuition credit for 25% charge approved and applied against balance. Learner 
received 100% tuition refund, zero balance on account. 
 

Additional Context: 
We process registrations this way because completion of milestones in the comps and diss phase do 
not always align with the beginning and end dates of the quarter, learners move in and out of the 
milestones at various times.  In this case, HS9985-C in Winter 2007  would have been a bridging 
course to HS9996, had the learner successfully completed the Comp Exam II, she would have a final 
conference call and could have transitioned into HS9996 the same quarter (no additional charge) 
rather than have to sit out until the next quarter.   
In this case, learner was advised not to register for the –C course and to wait for the results of her 
re-write, however learner requested to register because she didn’t want a delay and have to sit out 
a quarter if re-write was approved. 
25% tuition credit was submitted but not processed yet when learner filed complaint with the BBB.  
Issue was with the timing of the credit, not that Capella did anything erroneously.   
5/16/2007 - Learner followed up wanting to pursue opportunity for review of her doctoral work to 
substitute for a Master’s degree in Human Services General.  Though well after deadline presented 
to her, Capella allowed learner to pursue the Master’s opportunity.   
5/25/2007 –As a good faith gesture, Capella waived the Master’s commencement fee. 
6/2007 – A Course and Credit evaluation was completed for the learner for the Master’s option, all 
requirements met, Master’s degree approved.   
6/30/2007 – Degree conferred, Master’s Human Services General  
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Program: Human Services General 
Complaint Type: HLC 
Date of complaint: 8/9/2007 
Date complaint actually received: 8/27/2007 
Date of Capella response: 9/18/2007 
 

Issue: 

Learner’s central allegation is that Capella’s academic support system, particularly the behavior 
of its mentors, contributed to her inability as a student to continue to make reasonable 
academic progress.  HLC asked that Capella discuss how it identifies mentors, monitors how well 
they work with students and assess how effective such mentors are in facilitating students’ 
progress in completing their learning plans.  They asked that Capella include any relevant faculty 
policies, institutional protocols or other documents that support our position. And to comment 
on learner’s particular circumstances. 

Background/History: 

Winter 2003 through Summer 2005– Learner enrolled in SoHS PhD program and progressed to 
the proposal stage of the dissertation, HS9997. 

Fall Quarter 2005 – Fall Quarter 2006 – Learner continued in HS9997 for four quarters.  After 
this point, learners must appeal to continue due to the lack of progress. 

11/6/ 2006 – Learner wrote a letter to her Faculty Chair regarding concerns with her mentor.  
Also had issued a complaint to the president and SoHS. 

11/9/2006 – Letter from school sent to learner acknowledging her mentor concerns and that it 
would be investigated and reviewed by the Dean.  However, learner had used harsh and 
disrespectful language in her email communication to the Faculty Chair.  She was informed that 
she may be in violation of the university Learner Code of Conduct and was being referred to the 
Academic Standards Committee for further review.  Details of the next steps were provided in 
the letter. 

11/10/2006 – Learner acknowledged letter and agreed with the warning. 

11/15/2006 – During Fall Quarter 2006 learner requested to immediately withdraw from Capella 
University, it was processed effectively.  Due to learner withdrawing, the Learner Code of 
Conduct review was not pursued but was noted in her record.   

Resolution: 

All faculty, including mentors, complete faculty development courses associated with their role.  
A four-week course is required of all graduate faculty in the school who will mentor learners in 
the comprehensive and/or dissertation process.  Each school uses materials for training that 
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relate specifically to the program, the materials include a dissertation manual, faculty mentoring 
guide, and rubrics for assessing the learner progress and milestone points through their 
dissertation process.  All of the learner’s assigned mentors successfully completed the above 
training and development.  

Learner’s claims about unsupportive mentors were found to be unsubstantiated.  While the 
mentors’ performance did not raise concern or a need for coaching, the school took the 
learner’s concerns and best interest into consideration and re-assigned mentors on her behalf. 

The learner was still unable to move forward and make progress on her proposal, and requested 
immediate withdrawal from the institution (11/15/2006). 

Additional Context: 

9/24/2007- Shortly after complaint with HLC was filed, former learner inquired about returning 
to Capella.  She was sent an email informing that per University policy 2.01.01 Admissions, the 
step to re-enroll at Capella would first begin with submitting an application for admission. 

12/12/2007 – Former learner re-applied, after HLC complaint.  Per an agreement with Legal and 
approval from the assistant Dean of SoHS, learner allowed to return beginning Winter Quarter 
2008.  An exception was granted to allow her to enroll back into her original catalog.  As 
outlined in a conference call that day, mentor and committee were assigned and per policy 
learner would need to appeal the continuation (-C) of 9997 

12/19/2007 – A Learning agreement was sent to learner, she signed and returned to Capella on 
12/27.  The agreement, Dissertation Completion Success Plan was devised to assist learner in 
successfully completing and avoiding any further delays in her dissertation.  The agreement gave 
the learner until the end of Summer Quarter 2008 to complete her dissertation proposal. 

12/20/2007 – Learner was registered for HS9997-C beginning January 7, 2008 

1/2/2008 – Learner’s appeal for 5th attempt of 9997-C approved by the Assistant Dean on basis 
of established Learning Agreement on file. 

Learner enrolled in Winter and Spring Quarter 2008.  During these two quarters, learner did not 
meet the terms of the Learner Agreement.  The mentor went above and beyond expectations of 
him in the agreement with multiple contacts by phone and email.  At the end of April and again 
in May learner expressed frustration to the detailed feedback she was receiving for her proposal 
and stopped responding to the mentor.  She indicated that she was overwhelmed with work and 
that it may not be the time for her to be in a doctoral program.  She also was not participating in 
required weekly journal entries. 

7/8/2008 – Learner emailed her advisor that she did not wish to enroll in the Summer 2008, felt 
she was wasting her money, wasn’t making progress and alleges the mentor wasn’t following 
through on the Learner Agreement.  This was unsubstantiated. 

8/7/2008 – Learner requested immediate withdrawal (2nd withdrawal) from the university, it 
was processed effectively. 
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School: N/A 
Program: N/A 
Complaint Type: BBB 
Date of complaint: 8/31/2007 
Date of Capella response: 9/07/2007 

Issue: 

Prospect’s (not a learner with the university) wife issued a BBB complaint stating that Capella 
representatives contacted both her and her husband several times.  The contacts continued 
even after both her and her husband stated that they were not interested in pursuing a degree.   

Resolution: 

Capella used to acquire leads/prospects from aggregators.  If a lead/prospect was interested 
and wanted further information regarding universities, they would submit their contact 
information to the aggregator who in turn would forward it to universities for follow up.  Once 
Capella received information from the aggregator, we would initiate an outbound call campaign.  

History: 
- 7/10/07 Inquiry received from aggregator  
- 7/10/07 – Outbound contact – message left 
- 7/11/07 – Outbound contact – no message left 
- 7/12/07 – Contact made, prospect expressed interest in the program and requested further 

information.  Email sent. 
- 7/25/07 – Outbound follow up contact – no message left 
- 8/03/07 – Outbound contact – no message left 
- 10/03/07 – Prospects phone number had been removed from Capella records.  Marked as 

not interested in a program.   
- No record/history of contacting the prospects wife. 

Additional Context: 

Prospect had been contacted a total of 5 times.  On the third contact, the prospect expressed 
interest in a program.  Capella sent an email and advised the prospect that they will contact him 
with further information.  Capella made two more attempts and had been informed that the 
prospect was not interested.  The Prospects phone number had been removed from his record 
and his account had been closed.  There is no record of Capella contacting his wife.  The 
prospect had filled out a shared lead interest with an aggregator.  That means his information 
may be sent to numerous universities for follow up.  Capella did not sell or provide prospect 
information to other institutions.       
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Program: Professional Studies in Education 
Complaint Type: HLC 
Date of complaint: 12/20/2006 – HLC did not request a formal response. 

Date of Capella response: N/A 

Issue: 

Learner had failed her comprehensive examination rewrite on 7/31/06.  She expressed concerns 
that her comprehensive examination committee were not experts in her particular area of 
study.  Learner was disenrolled from the university on 11/29/06 for comprehensive exam failure 
and failure to appeal.   

Resolution: 

8/02/06 – learner was sent a follow up email from her mentor, David Rothstein.  The email 
provided detail on the appeal process and the option to receive a Master’s Degree if the learner 
decided that they did not want to appeal.  The learner was also informed by school leadership 
and customer care of these options.  The learner did not appeal and elected not to pursue the 
Master’s Degree Option.   

11/29/06 – the learner was disenrolled from the university.  A letter had been sent that day to 
the learner from the Dean of the School of Education.   

Additional Context: 

All faculty, including mentors, complete faculty development courses associated with their role.  
A four-week course is required of all graduate faculty in the school who will mentor learners in 
the comprehensive and/or dissertation process.  Each school uses materials for training that 
relate specifically to the program, the materials include a dissertation manual, faculty mentoring 
guide, and rubrics for assessing the learner progress and milestone points through their 
dissertation process.   

 

School leadership determined that the learner had a good comprehensive examination 
committee.  Committee members were 

The learner failed 2 out of the 4 comprehensive examination questions.  The 
reasons for failure were that they did not site scholarly literature, excessive APA errors, 
references not listed, and informal writing.  8/08/06 - School leadership and Customer Care 
facilitated conference call providing further detail regarding the comprehensive examination 
failure and appeal process.  The learner never submitted an appeal.  However, because of the 
circumstance and that she had been withdrawn from her comprehensive examination due to 
the failure; Capella credited her   7 weeks’ worth of tuition ($2,041.20) of the 10 week course.  
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Statement of Concorde Career Colleges on Documents Released by Senate Committee  
on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions

Concorde Career Colleges, Inc. (Concorde) is providing context to several of the documents 
produced by Concorde and included in Chairman Harkin’s report on career colleges.  Taken out 
of context, or without additional information, the documents listed below may provide an 
inaccurate perception of events or current policies of Concorde.  Concorde was not provided an 
opportunity to review Chairman Harkin’s report in advance of its release, therefore it is 
providing context or an explanation based solely on the documents and not on any actual report 
language.  Further, as it has not had access to the report, Concorde is unable to comment on any 
specific assertions about Concorde or its policies and practices made in the report. 

Document CCC000052355: 
The statements in this document, a script for use in contacting students who are delinquent on 
loans, reflect a prior policy of Concorde.  Concorde representatives currently are instructed to 
discuss working out a payment plan to address student loans. 

Document CCC000060626: 
This form of letter is no longer used by Concorde in its default management activities. 

Document CCC000098707: 
The subject of this 2006 e-mail exchange reflects a prior practice on the part of some Concorde 
schools of obtaining a portion of a student’s tuition payment in cash from the student, as opposed 
to federal loans or grants.  Concorde ended this practice altogether in November 2008, and the 
exchange in this e-mail does not reflect Concorde’s current policies.   

Document CCC000105156: 
The e-mail indicates that Concorde staff recognized that it would not be appropriate for 
recruitment activities to be initiated at unemployment or welfare agencies.  Concorde looked into 
the facts as set forth in the e-mail and ultimately determined that non-recruiting staff was 
meeting with Workforce Investment Agencies, which had offices co-located with unemployment 
or welfare agencies. These non-recruiting staff members never had any interaction with 
prospective students.  At the time of the e-mail, Concorde reinforced with these non-recruiting 
staff members the prohibition against recruiting students at welfare and unemployment offices 
and, going forward, instructed them not to leave brochures or other materials with any staff of 
unemployment or welfare agencies. 

Document CCC000105786: 
This 2010 e-mail correspondence regarding the withholding of information from students on the 
amount of loans for which they were eligible has never reflected the policy of Concorde.  The 
relevant staff member was informed of that policy at the time.  Concorde informs all prospective 
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students of the maximum loan amounts during their introductory meeting with Financial Aid 
personnel and these amounts are also published in the company’s Consumer Information Guide, 
which is provided to prospective students.  

Document CCC000106391: 
The originator of this e-mail posed a question to a financial aid director in an attempt to 
determine when the school could implement federal changes made to a formula for determining 
the amount of grant funds allowed to be used in specific programs.  The change would provide 
students in the eligible programs with a greater percentage of Pell grant funding, as opposed to 
federal loans.  The financial aid employee’s reply appears to have misunderstood the initial 
question.  The financial aid employee incorrectly states that the originator of the e-mail chain 
said, “It will not affect 90/10 because we will replace grant with loan.” In fact, with respect to 
replacing grants with loans, that is exactly the opposite of what the originator of the e-mail 
stated, and what the school did.  It was not and is not Concorde’s practice to decrease Pell 
eligibility and replace the funds with non-federal loans.  Concorde recalculated the Pell 
eligibility for students affected by this change and made appropriate adjustments.

While Concorde cannot be sure what the financial aid employee who wrote the original e-mail 
meant, it has explained to the Committee that, prior to 2008, selected schools had encouraged 
students to pay ten percent of costs directly, independent of federal funding.  That practice was 
discontinued Concorde-wide in November 2008 and was already being phased out at the time of 
the e-mail in May 2008.  In addition, while the financial aid employee indicates that there were 
Title IV compliance audit findings, that was not the case.  Concorde has not had audit findings 
on this issue in the last four years.    

CCC000107536: 
This September 2008 e-mail correspondence addresses a policy on institutional loan interest that 
is no longer practiced within Concorde.  This policy was eliminated in November 2008.  
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June 27, 2012 

The Honorable Tom Harkin 
Chairman, Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions 
428 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chairman Harkin: 

On behalf of DeVry Inc., its family of educational institutions, the students they now 
serve, and the hundreds of thousands of graduates whose lives they have helped to 
improve, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Committee’s anticipated 
report. We also appreciated the opportunity to participate—via testimony, public 
comment, and both formal and informal conversations—throughout your review of 
private-sector education. Your Committee staff has been especially responsive and 
helpful throughout. 

The Committee’s report is the culmination of a two-year process that involved 
extensive time and resource commitments from DeVry and its institutions. The 13 
documents that we have been told will be released with the final report were part of a 
7,600-document submission by DeVry on August 26, 2010, in response to 39 
questions from you on a broad array of topics. In addition to this response, DeVry also 
participated in several public forums. I first gave testimony before this Committee on 
June 24, 2010; DeVry’s President and CEO, Daniel Hamburger, appeared before this 
Committee on July 21, 2011. Both Mr. Hamburger and I also appeared publicly before 
regional forums hosted by Senator Durbin that, while not a part of this Committee’s 
official duties, were certainly influenced by its actions. 

DeVry’s extensive participation in this process underscores our commitment to 
transparency and to the benefit that fair-minded, fact-based discussions can have for 
higher education. While we certainly do not agree with all of the findings and public 
pronouncements of the HELP Committee over the past two years, or with many of 
what we understand will be the findings of this report, we felt it to be our duty and 
privilege to participate in the process, even during its most heated moments. 

The process itself was too narrowly focused in its best moments; in its worst, it was 
inflammatory and misleading. While the private sector makes up only 12% of all higher 
education, it seemed to take up 100% of the Committee’s time and resources. Issues 
such as graduation rates, student debt, tuition, compensation, pricing and recruiting 
practices can only be examined fairly in the context of all of higher education and the 
varied populations served by each institution. 

And while we appreciate the kind words that you, other members of the Committee, 
and staff have had for DeVry and its leadership role in the sector, there is no doubt 
that efforts over the past two years by this Committee to vilify private-sector “bad 
actors” have also damaged the good actors.
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DeVry University was founded in 1931 and has a long history of providing quality, 
career-focused education. But our 250,000+ alumni, especially the most recent 
graduates, have been unnecessarily stigmatized and economically disadvantaged as 
a result of a coordinated effort to tarnish a subsection of post-secondary education. 
For their sake, I sincerely wish to move beyond the heated rhetoric of the past and 
move toward outcomes-based solutions for higher education, calmly considered and 
broadly applied. 

The following represents DeVry’s response to concerns that we expect will be raised 
in the report based solely on the anticipated release of 13 documents. 

Response to Report and Release of Documents 

Executive Compensation 
DeVry’s compensation philosophy serves the essential purpose of our organization, 
which is to empower our students to achieve their educational and career goals. Our 
students come first and their success drives everything we do. DeVry has additional 
obligations to our other stakeholders, including the employers of our graduates, our 
employees, our shareholders and taxpayers who enable most of our students to 
attend the institutions of their choice. But our first obligation is to our students, and our 
shareholders understand this. They know that only by focusing on serving our 
students, and on delivering value over the long term, will we ensure our economic 
viability. 

The only way to achieve positive economic outcomes is through positive student
outcomes. Our operating philosophy is that quality leads to growth. In other words, our 
focus on academic quality leads to strong student outcomes, which in turn leads to 
growth in enrollments, which generates the resources that we invest back into 
academic quality. This philosophy is a critical component of the individual 
performance goals of our senior executives. In fact, it is their first individual 
performance goal: achieve high-quality academic outcomes. 

The seriousness with which we take student outcomes can be demonstrated in a 
variety of ways, and I would like to highlight several examples from our DeVry 
institutions: 

 Becker Professional Education: All 19 of the 2010 Elijah Watt Sells awardees 
(those with the highest scores nationally on the Uniform CPA Exam) were 
Becker graduates. 98 of the top 100 accounting firms partner with Becker. 

 Chamberlain College of Nursing: In the first quarter of 2012, Chamberlain’s 
bachelor’s degree nursing graduates achieved a first-time pass rate on the 
National Council Licensure Exam (NCLEX) of 94.8%, significantly exceeding the 
national average of 91.2% for all nursing schools.  

 DeVry Brasil: Faculdade Ruy Barbosa is, for the second year in a row, the top-
rated law and business school in Salvador and in the top 50 across all of Brazil. 

 DeVry University: Since 1975, DeVry University has maintained a commitment 
to provide all of its students with lifelong career services. During this span, more 
than 90% of its graduates who are eligible for and seeking employment have 
been employed in their field of study within six months of graduation. DeVry 
University graduates from the last 5 years have worked at 96 of the Fortune 100 
companies. 
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DeVry University’s Advantage Academy: This dual-degree program allows 
students to work toward earning an associate degree while still in high school, 
at no cost to students or their families. The DeVry University Chicago 
Advantage Academy has a cumulative 92% high school graduation rate, 
compared to 58% for all of Chicago Public Schools. 

 DeVry: The U.S. Olympic Committee recently named DeVry as an official 
education provider. DeVry institutions are providing educational opportunities to 
U.S. Olympic and Paralympic athletes and training hopefuls through 2016. 

DeVry’s Compensation Committee, guided by external compensation experts and 
established practices, sets compensation to be competitive in the marketplace and 
takes into account the compensation practices of DeVry’s peers in services, revenue,
employees and geographic breadth. That compensation includes salary as well as 
short- and long-term performance-based equity compensation. The overall approach 
is quite similar to that which many nonprofit organizations are required to follow, but 
differs in that it includes equity-based compensation as a component. Equity-based 
compensation, which is driven by the value of DeVry stock, is 100% at risk in that 
there is no guarantee that any value will ever be realized by the recipient, although 
accounting and SEC rules require this compensation to be disclosed in terms of its 
estimated potential value. 

Compensation information is publicly available and transparent. DeVry, as a publicly 
held organization, is required by the SEC to provide compensation information on its 
four most highly compensated executives. Information about DeVry’s compensation 
philosophy and program are included in an annual proxy statement, which is filed with 
the SEC and publicly available. Our proxy statement includes a detailed report from 
our board of directors’ Compensation Committee.  All members of DeVry’s 
Compensation Committee are independent under SEC and NYSE standards, and our 
board is chaired by Dr. Harold Shapiro, president emeritus of Princeton University. 

Dr. Shapiro brings a unique perspective to critical policy issues surrounding the future 
of U.S. higher education. In addition to serving as chairman of a private-sector higher 
education board and as president of an independent university, he also has served as 
president of a public-sector institution, the University of Michigan. Dr. Shapiro has 
stated his strong belief in maintaining a robust, diverse higher education sector with 
the ability to meet the educational and career needs of all students, and consequently 
the need to maintain a regulatory framework that encourages this diversity.

Tuition Pricing 
Tuition pricing is critical to private-sector institutions like DeVry because, unlike public-
sector and independent universities, we receive no taxpayer subsidies. We do make a 
profit, or what in the nonprofit world is called “operating surplus.” Indeed, it is required 
by the Department of Education that all institutions realize a positive net income in 
order to remain eligible for Title IV funding. 

We also pay taxes (more than $152 million in FY2011) and need to take that into 
consideration when determining our pricing. There are those who argue that Title IV 
funding is a form of government subsidy and/or that private-sector institutions could 
not exist without this source of revenue. It is only fair to point out that very few U.S. 
institutions of higher education could survive without Title IV, and also to note that this 
funding goes directly to the student, not to the college or university. Students vote with 
their feet. 
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We also do not have tax-exempt endowment contributions with which to purchase 
buildings or make capital improvements. New faculty, new buildings, new high-tech 
simulation labs to help our students succeed—all are funded by our operating surplus. 
These investments are also part of the process of determining tuition. 

We approach this process with the utmost seriousness. Without taxpayer subsidies 
and nonprofit exemptions from paying taxes, our institutional livelihood is entirely 
dependent on the amount of revenue we receive to maintain our institutional mission. I
believe that the documents to be released by the Committee show the 
comprehensiveness of our process and include recommendations for pricing 
increases and structures that ultimately were rejected. Our wide-ranging 
considerations include affordability, academic quality, the need for reinvestment and 
the competitive marketplace. 

The “Net Promoter-Tuition Pricing” document from our Chamberlain College of 
Nursing (document DEVR0036668) is a good example of the discipline with which we 
approach pricing. We use our Net Promoter Score student-satisfaction measurement 
to look first and foremost at the student experience and how we can improve it. Market 
research showed that nursing students are very conscious of return on investment 
and know that a nursing degree will pay off during the course of a career in ways that 
other degrees will not. And while the research showed that there is certainly room to 
increase tuition, the analysis clearly shows that increased revenues should be used to 
improve students’ clinical experience.

That is at the core of all our pricing decisions: provide a quality student experience, 
with good return on their investment of time and resources, at a price that allows us to 
make the capital investments to grow and remain competitive. 

Default Management 
DeVry has a long history of providing services to students to limit defaults. This 
includes the development of practices embraced by the Federal Family Education 
Loan (FFEL) industry prior to the credit crisis, including grace-period outreach and 
pre-repayment verification of addresses and telephone numbers. Over the last 15 to 
20 years, we have contracted with a number of servicers to provide additional 
repayment counseling during grace and pre-default periods. These services have 
evolved as the industry and the participants have evolved. With the loss of FFEL 
lenders and guarantee agencies, the burden of financial education and delinquency 
intervention has shifted to schools. The financial structure of our servicing agreements 
gives the servicers incentives to move students into active repayment, and removes 
incentives for forbearances—unlike the Department of Education’s current 
arrangements, which compensate servicers equally for collection or forbearance. In 
fact, we are using some of the same servicers to improve the performance of the 
Department’s contracted services.

However, we have always realized that our best and most successful approach to 
default management is to graduate our students. While DeVry University’s two-year 
cohort default rate (CDR) is currently 14.2%, the CDR for graduates is less than 3%, 
even in this difficult economy. This statistic is a testament to the quality of the 
education our students receive and to the value employers place on our graduates. It
is also the reason we invest so many resources in student support services. Our 
students, many of whom are the first in their families to attend college, frequently have 

A6-90



multiple risk factors for not graduating, so we make a significant effort to provide the 
support services they need to graduate. These include student success coaches who 
focus on the student’s critical first year; Student Central, a one-stop shop for student 
academic and financial services; 24/7 counseling for students and their families; and 
career services to help students find employment quickly. As we explore multiple 
approaches to helping those who are having financial difficulties, we know that the 
most productive way for us to prevent default is for us to help our students earn their 
degrees and get started quickly in their chosen careers. 

Recruiting Practices 
DeVry offers students an outstanding value proposition and a proven track record. We 
are proud of the quality of our career-focused programs and will match them against 
the offerings of any other institution—public-sector, private-sector or independent. 
PayScale.com compiles a yearly analysis of the 30-year return on investment (ROI) 
for graduates of U.S. colleges and universities. DeVry ranked 213 out of 1,248 
schools in 30-year ROI for its graduates, ahead of schools like Emory University 
(231), Pennsylvania State University (244) and Northwestern University (264). 
DeVry’s 30-year graduate ROI is higher than those of nine schools among the top 50 
in U.S. News & World Report’s 2012 National University Rankings. 

In order to compete with institutions of that caliber, we need to get our message out 
every day. Colleges and universities compete to attract students; this is a strength of 
our system, not a weakness. And competition is critical to reaching and educating a 
broader, more diverse student population. 

DeVry students have historically been considered “non-traditional.” That means they 
are typically minority, first in their families to go to college, single mothers or recent 
immigrants. Some are newly graduated from high school, many are older career-
changers. Our students tend not to fit the historical stereotype of incoming college 
freshmen: newly graduated from high school having spent their formative academic 
years focused on preparing to attend college, being encouraged to pursue higher 
education and being supported in that effort. 

Some of our students may not have had the most successful high school experience, 
or were not encouraged by their schools or their families to consider higher education. 
Many of them (about 40%) tried other colleges or institutions before coming to DeVry; 
most are in their late twenties or older and have low incomes (60% are Pell Grant 
recipients). 

We know from our 80 years of experience that, because of these factors, some of our 
students lack the confidence of the typical college entrant. We also know that their 
ability to succeed has less to do with high school grades or test scores than it does 
with their willingness to commit to the necessary time and effort. 

Recruiting non-traditional students differs from recruiting traditional students who have 
been told their entire lives that they will be going to college. For a traditional student, 
the question is not “will I go to college?” but rather “where will I go to college?”  For 
non-traditional students, it is often a conversation about overcoming “objections,” or 
“barriers” to their own success.

Not only do non-traditional students often need to be convinced they have the skills 
and determination to go to college, but they also often need more support services to 
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make it happen. They may not be aware of the return on investment of a college 
degree; they may not have been exposed to the financing options available to them. 
They may be surprised to learn that institutions like DeVry have the online and onsite 
resources to meet their needs for flexible scheduling, or that their military or work 
experience can count toward college credit. They may not know that a university like 
DeVry is set up to help them succeed. 

The nation will not regain its place as the world leader in college attainment by 
educating only the “easy” students—those who have been on a college-bound path 
most of their lives. We will achieve President Obama’s goal of educating more 
Americans only by reaching out to those who have been told they cannot go to 
college, telling them that they can, convincing them that they should, and helping them 
take the first steps. Then we must give them the guidance and support they need to 
complete their studies, graduate and begin their careers. The days when recruiting 
college students meant accepting a few while turning many away are, for the most 
part, over. We must bring more students into the fold; that means empowering and 
convincing those who never thought they had a chance, as well as those who need a 
second chance. 

Moving Forward 
DeVry has proposed to you and to members of the Committee a policy framework 
comprised of two pillars: 1) metrics of outcomes, and 2) standards of best practice. 
Outcomes metrics include: Do students learn? Do they graduate? Did they gain 
employment? Did they repay their student loans? Standards of practice include full 
information disclosure to students and proper training for admissions advisors. We 
look forward to continuing our discussion with you as Congress prepares for 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our perspective on the Committee’s report.
We may take issue with some of the findings and recommendations the Committee 
puts forward; we may endorse others given our belief in transparency and 
accountability across the board. In any event, we assure you that we are committed to 
expressing our views respectfully and in the spirit of improving the entire higher-
education system so that it truly serves the best interests of students, their families 
and our country. 

Sincerely,  

Sharon Thomas Parrott 
Senior Vice President 
External Relations & Global Responsibility 
Chief Regulatory Compliance Officer 
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Statement of Henley-Putnam University on Charts Released by the Senate Committee
 on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions

Due to the programs Henley-Putnam University offers, it has drawn students primarily from 
various branches of the U.S. military as well as from corporations, law enforcement and 
governmental agencies including the Secret Service, FBI, CIA, and others.  Due to their 
positions, many of Henley-Putnam’s active duty military students require leaves of absence 
(LOA) when transitioning to overseas duty, and in many cases when in active combat situations.  
The percentage of enrolled students on LOA can range from 25 percent to 40 percent at any time,
which increases the time it takes to complete a degree. However, currently the time to 
completion at Henley-Putnam in years is 3.53, 3.45, and 3.75 for its Bachelor’s, Master’s and 
Doctoral degrees, respectively.  

The chart entitled “Status of Students Enrolled in Henley-Putnam University in 2008-2009, as of 
2010” shows enrollments from 2008-2009 with graduation status from 2010, which means a 
student would only have been matriculating for one to three years.  This is normally not enough 
time to complete a Bachelor’s degree.  In addition, Henley-Putnam received accreditation in 
2007, which accounts for the low enrollments in 2006 and 2007.  
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STATEMENT SUBMITTED BY KAPLAN, INC.  

 Kaplan appreciates the opportunity to submit a statement to be included with the Majority 
report being issued by the HELP Committee.  Because we have not been given an opportunity to 
review the report itself, however, we are not in a position to respond to it.  We are only able to 
provide a comment on Kaplan’s experience with the Committee, and to register our concerns as 
to certain supplementary materials that we understand will accompany the report.     

 From the beginning of this Committee’s inquiry into the proprietary higher education 
sector, Kaplan has been a model of cooperation.  Kaplan has made itself available to respond to 
the Committee’s every request for documents and information, and our leaders have offered to 
appear before the Committee to discuss the key issues facing higher education today.  Under 
these circumstances, we are understandably disappointed at the limited manner in which our 
participation has been utilized, and in the impression that these proceedings, and the final report, 
have been carefully managed to support a general narrative about the higher education sector 
without due regard for the specific facts about Kaplan. 

KAPLAN’S PRIOR SUBMISSION ON CRUCIAL POLICY ISSUES 

 Over a year ago, Kaplan sent Senator Harkin a letter (dated May 26, 2011) from Andy 
Rosen, our Chairman and CEO.  Mr. Rosen’s letter provided key information on the critical 
policy issues facing this Committee, including the achievements of Kaplan students and the facts 
about the relatively low measures of student indebtedness at Kaplan, as well as data about the 
innovative benefits that Kaplan has introduced to its students, such as the Kaplan Commitment.   

Kaplan requested that the letter be made a part of the record in connection with the 
Committee’s proceedings.  The letter contains important facts and policy considerations for the 
Committee -- elements that may well be absent from the Majority report, but are crucial for a 
productive understanding of the higher education sector. 

Accordingly, we now renew our request for that letter to be added to the record, and have 
attached a copy of the letter as Exhibit A to this statement.  The letter, along with this statement, 
also will be made publicly available at a Kaplan website.          
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FLAWED CHARTS 
PERTAINING TO KAPLAN 

 It is Kaplan’s understanding that the Majority report will be accompanied by charts and 
graphs purporting to summarize data about the companies that provided information to the 
Committee.  Kaplan has not been consulted regarding any such materials pertaining to our 
schools.   

We are concerned that the charts created by the Committee will be based on inaccurate 
data or have been selectively crafted to support a narrative -- presumably, that proprietary 
schools invariably provide poor student outcomes at a disproportionate cost relative to 
traditional, publicly-subsidized schools -- that is simply not accurate when applied to Kaplan.  
Errors and misstatements of this nature could have been avoided by engaging with Kaplan when 
these materials were created.   

 This is particularly troubling because at every turn, Kaplan has endeavored to assist the 
Committee and has provided the information requested of us, in the specific ways and formats 
requested by the Committee.  It should not be difficult to generate accurate charts and a fitting 
narrative based on that information.  However, these charts fall well short of that standard.   

We do not know on which sources the Committee relied to create the charts that pertain 
to Kaplan, or how the Committee arranged the data from those sources; but the charts do not tell 
an accurate story about Kaplan’s students or a Kaplan education.  For example: 

Chart regarding Net Income 

 As an initial matter, the Committee created a chart to illustrate the net income (“profit”) 
of Kaplan Higher Education Corporation from 2006 to 2009.  This chart materially overstates 
the net income of the company during that time, by an average of more than 40% per year. 

 Kaplan provided its audited financial statements to the Committee.  Those audited 
financial statements demonstrate that the actual net income of Kaplan Higher Education 
Corporation for each year was far less than the amounts included in the chart:  

Audited Financial Statements    Committee Chart 

2006   $53 million   $75 million (overstatement: 41.5%) 

2007   $71 million   $84 million (overstatement: 18.3%) 

2008   $84 million   $126 million (overstatement: 50.0%) 

2009   $134 million   $212 million (overstatement: 58.2%) 
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 It appears that these errors in the Committee’s chart were caused by treating operating 
income as “profit.”  However, as the audited financial statements expressly show, operating 
income, as that term is commonly used in business accounting, does not include significant 
expenses such as interest or taxes.  This is particularly noteworthy because, unlike publicly-
subsidized institutions, Kaplan pays taxes.  This chart fundamentally misstates the company’s 
“profit.”       

Chart regarding Relative Value 

   The Committee also created a chart to compare the cost of degrees from Kaplan 
University and from publicly-subsidized state schools (the University of Iowa and Eastern Iowa 
Community College).  The chart fosters the impression that a Kaplan University degree 
invariably costs more.  That is not the case. 

 The chart selectively chooses to compare the cost of the most expensive 4-year degrees 
offered by Kaplan University ($66,417) with an average cost of a 4-year degree from the 
publicly-subsidized school ($43,816).1  That is misleading.  It is further misleading that the chart 
takes no account of the Advanced Start degree program and other programs offered by Kaplan 
University, in which students who have earned credits at other nationally or regionally accredited 
institutions -- a meaningful segment of our student population -- can receive credit for their prior 
learning and significantly lower the cost of completing their 4-year degree.  For example, the 
Advanced Start degree programs at Kaplan University cost approximately $36,000, a comparison 
that would be distinctly in favor of Kaplan University but is absent from the chart.2                

More fundamentally, comparing the tuition costs of proprietary schools with publicly-
subsidized schools is a misleading exercise to the extent it ignores the true cost to the taxpayer 
for each student attending the institutions.  Publicly-subsidized schools, such as community 
colleges and state universities, receive federal support, state appropriations and other funds, in 
addition to the tuition they charge; they are also exempted from paying taxes.  On the other hand, 
“for-profit” schools rely almost exclusively on tuition to fund their operations, and they pay state 
and federal taxes.  When the full economic picture is considered -- as opposed to just a top-line 
comparison of tuition prices -- the total cost to the taxpayer is significantly less for a Kaplan 
University education than for an equivalent program at a community college or public 
university.3    

                                                 
1  http://www.uiowa.edu/admissions/undergrad/costs/estimate-costs.htm 
 
2  http://davenport.kaplanuniversity.edu/pages/tuition.aspx 
 
3  See, e.g., R.J. Shapiro and N.D. Pham, “Taxpayers’ Costs to Support Higher Education: 
A Comparison of Public, Private, Not-For-Profit, and Private For-Profit Institutions” (Sonecon, 
Washington, DC, 2010).  
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Charts regarding Student Outcomes 

 Finally, the Committee created three charts to summarize outcomes of students who 
enroll at Kaplan schools.  No one from the Committee asked for our assistance in analyzing the 
data underlying these charts, or explained to us how these charts were formulated.  This is ill-
advised for two principal reasons:  

� First, because there was no universal standard set of definitions and rules that all 
schools followed in providing this data regarding student progress and outcomes, the 
data is inherently different from school to school, and apples-to-apples comparisons 
are impossible in the absence of imposing such a series of uniform definitions.  For 
example, Kaplan applies stringent standards to its own student records that treat 
students not attending class as “drops” or “withdrawals,” even if they are on an 
approved leave of absence or if they soon re-enroll (as often occurs); however, other 
schools may not consider a student “dropped” or “withdrawn” until and unless the 
student does not return to school for an extended period of time.  This makes Kaplan 
outcomes appear less favorable than other schools, even though the underlying data is 
actually more favorable at Kaplan. 
 

� Second, without a thorough understanding of these specific definitions and database 
codes utilized by each school, it would be impossible to create a uniform set of 
principles that treated each school fairly and accounted for the different ways of 
tracking and submitting this data.   

Accordingly, our review of these charts indicates that they significantly understate the 
performance of Kaplan students, both for on-campus and online students.    

 Additionally, it is important to note that these charts indicate they are based on outdated 
data (2009) and therefore do not come close to accurately representing student outcomes at 
Kaplan schools today.  In particular, these charts do not reflect the positive impact that the 
Kaplan Commitment has had on student outcomes.   

Kaplan introduced the Kaplan Commitment nearly two years ago (in November 2010).  
By allowing newly-enrolled students to experience our college-level learning environment for up 
to five weeks without obligation and without incurring any tuition costs, the Kaplan 
Commitment greatly benefits our students and our schools: students who find that Kaplan is not 
a good fit for them, or who are unlikely to succeed, have the opportunity to leave without taking 
on debt; while the students who choose to remain are far more likely to complete their programs 
of study and ultimately enter the workforce with a college degree.   

Of course, the federal government and taxpayers benefit as well, because the students 
who leave during the Kaplan Commitment trial period do not require financial aid.     
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This highlights a fundamental problem inherent in the Committee’s report: it is based 
largely on information about the higher education sector as it existed years ago, not as it exists 
today.   

This is particularly true about Kaplan, because of the Kaplan Commitment and many 
other initiatives we have implemented to improve the student experience and student outcomes.   
We implemented these changes because we believe it was the right thing to do; not because we 
had to comply with regulations, and certainly not because we wished to become more profitable: 
the Kaplan Commitment alone has meant that we voluntarily declined to charge students for 
millions of dollars in tuition for which they otherwise would have paid. 

DOCUMENTS PERTAINING TO KAPLAN 

 When this inquiry began two years ago, Kaplan pledged our willingness to assist the 
Committee.  Kaplan endeavored at every turn to be a respectful and helpful participant in the 
process.  Again, it is disappointing that the Committee apparently has chosen to include in its 
report a tiny fraction of the documents provided by Kaplan, and to use those materials to portray 
Kaplan in an inaccurate and unflattering manner.    

 Kaplan believes strongly that the education sector -- just like any other sector overseen by 
Congress -- has room to improve, and should always strive to improve.  Kaplan in particular, by 
launching the Kaplan Commitment and other innovations, has changed the game.  We are 
continually creating the most engaging, supportive student experience possible, to produce 
graduates with the skills our economy needs.  The documents collected here by the Committee 
(many of which are several years old) do not reflect any of that.  Many of these documents are 
expressly labeled as draft discussions of concepts that were never implemented; others refer to 
events or activities that have not been used for years, or were prepared by third-party vendors 
and utilized on an isolated basis, if at all; others were unapproved and contrary to Kaplan’s 
policies; and few, if any, of these materials depict current practices at Kaplan, such as the Kaplan 
Commitment.      

There is a compelling story to tell about the Kaplan education of today.  These documents 
do not even attempt to do so.  

Documents regarding Student Loan Default Rates 

 Kaplan intends for all of our students to complete their programs, find good jobs, and 
repay any student loans they obtained to finance their education.  We also recognize that many 
students withdraw before graduation, and may face a struggle to repay their student loans.   

This is why Kaplan has default management personnel, who are tasked with assisting our 
current and former students to avoid default on their student loans.  This is also why Kaplan 
provides financial literacy classes to our students, and counsels them to consider carefully the 
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consequences of accepting all of the student loans they may be eligible to receive from the 
federal government.  We consistently advise our students to take out the least possible amount of 
financial aid they need to complete their programs of study.  After all, federal student loans are a 
significant commitment that may take years to repay, and are not dischargeable under federal 
bankruptcy law.          

Under these circumstances, it is unremarkable that Kaplan has a default management 
department, and that these employees counsel students to help them avoid default.  This 
counseling can include making the students aware of their rights under the federal student loan 
programs, such as the right to seek a temporary forbearance of loan repayments in certain 
situations.  Kaplan did not create those rules, and it is misleading to suggest that assisting 
students to follow those rules and avoid defaulting on their loans is in some way improper.                  

Documents regarding the 90:10 Rule 

 Federal regulations require Kaplan schools to obtain no more than 90% of their annual 
revenue from tuition paid for by federal financial aid.  The student populations served by Kaplan 
schools are heavily dependent upon federal financial aid -- much more so, for example, than are 
students who attend traditional, publicly-subsidized state schools.  Accordingly, to follow these 
federal regulations, Kaplan must: (a) carefully monitor its schools’ revenue throughout the year 
to ensure that they do not exceed the 90:10 threshold; and (b) explore options by which our 
students and their families can contribute to their tuition without relying on federal financial aid.  
Schools ought not be faulted for striving to comply with the federal regulations that govern their 
operations.         

Documents regarding Student Complaints 

Kaplan’s goal is for all of our students to have a positive experience at our schools while 
successfully completing their programs of study.  No interest would be served by a disaffected or 
poorly-served student population.  This is why each Kaplan school has procedures in place 
(clearly set forth in the school catalog) by which students can raise any concerns and have them 
resolved.  We also have student-relations teams, as well as a dedicated financial aid 
ombudsman’s office, to help students who may need additional assistance. 

If the intent of this group of documents is to imply that Kaplan schools are beset by 
student complaints, that intent is misplaced.  These documents represent a few instances of 
dissatisfied students, but no institution serving tens of thousands of students annually could be 
free of isolated instances of negative commentary.  It is noteworthy that almost half of these 
documents date back to 2006; only a few are from the several years since, during which time 
Kaplan substantially increased the number of employees providing student services.  Relative to 
the size of our student population, we have had few student complaints, and our people and 
procedures work to resolve those issues quickly and in a manner satisfactory to the student.   
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This is certainly the case for the handful of complaints included by the Committee.  In 
each instance, the Kaplan school reached out to the student and sought to address the student’s 
concerns.  Wherever reasonably possible, they succeeded; although, as the more recent items 
demonstrate, there are some sources of anxiety -- namely, the recession-racked economy -- that 
our student relations teams have been unable to resolve on their own. 

Documents regarding Admissions 

 Kaplan introduced the Kaplan Commitment in November 2010.  By providing students 
with several weeks to take real classes and determine whether or not a Kaplan school is the right 
choice for them – without incurring any tuition obligation -- the Kaplan Commitment 
fundamentally altered the admissions model for our schools.   

This is not to suggest that the prior admissions model was either perfect or inadequate.  
We believe that the culture at Kaplan always has embraced the highest ethical standards, but that 
has not prevented every possible mistake.  When the original (August 2010) GAO report 
included footage of a Kaplan admissions representative making irresponsible statements to a 
prospective student, we acknowledged that our control structure should have prevented it -- in 
fact, the employee in question had been separated from the company weeks before we were even 
aware of the GAO report -- and we resolved to do better.  Since then, we have developed more 
robust ways to monitor and quality-check our admissions process consistently, though the 
Kaplan Commitment focuses that process on finding the right students to succeed long-term at 
our schools, not just on increasing the numbers of enrollments.    

With the Kaplan Commitment, any student who enrolls but later has second thoughts, or 
discovers that the work is too challenging, can leave during the trial period without incurring any 
debt.  The Kaplan Commitment is a unique benefit to our students and to federal taxpayers.  It 
also underscores that the old, pre-Kaplan Commitment materials collected by the Committee 
have no relevance to the way that student admissions are conducted at Kaplan schools today.     

Documents regarding Military Enrollments 

Kaplan has been consistently recognized for providing innovative, convenient and 
valuable programs of study to students in the armed forces and their families.  We are proud of 
the achievements of our military students and alumni.  Kaplan is committed to delivering the best 
possible experience to this important group of students, regardless of how their tuitions are 
counted. 
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June 27, 2012 
 
 
The Honorable Tom Harkin 
Chairman 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions 
United States Senate 
428 Senate Dirksen Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510 
 
Dear Chairman Harkin: 
 
The Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions, which you Chair, has compiled a profile 
of our private College based on the documents we voluntarily submitted to the Committee in the 
summer of 2010. While narrowly focused on one sector of higher education––the private sector––the 
fact remains that postsecondary education is a heterogeneous industry with “good” and “bad” actors 
in all sectors. Given the singular focus of this Committee on private-sector education, and while 
ignoring problems or concerns more broadly in all of higher education, we thought it would be 
helpful to provide an update and policy response to the Committee’s Final Report on how Rasmussen 
College has continued to change and evolve in the two years since the document request.  We have 
begun a number of initiatives to further our commitment to students and to be good stewards of the 
federal taxpayer money given to our students.  
 
Rasmussen College has been a part of the higher education community for over 100 years, and much 
has changed since our founding in 1900 as a business college in downtown St. Paul. While our 
footprint and scale may have grown nationally, our College has remained decidedly “local.” My 
grandfather first purchased the College in 1945, and the continuum of family ownership exists today 
as I assumed Presidency of the College in 1997. We received outside personal investors to help 
launch the College’s nascent online operation in 2003, but our Board and management still remains 
committed to the founding ideals of Walter Rasmussen and my grandfather and father. Our long-term 
shareholder base additionally enables our College to make investment decisions to ensure student 
success for the next generation. 
 
Working to improve student success 
 
As you know, there is a tension between providing maximum access to students and driving higher 
rates of graduation.  Since the College’s founding in 1900, our mission was to have an open 
enrollment policy, i.e. anyone with a high school degree (or equivalent, as we never accepted 
“ability-to-benefit” students) could enroll.  This policy provided broad access to students so they 
would have the opportunity to attain a regionally accredited degree at Rasmussen College.  Starting 
in the summer of 2009, we began to experience declines in the rate at which students were persisting 
from one quarter to the next.  This timing directly correlated with the expansion of the Pell program 
and a weak labor market driven by the credit crisis.  The College saw significant enrollment growth.  
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Unfortunately, many of the students who entered into the institution were uncommitted, driven by 
funding advantages and a poor economy,  and our “open enrollment” process did not provide a 
screen of those students.  A large number of these students struggled to perform in the classroom.  
We only allow students one quarter of poor academic performance before they go on academic 
warning.  As a result, the number of students forced out––and dropping out––of our institution 
increased to an unacceptable level.  
 
To help ensure we were enrolling committed students with a good likelihood of being successful, our 
College began moving to a qualified enrollment process in the fall of 2010.  Implementing such a 
change across all twenty-two of our campuses took a year and was completed in the summer of 2011.  
We are denying access to roughly 20% of students who historically would have entered the 
institution, and to date, over 4,500 students who wanted to enter Rasmussen College have been 
denied (to put this in context, our overall enrollment is approximately 15,000). While our changed 
admissions policy may have negative implications for access, it was the right decision for us, the 
taxpayers, and the students to only allow admission to those students who had a greater likelihood of 
success and could achieve the goal of graduation.  Over the last three quarters, we have seen a 
significant improvement in the rate at which students are progressing from one quarter to the next 
and a material improvement in the numbers of students persisting at the institution, providing some 
early validation on this strategy. 
 
The core of our qualified enrollment approach is a College Experience Course, which is required of 
applicants to ensure that prospective students fully understand their obligations as students and can 
sample what it is like to attend Rasmussen College.  Throughout this course, students gain 
knowledge and confidence about navigating online coursework, career opportunities within a chosen 
field, financial responsibility, as well as the skills, habits, and commitments needed for a regionally 
accredited institution.  In addition to denying students through our pre-enrollment module, we also 
expanded background checks (more than a sign-off) on students to cover more than 60% of our 
programs to ensure that there is nothing in a student’s personal history that would prevent him or her 
from getting a job in a chosen field of study.  Additionally, students must have all of their financial 
aid paperwork complete so there is no uncertainty on how they will be funding their education.  
Finally, we instituted a cutoff based on testing for remedial needs where a student is denied 
admission because we judge the need for remediation coming out of the K-12 system to be too 
severe.  The remediation needs of our incoming students remain a critical issue, and we encourage 
you to look at ways that our K-12 system and higher education system can collaborate to help ensure 
more high school graduates are college-ready.  
 
Along with this change in admissions standards, we have made changes in our curriculum to increase 
student success.  Our entire curriculum was redesigned to provide milestones of success for students 
through the introduction of “stackable credentials” where students take a defined sequence of courses 
to earn a certificate, diploma, and associate’s degree during their pursuit of a bachelor’s degree.  
Each student builds a “My Degree Plan” to have visibility on the courses they will be taking and 
when they will hit these milestones, which in turn builds confidence.  This new curriculum was built 
in fall 2010/spring 2011, approved by the various regulatory bodies in 2011, and then implemented in 
January 2012.   Interestingly, many students who had left the institution have come back to continue 
their pursuit of a Rasmussen College credential under this model.  Our biggest challenge remains the 
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first quarter as our adult students struggle with the transition into college.  We have reviewed and 
modified our courses with the highest withdrawal/failure rates and are piloting a new personalized 
approach to remediation this summer.  Finally, we have rolled out a standard business process around 
student success featuring same-day reach-out by faculty when a student does not attend class and 
standardized risk profiling of students upon enrollment. 
 
Working to establish positive return for educational investment 
 
Along with these strategies to improve persistence, we have been working to ensure a good return on 
our students’ educational investments and reduce student debt levels.  Last year, we reduced our 
price per credit in selected programs by up to 20%.  For the 2011-2012 academic year, we did not 
increase tuition and increased scholarships for students based on success and for public service 
employees.   We would like to reduce our tuition more, but are limited in our flexibility by the 90/10 
rule.  For your reference, the restrictions on access and price reductions have resulted in a significant 
decline in the College’s profit margins with our after-tax margin now at under 10%.  
 
To reduce the aggregate cost of the program where the price per credit was not changed, we have 
attempted to shorten the path to a better job by introducing more certificates and diplomas.  For 
example, we have historically offered a medical assisting associate’s degree.  The medical assisting 
entry-level job can be obtained with a medical assisting diploma, which is roughly 25% less costly 
than the associate’s degree.  We now have a medical assisting diploma so that students can become a 
medical assistant at a lower price with less debt.  Of course, the tradeoff in this move is that general 
education is missing from the curriculum, which our employer communities continue to tell us is a 
valuable component for them.  
 
We also want to emphasize the lack of public subsidies as it relates to our tuition levels. Since we do 
not receive operating revenue from our states and local taxpayers, the comparison of tuition between 
our College and that of a publicly subsidized community college is misleading. Many studies have 
shown that the total cost to the taxpayer is far less for privately capitalized institutions than publicly 
subsidized institutions so the difference in tuition simply represents a difference in funding models 
and how much of the expense is being paid for by taxpayers.  
 
Around the area of student debt, in addition to lowering prices, we have also emphasized financial 
literacy throughout pre-enrollment and enrollment.  Our College Experience Course contains a 
financial literacy module and quizzes on understanding student loans separate from, and in addition 
to, entrance counseling.  In 2011, we introduced new documents in the enrollment process to provide 
students with a clear understanding of the total cost of the degree and the debt they would incur.  We 
have continued to improve this process, and students must sign a one-page financial worksheet in 
plain language that shows the expected program cost, debt, and monthly repayment amount, similar 
to the “Know Before You Owe” document that your team has promoted.  As you know, we are 
legally required to give students all debt to which they are entitled.  Since we do not lend to students 
ourselves, we are thus limited in our ability to control the debt since the limits are set by Congress.  
We have been accepted as an “experimental site” through the Department of Education to test a new 
approach to financial aid which would allow us to limit the debt given to the student.  We would 
strongly encourage you to sponsor legislation which would allow schools to make judgments on what 
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loans to give a student if you want the schools to be responsible for the rate at which students pay 
back the debt.   
 
As an institution of higher education, Rasmussen College is committed to continual improvement.  
We are not perfect but are striving to be better.  We want to achieve higher rates of student success 
and reduce the cost of degree attainment.  At the same time, however, we want to stay consistent with 
our mission of providing access to students who may not have historically pursued a college degree 
or who have unsuccessfully tried another type of institution.  More than ever in today’s labor market 
with the shift in our economy to one focused on knowledge and services, the earnings capacity of an 
individual is driven by his or her skills.  As a country, we need more students to receive 
postsecondary education with a focus on careers.  Rasmussen College stands ready to continue 
working with you to make this happen. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Kristi Waite 
President 
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STATEMENT OF UTI REGARDING DOCUMENTS RELEASED BY COMMITTEE 

Universal Technical Institute, Inc. (“UTI”) submits the following comments and requests 
that they be included in the Committee’s Report to provide context concerning the documents 
that the Committee intends to release concerning UTI. 

The Committee intends to make public as part of its report, approximately two dozen 
individual student complaints and several miscellaneous documents, in an apparent attempt to 
discredit UTI’s admissions practices and raise questions about the quality of its educational 
programs.  The Committee has made no effort to put these complaints and documents in context, 
by making clear, for instance that many of the individual complaints were resolved by UTI, or 
found lacking in merit, or that all schools, public and private sector, regularly receive complaints.  

Specifically, the individual student complaints concerning UTI that the Committee 
intends to release include a number of complaints as far back as 2006 and 2007 that are isolated 
and stale. These few individual complaints are not at all indicative of the experiences of the vast 
majority of UTI students.  Several of the complaints that the Committee intends to release were 
resolved with UTI taking some specific action to respond to the issues raised by the complaining 
students.  In other cases, the complaints were referred to the Better Business Bureau which found 
that UTI had engaged in good faith attempts to resolve the consumer’s complaint.  Several of the 
complaints are anonymous and extremely vague.  Others contain wholly unsupported allegations.  
At least one of the complaints is entirely incomprehensible.  The complaint, made by a cosigner 
on a loan made to a UTI student states that the student should have received “Fannie Mae” loans 
and grants to cover the entire cost of attendance. Finally, other complaints touch on topics that do 
not appear to have any relevance to the Committee’s investigation.  Indeed, one complaint takes 
issue with the quality of the food truck at a UTI location.   Even when one views the jumbled and 
out of context complaints that the Committee intends to publish, it is very clear from the 
documents that UTI has a well-established process to investigate consumer complaints and take 
corrective action if warranted.  Indeed, several of the individual complaints were sent to UTI’s 
Chief Executive Officer, who personally followed up to see that the issues raised in the 
complaints were fully looked into and addressed. 

Fundamentally, it is unfair and misleading for the Committee to publish these scattered 
and long-dated individual complaints without providing context.  For example, the complaints 
are dated from 2005 through 2010.  During that period, more than 100,000 students attended  
UTI.  It is hardly surprising that a tiny handful of students during that period raised some issues 
with UTI.  The vast majority of students who attended UTI from 2005 through 2010 were very 
satisfied with the training that they obtained.    Over the 2005-2010 period, UTI has received 
numerous letters and comments from students praising the quality of training that they received 
at UTI.  Other students and former students have credited their career success to the training they 
received at UTI. In addition, numerous employers have recognized the high quality of a UTI 
education.  Indeed, the success of our graduates has afforded UTI the opportunity to partner with 
many leading original equipment manufacturers (OEM) in the auto, diesel, motorcycle and 
marine industries, significantly enhance the learning opportunities for our students and 
expanding their career options.  
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UTI is proud of its demonstrated record of student success.  For the most recent report 
period, 85% of our graduates have secured employment in their chosen field.  Furthermore, for 
the same report period our consolidated student completion rate was 65%, which compares 
favorably with student outcomes of other providers from comparable educational training 
programs.  The publication of scattered individual student complaints which for the most part are 
entirely unsupported is therefore extremely misleading in view of UTI’s demonstrated record of 
success in training and placing students.  We appreciate the opportunity to include this rebuttal in 
the record.  

A6-170




