| am both pleased and grateful to have the opportunity to submit to the National Advisory
Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity comments regarding the proposed Higher
Education Accreditation Reauthorization. 1 am grateful that NACIQI will accept these
comments in conjunction with their important advisory role to the Secretary of Education on the
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act.

Curry College, located in a suburb of Boston, MA is an academic community of approximately
5,000 current students, faculty and staff. We are 2,000 traditional students, 1,600 Continuing Ed
students, 600 Graduate students and 800 faculty and staff. While the majority of our students are
from New England, we draw students from 28 states and multiple nations.

Unsurprisingly, the NACIQI discussion draft contains options and recommendations which |
believe are both in the best interest of Higher Education, and some which | believe would have
significant and potentially serious unintended negative consequences. Again, thank you for
taking the time to review my comments.

My most significant comments evolve around Option B (separation of accreditation from the
federal aid eligibility process) and Option C (modification of the linkage between accreditation
and institutional eligibility).

Option B

Recognizing the tremendous (and | believe worthwhile) investment which the federal
government makes in financial aid to afford access to Higher Education for students, | wish to
point out that | believe that these options are likely to result in a diminution in academic quality
for students who are the beneficiaries of that investment.

Separation of accreditation from the federal aid eligibility process will, I believe, result in the
diminution of quality. The dual purposes of accreditation are quality assurance and institutional
improvement. Coupling those to eligibility for federal financial aid both protects the public and,
importantly, results in ongoing institutional improvement. Simply linking eligibility to financial
metrics, no matter how sophisticated or well intended, will not result in institutional
improvement. (In fact, the contrary result may be realized in some instances.) Additionally, no
simple financial measurement can assess how well an Institution is doing in preparing its
students for what | believe to be one of the three aims of undergraduate education — preparing
students to be informed, participating and contributing citizens in our society.

Option C

With respect to Option C, modification of the linkage between accreditation and institutional
eligibility I believe that this would, again, lead to negative unintended consequences similar to
those under Option B. Again, financial metrics alone will not satisfy the needs of quality
assurance and ongoing continuous institutional improvement. That requires a system that
engages all campus populations and constituencies, students, faculty, staff, Trustees and
institutional leaders engaged in a system of peer review. Ultimately, relying on simple metrics



will result in a diminution in quality and, importantly, diversity, innovation and support for all
populations across the spectrum of our population including I fear, underrepresented populations
or populations which have not had appropriate access to primary and secondary educational
opportunities.

Other Options — 16, 17 & 20-24

| would very much, in tandem, support deeper exploration of Option 16 and 17 as a way to
inform further progress. Additionally, the generation of common data sets that is suggested in
Options 20-24 may provide fertile territory for gains. | would suggest, though, that the notion of
commonly used data points ought to reflect the great diversity of institutional mission and
purposes — widely recognized as one of the great strengths and advantages of Higher Education
in America — and should not specify any standard federal test.

Finally, one of the dual aims of accreditation is institutional improvement. For institutions not
on any form of probation, | would argue that this aim is best achieved by allowing individual
institutions to determine whether accreditation reports ought to be made available to the public.
This will result in full engagement and gains, as opposed to a defensive posture.

Again, thank you for your good, hard and important work in this challenging area. Please be
assured that it is appreciated.

Please also do not hesitate to contact me if | can be of any additional assistance.
Sincerely,

Kenneth K. Quigley, Jr.
President

Curry College

Milton, MA 02186
617-333-2236
kquigley@curry.edu
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